
Young guns: The new generation of jihadists
are self-styled terrorists seeking thrills.
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deadly craft. Ultimately, he attracted the attention of
the late leader of al Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Musab al-
Zarqawi. When British police discovered this young
it student in his London flat, he was serving as
Zarqawi’s public relations mouthpiece on the Web.

Tsouli’s journey from computer geek to radical
jihadist is representative of the wider evolution of
Islamist terrorist networks today. Since Sept. 11,
2001, the threat confronting the West has changed
dramatically, but most governments still imagine their
foe in the mold of the old al Qaeda. The enemy today
is not a product of poverty, ignorance, or religious
brainwashing. The individuals we should fear most
haven’t been trained in terrorist camps, and they
don’t answer to Osama bin Laden or Ayman al-
Zawahiri. They often do not even adhere to the most
austere and dogmatic tenets of radical Islam. Instead,
the new generation of terrorists consists of home-
grown wannabes—self-recruited, without leadership,
and globally connected through the Internet. They are
young people seeking thrills and a sense of significance
and belonging in their lives. And their lack of struc-
ture and organizing principles makes them even more
terrifying and volatile than their terrorist forebears.

THE NEW FACE OF TERROR

The five years between Osama bin Laden’s 1996 dec-
laration of war against the United States from his safe
haven in Afghanistan to the attacks of 9/11 were the
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The world’s most dangerous jihadists no longer answer to al Qaeda.

The terrorists we should fear most are self-recruited wannabes who

find purpose in terror and comrades on the Web. This new generation is

even more frightening and unpredictable than its predecessors, but its

evolution just may reveal the key to its demise. | By Marc Sageman

When British police broke down
Younis Tsouli’s door in October 2005
in a leafy west London neighbor-
hood, they suspected the 22-year-

old college student, the son of a Moroccan diplomat,
of little more than having traded e-mails with men
planning a bombing in Bosnia. It was only after they
began examining the hard drive on Tsouli’s com-
puter that they realized they had stumbled upon one
of the most infamous—and unlikely—cyberjihadists
in the world.

Tsouli’s online username, as they discovered, was
Irhabi007 (“Terrorist007” in Arabic). It was a moniker
well known to international counterterrorism offi-
cials. Since 2004, this young man, with no history of
radical activity, had become one of the world’s most
influential propagandists in jihadi chatrooms. It had
been the online images of the war in Iraq that first rad-
icalized him. He began spending his days creating
and hacking dozens of Web sites in order to upload
videos of beheadings and suicide bombings in Iraq and
post links to the texts of bomb-making manuals. From
his bedroom in London, he eventually became a cru-
cial global organizer of online terrorist networks, guid-
ing others to jihadist sites where they could learn their
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They were also mature, often about 30 years old
when they took up arms. Their remnants still form
the backbone of al Qaeda’s leadership today, but
there are at most a few dozen of them left, hiding in
the frontier territories of northwest Pakistan.

The second wave that followed consisted most-
ly of elite expatriates from the Middle East who
went to the West to attend universities. The sepa-
ration from family, friends, and culture led many to
feel homesick and marginalized, sentiments that
hardened into the seeds of their radicalization. It
was this generation of young men who traveled to
al Qaeda’s training camps in Afghanistan in the
1990s. They were incorporated into al Qaeda Cen-
tral, and today there are at most about 100 of them
left, also in hiding in northwest Pakistan.

The new, third wave is unlike its predecessors. It
consists mostly of would-be terrorists, who, angered

“golden age” of what could be called al Qaeda
Central. Those days are long over, but the social move-
ment they inspired is as strong and dangerous as ever.
The structure has simply evolved over time.

Today’s new generation of terrorists constitutes
the third wave of radicals stirred to battle by the
ideology of global jihad. The first wave to join al
Qaeda was Afghan Arabs who came to Pakistan and
Afghanistan to fight the Soviets in the 1980s. They
were, contrary to popular belief, largely well edu-
cated and from solidly middle-class backgrounds.

][Ask the Author
Send questions for Marc Sageman to
letters@ForeignPolicy.com by March 25, and we will
post his answers on March 31 at
ForeignPolicy.com/extras/sageman.
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Europe’s worst attack: Spanish prosecutors’ efforts to convict the accused Madrid bombers were hampered by the group’s lack of structure.



by the invasion of Iraq, aspire to join the movement
and the men they hail as heroes. But it is nearly
impossible for them to link up with al Qaeda Central,
which was forced underground after 9/11. Instead, they
form fluid, informal networks that are self-financed
and self-trained. They have no physical headquarters
or sanctuary, but the tolerant, virtual environment of
the Internet offers them a semblance of unity and
purpose. Theirs is a scattered, decentralized social
structure—a leaderless jihad.

Take the case of Mohammed Bouyeri, perhaps the
most infamous member of a network of aspiring
jihadists that Dutch authorities dubbed the “Hofstad
Netwerk,” in 2004. Bouyeri, then a 26-year-old
formerly secular social worker born
to Moroccan immigrants in Amster-
dam, could also trace his radicaliza-
tion to outrage over the Iraq war. He
became influential among a loosely
connected group of about 100 young
Dutch Muslims, most of whom were
in their late teens and born in the
Netherlands. The network informally coalesced around
three or four active participants, some of whom had
acquired a local reputation for trying (and failing) to
fight the jihad abroad. Some of the initial meetings
were at demonstrations for international Muslim caus-
es, others at radical mosques, but mostly they met in
Internet chatrooms. Other popular meeting spots
included Internet cafes or the few apartments of the
older members, as most of the network still lived with
their parents. The group had no clear leader and no
connection to established terrorist networks abroad.

On Nov. 2, 2004, Mohammed Bouyeri brutally
murdered Dutch filmmaker Theo van Gogh on an
Amsterdam street, nearly sawing off van Gogh’s
head and pinning a five-page note threatening the ene-
mies of Islam to his victim’s chest. Bouyeri had been
enraged by van Gogh’s short film, Submission, about
Islam’s treatment of women and domestic violence,
and written by former Dutch parliamentarian Ayaan
Hirsi Ali. After killing van Gogh, Bouyeri calmly
waited for the police in the hope that he would die
in the gunfight that he expected would follow. He was
only wounded and, less than a year later, sentenced
to life in prison. A series of raids against other mem-
bers of the network uncovered evidence of plans to
bomb the Dutch parliament, a nuclear power plant,
and Amsterdam’s airport, as well as assassination
plots against prominent Dutch politicians.

The fluidity of the Hofstad Netwerk has created
problems for Dutch prosecutors. The first few trials

succeeded in convicting some members as belonging
to a terrorist organization because they met regularly.
But at later trials, when defendants faced more
serious charges, the prosecutors’ cases began to break
down. Some guilty verdicts have even been subse-
quently overturned. In January, a Dutch appeals court
threw out the convictions of seven men accused of
belonging to the Hofstad Netwerk because “no struc-
tured cooperation [had] been established.” It is diffi-
cult to convict suspects who rarely meet face to face
and whose cause has no formal organization.

The perpetrators of the Madrid bombings inMarch
2004 are another example of the self-recruited lead-
erless jihad. They were an unlikely network of young

immigrants who came together in haphazard ways.
Some had been lifelong friends from their barrio in
Tetouan, Morocco, and eventually came to run one
of the most successful drug networks in Madrid,
selling hashish and ecstasy. Their informal leader,
Jamal Ahmidan, a 33-year-old high school dropout
who liked to chase women, wavered between point-
less criminality and redemptive religion. When he
was released from a Moroccan jail in 2003 after
serving three years for an alleged homicide, he
became increasingly obsessed with the war in Iraq.
He linked up with Tunisian-born Sarhane Ben
Abdelmajid Fakhet, who had moved to Madrid to
get his doctorate in economics. They were part of
a loose network of foreign Muslims in Spain who
spent time together after soccer games and mosque
prayers. They later masterminded the Madrid
bombings, the deadliest Islamist terror attack on
European soil. As Spanish authorities closed in on
their hideout several weeks after the bombings,
Fakhet, Ahmidan, and several accomplices blew
themselves up as the police moved in.

Try as they may, Spanish authorities have never
found any direct connection between the Madrid
bombers and international al Qaeda networks. The
2007 trials of collaborators concluded that the bomb-
ings were inspired by al Qaeda, but not directed by it.

Evidence of hopeful young jihadists is not limited
to Western Europe. In June 2006, Canadian security
forces conducted a series of raids against two clusters
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of young people in and around Toronto. The youths
they apprehended were mostly second-generation
Canadians in their late teens or early 20s and from sec-
ular, middle-class households. They were accused of
planning large-scale terrorist attacks in Toronto and
Ottawa, and when they were arrested, they had already
purchased vast quantities of bomb-making materials.
The core members of the group were close friends from
their early high school years, when they had formed
a “Religious Awareness Club,” which met during
lunch hours at school. They also created an online
forum where they could share their views on life, reli-
gion, and politics. Eventually, a number of the young
men and women intermarried while still in their teens.

The group expanded their network when they
moved to other parts of the greater Toronto area,
attending radical mosques and meeting like-minded
young people. They also reached out in international
chatrooms, eventually linking up with Irhabi007 prior
to his arrest. Through his forum, they were directed
to Web sites providing them with information on how
to build bombs. Other militants in Bosnia, Britain,
Denmark, Sweden, and even Atlanta, Georgia, also
virtually connected through this forum and actively
planned attacks. Again, there is no evidence that any
of the core Toronto plotters were ever in contact with
al Qaeda; the plot was completely homegrown.

What makes these examples of the next generation
of terrorists so frightening is the ease with which mar-
ginalized youths are able to translate their frustrations

into acts of terrorism, often on the back of professed
solidarity with terrorists halfway around the world
whom they have never met. They seek to belong to a
movement larger than themselves, and their violent
actions and plans are hatched locally, with advice from
others on the Web. Their mode of communication
also suggests that they will increasingly evade detection.
Without links to known terrorists, this new generation
is more difficult to discover through traditional intel-
ligence gathering. Of course, their lack of training and
experience could limit their effectiveness. But that’s
cold comfort for their victims.

WHY THEY F IGHT

Any strategy to fight these terrorists must be based on
an understanding of why they believe what they
believe. In other words, what transforms ordinary
people into fanatics who use violence for political
ends? What leads them to consider themselves special,
part of a small vanguard trying to build their version
of an Islamist utopia?

The explanation for their behavior is found not in
how they think, but rather in how they feel. One of
the most common refrains among Islamist radicals is
their sense of moral outrage. Before 2003, the most
significant source of these feelings were the killings of
Muslims in Afghanistan in the 1980s. In the 1990s,
it was the fighting in Bosnia, Chechnya, and Kashmir.
Then came the second Palestinian intifada beginning

in 2000. And since 2003, it has
been all about the war in Iraq,
which has become the focal
point of global moral outrage
for Muslims all over the world.
Along with the humiliations of
Abu Ghraib and Guantánamo,
Iraq is monopolizing today’s
conversations about Islam and
the West. On a more local level,
governments that appear over-
ly pro-American cause radicals
to feel they are the victims of a
larger anti-Muslim conspiracy,
bridging the perceived local and
global attacks against them.

In order for this moral out-
rage to translate into extrem-
ism, the frustrations must be
interpreted in a particular way:
The violations are deemed part
of a unified Western strategy, A
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Culture clash: Supporters of the men accused of plotting terror attacks in Toronto arrive at court.



namely a “war against Islam.” That deliberately
vague worldview, however, is just a sound bite. The
new terrorists are not Islamic scholars. Jihadists vol-
unteering for Iraq are interested not in theological
debates but in living out their heroic fantasies.

How various individuals interpret this vision of
a “war against Islam” differs from country to coun-
try, and it is a major reason why homegrown terror-
ism within the United States is far less likely than it
is in Europe. To a degree, the belief that the United
States is a melting pot protects the country from
homegrown attacks. Whether or not the United
States is a land of opportunity, the
important point is that people
believe it to be. A recent poll found
that 71 percent of Muslim Ameri-
cans believe in the “American
Dream,” more than the American
public as a whole (64 percent). This
is not the case in Europe, where
national myths are based on degrees of “British-
ness,” “Frenchness,” or “Germanness.” This excludes
non-European Muslim immigrants from truly feeling
as if they belong.

Feeling marginalized is, of course, no simple
springboard to violence. Many people feel they don’t
belong but don’t aspire to wage violent jihad. What
transforms a very small number to become terrorists
is mobilization by networks. Until a few years ago,
these networks were face-to-face groups. They includ-
ed local gangs of young immigrants, members of stu-
dent associations, and study groups at radical
mosques. These cliques of friends became radical-
ized together. The group acted as an echo chamber,
amplifying grievances, intensifying bonds to each
other, and breeding values that rejected those of their
host societies. These natural group dynamics result-
ed in a spiral of mutual encouragement and escalation,
transforming a few young Muslims into dedicated
terrorists willing to follow the model of their heroes
and sacrifice themselves for comrades and cause.
Their turn to violence was a collective decision, rather
than an individual one.

During the past two or three years, however, face-
to-face radicalization has been replaced by online
radicalization. The same support and validation that
young people used to derive from their offline peer
groups are now found in online forums, which pro-
mote the image of the terrorist hero, link users to the
online social movement, give them guidance, and
instruct them in tactics. These forums, virtual
marketplaces for extremist ideas, have become the

“invisible hand” that organizes terrorist activities
worldwide. The true leader of this violent social
movement is the collective discourse on half a dozen
influential forums. They are transforming the terror-
ist movement, attracting ever younger members and
now women, who can participate in the discussions.

At present, al Qaeda Central cannot impose
discipline on these third-wave wannabes, mostly
because it does not know who they are. Without this
command and control, each disconnected network
acts according to its own understanding and capa-
bility, but their collective actions do not amount to

any unified long-term goal or strategy. These sepa-
rate groups cannot coalesce into a physical move-
ment, leaving them condemned to remain leaderless,
an online aspiration. Such traits make them particu-
larly volatile and difficult to detect, but they also offer
a tantalizing strategy for those who wish to defeat
these dangerous individuals: The very seeds of the
movement’s demise are within the movement itself.

THE BEG INN ING OF THE END?

There has been talk of an al Qaeda resurgence, but the
truth is that most of the hard-core members of the first
and second waves have been killed or captured. The
survival of the social movement they inspired relies on
the continued inflow of new members. But this move-
ment is vulnerable to whatever may diminish its
appeal among the young. Its allure thrives only at the
abstract fantasy level. The few times its aspirations
have been translated into reality—the Taliban in
Afghanistan, parts of Algeria during its civil war, and
more recently in Iraq’s Anbar Province—were par-
ticularly repulsive to most Muslims.

What’s more, a leaderless social movement is
permanently at the mercy of its participants. As
each generation attempts to define itself in con-
trast to its predecessor, what appeals to the present
generation of young would-be radicals may not
appeal to the next. A major source of the present
appeal is the anger and moral outrage provoked by
the invasion of Iraq. As the Western footprint there
fades, so will the appeal of fighting it. And new
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hotheads in the movement will always push the
envelope to make a name for themselves and cause
ever escalating atrocities. The magnitude of these
horrors will, in turn, likely alienate potential recruits.

The U.S. strategy to counter this terrorist threat
continues to be frozen by the horrors of 9/11. It relies
more on wishful thinking than on a deep under-
standing of the enemy. The pursuit of “high-value
targets” who were directly involved in the 9/11 oper-
ation more than six years ago was an appropriate
first step to bring the perpetrators to justice. And the
United States has been largely successful in degrading
the capability of al Qaeda Central.

But this strategy is not only useless against the
leaderless jihad; it is precisely what will help the
movement flourish. Radical Islamist terrorism will
never disappear because the West defeats it. Instead,
it will most likely disappear for internal reasons—
if the United States has the sense to allow it to con-
tinue on its course and fade away. The main threat
to radical Islamist terrorism is the fact that its appeal
is self-limiting. The key is to accelerate this process
of internal decay. This need not be a long war, unless
American policy makes it so.

Terrorist acts must be stripped of glory and reduced
to common criminality. Most aspiring terrorists want
nothing more than to be elevated to the status of an fbi
Most Wanted poster. “[I am] one of the most wanted
terrorists on the Internet,” Younis Tsouli boasted online
a few months before his arrest in 2005. “I have the Feds
and the cia, both would love to catch me. I have MI6
on my back.” His ego fed off the respect such bragging
brought him in the eyes of other chatroom partici-
pants. Any policy or recognition that puts such people
on a pedestal only makes them heroes in each other’s

eyes—and encourages others to follow their example.
These young men aspire to nothing more glorious than
to fight uniformed soldiers of the sole remaining super-
power. That is why the struggle against these terrorists
must be demilitarized and turned over to collaborative
law enforcement. The military role should be limited
to denying terrorists a sanctuary.

It is equally crucial not to place terrorists who are
arrested or killed in the limelight. The temptation to
hold press conferences to publicize another “major vic-
tory” in the war on terror must be resisted, for it only
transforms terrorist criminals into jihadist heroes. The
United States underestimates the value of prosecu-
tions, which often can be enormously demoralizing to
radical groups. There is no glory in being taken to
prison in handcuffs. No jihadi Web site publishes
such pictures. Arrested terrorists fade into oblivion;
martyrs live on in popular memory.

This is very much a battle for young Muslims’
hearts and minds. Any appearance of persecution for
short-term tactical gains will be a strategic defeat on
this battlefield. The point is to regain the internation-
al moral high ground, which served the United States
and its allies so well during the Cold War. With the
advent of the Internet, there has been a gradual shift
to online networks, where young Muslims share their
hopes, dreams, and grievances. That offers an oppor-
tunity to encourage voices that reject violence.

It is necessary to reframe the entire debate, from
imagined glory to very real horror. Young people must
learn that terrorism is about death and destruction, not
fame. The voices of the victims must be heard over the
bragging and posturing that go on in the online jihadist
forums. Only then will the leaderless jihad expire,
poisoned by its own toxic message.

[ Want to Know More? ]
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For more background and analysis on the new terror threat, see Marc Sageman’s Leaderless Jihad:
Terror Networks in the Twenty-First Century (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2008) and Understanding Terror Networks (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2004).

The intelligence division of the New York Police Department recently released one of the most sophis-
ticated analyses of the risk of domestic terrorism in “Radicalization in theWest: TheHomegrownThreat”
(New York: nypd, 2007). Fawaz A. Gerges traces the evolution of global Islamist terrorism in The Far
Enemy: Why Jihad Went Global (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005). In FP’s semiannual
“Terrorism Index,” produced in conjunction with the Center for American Progress, foreign-policy experts
assess the United States’ efforts in the war on terror.

»For links to relevant Web sites, access to the FP Archive, and a comprehensive index of related
Foreign Policy articles, go to ForeignPolicy.com.
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Immediately after the September 11,
2001, attacks on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon, the idea of taking a
nonviolent stance in response to terror-
ism would have been dismissed out of
hand. But now, after the invasion and
occupation of two Muslim countries by
the U.S. military, the loss of thousands
of American soldiers and tens of thou-
sands of innocent Afghanis and Iraqis,
and the start of a global jihadi war that
seems unending, virtually any alterna-
tive seems worth considering. It is in this
context that various forms of less mili-
tant response, including the methods of
conflict resolution adopted by India’s
nationalist leader, Mohandas Gandhi,
deserve a second look.

Like us, Gandhi had to deal with ter-
rorism, and his responses show that he
was a tough-minded realist. I say this

knowing that this image of Gandhi is
quite different from what most West-
erners have in mind when they think 
of him. The popular view in Europe and
the United States is the one a circle of
Western paci½sts writing in the 1920s
promoted–the image of Gandhi as a
saint.

In a 1921 lecture on “Who is the Great-
est Man in the World Today?” John
Haynes Holmes, the pastor of New York
City’s largest liberal congregation, ex-
tolled not Lenin or Woodrow Wilson 
or Sun Yat-sen but someone whom 
most of the crowd thronging the hall
that day had never heard of–Mohandas
Gandhi.1 Holmes, who was later credit-
ed with being the West’s discoverer of
Gandhi, described him as his “seer and
saint.”2

In fact, the term ‘Mahatma,’ or ‘great
soul,’ which is often appended to Gan-
dhi’s name, probably came not from ad-
mirers in India but from the West. Be-

Mark Juergensmeyer

Gandhi vs. terrorism
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1  John Haynes Holmes, “Who is the Greatest
Man in the World Today?” a pamphlet pub-
lished in 1921 and reprinted in Charles Chat-
½eld, ed., The Americanization of Gandhi: Images
of the Mahatma (New York and London: Gar-
land Publishing, 1976), 98.

2  John Haynes Holmes, My Gandhi (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1953), 9.



fore the Indian philosopher Rabindra-
nath Tagore used the term in his letter
welcoming Gandhi to India in 1914,
members of an American and European
mystical movement, the Theosophists,
had applied this name to Gandhi. Most
likely, they were the ones who conveyed
it to Tagore, and since then the term has
persisted, even though it was Westerners
rather than Indians who ½rst regarded
Gandhi in such a saintly mien.

In India, Gandhi was seen as a nation-
alist leader who, though greatly revered,
was very much a politician. Though
Gandhi was nominated for a Nobel
Peace Prize on several occasions, the
selection committee hesitated, thinking
that the choice of an activist rather than
an idealist would stoke political contro-
versies. Gandhi was indeed in the midst
of political battle, and in the process he
had to address the violence of both his
side and the opponents, acts that looked
very much like the terrorism of today.

India was on the verge of a violent
confrontation with Britain when, in 1915,
Gandhi was brought into India’s inde-
pendence movement from South Africa,
where as a lawyer he had been a leader 
in the struggle for social equality for im-
migrant Indians. In India, as in South Af-
rica, the British had overwhelming mili-
tary superiority and were not afraid to
use it. In 1919, in the North Indian city of
Amritsar, an irate British brigadier-gen-
eral slaughtered almost four hundred In-
dians who had come to the plaza of Jal-
lianwala Bagh to protest peacefully.

But the nationalist side was countering
with violence of its own. In Bengal, Sub-
has Chandra Bose organized an Indian
National Army, and, in Punjab, leaders
of the Ghadar movement–supported by
immigrant Punjabis in California–plot-
ted a violent revolution that anticipated
boatloads of weapons and revolutionar-
ies transported to India from the United

States. These Indian anarchists and mili-
tant Hindi nationalists saw violence as
the only solution to break the power of
the British over India.

Gandhi’s views about violent struggle
were sharpened in response to Indian
activists who had defended a terrorist
attack on a British of½cial. The incident
occurred in London in 1909, shortly be-
fore Gandhi arrived there to lobby the
British Parliament on behalf of South
African Indian immigrants. An Indian
student in London, Madan Lal Dhingra,
had attacked an of½cial in Britain’s India
of½ce, Sir William H. Curzon-Wylie, in
protest against Britain’s colonial control
over India. At a formal function, Dhin-
gra pulled out a gun and, at close range,
½red ½ve shots in his face. The British
of½cial died on the spot. Dhingra was
immediately apprehended by the police;
when people in the crowd called him a
murderer, he said that he was only ½ght-
ing for India’s freedom.

Several weeks after Gandhi arrived in
London, he was asked to debate this is-
sue of violence with several of London’s
expatriate Indian nationalists. His chief
opponent was Vinayak Savarkar, a mili-
tant Hindu who would later found the
political movement known as the Hindu
Mahasabha, a precursor to the present-
day Hindu nationalist party, the Bharati-
ya Janata Party. At the time of the 1909
assassination Savarkar was reputed to
have supplied the weapons and ammuni-
tion for the act, and to have instructed
the ardent Hindu assassin in what to say
in his ½nal statement as he was led to the
gallows. The young killer said that he
was “prepared to die, glorying in martyr-
dom.”3

Gandhi vs.
terrorism

3  Indian Sociologist, September 1909, quoted in
James D. Hunt, Gandhi in London (New Delhi:
Promilla and Co., Publishers, 1973), 134. My
thanks to Lloyd Rudolph for reminding me of
this incident.

Dædalus  Winter 2007 31



32 Dædalus  Winter 2007

Mark
Juergens-
meyer
on
nonviolence
& violence

Shortly before the debate, Gandhi
wrote to a friend that in London he had
met practically no Indian who believed
“India can ever become free without re-
sorting to violence.”4 He described the
position of the militant activists as one
in which terrorism would precede a gen-
eral revolution: Their plans were ½rst to
“assassinate a few Englishmen and strike
terror,” after which “a few men who 
will have been armed will ½ght openly.”
Then, they calculated, eventually they
might have to lose “a quarter of a million
men, more or less,” but the militant In-
dian nationalists thought this effort at
guerilla warfare would “defeat the Eng-
lish” and “regain our land.”5

During the debate, Gandhi challenged
the logic of the militants on the grounds
of political realism. They could hardly
expect to defeat the might of the British
military through sporadic acts of terror-
ism and guerilla warfare. More impor-
tant, however, was the effect that violent
tactics would have on the emerging In-
dian nationalist movement. He feared
that the methods they used to combat
the British would become part of India’s
national character.

Several weeks later Gandhi was still
thinking about these things as he board-
ed a steamship to return to South Afri-
ca. He penned his response to the Indi-
an activists in London in the form of a
book. In a preliminary way, this essay,
which Gandhi wrote hurriedly on the

boat to Durban in 1909 (writing ½rst
with one hand and then the other to
avoid getting cramps), set forth an
approach to conflict resolution that he
would pursue the rest of his life. The
book, Hind Swaraj, or, Indian Home Rule,
went to some lengths to describe both
the goals of India’s emerging indepen-
dence movement and the appropriate
methods to achieve it. He agreed with
the Indian radicals in London that Brit-
ain should have no place in ruling India
and exploiting its economy. Moreover,
he thought that India should not try to
emulate the materialism of Western civi-
lization, which he described as a kind of
“sickness.”

The thrust of the book, however, was
to counter terrorism. Gandhi sketched
out a nonviolent approach, beginning
with an examination of the nature of
conflict. He insisted on looking beyond 
a speci½c clash between individuals to
the larger issues for which they were
½ghting. Every conflict, Gandhi rea-
soned, was a contestation on two levels
–between persons and between princi-
ples. Behind every ½ghter was the issue
for which the ½ghter was ½ghting. Every
½ght, Gandhi explained in a later essay,
was on some level an encounter between
differing “angles of vision” illuminating
the same truth.6

It was this difference in positions–
sometimes even in worldviews–that
needed to be resolved in order for a ½ght
to be ½nished and the ½ghters recon-
ciled. In that sense Gandhi’s methods
were more than a way of confronting an
enemy; they were a way of dealing with
conflict itself. For this reason he grew

4  Gandhi’s letter to Ampthill, October 30, in
Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 9 (Del-
hi: Publications Division, Ministry of Informa-
tion and Broadcasting, Government of India,
1958), 509.

5  Mohandas Gandhi, Hind Swaraj, or, Indian
Home Rule, 2nd ed. (Ahmedabad, India: Nava-
jivan Publishing House, 1938; originally pub-
lished in 1910), 69.

6  Gandhi, writing in Young India, September 23,
1926. I explore Gandhi’s ideas further in my
book, Gandhi’s Way: A Handbook of Conflict Reso-
lution, rev. ed. (Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press, 2005).



unhappy with the label, ‘passive resist-
ance,’ that had been attached to the
methods used by his protest movement
in South Africa. There was nothing pas-
sive about it–in fact, Gandhi had led the
movement into stormy confrontations
with government authorities–and it was
more than just resistance. It was also a
way of searching for what was right and
standing up for it, of speaking truth to
power.

In 1906 Gandhi decided to ½nd a new
term for his method of engaging in con-
flict. He invited readers of his journal,
Indian Opinion, to offer suggestions, and
he offered a book prize for the winning
entry. The one that most intrigued him
came from his own cousin, Maganlal,
which Gandhi re½ned into the term,
satyagraha. The neologism is a conjunct
of two Sanskrit words, satya, ‘truth,’ and
agraha, ‘to grasp ½rmly.’ Hence it could
be translated as ‘grasping onto truth,’ or
as Gandhi liked to call it, “truth force.”

What Gandhi found appealing about
the winning phrase was its focus on
truth. Gandhi reasoned that no one 
possesses a complete view of it. The 
very existence of a conflict indicates a
deep difference over what is right. The
½rst task of a conflict, then, is to try to
see the conflict from both sides of an
issue. This requires an effort to under-
stand an opponent’s position as well as
one’s own–or, as former U.S. Secretary
of Defense Robert McNamara advised 
in the documentary ½lm The Fog of War,
“Empathize with the enemy.”

The ability to cast an empathetic eye
was central to Gandhi’s view of conflict.
It made it possible to imagine a solution
that both sides could accept, at least in
part–though Gandhi also recognized
that sometimes the other side had very
little worth respecting. In his campaign
for the British to ‘quit India,’ for in-
stance, he regarded the only righteous

place for the British to be was Britain.
Yet at the same time he openly appreci-
ated the many positive things that Brit-
ish rule had brought to the Indian sub-
continent, from roads to administrative
of½ces.

After a solution was imagined, the sec-
ond stage of a struggle was to achieve it.
This meant ½ghting–but in a way that
was consistent with the solution itself.
Gandhi adamantly rejected the notion
that the goal justi½es the means. Gandhi
argued that the ends and the means were
ultimately the same. If you fought vio-
lently you would establish a pattern of
violence that would be part of any solu-
tion to the conflict, no matter how noble
it was supposed to be. Even if terrorists
were successful in ousting the British
from India, Gandhi asked, “Who will
then rule in their place?” His answer
was that it would be the ones who had
killed in order to liberate India, adding,
“India can gain nothing from the rule of
murderers.”7

A struggle could be forceful–often it
would begin with a demonstration and
“a refusal to cooperate with anything
humiliating.” But it could not be violent,
Gandhi reasoned, for these destructive
means would negate any positive bene-
½ts of a struggle’s victory. If a ½ght is
waged in the right way it could enlarge
one’s vision of the truth and enhance
one’s character in the process. What
Gandhi disdained was the notion that
one had to stoop to the lowest levels of
human demeanor in ½ghting for some-
thing worthwhile.

This brings us to the way that Gandhi
would respond to terrorism. To begin
with, Gandhi insisted on some kind of
response. He never recommended do-

7  Indian Sociologist, September 1909, quoted in
Hunt, Gandhi in London, 134. 
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ing nothing at all. “Inaction at a time of
conflagration is inexcusable,” he once
wrote.8 He regarded cowardice as be-
neath contempt. Fighting–if it is non-
violent–is “never demoralizing,” Gan-
dhi said, while “cowardice always is.”9

And perhaps Gandhi’s most memora-
ble statement against a tepid response:
“Where there is only a choice between
cowardice and violence, I would advise
violence.”10

Occasionally violence does indeed
seem to be the only response available.
Gandhi provided some examples. One
was the mad dog. On confronting a dog
with rabies, one must stop it by any
means possible, including maiming or
killing it.11 Another case that Gandhi
offered was a brutal rapist caught in 
the act. To do nothing in that situation,
Gandhi said, makes the observer “a part-
ner in violence.” Hence violence could
be used to counter it. Gandhi thus con-
cluded, “Heroic violence is less sinful
than cowardly nonviolence.”12

By extension, one could imagine Gan-
dhi justifying an act of violence to halt
an act of terrorism in progress. If Gan-
dhi had been sitting next to the suicide
bomber in the London subway during
the 2005 attack, for instance, he would
have been justi½ed in wrestling the man
to the floor and subduing him. If no oth-
er means were available than a physical
assault–even one that led to the man’s
death–it would have been preferable to
the awful event that transpired when the
bomb exploded.

Responding to terrorism after the 
fact, however, is quite a different mat-
ter. What Gandhi argued in Hind Swaraj
was that violence never works as a re-
sponse to violence. It usually generates
more violence as a result, and precipi-
tates a seemingly endless litany of tit-
for-tat militant engagements.

Gandhi was adamantly opposed to the
political positions that justi½ed terror-
ism, but he was remarkably lenient to-
ward the terrorists themselves. In the
case of the assassination that occurred
when Gandhi was in London in 1909, he
did not blame Dhingra, the assassin of
Curzon-Wyllie. He said that Dhingra as a
person was not the main problem. Rath-
er, Gandhi said, he was like a drunkard,
in the grip of “a mad idea.”13

The dif½culty was the “mad idea,” not
the terrorists. Though he might have jus-
ti½ed killing them if he had caught them
in the act, after their tragic mission was
over, Gandhi’s attitude toward those
who carried out terrorist acts was more
of pity than of revenge. He would not let
them go free, of course, but he treated
them as misguided soldiers rather than
as monsters.

Moreover, Gandhi thought it quite
possible that the ideas for which the 
violent activists were ½ghting could 
be worthy ones. In the case of Dhingra
and the Indian militants in 1909, for in-
stance, they were championing a cause
that Gandhi himself af½rmed. Hence it
would be an enormous mistake–fool-
ish, from a Gandhian point of view–to
½xate on terrorist acts solely as deviant
behavior without taking seriously the
causes for which these passionate sol-
diers were laboring.

A Gandhian strategy for confronting
terrorism, therefore, would consist of
the following:

8  Harijan, April 7, 1946.

9  Young India, October 31, 1929. 

10  Young India, August 11, 1920.

11  Gandhi, Collected Works, vol. 14, 505.

12  Gandhi, Collected Works, vol. 51, 17.
13  Indian Sociologist, September 1909, quoted in
Hunt, Gandhi in London, 134.



Stop an act of violence in its tracks. The
effort to do so should be nonviolent 
but forceful. Gandhi made a distinc-
tion between detentive force–the use 
of physical control in order to halt vio-
lence in progress–and coercive force.
The latter is meant to intimidate and
destroy, and hinders a Gandhian ½ght
aimed at a resolution of principles at
stake.

Address the issues behind the terrorism. To
focus solely on acts of terrorism, Gandhi
argued, would be like being concerned
with weapons in an effort to stop the
spread of racial hatred. Gandhi thought
the sensible approach would be to con-
front the ideas and alleviate the condi-
tions that motivated people to under-
take such desperate operations in the
½rst place.

Maintain the moral high ground. A belli-
cose stance, Gandhi thought, debased
those who adopted it. A violent posture
adopted by public authorities could lead
to a civil order based on coercion. For
this reason Gandhi insisted on means
consistent with the moral goals of those
engaged in the conflict.

These are worthy principles, but do
they work? This question is often raised
about nonviolent methods as a response
to terrorism–as if the violent ones have
been so effective. In Israel, a harsh re-
sponse to Palestinian violence has often
led to a surge of support for Hamas and
an increase in terrorist violence. The
U.S. responses to jihadi movements af-
ter the September 11 attacks have not
diminished support for the movements
nor reduced the number of terrorist in-
cidents worldwide. Militant responses 
to terrorism do not possess a particular-
ly good record of success.

Yet there is a recent example of a suc-
cessful end to terrorism that was forged
through nonviolent means. This is the

case of Northern Ireland, a region
plagued by violence for decades.

The troubles of Northern Ireland
could be traced back to the British es-
tablishment of the Ulster Plantation 
in 1610, though the most recent round 
of violence began after a free Irish state
was established in 1921. Catholics in 
the Northern Ireland counties felt mar-
ginalized in what they claimed to be
Irish territory. Protestants feared they
would become overwhelmed and ban-
ished from what they regarded as a part
of Britain.

Violence erupted in the summer of
1969 in the Bogside area of the city of
Londonderry. Following the clash, Prot-
estants revived an old militia, the Ulster
Volunteer Force, and militant Catholics
created a ‘provisional’ version of the
Irish Republican Army that would be
more militant than the old ira.

In 1971, Northern Ireland of½cials
adopted a preemptive stance and be-
gan rounding up Catholic activists
whom they regarded as potential ter-
rorists. The activists were detained 
without charges. Within hours, rioting
and shooting broke out in the Catholic
neighborhoods of Belfast and adjacent
towns. The government, rather than
retreating from its hard line, pressed 
on, declaring a war against terrorism.
The suspects were beaten and tortured
in an attempt to elicit information. They
were forced to lie spread-eagle on the
floor with hoods over their heads, and
subjected to disorienting electronic
sounds.

The government’s attempt to end the
violence by harshly treating those it sus-
pected of perpetrating violence back-
½red. The Catholic community united
solidly behind the insurgency, and the
violence mounted. Later the Home Min-
ister who sanctioned the crackdown ad-
mitted that the hard-line approach was
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“by almost universal consent an unmiti-
gated disaster.”

The violence of the early 1970s came 
to a head on what came to be called
‘Bloody Sunday,’ when a peaceful pro-
test march against the internment of
Catholic activists turned ugly. British
troops ½red on the crowd, killing thir-
teen.

For over twenty years the violence
continued. Tit-for-tat acts of terrorism
became a routine affair. The British em-
bassy in Dublin was burned, British sol-
diers were attacked, police stations were
bombed, and individual Catholics and
Protestants were captured by opposing
sides and sometimes hideously tortured
and killed.

In 1988 an internal dialogue began to
take place within the Catholic side be-
tween a moderate leader, John Hume,
and the activist leader, Gerry Adams. In
1995, former U.S. Senator George Mitch-
ell was invited to Northern Ireland to
help broker the peace talks. Initially they
were unsuccessful, but then Mitchell re-
turned for eight months of intensive ne-
gotiations. The talks involved members
of Irish and British governments and
eight political parties on both Catholic
and Protestant sides of the Northern
Irish divide. They reached an agreement
on April 10, 1998–a day that happened
to be Good Friday, the Christian holiday
that precedes Easter.

The Good Friday Agreement is a re-
markable document. It attempted to
provide structural resolutions to sever-
al different problems at the same time.
To respond to the public mistrust and
insecurity brought on by years of vio-
lence, the Agreement set up Human
Rights and Equality Commissions. It
called for an early release of political
prisoners, required the decommission-
ing of paramilitary weapons, prescribed
reforms of the criminal justice system

and the policies of police, and supplied
funds to help the victims of violence. It
also addressed the problem of balanced
governance by setting up a parliament
with proportional representation, an ex-
ecutive branch that guaranteed repre-
sentation from both communities, and 
a consultative Civic Forum that allowed
for community concerns to be expressed
directly from the people. The Agreement
also dealt with relations among the three
key states involved–Ireland, Great Brit-
ain, and Northern Ireland–by establish-
ing several councils and mediating bod-
ies.

Prior to the Agreement, the British
government and the paramilitary forces
on both the Unionist and ira sides had
found themselves in a situation similar
to many violent confrontations. Their
positions had been staked out in ex-
treme and uncompromising terms, and
the methods used by all sides were so
harsh as to be virtually unforgivable. Ul-
timately they were able to break through
this impasse by employing several basic
nonviolent techniques:

Seeing the other side’s point of view. When
the British began to open lines of com-
munication to the radical leaders on
both sides, they began to break through
the ‘we-they’ attitude that vexes most
hostile confrontations.

Not responding to violence in kind. A se-
ries of cease½res–including unilateral
cease½res by the ira–were critical in
helping to break the spiral of violence.
Even as severe an incident as the Omagh
terrorist bombing on August 15, 1998, 
did not elicit retaliatory attacks.

Letting moderate voices surface. Once the
spiral of violence had been broken, and
both sides no longer felt under siege,
there was room for moderate voices to
surface within the warring camps.

Isolating radical voices. The peace nego-
tiators did not try to change what could



not be changed. Hence they did not
waste time in trying to reason with the
militant Protestant leader, Reverend 
Ian Paisley, who had opted out of the
process.

Setting up channels of communication.
They involved an outsider–Senator
Mitchell–to play a mediating role, and
set up impartial frameworks of commu-
nication for the two sides, which had
been deeply mistrustful of one another.

Peace in Northern Ireland was not in-
evitable, and there is no assurance that
the agreement will last forever. Violence
may again return to that troubled area 
of Ireland. Yet for a time the bombs have
been silenced. At least in one case in re-
cent political history terrorism has come
to an end–through nonviolent means.

It is reasonable to ask whether the
approach taken in Northern Ireland
could work in other situations. Could 
it work in Kashmir, for instance, a re-
gion that is also claimed by two reli-
gious communities backed by powerful
governments? It would not take a huge
stretch of imagination to think that In-
dia and Pakistan could join in a settle-
ment surprisingly similar to the Good
Friday Agreement. The Israeli-Palestin-
ian conflict is more complex, but like
Northern Ireland it is essentially a con-
flict over territory in which both sides
have a moral and political claim. Since
the Oslo Agreement in 1993 a negotiated
settlement in the region has seemed a
realistic though still elusive possibility.

But what about the global jihadi war?
This is the global conflict that President
George W. Bush designated “the war on
terror” shortly after September 11, 2001,
and relabeled “the struggle against radi-
cal Islam” in July 2005. Osama bin Laden
enunciated his own proclamation of this
war in a fatwa against the United States
in 1996. Bin Laden called on Muslims to

join him in “correcting what had hap-
pened to the Islamic world in general”
since the end of the Ottoman Empire.
The aim, according to bin Laden, was
“to return to the people their own rights,
particularly after the large damages and
the great aggression on the life and the
religion of the people.”14

Groups sharing an Al Qaeda perspec-
tive have attacked the very centers of
Western power in New York, Madrid,
and London, but their struggle is not 
in any simple sense about territory. It 
is a war without a frontline and without
clear geographic lines of control. On the
jihadi side it is a war without a conven-
tional army and without the apparatus of
a political state. For that matter, the jiha-
di movement seems to be without much
centralized control at all.

With no one clearly in charge, nego-
tiation is a dif½cult affair. It is unlikely
that U.S. of½cials would hike into the
mountains of Pakistan to chat with bin
Laden, if indeed he could be found. And
even if there were such conversations,
what would be the point? He has no real
control over the policies of the Middle
East and is in no position to negotiate 
a settlement of the underlying issues 
of Western influence that his fatwa de-
scribes. To acknowledge bin Laden as 
a representative of the Muslim people
would be to magnify his importance and
reward his terrorism with political legiti-
macy. The United States has already ex-
aggerated his importance–and unwit-
tingly enlarged his support within the
Muslim world–by singling him out as
the global enemy of the United States.
Negotiations with renegade extremists
like bin Laden would not achieve any

14  Osama bin Laden, “Declaration of War
against the Americans Occupying the Land of
the Two Holy Places,” ½rst published in Arabic
in Al Quds Al Arabi, a London-based newspaper,
August 1996.
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changes in underlying policy positions
that would lessen tensions in the Middle
East.

Behind the jihadi war is a conflict be-
tween ideas and worldviews. In saying
this I do not mean to belittle the impor-
tance of the struggle, for ideas can have
enormous power. But because the con-
test is between differing ways of per-
ceiving the world and the relationship
between political and moral order, the
struggle has had a remarkably moralis-
tic tone. The enemies are not really in-
dividuals as much as they are ways of
thinking.

Both sides de½ne their goal as free-
dom. On one side it is the liberty to
choose a nation’s own of½cials through
democratic elections. On the other side
it is liberation from outside influence
and control. On both sides these posi-
tions have been magni½ed into a moral
contest of such proportions that it has
become a sacred struggle. The enemies
have become cosmic foes. Large num-
bers of innocent people have been killed
with moral indifference–or worse, with
the self-righteous thinking that God is
on one’s side.

Is a nonviolent approach to conflict
resolution relevant to the global jihadi
war? Consider the guidelines that Gan-
dhi enunciated in response to the terror-
ism of the Indian activists in London in
1909. They might be applied to the cur-
rent situation in the following way:

Stop a situation of violence in its tracks.
The ½rst rule of nonviolence is to stop 
an act of violence as it occurs–or better,
to prevent it before it happens. Gandhi
would have approved of efforts to cap-
ture those involved in acts of terrorism
and bring them to justice, and he would
have applauded attempts to ward off fu-
ture terrorist assaults through the legal
forms of surveillance and detection that
have been adopted after September 11.

Even those measures that seem to be
aimed only at giving the appearance 
of security have a certain utility, since
they diminish the prime effects of ter-
rorism–fear and intimidation. But even
though Gandhi occasionally supported
military action, including the British de-
fense against Hitler in World War II, it 
is doubtful that he would have accepted
large-scale military operations as a re-
sponse to terrorist acts, especially if they
left large numbers of casualties in their
wake. Nor would he have approved of
changes in the legal system that would
deprive the public of its rights.

Address the issues behind the violence. The
crucial part of nonviolent resolution is
to look behind the violence at the issues
that are at stake. Gandhi’s goal was to
form a resolution with the best features
of both sides of a dispute. In the case of
the global jihadi war, this would mean
af½rming the positive principles of both
sides–though the ‘sides’ in this case are
not only state and non-state organiza-
tions but also the concerned publics that
stand behind them. Gandhi might have
approved of the principles of both sides:
the desire of many traditional Muslims
in the Middle East to be free from Amer-
ican and European domination, and the
expectation of those who hold modern
social values that all societies should re-
spect peoples of diverse cultures and be
democratically governed. Since these
goals are not necessarily incompatible, a
resolution that accepts them both is con-
ceivable.

Ultimately, tensions might not be ful-
ly resolved until there are signi½cant
changes in the political culture of Mid-
dle Eastern countries and dramatic re-
versals of the West’s military and eco-
nomic role in the Middle East. But in the
meantime small steps can make a large
difference. Any indication that either or
both sides accept both sets of principles



would be a positive shift toward recon-
ciling the underlying differences and
diminishing the support for extremists’
positions.

Maintain the moral high ground. As
Gandhi remarked to the Indian activ-
ists in London who proposed a violent
overthrow of British control of India,
violence begets violence. Proclaiming 
a ‘war on terrorism,’ from Gandhi’s
point of view, is tantamount to sinking
to the terrorists’ level. The very idea of
war suggests an absolutism of conflict,
where reason and negotiation have no
place and where opponents are enemies.
Though violent extremists are indeed
dif½cult opponents, and Gandhi would
not expect one to negotiate with them,
he would be mindful that the more im-
portant struggle is the one for public
support. This support could shift either
way, and it would be a tragic error–and
perhaps a self-ful½lling prophecy–to re-
gard potential supporters as enemies.

Mistreatment of those suspected of
being involved in terrorist acts can al-
so lead to a loss of public support. Gan-
dhi urged that the assassin, Dhingra, 
be treated with caution but also with
respect, as any suspect in a crime would
be treated. Torture, from Gandhi’s point
of view, is ineffective not just because 
it rarely produces useful information 
but also because it corrupts the moral
character of a society that allows it to 
be used. This was the point he made in
Hind Swaraj when he stressed that the
means of freeing India from British con-
trol should be consistent with the goals 
a free Indian society would want to
achieve.

Many of these guidelines have been
part of the public debate in the United
States in the years following the Sep-
tember 11 attacks. Thus a nonviolent
response to terrorism is already an ele-
ment of political discourse. It is not a

new idea, but rather a strand of public
thinking that deserves attention and,
Gandhi might argue, respect. As a prag-
matic idealist, Gandhi would be pleased
to know that nonviolent approaches to
terrorism were taken seriously, not only
because they invariably were the right
thing to do, but also because on more
than one occasion they have worked.
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Terrorism, History, and Historians:  
A View from a Social Scientist

Dipak K. Gupta

The United States was born of a violent revolution, yet political violence occupies a 
unique position in the collective American psyche. The historian Beverly Gage states that 
until recently historians had a difficult time addressing how social violence shaped America’s 
past; many of them assumed that “consensus rather than conflict” was the driving force 
behind the formation of the state. Further, she points out, even today most historians 
have little to say on the subject of terrorism. By the late 1960s, when the country was 
gripped by violence “everywhere,” Gage writes, “Americans seemed to be thinking and 
talking about violence, except within the historical profession.” She also highlights 
Richard Hofstadter’s exhortation to his fellow historians to get involved and place the 
ongoing debate over violence within a sound historical perspective.1

Although Hofstadter’s admonition was certainly appropriate, historians were not the 
only group surprised by the steadily increasing violence in the United States at that time; 
social scientists were as well. In the immediate aftermath of World War II, the United 
States was flush with total victory in a war that was seen almost unanimously as a battle 
between good and evil, and the nation began relishing its status as a “superpower.” This 
lack of moral ambiguity continued during the height of the Cold War. As the country 
basked in its self-perception of being at the pinnacle of military, economic, and political 
power, American social science scholarship remained largely self-congratulatory. Violence 
was seen as an outcome of institutional and social structural imperfections found only in 
so-called third world nations. In the democratic West, common citizens were thought to be 
empowered by their ability to voluntarily form lobbying groups and to change the offending 
social order, thereby eliminating the need for violent revolutions. Yet reality stood in the way 
of this rosy requiem of social conflict in the West in the 1960s and 1970s. In the context of 
this incongruity, the prominent political scientist Harry Eckstein lamented in 1964: “When 
today’s social science has become intellectual history, one question will certainly be asked 
about it: why did social science, which had produced so many studies on so many subjects, 

Dipak K. Gupta is Fred J. Hansen Professor of Peace Studies and Distinguished Professor in the Department of 
Political Science at San Diego State University.

Readers may contact at Gupta at dipak.gupta@sdsu.edu.

1 Beverly Gage, “Terrorism and the American Experience: A State of the Field,” Journal of American History, 98 
(June 2011), 73. Richard Hofstadter, “Reflections on Violence in the United States,” in American Violence: A 
Documentary History, ed. Richard Hofstadter and Mike Wallace (New York, 1970), 5.
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produce so few on violent political disorder?”2 By the end of the decade, social scientists rose 
to the occasion by producing an impressive number of studies on social conflict.

The primary difference between history and social science lies in the former’s reluc-
tance to develop a generalized theory, while the latter clamors for common rules that 
bind human behavior over time and geographic space. As a result, while historians 
work in the archives unearthing the sequence of events that led to a certain outcome, 
social scientists generally pursue data-driven analyses. Unfortunately, before the riot-
ous 1960s there was no systematic effort to collect data on sociopolitical conflicts. In 
the absence of empirical verification, the study of conflict remained confined within 
the insightful yet speculative work of sociologists. That situation changed quickly as 
money poured in from government sources. Early efforts produced a number of impres-
sive compendiums of data for nearly all countries of the world over a relatively large 
number of years. This collection of data sparked new efforts at building grand theories of 
rebellious behavior, with which the veracity of various hypotheses could be tested.3

The long, circuitous path of scholarship that links Aristotle to Karl Marx to the 
sociologists of the 1960s had uniformly looked at the imbalances in social structures 
as the primary generators of political malevolence. Yet the conundrum for social sci-
entists in the 1960s and 1970s was that the fires of protest were burning brightly in 
the cities of North America and Western Europe, where the gradually rising tide of 
economic prosperity had made life easier for most. To solve this riddle, a group of 
political scientists offered the “relative derivation” theory. This theory applied to soci-
etal experience psychological theories that linked frustration felt by an individual 
with aggression (F-A theory). These theorists argued that violence occurred in afflu-
ent nations because aggressive behavior is not generated by the presence of absolute 
poverty but of its relative perception. Thanks to the collection of data on protest 
movements, a number of statistical studies tested these theories and the field amassed 
an impressive list of publications.4

The availability of numerical data on conflict also brought another group of reluctant 
bystanders into the debate: economists. Economics, as a discipline in the social sciences, 
has traditionally been most rigid in developing theories without the contaminating effects 

2 Harry Eckstein, ed., Internal War: Problems and Approaches (New York, 1964), 1.
3 For the work of sociologists, see, for example, Louis A. Coser, The Functions of Social Conflict (New York, 

1956); Ralph Dahrendorf, “Toward a Theory of Conflict,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2 (June 1958), 170–
83; and Neil J. Smelser, Theory of Collective Behavior (New York, 1963). David Singer’s data on Correlates of 
War began in 1963. See Correlates of War, http://www.correlatesofwar.org. This work by Singer was followed 
by Ivo K. Feierabend, Rosalind L. Feierabend, and Betty A. Nesvold, “Social Change and Political Violence: 
Cross-National Patterns,” in The History of Violence in America: Historical and Comparative Perspectives, ed. 
Hugh D. Graham and Ted R. Gurr (New York, 1969), 632–87. Arthur Banks, Cross-Polity Time Series Data 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1971). Charles Taylor and Michael C. Hudson, World Handbook of Political and Social 
Indicators (Ann Arbor, 1971); Charles Taylor and Michael Jodice, Annual Events Data (New Haven, 1982). 
Ted R. Gurr, Minorities at Risk, http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/mar/. Dipak K. Gupta, “Tyranny of Data: Going 
beyond Theories,” in Tangled Roots: Social and Psychological Factors in the Genesis of Terrorism, ed. Jeff Victoroff 
(Amsterdam, 2006), 37–50.

4 John Dollard et al., Frustration and Aggression (New Haven, 1939). Ted R. Gurr, “A Causal Model of Civil 
Strife: A Comparative Analysis Using a New Indices,” American Political Science Review, 62 (Dec. 1968), 1104–24. 
See also Ted R. Gurr, Why Men Rebel (New Haven, 1970). Douglas A. Hibbs, Mass Political Violence: A Cross-
National Causal Analysis (New York, 1973). Dipak K. Gupta and Yiannis P. Venieris, “Introducing New Dimensions 
in Macro Models: The Sociopolitical and Institutional Environments,” Economic Development and Cultural Change, 
30 (Oct. 1981), 31–58. Dipak K. Gupta, The Economics of Political Violence: The Effect of Political Instability on 
Economic Growth (New York, 1990).
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of its sister disciplines. Yet there was overwhelming evidence that the process of economic 
development is inextricably linked with the generation of sociopolitical conflict, both as 
a by-product as well as constraint to economic growth. This understanding spurred many 
important publications by traditional economists.5

While social scientists became interested in the analyses of social violence, a change in 
the political landscape was afoot. The passage of civil rights legislation and the end of the 
Vietnam War considerably lowered tension in the United States. Consequently, by the 
late 1980s interest in conflict waned and with it, public funding for data collection.

As the leftist conflicts, which grabbed the most public attention, ebbed, a new wave of 
worldwide violence was about to strike, and it caught the nation largely unprepared. These 
right-wing movements were based on religious and racist identities. The conflict that engulfed 
the nation in the 1990s did not come from outside. The homegrown movements, often 
broadly referred to as the “militia” or “Christian Identity” movement targeted abortion clinics, 
symbols of state authority, or members of minority communities. From Waco, Texas, to Ruby 
Ridge, Montana, spectacular clashes with these groups became increasingly commonplace. 
However, the most devastating attack from right-wing violence came in 1995, when Timothy 
McVeigh blew up a building housing a number federal agencies in Oklahoma City. With that 
attack, public attention quickly changed to the threats of terrorism as opposed to urban riots 
and mass movements. Focus shifted toward seriously studying terrorism and a federally funded 
Web site, the Memorial Institute for the Prevention of Terrorism (mipt), was set up under the 
supervision of the rand Corporation. Soon thereafter came the September 11, 2001, attacks. 
Responding to the need for consistent data on terrorist groups and their followers, the mipt 
was phased out and a new National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses 
to Terrorism (start) was established at the University of Maryland, from which scholars 
could download publicly available information for free.6

Along with this collection of aggregate data, a number of federal agencies and their affiliate 
organizations, from the National Science Foundation and U.S. Institute of Peace to the agen-
cies related to defense and homeland security, began sponsoring individual researchers to study 
specific groups or their members. The accumulated macro and micro data on terrorism offered 
a new challenge to the social science theory builders. Scholars quickly realized that the link 
between frustration and demonstration of anger felt at a societal level is not automatic. Nor, as 
psychiatrists and clinical psychologists also discovered, is there a specific personality type that 
is primarily susceptible toward joining terrorist organizations. Terrorism, scholars discovered, 
is a phenomenon that has to be explained with complex social, political, economic, and social-
psychological factors. To solve the problem of a weak link between social structural factors, 
such as poverty, income inequality, and lack of political freedom, and violent political dissent, 

5 Gupta and Venieris, “Introducing New Dimensions in Macro Models”; Yiannis P. Venieris and Dipak K. Gupta, 
“Income Distribution and Sociopolitical Instability as Determinants of Savings: A Cross-sectional Model,” Journal of 
Political Economy, 94 (Aug. 1986), 873–83. Robert J. Barro, “Economic Growth in a Cross Section of Countries,” 
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 106 (May 1991), 407–43. Robert. J. Barro, Determinants of Economic Growth: A Cross-
Country Empirical Study (Cambridge, Mass., 1997); Jess Benhabib and Aldo Rustichini, “Social Conflict and Growth,” 
Journal of Economic Growth, 1 (March 1996), 125–42; Alberto Alesina and Roberto Perotti, “Income Distribution, 
Political Instability, and Investment,” European Economic Review, 40 (June 1996), 1203–28. Alberto Alesina and Dani 
Rodrik, “Distributive Politics and Economic Growth,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 109 (May 1994), 465–90.

6 David Rapoport, “The Four Waves of Modern Terrorism,” in Attacking Terrorism: Elements of a Grand Strategy, 
ed. Audrey Kurth Cronin and James M. Ludes (Washington, 2004), 46–72. mipt: National Memorial Institute for 
the Prevention of Terrorism, http://www.mipt.org/; start: National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses 
to Terrorism, http://www.start.umd.edu/start/.
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a few noted sociologists had previously argued that it is not enough to have a widespread 
feeling of frustration—absolute or relative—for a social movement to sustain itself over 
time. Such a movement must also procure resources and develop a social network. Despite 
the popularity of the “resource mobilization” theory in sociology, the primary problem of 
explaining the root causes of revolt remains unaddressed, since networks and resources do 
not crop up randomly. This problem leads us to the question of leadership.7

The economist Joseph Schumpeter pointed out in 1912 that market interactions alone 
do not explain long-term movements in the economy. He emphasized the work of entre-
preneurs, who, through their innovations, cause economic evolution. Similarly, scholars 
emphasized the need to have “political entrepreneurs” to provide a shape of collective 
identity for a movement to start and sustain. These are the leaders, the Mohandas 
Gandhis, the V. I. Lenins, the Mao Zedongs, the Martin Luther Kings, and the Osama 
bin Ladens of the world, who are able to channel the collective anger felt in their com-
munities to create full-fledged political movements.8

Apart from the absence of empirical data, terrorism studies, in its early stages, had to 
overcome a deep-seated ideological obstacle. At the end of the twentieth century, while 
social scientists were rising to the challenges of exploring the root causes of social move-
ments, there was one area within the broad range of conflict studies where the literature 
was conspicuous in its near absence: terrorism. With the exception of a few noteworthy 
efforts, beginning perhaps with the pathbreaking work of the historian Walter Laqueur, 
few noted social science scholars had contributed anything on terrorism. This conscious 
aversion can perhaps be traced directly to the ideological implication of the term. In 
today’s world a “terrorist” is seen as the moral equivalent of a serial killer. Yet in the first 
half of the twentieth century those who carried out attacks against an unjust system 
used the name as a badge of honor. As public perception changed, however, Menachem 
Begin (at one time held as a “terrorist” by the authorities in the British Mandate of 
Palestine, and later the elected prime minister of Israel) was the first to renounce the 
“terrorist” label by calling the occupying British the “real terrorists.” Furthermore, if 
morality of action can be measured by the number of deaths, the actions of organized 
states have caused many more fatalities than any dissident group in history. It is hardly  
surprising, therefore, that the first debate in the field of terrorism studies was over defini-
tion. Without an accepted definition, scholars, journalists, and government agencies 
defined terrorism in their own way. In 1988, in a seminal contribution to the emerging 
debate, Alex P. Schmid and Albert J. Jongman published a book that methodically exam-
ined over one hundred definitions of terrorism. Despite this heroic effort, “terrorism” 
remained a controversial term. Summarizing the continuing controversy two decades later, 

7 Alan B. Krueger and Jitka Malečková, “Education, Poverty, and Terrorism: Is There a Causal Connection?,” 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 17 (Fall 2003), 119–44. Jerrold Post, “Terrorist Psycho-logic: Terrorist Behavior as 
a Product of Psycho-logical Forces,” in Origins of Terrorism: Psychologies, Ideologies, Theologies, States of Mind, ed. 
Walter Reich (Washington, 1998), 25–40. John Horgan, “The Search for Terrorist Personality,” in Terrorists, Victims, 
and Society: Psychological Perspectives on Terrorism and Its Consequences, ed. Andrew Silke (Chichester, 2003), 3–28. 
On the social factors of terrorism, see Tore Bjorgo, ed., The Root Causes of Terrorism: Myths, Reality, and Ways For-
ward (London, 2005). Sidney Tarrow, Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action, and Politics (New 
York, 1994); Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly, “To Map Contentious Politics,” Mobilization, 1 
(March 1996), 17–34.

8 Joseph Schumpeter, The Theory of Economic Development: An Inquiry into Profits, Capital, Credit, Interest, and 
the Business Cycle, trans. R. Opie (1912; New York, 1939). Dipak K. Gupta, Path to Collective Madness: A Study in 
Social Order and Political Pathology (Westport, 2001).
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the noted sociologist Charles Tilly observed: “Some vivid terms serve political and nor-
mative ends admirably despite hindering description and explanation of the social phe-
nomena at which they point. . . . They . . . include terror, terrorism, and terrorists.”9

To avoid this moral ambiguity many scholars either avoided the term altogether or 
chose to broaden the definition of terrorism to an extent that it lost its specific meaning. 
Unsurprisingly, those who were the first to address explicitly the topic of terrorism were 
members of think tanks and other organizations associated with the government or the 
intelligence community rather than scholars affiliated with academic institutions.10

The reluctance of academics to tackle this politically loaded subject disappeared after 
the 9/11 attacks. The number of books and articles on terrorism in the past decade alone 
is many multiples of the number published in the previous fifty years. Today, trying to get 
your arms around this vast literature is akin to attempting to drink at the mouth of a fire 
hose. During this publication frenzy, historians once again, as Gage points out, “kept 
the subject [of terrorism] at arm’s length,” particularly when it came to the American experi-
ence. Academic historians have had, of course, plenty to say about individual rebellion and 
terrorist activities, but remained reticent about addressing the question of “terrorism.”11

A number of factors contribute to this reluctance. First, the question of terrorism, as 
opposed to a particular terrorist or movement, requires generalization and theory build-
ing, an anathema to most professional historians. Second, such efforts require theorizing 
about the motivations of the participants. By looking at acts alone, one cannot distin-
guish between the workings of a repressive state, a dissident political group, a crazed 
religious cult, or the intimidations of organized crime syndicates. The only way out of this 
conundrum is to recognize that “terrorism” is a political act by nonstate actors, where the 
participants, in contrast to common criminals, see their acts as a way of achieving public 
good, such as national independence, social justice, or the establishment of a theocratic 
state. Terrorists are, thus, at least in their own minds, altruists.12 By that definition the acts 
of the violent abolitionists should be classified as terrorism, as should the work of those 
who target doctors performing abortions. We must recognize that terrorism cannot be 
defined by a specific set of acts; it should be viewed instead as a strategy used by dissident 
organizations and their leaders to achieve their political goals. Some of these actors, such 
as Gandhi or King, may use nonviolence while others employ violence directed at non-
combatant citizens. Surely, there is a strong moral aspect to those strategies of killing, but 
in examining their root causes or the life cycle of terrorist organizations, scholars should 
be more concerned about dispassionate analysis. Finally, terrorism studies, as opposed to 

9 Walter Laqueur, Terrorism (Boston, 1977). For exceptions to the lack of social science scholarship on terror-
ism, see Alex Schmid and Jenny de Graaf, Violence as Communication: Insurgent Terrorism and Western News Media 
(Beverly Hills, 1982); Martha Crenshaw, “The Causes of Terrorism,” Contemporary Politics, 13 (July 1981), 379–99; 
and David C. Rapoport, “Fear and Trembling: Terrorism in Three Religious Traditions,” American Political Science 
Review, 78 (Sept. 1984), 658–77. Menachem Begin, The Revolt: Story of Irgun, trans. Shmuel Katz (New York, 
1951). On state-perpetrated violence, see Rudolph Rummel, Death by Government (New Brunswick, 1997). Paul 
Wilkinson, Political Terrorism (New York, 1974). Alex P. Schmid and Albert J. Jongman, Political Terrorism: A New 
Guide to Actors, Authors, Concepts, Data Bases, Theories, and Literature, (Beverly Hills, 1988). Charles Tilly, “Terror, 
Terrorism, and Terrorists,” Sociological Theory, 22 (March 2004), 5–13, esp. 13.

10 Paul Wilkinson, Terrorism and Liberal State (London, 1977); Brian Jenkins, Terrorism and Personal Protection 
(Boston, 1985); Zelic Freedman and Yonah Alexander, eds., Perspectives on Terrorism (Wilmington, 1983); 
Bruce Hoffman, Inside Terrorism (New York, 1998). Rohan Gunaratna, Inside Al Qaeda: Global Network of Terror 
(New York, 2002).

11 Gage, “Terrorism and the American Experience,” 79.
12 Hoffman, Inside Terrorism.
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history, is primarily prescriptive in its orientation. The contributors often explicitly aim 
to influence public policies. This is one temptation that historians are largely apt to avoid. 
In sum, to engage in terrorism studies, historians may need to overcome their reluctance 
to engage in a field that requires: (1) generalizing, (2) stripping the term “terrorism” of its 
ideological component, (3) examining the motivating forces behind acts of violence, and 
(4) formulating policy prescriptions.

Although I agree with Gage that professional historians have been less than enthusias-
tic in contributing to terrorism studies, I think she somewhat overstates the argument 
that terrorism studies scholars have abandoned history. Excepting perhaps the econo-
mists, most academic scholars whose work she mentions are either trained historians or 
have relied heavily on history in their explanations. For instance, one of the most com-
monly accepted hypotheses in the field of terrorism studies is the so-called wave theory. 
In a sweeping conceptualization of the historical process that has generated terrorism, 
David Rapoport offered his “wave” theory, where the history of modern terrorism, start-
ing in the 1880s can be seen as four large waves of common ideological frenzy that swept 
the world, with each wave lasting approximately forty years. The first wave was anarchism, 
followed by anticolonialism and then, new leftism. The world is currently experiencing 
the transnational wave of religious fundamentalism.13

Gage accuses many terrorism scholars of presentism, and specifically points out Marc 
Sageman’s work. However, even Sageman, a trained psychiatrist and former member of 
the Central Intelligence Agency, traces the intellectual history of jihad in the Islamic reli-
gious context.14

The problem of “terrorism” has been with us since humans formed organized societies, 
and there is little doubt that it will continue to plague us as long as we live as a species. 
What is new, however, is the increasing capabilities of inflicting harm on an ever larger 
scale. If we are to manage this risk, historians and social scientists must work together to 
develop an intellectual framework within which we can examine theses events and pro-
pose policies for their mitigation.

13 For examples of books by economists, see Walter Enders and Todd Sandler, The Political Economy of Terrorism 
(New York, 2006); and Philip Keefer and Norman Loayza, eds., Terrorism, Economic Development, and Political 
Openness (New York, 2008). Marc Sageman, “Ripples in the Waves: Fantasies and Fashions,” in Terrorism, Identity, 
and Legitimacy: The Four Waves Theory and Political Violence, ed. Jean E. Rosenfeld (London, 2011), 87–92. Rapoport, 
“Four Waves of Modern Terrorism.”

14 Marc Sageman, Understanding Terror Networks (Philadelphia, 2004).
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Abstract

In April 2007, the Estonian Government moved a memorial commemo-
rating the Soviet liberation of the country from the Nazis to a less promi-
nent and visible location in Tallinn. This decision triggered rioting among 
Russian-speaking minorities and cyber terrorism targeting Estonia's criti-
cal economic and political infrastructure. Drawing upon the Estonian 
cyber attacks, this article argues that globalization and the Internet have 
enabled transnational groups—such as the Russian diaspora—to avenge 
their grievances by threatening the sovereignty of nation-states in cyber-
space. Sophisticated and virtually untraceable political "hacktivists" may 
now possess the ability to disrupt or destroy government operations, 
banking transactions, city power grids, and even military weapon sys-
tems. Fortunately, western countries banded together to effectively com-
bat the Estonian cyber attacks and minimize their effects. However, this 
article concludes that in the age of globalization, interdependence, and 
digital interconnectedness, nation-states must engage in increased coop-
erative cyber-defense activities to counter and prevent devastating Inter-
net attacks and their implications.



Journal of Strategic Security

50

Introduction

During the information age, the Internet has facilitated dramatic 
increases in worldwide interconnectivity and communication. This form 
of globalization has yielded benefits, such as improved standards of living 
in the developing world, but it has also given rise to new weapons of resis-
tance for groups seeking to oppose certain political measures and ideolo-
gies. One demonstration of the latter point came about through the cyber 
attacks on Estonia in April and May 2007 by digital activists from the 
Russian diaspora. This article examines these fundamentally political 
attacks in cyberspace within the overall context of globalization. It argues 
that the situation that unfolded in Estonia in the spring of 2007 illustrates 
the increasing ability of transnational networks to use digital tools to chal-
lenge the policies and sovereignty of nation-states worldwide. However, 
the multinational responses to the Estonian cyber terrorist attacks dem-
onstrate the growing interest of states in defending national sovereignty 
in the realm of cyberspace.

Ethnic Tensions in Estonia

Estonia and Russia have a long history of strife in their bilateral relation-
ship, and the problems between these ethnic populations date back to 
hundreds of years before the existence of modern nation-states. Following 
the Soviet annexation of the Baltic States in 1940, and throughout the 
Cold War, the Kremlin relocated hundreds of thousands of ethnic Rus-
sians to Estonia. The purpose behind these mass migrations was two-fold: 
to increase cohesion in the Eastern Bloc and to "Russify" Estonian cul-
ture. Following the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the 
U.S.S.R., the government in Tallinn implemented policies designed to 
minimize Russian influences on Estonian culture.1, 2 And although Esto-
nia joined NATO in 2004 and received the Atlantic Alliance's Article 5 
mutual security guarantee, distrust of Moscow's intentions remains 
strong. After several years of lobbying, Estonia recently received NATO 
contingency plans to protect the country in the event of a hypothetical 
Russian invasion.3 There are also reports that the government has even 
created house-to-house defense plans against Russian aggression.4

The cyber attacks on Estonia occurred within the overall climate of 
tension between ethnic Estonians and the country's Russian minority 
population. On April 30, 2007, the government moved the Bronze 
Soldier—a memorial commemorating the Soviet liberation of Estonia 
from the Nazis—from Tõnismägi Park in central Tallinn to the Tallinn 
Military Cemetery. This decision sparked rioting among the Russian-
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speaking community, which comprised around 26 percent of Estonia's 
population in 2007.5 To ethnic Estonians, the Bronze Soldier symbolized 
Soviet oppression. But to Russian minorities, its relocation represented 
further marginalization of their ethnic identity. As Mary Kaldor and 
David Szakonyi argue,6, 7 a perceived attack on the identity of a 
subordinate group is likely to provoke a nationalist backlash, as occurred 
in Estonia. In addition to rioting and violence from April 27 to May 18, 
distributed denial-of-service (DDoS) cyber attacks targeting the country's 
infrastructure shut down the websites of all government ministries, two 
major banks, and several political parties. At one point, hackers even 
disabled the parliamentary email server.8 Estonian officials like Foreign 
Minister Urmas Paet quickly accused Russia of perpetrating the attacks, 
but European Commission and NATO technical experts were unable to 
find credible evidence of Kremlin participation in the DDoS strikes.9

Globalization and Electronic Resistance

Increased communication, networking, and reliance on digital 
infrastructure in the information age empower transnational resistance 
movements and create new vulnerabilities for nation-states. In the global 
Russian diaspora community, email and inexpensive international 
telephone services "create a shared immediacy and 'virtual' 
togetherness."10 When combined with satellite television, the wide 
availability of Russian-language publications, and a plethora of Internet 
forums, these elements of globalization have enabled the Russian ethnic 
identity to transcend geopolitical borders. During the cyber attacks on 
Estonia, Russian-language forums provided news updates and a 
recruiting ground for interested hackers. This indicates that—in addition 
to a shared identity—digital technology enables rapid transnational 
mobilization in times of crisis.

Alongside eased mobilization across the global Russian diaspora, Esto-
nia's dependency on information technology (IT) provided angry hackers 
with several appealing targets for DDoS attacks. Like most other western 
states, Estonia relies on the Internet for its critical infrastructure; elec-
tronic networks are integral to the functioning of government operations, 
electric power grids,11 banking services, and even Tallinn's water supply. 
In Estonia, 97 percent of bank transactions occur online; and in 2007, 60 
percent of the country's population used the Internet on a daily basis.12 
Further, Mihkel Tammet, the IT director at the Estonian Defense Minis-
try, explains that the Estonian state is so reliant on the Internet that its 
model of government operations is referred to as "paperless govern-
ment."13 The only Estonian bank to report its operating losses due to the 
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strikes estimated around $1 million in damages,14 and the attacks pre-
vented credit card and automatic teller machine transactions from occur-
ring for several days.15 Meanwhile, the hackers disabled the 
parliamentary email server and the IT capabilities of several government 
ministries, paralyzing the state's ability to effectively respond. During the 
crisis, former White House cyber-security advisor Howard Schmidt even 
went so far as to say, "Estonia has built their future on having a high-tech 
government and economy, and they've basically been brought to their 
knees because of these attacks."16

This type of transnational digital mobilization to exploit the vulnerabili-
ties of nation-states for political purposes exemplifies the emergent threat 
of cyber terrorism. James Lewis of the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies (CSIS) offers a clear definition of this phenomenon, noting 
that cyber terrorism "is the use of computer network tools to shut down 
critical national infrastructures (such as energy, transportation, and gov-
ernment operations) or to coerce or intimidate a government or civilian 
population."17 In the case of Estonia, the cyber-terrorist attacks occurred 
through the use of globally dispersed and virtually unattributable botnets 
of "zombie" computers. The hackers hijacked computers—including many 
home PCs—in places like Egypt, Russia, and the United States and used 
them in a "swarming" DDoS strategy. Government and bank websites that 
normally received 1,000 visits a day crashed after receiving upwards of 
2,000 hits a second.18 Estonian authorities made a few in-country arrests 
but never uncovered the main culprits, who were allegedly operating out 
of Russia.

While the cyber-terror attacks on Estonia shocked the international com-
munity, by most accounts, they could have been significantly more devas-
tating. In future assaults, hackers may target a state's traffic lights, water 
supply, power grids, air traffic controls, or even its military weapon sys-
tems. As the Estonian crisis indicates, the Internet has become a powerful 
asymmetric tool for transnational groups who view themselves as disen-
franchised and seek to intimidate the nation-states and other actors pre-
sumably responsible for their grievances. This is an issue of national 
sovereignty, as the digital networks and critical infrastructure targeted by 
the hackers are the property of—or on the territory of—nation-states.

Interstate or Transnational Threat?

Scholars, practitioners, and students of international security are well 
aware of the development of advanced cyber-warfare capabilities by states 
around the world like China, Israel, Russia, and the United States. The 
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rise of these capabilities and their attendant strategies has led many coun-
tries to include cyber attacks as an area of concern in their national secu-
rity doctrines. For instance, Washington lists violence in cyberspace as a 
threat alongside traditional terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, and transnational crime in its National Security Strat-
egy.19 Nonetheless, Douglas Thomas of the University of Southern Cali-
fornia contends that "99 percent of…hackers do not have the skill or the 
ability to organize or execute an attack that would be anything more than 
a minor inconvenience."20 Given Russia's advanced cyber-war capabili-
ties and the gravity of the attacks on Estonia, it is a legitimate question to 
ask if the attacks were truly executed by autonomous networks of Rus-
sian-speaking hackers or if they were committed or sponsored by the 
Kremlin.

Even though EU and NATO technical experts were unable to find evi-
dence of Russian involvement in the Estonian cyber-terror incident, it 
certainly would have been in Moscow's interests to organize DDoS strikes. 
After the movement of the Bronze Soldier and clashes between police and 
demonstrators, Russian officials accused Tallinn of human rights viola-
tions and demanded that Prime Minister Andrus Ansip apologize and 
resign from office.21 While Russia categorically denied any involvement in 
the attacks, one unnamed NATO official did not mince words: "I won't 
point fingers. But these were not things done by a few individuals. This 
clearly bore the hallmarks of something concerted."22 Because of eco-
nomic interdependence and the threat of nuclear escalation, Russia can-
not risk attacks on NATO member states,23 perhaps making 
unattributable cyber strikes an attractive alternative. In addition to the 
fact that NATO's conventional military forces significantly outnumber 
those of the Russian Federation,24 Estonia serves as a key transit country 
for Russian oil and natural gas supplies to Central and Western Europe. 
And for all the rhetoric about Russia's coercive energy politics, Moscow 
exports over 90 percent of its gas and oil to Europe,25 fostering a situation 
of mutual economic interdependence. A conventional Russian attack on 
Estonia would trigger a NATO Article 5 response and could compromise 
the energy wealth that has led to growing Russian influence on the inter-
national stage. In a world of deterrence and interdependence, virtually 
untraceable digital displays of force could allow states to subvert the con-
straints of the international system.

While we may never know the true extent of Kremlin involvement in the 
cyber attacks on Estonia, it is clear that Russian officials encouraged the 
hackers by accusing Tallinn of altering history, perpetrating human rights 
violations, and encouraging fascism.26 The Russian authorities also 
turned a blind eye as pro-Kremlin activists blockaded the Estonian 
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embassy in Moscow for several days.27 Although it would have served 
Russian national interests to test Moscow's cyber-war capabilities on 
Estonia, the general consensus among experts is that sophisticated "hack-
tivists" in Russia—and possibly throughout the global Russian diaspora—
perpetrated the attacks.28 The alarming reality of the situation is that, in 
the information age, computer-savvy individuals can now threaten the 
sovereignty and wellbeing of nation-states, oftentimes from the comfort 
of their own homes.

Multinational Responses to Cyber Terror

The 2007 cyber terrorism on Estonia was more than just a temporary nui-
sance; rather, it was a mild version of a new form of digital violence that 
could halt public services, commerce, and government operations. Esto-
nian Defense Minister Jaak Aaviksoo observed that successful cyber 
attacks "can effectively be compared to when your ports are shut to the 
sea."29 A blockade is a fitting analogy, as future cyber-terrorist attacks 
may disrupt a country's water and electricity supplies, telecommunica-
tions (severing its connections to the world), and national defenses.

The seriousness of the attacks on Estonia generated a rapid international 
response. Estonia had few formal cyber-defense preparations outside of 
its framework for countering traditional acts of terrorism,30 and the gov-
ernment Computer Emergency Response Team (CERT) required Finnish, 
German, Israeli, and Slovenian assistance to restore normal network 
operations.31 NATO CERTs provided additional assistance, while the EU's 
European Network and Information Security Agency (ENISA) offered 
expert technical assessments of the developing situation. Further, a high 
level of intelligence sharing took place among western countries during 
the crisis. While Russian-speaking hackers employed the Internet as a 
weapon and tool of mobilization, Estonia and its allies used digital net-
works to successfully counter the attacks.

During and after the DDoS strikes, NATO and EU member states began to 
debate new directions for cyber security and the appropriate punishments 
for states found to have engaged in digital warfare. Sanctions were one 
punishment option that received fairly widespread support. Additionally, 
one German official even recommended that NATO consider extending its 
Article 5 security guarantees to the realm of cyberspace.32 At its Buchar-
est Summit in April 2008, NATO adopted a unified Policy on Cyber 
Defence and created the Brussels-based Cyber Defence Management 
Authority (CDMA) to "centralise cyber defence operational capabilities 
across the Alliance."33 And in August 2008, Tallinn became home to the 
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NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (CCD CoE), the 
Atlantic Alliance's cyber-security headquarters. On the EU front, in 
November 2010, the organization released its Internal Security Strategy, 
which calls for integrated responses to cyber-security threats and signifi-
cant expansion of ENISA's duties beyond its previously limited analytical 
role.34

Beyond these efforts, throughout 2010 and in the early months of 2011, 
both organizations announced a series of concrete long-term plans aimed 
at countering cyber attacks. The EU's new Digital Agenda for Europe 
revealed plans to establish CERTs for EU institutions, hold multinational 
cyber-defense simulations, and create a joint European cyber-crime plat-
form.35 NATO adopted a new Strategic Concept in Lisbon in November 
2011, which indicated that the alliance will take steps to develop strong, 
integrated Internet defense capabilities.36 To that end, General Stéphane 
Abrial, head of NATO's Allied Command Transformation, has confirmed 
that the NATO Computer Incident Response Capability Technical Centre 
(NCIRC TC) in Mons, Belgium will become operational in 2012.37 These 
EU and NATO actions are indicative of the growing recognition of the 
severity of today's digital threats. As U.S. Deputy Secretary of Defense 
William Lynn warned when discussing NATO vulnerabilities in light of 
the Estonian case, "The potential exists for capabilities that are much 
more destructive…We're largely in the exploitation/denial phase, but his-
tory will tell you that somebody will take it to the extreme."38

The multinational responses to the 2007 attacks on Estonia indicated that 
countries would not remain detached and complacent as states or non-
state actors threatened the sovereignty of their allies by using the Internet 
as a weapon. Still, it is important to note that the international response 
to the events in Estonia occurred within the confines of preexisting secu-
rity communities. Russia tolerated and encouraged the cyber attacks, and 
the Kremlin may have even colluded with the hackers responsible for the 
strikes. China addressed the matter as an internal Estonian security 
dilemma and eschewed involvement in the resultant international cyber-
security discussions. Regardless of any secret complicity or participation 
in the Estonian cyber attacks, Moscow and Beijing surely analyzed the sit-
uation, assessed Tallinn's vulnerabilities and western responses, and 
improved upon their own cyber-warfare capabilities and strategies as a 
result.
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Conclusion

The severity of the Estonian cyber attacks served as a wake-up call to the 
world, as it became clear that potentially autonomous transnational 
networks—like unhappy pro-Kremlin "hacktivists"—could avenge their 
grievances by digitally targeting and nearly crippling the critical 
infrastructure of technically sophisticated nation-states. In the future, an 
enhanced focus on cyber security and new multinational strategies and 
institutions will be instrumental in countering electronic threats to the 
sovereignty and survival of states. However, the world of information 
security is not unlike the traditional global security environment; for each 
visible action, there is oftentimes a commensurate reaction. The attacks 
on Estonia will likely encourage future groups of transnational imitators, 
and the events of spring 2007 have provided states with important 
information for the further development and improvement of their own 
cyber-warfare capabilities.

The benefits of the information age are numerous, but nascent threats like 
transnational cyber terrorism and information warfare exist alongside the 
positive aspects of globalization. In this period of IT-driven globalization, 
the attacks on Estonia demonstrate that even NATO Article 5 and U.S. 
nuclear umbrella guarantees cannot ensure the protection of a nation-
state's sovereignty in cyberspace. A new challenge has emerged for free 
societies: democracies must find ways to strike a balance between allow-
ing Internet freedom on one hand and maintaining adequate early warn-
ing and monitoring systems on the other. These systems, combined with 
expanded cyber-security cooperation across borders, will be integral in 
detecting suspicious digital activities and countering attempted acts of 
cyber warfare and cyber terrorism. Just as the world economy has 
adapted to the digital era, the Estonian cyber terrorism case indicates that 
the foreign and security policies of nation-states must also do so, as diffi-
cult-to-attribute asymmetric threats stemming from the Internet are 
likely to harm nation-states in the future.
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Introduction

1.01. This is the third published 
version of the United Kingdom’s 
counter-terrorism strategy, 
CONTEST. This new strategy 
reflects the changing terrorist threat 
and incorporates new Government 
policies on counter-terrorism.

1.02. The aim of CONTEST 
is to reduce the risk to the 
UK and its interests overseas 
from terrorism, so that people 
can go about their lives freely 
and with confidence.
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Strategic context

1.03. Last year, over 10,000 
people were killed by terrorists 
around the world. But international 
law enforcement and military 
collaboration are changing the 
threats we face.

1.04. The leadership group of 
Al Qa’ida is now weaker than at 
any time since 9/11. It has played 
no role in recent political change 
in North Africa and the Middle 
East. Its ideology has been widely 
discredited and it has failed in all its 
objectives. Continued international 
pressure can further reduce its 
capability. But Al Qa’ida continues 
to pose a threat to our own 
security; and groups affiliated to 
Al Qa’ida – notably in Yemen and 
Somalia – have emerged over the 
past two years to be a substantial 
threat in their own right. 

1.05. Al Qa’ida is responsible for 
only a small fraction of terrorist 
attacks. Other groups, independent 
from Al Qa’ida but broadly 
sympathetic to its aims, continue 
to emerge and to conduct attacks 
around the world. 

1.06. We judge that four factors will 
continue to enable terrorist groups 
to grow and to survive: conflict 
and instability; aspects of modern 
technology; a pervasive ideology; 
and radicalisation. 

1.07. The threats we face here 
reflect global trends. Al Qa’ida, 
groups affiliated to Al Qa’ida, 
other terrorist groups and lone 
terrorists have all tried to operate 
in this country. Some have planned 
attacks here which we have 
disrupted. Others have recruited 
people for attacks overseas, spread 
propaganda and raised funds.
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1.08. The threat level in the UK 
from international terrorism has 
been SEVERE for much of the 
period, meaning that we judge a 
terrosit attack to be ‘highly likely’. 
Threat levels continue to be set 
independently by JTAC.

1.09. For much of this period 
the greatest threat to the UK 
has come from terrorist groups 
based in Pakistan. British nationals 
(amongst hundreds of other 
Europeans) are training or operating 
in Pakistan and some intend to 
travel to Afghanistan. But over the 
past twelve months, the threat 
to UK interests from terrorists in 
Yemen and Somalia has significantly 
increased. People from the UK are 
also travelling to these countries 
to engage in terrorist related 

activity; some are returning to 
the UK to plan and conduct 
terrorist operations. 

1.10. Over the past two years 
the threat from Northern Ireland 
Related Terrorism (NIRT) has also 
grown: there were 40 terrorist 
attacks in Northern Ireland in 2010 
and there have been 16 terrorist 
attacks in Northern Ireland up to 
30 June 2011.1 The threat from 
NIRT to Great Britain has increased.

1.11. Between January 2009 and 
December 2010 over 600 people 
were arrested for terrorist-related 
activity in the UK.2 This is more 
than any other European country. 
67 people have been prosecuted 
and 58 people convicted for 
terrorist-related offences.

Photo: Graham Bedingfield, West Midlands Police

1 Data supplied by Northern Ireland Office covering period up to 30 June 2011
2 This figure includes Northern Ireland related terrorism arrests in the Republic of Ireland.
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Our response

1.12. Our counter-terrorism 
strategy will continue to be 
organised around four 
workstreams, each comprising 
a number of key objectives

•	 Pursue: to stop terrorist attacks;
•	 Prevent: to stop people 

becoming terrorists or 
supporting terrorism;

•	 Protect: to strengthen 
our protection against a 
terrorist attack; and

•	 Prepare: to mitigate the impact of 
a terrorist attack.

1.13. The Strategic Defence 
and Security Review (SDSR) 
emphasises the need to tackle 
the root causes of instability. This 
approach is reflected in CONTEST. 
For terrorism we need to address 
not only the immediate threat of 
attacks but the longer term factors 
which enable terrorist groups to 
grow and flourish. Some of these 

factors cannot be addressed within 
a counter-terrorism strategy and 
are much wider Government 
priorities. Coordination between 
CONTEST and other Government 
programmes is essential. Working 
closely with other countries will 
remain a priority.

1.14. CONTEST will reflect 
our fundamental values and, in 
particular, our commitment not 
only to protect the people of this 
country and our interests overseas 
but to do so in away that is 
consistent with and indeed advances 
our commitment to human rights 
and the rule of law. Our strategy 
will be proportionate to the risks 
we face and only engage in activity 
which is necessary to address 
those risks. It will be transparent: 
wherever possible and consistent 
with national security we will seek 
to make more information available 
in order to help the public to hold 
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the Government to account over its 
policy and spending decisions. 

1.15. We recognise that success has 
been achieved through international 
collaboration. That will continue to 
be the case in future.

Pursue	

1.16. The purpose of Pursue is 
to stop terrorist attacks in this 
country and against our interest 
overseas. This means detecting and 
investigating threats at the earliest 
possible stage, disrupting terrorist 
activity before it can endanger 
the public and, wherever possible, 
prosecuting those responsible. 

1.17. In 2011-2015 we want to:

• Continue to assess our 
counter-terrorism powers and 
ensure they are both effective 
and proportionate;

• Improve our ability to prosecute 
people for terrorist-related offences; 

• Increase our capabilities to 
detect, investigate and disrupt 
terrorist threats; 

• Ensure that judicial proceedings 
in this country can better handle 

sensitive and secret material to 
serve the interests of both justice 
and national security; and

• Work with other countries and 
multilateral organisations to 
enable us to better tackle the 
threats we face at their source. 

1.18. We have made a start with 
this work by reviewing some of 
the most controversial counter-
terrorism and security powers 
which have been used in recent 
years. We have made significant 
changes – amending stop and 
search powers; reducing the length 
of time for which people can be 
held before charge for terrorist 
offences to 14 days; and replacing 
control orders with a package 
including Terrorism Prevention 
and Investigation Measures which 
provide security but also enable the 
collection of evidence which can 
lead to prosecution. This work 
will continue. 

1.19. We are concerned that we 
continue to identify far more 
people engaged in terrorist 
activity in this country than we can 
successfully prosecute and convict. 
It therefore remains a high priority 
to improve prosecution rates 
further. We continue to consider 
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the possible use of intercept as 
evidence. But we will now be 
looking at other options.

1.20. We believe that close dialogue 
between the police, security and 
intelligence agencies is the basis of 
successful counter-terrorism work. 
We intend to maintain arrangements 
largely as they are. But we need to 
make some changes to the Police 
Counter Terrorism Network to 
improve its capability. And we are 
monitoring new arrangements put in 
place by the security and intelligence 
agencies last year to improve 
coordinated investigations of threats 
to this country from overseas. We 
are concerned that in some areas 
technology is eroding our capability 
to obtain intelligence about terrorist 
related activity; we are committed 
to addressing this in forthcoming 
legislation.

1.21. We believe that as a matter 
of principle foreign nationals who 
have been engaged in terrorist-
related activity here should be 
deported, where they cannot 
be convicted or after they have 
served a sentence. But, given our 
human rights obligations, we will 
deport only where we are satisfied 
that those concerned will not be 
mistreated on their return. We will 

continue to seek assurances in this 
regard from other governments to 
facilitate the deportation of more 
terrorist suspects in the future.

1.22. The objective of much 
of our counter-terrorism work 
overseas, as in this country, must 
be the detention and prosecution 
of people planning terrorist 
operations. But operations overseas 
are significantly complicated by 
legal issues. Some countries rarely 
prosecute or convict terrorists.
The treatment of detainees held 
overseas following counter-terrorist 
operations has been the cause of 
considerable concern for many 
years. Attention has also been 
focused on the UK’s involvement 
in their detention and alleged 
mistreatment. We have already 
committed to holding an inquiry 
into allegations of UK involvement 
in mistreatment. We have also 
published the guidance which now 
exists on these issues for intelligence 
officers and service personnel.

1.23. Success in counter-terrorism 
depends on international 
collaboration. We will support 
key allies in building their capacity 
to investigate and prosecute 
terrorists overseas.
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1.24. Success in Pursue will 
mean that:

• At home, we are able to disrupt 
terrorist-related activity in the 
UK and prosecute or deport 
more of those responsible; 

• Overseas, we have seized the 
opportunity we now have to 
reduce further the threat from 
Al Qa’ida, its affiliates and other 
terrorist organisations and we 
have disrupted attacks planned 
against this country; and

• Our counter-terrorism work 
is effective, proportionate and 
consistent with our commitment 
to human rights.

Prevent

1.25. In June 2011 the Government 
published a review of recent Prevent 
related work and a new strategy for 
the next four years. This section of 
CONTEST reflects our conclusions.

1.26. We regard Prevent as a key part 
of CONTEST. We do not believe 
it is possible to resolve the threats 
we face simply by arresting and 
prosecuting more people. We believe 
that this is the view of our key allies 
around the world and that Prevent 

needs to be an international effort as 
much as other parts of our counter-
terrorism strategy. But we also want 
to make Prevent more effective. And 
in particular we intend to now change 
both its scope and its focus.

1.27. Like CONTEST as a 
whole Prevent will now address 
radicalisation to all forms of 
terrorism. We will prioritise 
according to the risks we face and 
at present the greatest risk to our 
security comes from terrorism 
associated with Al Qa’ida and like 
minded groups. We believe that 
Prevent work to date has not clearly 
recognised the way in which some 
terrorist ideologies draw on and 
make use of extremist ideas which 
are espoused and circulated by 
apparently non-violent organisations, 
very often operating within the law. 
We will not change the law – we 
remain committed to protecting 
the freedom of speech which 
many of those same extremists set 
out to undermine. But preventing 
radicalisation must mean challenging 
extremist ideas that are conducive 
to terrorism and also part of a 
terrorist narrative. Challenge may 
mean simply ensuring that extremist 
ideas are subject to open debate. 
But where people seek to enter this 
country from overseas to engage in 
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activity in support of extremist as 
well as terrorist groups we will also 
use the Home Secretary’s powers 
to exclude them. 

1.28. Having widened the scope of 
Prevent we also intend to narrow its 
focus. Prevent depends on a successful 
integration strategy, which establishes 
a stronger sense of common ground 
and shared values, which enables 
participation and the empowerment 
of all communities and which 
also provides social mobility. But 
integration alone will not deliver 
Prevent objectives. And Prevent must 
not – as it has it the past – assume 
control of funding for integration 
projects which have a purpose and 
value far wider than security and 
counter-terrorism. The Government 
will not securitise its integration 
work: that would be neither effective, 
proportionate nor necessary.

1.29. Our objectives will be to:

• Respond to the ideological 
challenge of terrorism and the 
threat we face from those who 
promote it;

• Prevent people from being 
drawn into terrorism and ensure 
that they are given appropriate 
advice and support; and

• Work with a wide range of 
sectors (including education, 
criminal justice, faith, charities, 
the internet and health) where 
there are risks of radicalisation 
which we need to address.

1.30. Across all our Prevent work 
we will increase the monitoring 
and evaluation of projects. 
Counter-terrorism in general must 
provide value for money. Prevent 
in particular must not waste public 
funds on projects irrelevant to its 
objectives. Nor will we fund or 
work with extremist groups; we will 
carefully evaluate the credibility of 
those we support.

1.31. In all our Prevent work we 
must be clear about our purpose 
and our methods. The great 
majority of people in this country 
find terrorism repugnant and will 
never support it. Work to challenge 
ideology should not try to change 
majority opinion because it does 
not need changing. Our purpose is 
to reach the much smaller number 
of people who are vulnerable to 
radicalisation. We must mobilise 
and empower communities not give 
the impression that they need to be 
convinced terrorism is wrong. 
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1.32. Success in Prevent will 
mean that: 

• There is a reduction in support 
for terrorism of all kinds in this 
country and in states overseas 
whose security most impacts 
on our own;

• There is more effective 
challenge to those extremists 
whose views are shared by 
terrorist organisations and 
used by terrorists to legitimise 
violence; and

• There is more challenge to 
and isolation of extremists 
and terrorists operating on 
the internet. 

Protect

1.33. The purpose of Protect is 
to strengthen our protection 
against a terrorist attack in the UK 
or against our interests overseas 
and so reduce our vulnerability. 
Our priorities are informed by an 
annual National Risk Assessment, a 
version of which we publish, which 
assesses the threats we face and the 
vulnerabilities we have.

1.34. We believe that significant 
progress has been made with our 

Protect related work in the past 
few years, notably in securing the 
Critical National Infrastructure, 
in assessing and managing down 
the risks to crowded places and in 
safeguarding hazardous materials 
which may be used by terrorists in 
an attack.

1.35. But much more remains 
to be done. We will devote 
more resources to border security, 
improving both the technology for 
identifying who enters and leaves 
this country and the coordination 
of our law enforcement response. 
We have announced the creation 
of a Border Command in the new 
National Crime Agency, intended 
to address the multiple chains 
of command across different 
organisations which operate at the 
border at present. We have already 
responded to recent threats to 
aviation security with new scanning 
technology, watchlisting and a no-fly 
procedure, intended to enable us 
to stop people boarding an aircraft 
bound for or leaving the UK who 
may intend to destroy it. We are 
working to address issues regarding 
cargo security.

1.36. We have received the report 
from the Coroner following the 
inquest into the 7 July 2005 London 



CONTEST: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism12

bombings. Our reply to that report 
will be published shortly; the 
recommendations of the Coroner 
touch on issues regarding Pursue, 
Protect and Prepare.

1.37. From 2011-2015 our Protect 
objectives will be to:

• Strengthen UK border security;

• Reduce the vulnerability of the 
transport network;

• Increase the resilience of the 
UK’s infrastructure; and

• Improve protective security for 
crowded places.

1.38. We recognise that in all these 
areas our Protect work is becoming 
more complex. In many areas our 
own protective security depends on 
effective security measures in third 
countries. Aviation security must be 
an international endeavour or it will 
not succeed; the security of the UK 
border depends on international 
collaboration. Moreover, we also 
depend on close relationships 
with the private sector, who 
own much of the infrastructure 
and the systems that need to be 



13

protected. We will continue to be 
as transparent as we can in sharing 
our understanding of the threats 
we face and wherever possible will 
collaborate in the development of 
security solutions.

1.39. Success in Protect will 
mean that:

• We know where and how 
we are vulnerable to terrorist 
attack and have reduced those 
vulnerabilities to an acceptable 
and a proportionate level;

• We share our priorities with 
the private sector and the 
international community and, 
wherever possible, we act 
together to address them; and

• The disruptive effect and costs 
of our protective security work 
are proportionate to the risks 
we face.

Prepare

1.40. The purpose of our Prepare 
work is to mitigate the impact of a 
terrorist attack where that attack 
cannot be stopped. This includes 
work to bring a terrorist attack 
to an end and to increase our 
resilience so we can recover from 

its aftermath. An effective and 
efficient response will save lives, 
reduce harm and aid recovery.

1.41. We believe that it is right to 
build resilience in a coordinated 
way to all kinds of threats and 
hazards. This ‘generic’ approach 
makes best use of our resources 
and avoids needless duplication. 
Evidence suggests that generic 
resilience capabilities at a local 
level have improved in some 
areas in the past few years but 
we must do more to improve 
aspects of our response, including 
in particular communications 
between emergency services 
and to the public during a civil 
emergency. There remain wider 
issues to resolve regarding what 
is known as ‘interoperability’ 
between the emergency services. 
We are also concerned that there 
is not yet sufficiently regular or 
comprehensive testing of all our 
emergency response plans.

1.42. The Coroner’s report 
following the inquest into the 7 
July 2005 London bombings made 
seven recommendations regarding 
the emergency response to those 
attacks. The recommendations 
also relate to information sharing 
between emergency services and 
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incident training. Our response will 
address these issues.

1.43. Although generic resilience 
capabilities offer a sound basis for 
work to respond to a terrorist 
incident, there are types of 
terrorist attack which require 
a more specialised response. In 
the past two years considerable 
resources have been devoted 
to developing more effective 
responses to an attack of the kind 
that took place in Mumbai between 
26-29 November 2008. Significant 
changes have been made to police 
firearms resources and tactics, and 

to the multi agency response that 
such incidents would require. We 
intend to continue this work.

1.44. We also intend to do more to 
address the highest impact terrorist 
risks set out in the National Risk 
Assessment. These include the risk 
of a terrorist attack which makes 
use of unconventional weapons, 
including biological, radiological, 
chemical or even nuclear materials. 
We emphasise that there is a 
low probability of these attacks. 
But their impact is so high that 
we judge preparations must be 
made for them. As in so many 

Photo: Fife Constabulary
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other areas of this strategy those 
preparations must wherever 
possible be coordinated with our 
allies overseas. A considerable 
amount of work has already been 
completed, in particular by the 
police, in developing a response in 
these areas. 

1.45. Over the next four years we 
will therefore: 

• Continue to build generic 
capabilities to respond to and 
recover from a wide range 
of terrorist and other civil 
emergencies;

• Improve preparedness for 
the highest impact risks in the 
National Risk Assessment;

• Improve the ability of the 
emergency services to work 
together during a terrorist 
attack; and

• Enhance communications and 
information sharing for 
terrorist attacks.

1.46. Testing and exercising are vital 
to our resilience and preparedness. 
We have a National Counter 
Terrorism Exercise Programme. 
We will maintain this and Ministers 

will participate in it. We will also 
place great emphasis on learning 
and absorbing the lessons from 
these exercises and will expect 
participating agencies to do this 
quickly and comprehensively. We 
will monitor their progress.

1.47. Success in Prepare will 
mean that:

• Our planning for the 
consequences of all civil 
emergencies provides us with 
the capabilities to respond to and 
recover from the most likely kinds 
of terrorist attacks in this country; 

• We have in place additional 
capabilities to manage 
ongoing terrorist attacks 
wherever required; and

• We have in place additional 
capabilities to respond to the 
highest impact risks.

London 2012 Olympic and 
Paralympic Games 

1.48. The London 2012 Olympic 
and Paralympic Games will be the 
biggest sporting event in our history, 
involving 14,700 athletes from 205 
countries at over 30 venues. There 
will be over 10 million spectators. 
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The Government has guaranteed 
to the International Olympic 
Committee to take all financial, 
planning and operational measures 
necessary to ensure the safety of 
the Games.

1.49. Terrorism poses the 
greatest security threat to the 
Games. Experience indicates that 
global sporting events provide an 
attractive and high-profile target for 
terrorist groups. 

1.50. We have conducted an audit 
and review of Games security 
planning and we are satisfied that 

appropriate arrangements have 
been and are being put in place. The 
UK has an excellent track record 
for safely and securely hosting major 
events. The sheer scale of London 
2012 poses significant policing and 
security challenges. 

1.51. Our attention will be 
increasingly focused on assuring 
the Games security strategy and 
in establishing that we have the 
right capabilities in place, that our 
plans are sufficient to address the 
challenges, and that security and 
safety are coordinated with the 
wider Games operation. We will 

Photo: Copyright Olympic Delivery Authority
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focus on testing and exercising, 
coordinating with the wider 
National Counter Terrorism 
Exercise Programme which is 
already in place.

Implementation

1.52. This section describes how 
we will ensure the accountability of 
this strategy, implement it effectively 
and monitor its progress. 

1.53. The National Security Council 
chaired by the Prime Minister, will 
have oversight of CONTEST and 
take regular reports on its progress. 
The Home Secretary will continue 
to be the lead Minister for domestic 
counter-terrorism work. 

1.54. Implementation requires close 
cooperation and coordination in this 
country. We expect departments, 
agencies and the police to work 
closely together to a common set 
of objectives, with transparency and 
openness. They will be assessed 
accordingly. We will seek dialogue 
with the private sector, voluntary 
organisations, community groups 
and the general public. Our 
success will continue to depend 
on the quality of our international 
engagement with our close allies 
and with multilateral organisations. 

1.55. We will continue to 
invest in a cross-government 
effort to coordinate science 
and technology in support of 
CONTEST. Our forthcoming 
White Paper will set out how 
we intend to use investment in 
defence and security technology 
and equipment to protect the 
UK against threats to our national 
interests, terrorism included. 

1.56. The Spending Review 
2010 set the budgets for each 
Government department from 
2011/12 - 2014/15. The resources 
allocated to departments reflected 
the priorities in the SDSR. We have 
allocated funding to maintain and (as 
we have explained in this strategy) 
in some cases to enhance counter-
terrorism capabilities, while still 
delivering efficiency savings. 

1.57. We will assess the 
progress of CONTEST against 
a set of performance indicators, 
complemented by deeper 
evaluation of specific programmes. 
Evaluation will be supported 
by wider research and horizon 
scanning, vital if we are to remain 
ahead of new or changing threats 
and vulnerabilities. We are 
committed to publishing data where 
security classification allows. We 
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will publish an annual report on our 
counter-terrorism work. 

Conclusion

1.58. International counter-
terrorism work since 9/11 has made 
considerable progress in reducing 
the threats we face. Al Qa’ida is 
now significantly weaker than it 
has been for ten years. There are 
significant opportunities for us and 
our allies to make further progress 
in the next few months and years.

1.59. But we recognise that the 
overall terrorist threat we face 
continues to be significant. The 
agencies and the police continue 
to disrupt terrorist-related activity 
here. The numbers of people 
arrested and then convicted for 
terrorist offences remains high. 

1.60. The continued threat is 
reflected through this strategy. We 
are determined to maintain the 
capabilities we need to meet our 
aim – to reduce the risk to the UK 
and our interests overseas from 
terrorism so that people 
can go about their lives freely 
and with confidence. 

1.61. But we are also determined 
to have a strategy that is not only 
more effective but also more 
proportionate, that is better 
focused and more precise, which 
uses powers selectively, carefully 
and in a way that is as sparing 
as possible. These themes and 
this language – also runs through 
this strategy – in Pursue, Prevent 
and Protect and Prepare and are 
reflected in its founding principles.
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Summary 

The Government’s Preventing Violent Extremism programme is a complex and sensitive 

agenda which has met with widely varying perceptions as to what the programme stands 

for and what it aims to deliver on the ground. Our inquiry has shown that the current 

overall approach to Prevent is contentious and unlikely ever to be fully accepted in its 

existing form by those it is most important to engage.  

The current breadth of focus of Prevent—from community work to crime prevention—sits 

uncomfortably within a counter-terrorism strategy. We support the logic behind the ‘Four 

P’s’ of the CONTEST strategy—Pursue, Prevent, Protect and Prepare—and we do not wish 

to see this approach deconstructed. We also strongly support the need for a clear national 

strategy which deals with the specific threat from al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism. However, 

we question the appropriateness of the Department of Communities and Local 

Government—a Government department which has responsibility for promoting cohesive 

communities—taking a leading role in counter-terrorism initiatives. We agree with the 

majority of our witnesses that Prevent risks undermining positive cross-cultural work on 

cohesion and capacity building to combat exclusion and alienation in many communities. 

We see a very important role for CLG in continuing such work and acknowledge its 

contribution to the aims of Prevent. However, we believe that this work can be successful 

only if untainted by the negative association with a counter-terrorism agenda. 

The single focus on Muslims in Prevent has been unhelpful. We conclude that any 

programme which focuses solely on one section of a community is stigmatising, potentially 

alienating, and fails to address the fact that that no section of a population exists in 

isolation from others. The need to address extremism of all kinds on a cross-community 

basis, dependent on assessed local risk, is paramount.  

We remain concerned by the number of our witnesses who felt that Prevent had been used 

to ‘spy’ on Muslim communities. Our evidence suggests that differing interpretations of 

terminology relating to concepts such as ‘intelligence gathering’, ‘spying’ and ‘surveillance’ 

are posing major challenges to the Prevent agenda. Information collected for the purposes 

of project monitoring and community mapping—both of which are to be encouraged—are 

sometimes being confused with the kind of intelligence gathering and surveillance 

undertaken by the police and security services to combat crime and actively pursue 

suspects. However, despite rebuttals, the allegations of spying retain widespread credibility 

within certain sections of the Muslim community. If the Government wants to improve 

confidence in the Prevent programme, it should commission an independent investigation 

into the allegations made. 

Regarding the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved 

in violent extremism, we conclude that there has been a pre-occupation with the 

theological basis of radicalisation, when the evidence seems to indicate that politics, policy 

and socio-economics may be more important factors in the process. Consequently, we 

suggest that attempts to find solutions and engagement with preventative work should 

primarily address the political challenges. We therefore recommend that opportunities be 

provided for greater empowerment and civic engagement with democratic institutions, to 
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strengthen the interaction and engagement with society not only of Muslims, but of other 

excluded groups. 

Our witnesses demonstrated widely ranging views as to how Government and local 

authorities should fund, seek advice from, and engage with organisations in the 

development and execution of the Prevent programme. There is a sense that Government 

has sought to engineer a ‘moderate’ form of Islam, promoting and funding only those 

groups which conform to this model. We do not think it is the job of Government to 

intervene in theological matters, but we are also concerned that local authorities have been 

left with too much responsibility for deciding how engagement and project funding should 

be managed. We make a range of recommendations on this topic and conclude that this is 

an area requiring immediate attention by Government. 
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1 Introduction  
1. Prevent is a cross-cutting policy led across Government by the Office of Security and 

Counter Terrorism (OSCT) in the Home Office and delivered by a number of departments 

and agencies which all have specific policy interests in the Prevent strategy. Its aim is to 

stop radicalisation, reduce support for terrorism and violent extremism and discourage 

people from becoming terrorists.1 CLG contributes to the delivery of all elements of the 

strategy and leads the community-based response to violent extremism.2 

2. Since 2000, the UK has enacted five main pieces of legislation to deal with terrorism.3 

However, the Government also recognised that in the years following the events of 11 

September 2001, legislation and security measures were not sufficient to deal with all of the 

consequential issues raised by terrorism. These issues included: 

 Finding practical ways to foil an attack rather than securing a conviction after the event 

when fatalities have occurred4 

 Understanding why people become involved in terrorism5 

 Working out how the UK can best protect its infrastructure6 

 Understanding how the Government can assist the general public and the business 

community in being more resilient to the threat of terrorism7. 

3. Prevent is aimed at the group of people who are vulnerable to persuasion to provide tacit 

or silent support to terrorists in certain circumstances and possibly “reject and undermine 

our shared values and jeopardise community cohesion”.8 However, they are not necessarily 

breaking the law and to this extent, legislation can be ineffective.  

4. In 2003, the government launched CONTEST as its new multidimensional counter-

terrorism strategy. It contained four priorities: Pursue, Prevent, Protect and Prepare. In 

March 2009 the Government launched a revised strategy, popularly known as ‘CONTEST 

II’ “to take account of the evolution of the threat and of our understanding of the factors 

which are driving it”.9 In particular, the Government acknowledged that in 2003, Prevent 

was the least developed strand of CONTEST as the previous focus had been on protecting 

 
1 HM Government, Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International 

Terrorism, March 2009, p 14. 

2 Ibid., p 15. 

3 The Terrorism Act 2000; Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001; Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005; The 
Terrorism Act 2006; The Counter-Terrorism Act 2008. 

4 HM Government, Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International 
Terrorism, March 2009, p 62. 

5 Ibid., p 82. 

6 Ibid., p 104. 

7 Ibid., p 118. 

8 HM Government, Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International 
Terrorism, March 2009, p 15. 

9 Ibid., p 8. 
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the public from the “immediate threat to life […] rather than understand[ing] the factors 

driving radicalisation”.10 Under CONTEST II, Prevent is at the forefront of counter-

terrorism work. The aim of CONTEST II is “to reduce the risk to the UK and its interests 

overseas from international terrorism, so that people can go about their lives freely and 

with confidence”.11 

5. The current objectives of Prevent are: 

 To challenge the ideology behind violent extremism and support mainstream voices 

 To disrupt those who promote violent extremism and support people living in the 

communities where they may operate 

 To support individuals who are vulnerable to recruitment, or have already been 

recruited by violent extremists 

 To increase the resilience of communities to violent extremism 

 To address grievances which ideologues are exploiting 

 To develop supporting intelligence, analysis and information 

 To improve strategic communications.12 

6. In the UK, there has been an increasing emphasis on involving people and grassroots 

organisations in political decisions and in managing local environments. This is reflected 

within Government policy and governance. Formal responsibilities for policy 

implementation and service delivery are being shared across statutory agencies and 

community groups in the form of partnership work. In line with this shift of emphasis, in 

2006 the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) took responsibility 

for the Preventing Extremism campaign (re-named Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) in 

2007), under the Prevent strand of CONTEST. New guidance on Prevent (including 

revisions) was released in 2007,13 200814 and 2009.15 Prior to this and following the terror 

attacks in July 2005, the Preventing Extremism Together workgroups were convened by 

the Home Office, with significant community engagement. The PET workgroups 

published their report in October 200516 and when CLG was created following cabinet re-

shuffle in 2006, this agenda was passed from the Home Office to the Department. 

7. CLG’s contribution to Prevent is measured against Public Service Agreement (PSA) 26: 

“Reduce the risk to the UK and its interests overseas from international terrorism”. At a 

 
10 HM Government, Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International 

Terrorism, March 2009, p 82 

11 Ibid., p 8. 

12 Ibid., p 14. 

13 Communities and Local Government, Preventing Violent Extremism: Winning Hearts and Minds, April 2007. 

14 Communities and Local Government, Preventing Violent Extremism, Next Steps for Communities, July 2008. 

15 Communities and Local Government, Delivering the Prevent Strategy: An updated guide for Local Partners, August 
2009. 

16 Preventing Extremism Together, Working Group Report, August–October 2005, available at 
www.communities.gov.uk. 
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local authority level, one of the key performance indicators for Prevent is National 

Indicator 35—“Building Communities Resilient to Violent Extremism”, which emphasises: 

 Understanding of, and engagement with, Muslim communities 

 Knowledge and understanding of the drivers and causes of violent extremism and the 

Prevent objectives 

 Development of a risk-based preventing violent extremism action plan, in support of 

delivery of the Prevent objectives 

 Effective oversight, delivery and evaluation of projects and actions 

8. Our inquiry set out to consider the effectiveness of the Prevent programme to date and 

its likely effectiveness in the future. Our terms of reference covered a wide range of issues 

including the Government’s current analysis of the factors which lead people to become 

involved in violent extremism, the appropriateness and effectiveness of community 

engagement within the programme, and specific issues for local authorities in delivering 

Prevent locally. We also looked at the interface between Prevent and other related policy 

frameworks such as cohesion and integration.  

9. Our call for evidence received a good response, with over seventy memoranda 

submitted. In addition to written evidence, we held five oral evidence sessions and also 

paid a visit to Birmingham to meet local front-line Prevent workers, academics and 

religious leaders. Our thanks go to all our witnesses and particularly to Yusuf Desai of 

Forward Thinking who organised a most worthwhile visit to the Amana Centre in 

Birmingham. 

10. Finally, we would like to thank our two specialist advisers, Alveena Malik and Dilwar 

Hussain, whose insights throughout our inquiry have been invaluable.17  

 

 
17 Both specialist advisers were appointed on 20 July 2009. Alveena Malik declared the following interests: a 

freelance consultant working on cohesion, equality and human rights issues; contracted to work 2 days a week with 
the Institute for Community Cohesion (iCoCo) as Principal Associate with lead responsibility for Education and 
Cohesion; contracted to work one day a week for the Young Foundation as adviser on the Maslaha Project (start up 
Muslim web based organisation) providing strategic advice on business planning, fundraising and stakeholder 
engagement; and from time to time undertakes short pieces of work for other organisations and might be 
undertaking research work on Visual Arts and Cohesion commissioned by the Arts Council in the autumn. On 18 
January 2010, Ms Malik submitted a further declaration of interests: a Ministerial appointment to the CLG Faith 
expert panel, chaired by the Secretary of State John Denham. The Faith panel may cover issues related to the 
Prevent agenda and in the event that this occurs Ms Malik has agreed to withdraw from the discussion to avoid any 
conflict of interest with the role of Special Advisor to the Prevent Inquiry. 

 Dilwar Hussain declared the following interests: Head of Policy Research Centre; Advisor to Weidenfeld Institute 
for Strategic Dialogue on their Islam in Europe programme of research; advising on a short-term Prevent related 
research project run by the Royal United Services Institute; on a review panel for HM Prison Service looking at 
literature in prisons; occasionally undertakes research and training projects related to identity, cohesion and 
preventing extremism for a variety of sources (including the Association of Local Government, the Communities and 
Local Government Department of HMG, the Change Institute, St Philips Centre in Leicester and the Apex 
Partnership). 
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2 Prevent and CONTEST 
11. In the introduction to our report, the Government’s rationale for including a Prevent 

strand in CONTEST is explained. However, the Institute for Community Cohesion 

(iCoCo) sums up the view of the majority of our witnesses in stating that 

The real problem with the Prevent agenda is simply that it is presently situated within 

a counter-terrorism strategy and implemented by a team dedicated to counter-

terrorism and is therefore viewed through this lens with suspicion and apprehension; 

there is a strong belief that the community will be spied upon, wrongly accused and 

treated unfairly; or simply that the community is made guilty by association with 

terrorism.18 

12. This has led to accusations of Prevent being “Pursue in sheeps’ clothing”,19 implying 

that Prevent provides a cover for the active pursuit of suspected terrorists. The upshot of 

such perceptions is that many witnesses believe Prevent “has not minimised extremism but 

has instead proved to be counter-productive”,20 with “key community members whose 

engagement is vital to the success of PVE [being] reluctant to be associated with such 

policies”.21 As the Somali Family Support Group’s22 evidence claims 

Positioning a programme that denotes to fight violent extremism and help, support 

and capacity build Muslim communities in one sentence spelt disaster from day 

one.23 

13. In other evidence, witnesses claim that Prevent’s focus on Muslims as possible targets 

for radicalisers not only “serves to legitimise and validate the views of the Far Right and 

other Islamophobes”,24 but also “alienat[es] the very community that it seeks to engage and 

influence positively, unwittingly heightening potential vulnerabilities to radicalisation by 

terrorist propaganda”.25 Oldham-based Asian charity PeaceMaker supports this view and 

speaks on behalf of many witnesses in saying that 

Fundamental to success in our opinion, is the need to engage in these communities 

with a positive focus, rather than the current emphasis where the rationale appears to 

be ‘we are here to stop you from becoming bad’.26  

 
18 Ev 119 

19 Ev 172 

20 Ev 153 

21 Ev 179 

22 The Somali Family Support Group is a national organisation, with local branches throughout the UK. The 
organisation originally focused on the Somali community, but now works with people from all communities and 
faiths to promote community cohesion and provide education programmes. 

23 Ev 141 

24 Ev 91 

25 Ev 111 

26 Ev 135 
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14. The Islamic Society of Britain contends that terminology has played a major role in 

creating the stigma associated with Prevent: 

Terminology was a challenge in itself, and the outcome was to name the programme 

by its very aim. It [sought] to prevent ideas (leading to violent action), and so it was 

named: Prevent. By its full title, ‘Preventing Extremism’ and then a little later 

‘Preventing Violent Extremism’, it also sought to focus on the criminal act of 

violence and distance itself from the problem being a religious problem per se. Whilst 

we believe this direction was the right approach, it is questionable whether the term 

‘Prevent’ itself achieves that. The term ‘Prevent’ lends itself to the idea that there lies a 

dormant terrorist within Muslims; that somewhere, entwined in their instincts and 

licensed by their religious beliefs, there is the possibility that some, albeit very rarely, 

will turn to terrorism against the state. And so we must do everything to ‘prevent’ 

that from happening.27  

15. The Government recognised that terminology had been an issue and, as a result, made 

revisions to Prevent guidance in late 2009, encouraging local authorities to drop the Prevent 

title in their local programmes. Prior to this, some local authorities negotiated the 

‘branding’ of their local Prevent programmes on a case-by-case basis. Leicester City 

Council, for example, opted for the title ‘Mainstreaming Moderation’ as the authority 

found that Prevent “created a number of issues in terms of creating a barrier that [it] felt 

was unnecessary”.28 Despite Government action however, many witnesses believe it came 

too late to have positive impact, as LB Barking and Dagenham describes: 

Recent efforts by the Government to re-present and re-focus the Prevent agenda are 

unlikely to overcome negative impressions about the programme already implanted 

in both Muslim and indigenous communities.29 

Focus on Muslims 

16. In common with a great many witnesses, evidence from London-based research 

organisation the Institute for Policy Research and Development (IPRD) highlights the risk 

that Prevent “criminalises” Muslims by labelling them all as being at risk from violent 

extremism. The IPRD adds:  

The scope of risk-assessment is rendered potentially unlimited by the assumption, 

recently espoused by the MI5 Behavioural Science Unit for instance, that there is no 

“typical pathway to violent extremism” for British Muslim terrorists who fit “no 

single demographic profile”—all genders, classes, ages and localities of British 

Muslims may therefore potentially be “at-risk”.30  

The Government has been at pains to stress that any such perceptions of Prevent are based 

on a total misconception of the programme, as CLG explained in its evidence: 

 
27 Ev 194 

28 Q 185 [Sheila Lock] 

29 Ev 105 

30 Ev 125 
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the Government does not want terrorism to define, or be perceived as defining, the 

relationship between Government and Muslim communities. As with all 

communities, the Government has contact with Muslim communities across the full 

range of public activities and policies. We are clear that the vast majority in our 

Muslim communities are against violent extremism and want to work with the 

Government to tackle the terrorist groups who target the vulnerable.31 

17. However, the submissions we have received suggest that the Government has not been 

successful in countering the perception that preventing terrorism defines its relationship 

with Muslim communities, despite warnings from the start of the programme of that risk. 

The Preventing Extremism Together Working Group on Supporting Regional and Local 

Initiatives32 warned in its 2005 report that “Targeting only Muslim communities would 

result in further stigmatising them as being the ‘problem’, which could potentially lead to 

increased alienation whilst society at large plays little or no role in the two-way integration 

process”.33  

18. Sir Norman Bettison of the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) agreed that the 

targeting of Muslims as a single group had not necessarily been very constructive.34 

However, Charles Farr, Director-General of the Office of Security and Counter Terrorism, 

asserted that 

It is a simple statement of fact that al-Qaeda tends to focus for its recruitment 

operations on people in Muslim communities of a variety of different kinds and, of 

course, not just in this country but in every other country in Europe and across the 

world. Inevitably, if you start with al-Qaeda you tend to begin to look at the 

constituencies that they focus on, and that means Muslim communities. One has to 

qualify that immediately by saying that it does not imply that Muslim communities 

are somehow universally vulnerable to al-Qaeda because clearly they are not. The 

Muslim community, like any other community in this country, is clearly and 

explicitly opposed to al-Qaeda and what it stands for.35 

19. We accept this justification and do not question the security services’ analysis of the 

nature of the current terrorist threat to the UK. However, we also have sympathy with 

Oxfam’s view that “Muslim communities feel that both the problem of extremism and its 

solutions are laid at their door”.36 Suleman Nagdi of the Federation of Muslim 

Organisations in Leicestershire further illustrated this point to us, asking 

 
31 Ev 201 

32 Following the events of 7th and 21st July, the Government appointed a diverse range of people with different skills 
and knowledge in mid August 2005 to join seven Working Groups that it had resolved to set up, the objective being 
Working Together to Prevent Extremism. The findings of the Working Groups were published in a report in 
November 2005. 

33 Preventing Extremism Together, Working Group Report, August–October 2005, available at 
www.communities.gov.uk, p 48. 

34 Q 236 

35 Q 355 

36 Ev 106 
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if we take the money, [is there] an expectation that if, God forbid, this whole strategy 

fails, [we will] then be held accountable?37 

20. Government has acknowledged such concerns and recognises that “good Prevent 

delivery programmes can be wholly undermined by poor communications”.38 Government 

has therefore employed media such as RICU (the Home Office Research, Information and 

Communications Unit), to ensure that counter-terrorism messaging has a positive impact 

in communities. However, as the Association of Police Authorities points out, although 

“central government has made repeated efforts to communicate the objectives, and this is 

supported on a day to day basis by RICU”, 

ultimately, many Muslim communities will not agree with the Prevent agenda and 

feel that they are being targeted. Ultimately communications efforts aimed at these 

sections of communities may not be successful.39 

21. The fact that Prevent forms part of the UK’s counter-terrorism strategy has not been 

welcomed in many quarters. Despite significant efforts by Government to clarify that 

Prevent focuses on al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism (as opposed to Muslims per se), Muslim 

communities have felt unfairly targeted and branded as potential terrorists. The strategy 

has contributed to a sense of frustration and alienation amongst Muslims which may 

increase the risk of making some individuals more vulnerable to radicalisation. Prevent’s 

focus on Muslim communities has not, therefore, been constructive. We return to the 

question of whether Prevent should continue to form part of the national CONTEST 

strategy later in our report.40  

Allegations of spying and surveillance 

22. During the early stages of our inquiry, the Guardian published an article claiming that 

Prevent was being used as a cover to “spy” on Muslims: 

The government programme aimed at preventing Muslims from being lured into 

violent extremism is being used to gather intelligence about innocent people who are 

not suspected of involvement in terrorism […] The information the authorities are 

trying to find out includes political and religious views, information on mental 

health, sexual activity and associates, and other sensitive information, according to 

documents seen by the Guardian. […] Shami Chakrabarti, director of Liberty, 

branded it the biggest spying programme in Britain in modern times and an affront 

to civil liberties.41  

 
37 Q 92 

38 HM Government, Delivering the Prevent Strategy: An updated guide for local partners, August 2009, para 2.25. 

39 Ev 144 

40 See para 53 

41 “Government anti-terrorism strategy 'spies' on innocent”, The Guardian, 16 October 2009. 
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Around the same time, the Institute of Race Relations published its report Spooked, which 

claimed that a range of Prevent-funded projects were being used by statutory agencies to 

“trawl for intelligence”:42 

In another case, Prevent funding was approved for a youth centre aimed at Muslims 

in a northern town. The centre was to provide sports, keep fit, recreational facilities 

and careers advice, as well as religious guidance that aimed at providing a counter-

extremism narrative. The bid also recommended the inclusion of free IT facilities as 

it was ‘good for monitoring which websites people were visiting’ and ‘intelligence 

gathering’ was stated as one of the rationales for the centre.43 

23. In evidence to our inquiry, the Institute of Race Relations added that the “embedding” 

of counter-terrorism police in local services was a major cause for concern in Muslim 

communities, suggesting that 

There is strong evidence that Prevent-funded services are being used for information 

gathering by the police [...] In practice, a major part of the Prevent programme is the 

embedding of counter-terrorism police officers within the delivery of other local 

services.[...] The extent to which counter-terrorism police officers are now embedded 

in local government is illustrated by the fact that a West Midlands Police counter-

terrorism officer has been permanently seconded to the equalities department of 

Birmingham City Council to manage its Prevent work. [...] Muslims may want to 

avoid participating in the government's Prevent programme for a number of reasons 

which have nothing to do with support for extremism—for example, concerns about 

surveillance, transparency, accountability or local democracy.44 

In response to this particular claim, Birmingham City Council rejects any notion of secrecy 

in its approach and openly describes the partnership that exists between the local authority 

and the police in the area: 

West Midlands Police Security & Partnership Officers work within communities, as 

part of the Counter-Terrorism Unit, to assist in delivering the Prevent agenda. Their 

role is to provide an overt, visible and accessible link between the covert counter-

terrorism function, the Police, communities and partners.45 

24. We questioned Arun Kundnani, author of Spooked, about the allegations in his report, 

particularly in view of the fact that the report was based on the experiences of a small 

sample of stakeholders.46 Mr. Kundnani stood by the allegations and further asserted that 

“From all the conversations I have had since we published our research and with other 

youth workers who have come forward, [this impression of Prevent] does seem to be fairly 

 
42 Arun Kundnani, Spooked: How not to Prevent Violent Extremism, Institute of Race Relations, October 2009, p 28. 

43 Ibid., p 29. 

44 Ev 102 

45 Ev 139 

46 Q 292: Mr Kundnani told us that “I interviewed around 32 people for this research who were involved in Prevent 
work and I had a focus group with around 24 people”. 
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common. The police are putting pressure on people who are involved in working with 

young Muslims to pass this kind of information to them”.47  

25. The perception that Prevent funding is targeted at projects which ‘spy’ on Muslims was 

shared by a large number of our witnesses and is seen to be a major failing of the 

programme. This perception has been exploited by groups such as Hizb-ut-Tahrir who are 

in any case opposed to Muslims engaging in any way with government. In its 2009 

publication, Stronger Together, The New Local Government Network pointed out that “In 

several local authorities some Muslim communities have refused to engage with 

programmes or seek funding under the Prevent banner. In one area, the money has even 

been described as ‘blood money’”.48 Other witnesses, such as the Network of Sikh 

Organisations feel that Prevent has created a “sense of alienation, however misplaced, 

[which] plays into the hands of those in the Muslim community with an extremist 

agenda”.49 Despite advice from Government that local authorities could drop the title 

Prevent from their funding streams so as not to stigmatise local projects bidding for 

funding, Reading Council for Racial Equality suggests that the damage has already been 

done, meaning that an altogether different strategy—clearly distinct from the counter-

terrorism agenda—would be preferable: 

The national strategy has harmed our local work and provided groups such as Hizb-

ut-Tahrir with a cause. Currently such organisations are getting a good foothold in 

the community with scare-stories about 'stigmatising', 'spying' etc. A wider 

community cohesion approach would enable communities to come together more 

easily.50 

26. We raised the issue of ‘spying’ with Charles Farr of the Office for Security and Counter 

Terrorism. He told us with great conviction that 

The allegations about spying [...] are completely unfounded and we have looked at 

them in some detail. I am happy to share a report with you which explains exactly 

what conclusions we have reached about those allegations. In fact, the truth is almost 

entirely the opposite. The direction of the information, intelligence if you will, 

regarding the Prevent programme is from the police and from the security agencies 

into local authorities. That is how we have configured it and that is how it must be.51 

Mr Farr also concurred with Reading Council for Racial Equality’s stance in saying that “a 

mythical construct of Prevent which does not exist and is not part of the strategy” and 

which is “rooted in the misrepresentations which Prevent suffered from notably in the 

articles that the Guardian ran to some degree on the IRR report by [Arun] Kundnani”,52 

has encouraged the disengagement of many local community organisations from the 

programme.  

 
47 Q 292 

48 Anna Turley, Stronger Together: A new approach to preventing violent extremism, New Local Government Network, 
August 2009, p 12. 

49 Ev 89 

50 Ev 230 

51 Q 368 
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27. Following the claims made in the Guardian, the Home Secretary and the Secretary of 

State for Communities and Local Government asked OSCT to conduct an urgent 

investigation into the substance of the allegations. OSCT’s investigation found the claims 

to be unsubstantiated and RICU issued a factsheet on 27 October 2009 setting out the 

Government’s response to the allegations. In a similar way, the claims made in the Spooked 

report were also investigated and a detailed response provided which not only expressed 

concern at the methodology behind the report (including the small sample of witnesses 

interviewed), but also made clear that the Home Office disagreed with the majority of its 

findings.  

The Channel Project 

28. During our evidence gathering, it became clear that much of the anxiety about ‘spying’ 

and ‘intelligence gathering’ under Prevent was connected to a particular programme, 

delivered under the auspices of the Home Office. Whilst the remit of our Committee is the 

work of the Department of Communities and Local Government, the delivery of Prevent at 

local level does not necessarily make clear the separation of responsibilities of central 

government departments. Some consideration of the Channel programme therefore seems 

appropriate at this point, in order to address the concerns of our witnesses.  

29. Channel is an intervention which for some witnesses has met with success and, for 

others, courted much controversy. The Channel process identifies an individual’s risk of 

vulnerability to becoming violently extreme and their influence on others. These 

individuals may not have committed any criminal offence but information is received, 

sometimes from community members, about their activities. This might include accessing 

terrorist websites, frequently talking about taking violent action or other negative 

behaviours. If the risk assessment suggests that interventions are required, then a 

partnership of police, statutory partners, councillors and appropriate local community 

leaders will consider what community interventions are available and appropriate in each 

case. Unlike Prevent, Channel focuses on all types of extremism, not just that inspired by 

al-Qaeda. 

30. Although the aim of Channel is in principle simply to provide a mechanism, within a 

strictly defined process, for individuals or groups to be supported and diverted from 

violent extremism, it has been described as a “high risk strategy” with “the potential to 

result in mistrust and suspicion”53 in some places. Arun Kundnani explained to us why he 

saw it this way: 

I think it is a serious human rights issue that people are being identified to the police 

simply on the basis of expressing opinions that some of us are uncomfortable with, 

but which are legal opinions to hold. I think for that reason the Channel Project in 

particular is deeply flawed and should not be in existence in the way it is at the 

moment.54 

31. Charles Farr of OSCT responded to the concerns about Channel: 

 
53 HMIC and Audit Commission, Preventing Violent Extremism: Learning and Development Exercise, October 2008, 

para 151. 

54 Q 290 
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The Channel programme is clearly inherently sensitive […] You are asking statutory 

partners to look at vulnerable individuals, named individuals at a certain point of the 

process, to consider what are at some point intensely personal details about those 

individuals and to consider whether support should be provided to them. We take 

our responsibilities for the protection of personal data which is exchanged in that 

process incredibly seriously. We are governed by the Data Protection Act and we are 

governed by information sharing protocols that apply to other areas of crime 

prevention in local authorities and policing and we have built upon those protocols. I 

am completely sure in my own mind that the law prevents us doing what some 

organisations think we are doing. Channel is not a mechanism for spying. We do not 

need a mechanism for spying of that kind, and it is the last thing the security or 

police services would want to do.55 […] For the avoidance of doubt, surveillance is 

not part of the Prevent programme and intelligence gathering is not a feature of the 

Prevent programme. It does not say so in the strategy and does not say so in our 

guidance documents. What we have said is what you get.56 

32. As our evidence gathering progressed, we became conscious of the fact that differing 

interpretations of terminology relating to concepts such as ‘intelligence gathering’, ‘spying’ 

and ‘surveillance’ were posing major challenges in themselves with respect to the Prevent 

agenda. As Birmingham Activist Citizens Group described, “Some community groups 

equate project monitoring with intelligence gathering by the authorities as the role of the 

police is visible both in terms of their presence on key strategic bodies as well as visibility of 

uniform”.57 Some witnesses also took exception to the requirement in the Prevent strategy 

for local authorities to have a “sophisticated understanding of local Muslim communities 

including strong knowledge and their make-up including different ethnic groups, 

denominations, social and economic status, elected representatives, community leaders, 

knowledge of location and denomination of mosques, awareness of community groups”.58 

As the Muslim Women’s Network UK stated, “This part of the strategy highlights the 

amount of scrutiny that Muslim communities are under”.59  

33. These views suggest that some stakeholders may have confused the need for local 

authorities to understand the background and social patterns of communities they serve, 

and the beliefs, attitudes, habits and values of the people with whom they engage, with the 

kind of ‘intelligence’ required by the police and security services to combat crime and 

undertake surveillance. As Charles Farr said, “the direction of [...] information, intelligence 

if you will, regarding the Prevent programme is from the police and from the security 

agencies into local authorities”.60 The purpose of information-gathering in this context, 

then, is not to put communities under scrutiny, but to enable local public services—police 

and local authorities—to serve them better. 
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34. It should also be acknowledged that the sharing of personal information in the interests 

of crime prevention, or to protect vulnerable people, is sometimes necessary. CLG’s August 

2009 publication Delivering the Prevent Strategy: An updated guide for Local Partners 

provides clear guidance on policy, procedures and legislation relevant to the sharing of 

personal information and intelligence between Prevent partners. The document stresses the 

key principles of information sharing, stating that “Partners may consider sharing personal 

information with each other for Prevent purposes, subject to a case by case assessment 

which considers whether the informed consent of the individual can be obtained and the 

proposed sharing being necessary, proportionate and lawful”.61  

35. We therefore felt it important to clarify the terminology around ‘intelligence gathering’, 

‘surveillance’ and ‘spying’ with OSCT. Charles Farr told us:  

Clearly if someone is involved in activity which suggests they are being drawn into 

the world of violent extremism, such as the Chairman’s point about browsing a chat 

room or operating in a chat room, which is clearly one of those which encourages 

violent extremism, if that activity stops short of something which is illegal under the 

Terrorism Acts, notably TACT 2006, that is the sort of person we would expect to get 

referred to Channel, not to criminalise them but precisely to avoid them 

criminalising themselves. That process by any reasonable definition of the term 

“spying” and certainly by the definition in UK law does not amount to spying. 

Spying defined by the Security Service Act makes it absolutely clear who does covert 

operations. Channel enables the referral by people for the purposes of crime 

prevention to a group comprising of local authority and police members. That 

person is not then, as it were, subject to surveillance, they are provided with support 

which is precisely intended—I repeat—to stop them being, as it were, drawn into 

violent extremism and thence into the criminal justice system.62 

36. To clarify the boundary between Channel and surveillance undertaken by the security 

services operates, we probed further, asking whether it was possible for an individual to be 

subject to Prevent interventions and, at the same time, be under surveillance by the security 

services. Charles Farr answered: 

No. We would never get ourselves into a situation—let me be completely clear about 

this—where someone was put forward and agreed and nominated on to a Prevent 

programme whilst they were being subject to surveillance by the security authorities. 

To do so would be completely improper, precisely not what we want to achieve with 

Prevent. We need, and this happens at the Channel referral process, to understand 

the individuals being referred. If it is clear that they are engaged in activity which is 

right on the edge of legality, i.e. are associated with people who may be engaged in 

terrorist activity, then it would be wrong to put them on any sort of Prevent 

programme.63 

 
61 HM Government, Delivering the Prevent Strategy: An updated guide for local partners, August 2009, p 28. 
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37. The Secretary of State, John Denham, also defended Channel and drew comparisons 

with approaches to preventing other types of crime. He also pointed out that the sharing of 

information between local partners in a bid to protect vulnerable people and prevent crime 

pre-dated the Prevent programme and was a normal part of the work of local crime and 

disorder reduction partnerships: 

There is a legitimate aim, which I would say would be recognised in all sorts of crime 

prevention areas, of trying to identify particularly young people who may be in 

danger of being drawn into more serious crime. It is something that would be 

absolutely taken for granted if we were looking at gun and knife crime or other areas 

of crime. The attempt to identify those who are vulnerable and steer them in one way 

or another is a legitimate aim. [...] It is the case in most—I am not sure I could say 

all—crime reduction partnerships at local level that there are information sharing 

protocols between different organisations about people who might be vulnerable or 

be drawn into crime. What were sometimes presented as things specific to the 

Prevent programme were simply information sharing protocols which had been in 

place, in most cases, for many years before the Prevent programme had been 

established.64 

38. In oral evidence, Sir Norman Bettison of ACPO provided a significant example of the 

importance of targeted multi-agency interventions in preventing events such as that 

experienced by Londoners on 7 July 2005. This underlines the potential for catastrophe 

when early warning signs are not acted upon: 

Hasib Hussain was a young man, a third generation Leeds-born individual. [...] He 

was a model student at Matthew Murray School in East Leeds. He went on at the age 

of 18 to strap a rucksack to his back and blew up the number 30 bus that we have all 

seen in the scenes that followed the 07/07 bombings. We started to unpick what was 

known about Hasib Hussain. He had never come to the notice of the police at any 

stage in his young life and therefore in terms of opportunities for the police to 

intervene to prevent what went on to occur, there were just no hooks there. 

However, what we did discover is that as a model student whilst at Matthew Murray 

School his exercise books were littered with references to al-Qaeda, and the 

comments could not have been taken as other than supportive comments about al-

Qaeda. To write in one’s exercise book is not criminal and would not come on the 

radar of the police, but the whole ethos, the heart of Prevent is the question for me of 

whether someone in society might have thought it appropriate to intervene. What do 

I mean by intervention? I do not mean kicking his door down at 6 o’clock in the 

morning and hauling him before the magistrates. I mean should someone have 

challenged that? They are the sorts of cases that get referred through the Channel 

scheme.65 

39. Allegations of ‘spying’, ‘intelligence gathering’ and ‘surveillance’ under the Prevent 

programme are widespread. These allegations are not only alienating individuals but also 

deterring organisations from becoming involved to do good work in the communities they 
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serve. CLG and the Home Office have made good attempts to try to dispel fears of ‘spying’, 

but these messages are clearly not being understood or accepted. We believe that the 

misuse of terms such as ‘spying’ and ‘intelligence gathering’ amongst Prevent partners 

has exacerbated this problem. We recommend that the Government take urgent steps 

to clarify how information required under Prevent does not constitute ‘intelligence 

gathering’ of the type undertaken by the police or security services. We also 

recommend that clear definitions of these terms be provided in all public guidance 

inviting bids for Prevent funds. 

40. We welcome the Government’s investigations into allegations of spying and 

intelligence gathering under the Prevent programme, but we cannot ignore the volume 

of evidence we have seen and heard which demonstrates a continuing lack of trust of 

the programme amongst those delivering and receiving services. Based on the evidence 

we have received, it is not possible for us to take a view. If the Government wants to 

improve confidence in the Prevent programme, it should commission an independent 

investigation into the allegations made. 

The unintended consequences of Prevent 

41. Whilst many in Muslim communities feel that Prevent has thrust them into an 

uncomfortable limelight, the strategy has also had repercussions in other parts of the 

community. The Network of Sikh Organisations pointed out that 

The government’s engagement with religious communities is badly skewed by over-

focussing on Islamic extremism. This has produced a sense of unfair targeting within 

the Muslim community, and a corresponding sense of marginalisation among those 

of other faiths. Sikhs are particularly conscious of the negative rebound of Islamic 

extremism on many turban wearing Sikhs and our places of worship.66 

Dr. Paul Thomas at the University of Huddersfield highlighted the “backlash”67 Prevent has 

provoked amongst other communities which feel that Muslims are being given preferential 

treatment, or even—as Dr. Indarjit Singh of the Network of Sikh Organisations told us—“a 

sort of favoured status as a result of radicalisation”.68 

42. Dr Singh also commented on a growing “sadness”—as opposed to jealousy or 

resentment—in faith communities to see interfaith dialogue being “skewed” by an agenda 

which should be “purely to do with the evils of crime and crime prevention”.69 Dr Singh 

added that “the involvement of religion in a nebulous way [...] suggests religion is a 

problem [whereas] interfaith dialogue [had been] moving towards getting communities 

together, tackling real differences and impediments to understanding the bigotry of belief 

and things like that. [Those things] have been pushed to one side”.70  
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43. The Muslim Council of Britain reflected the concern of many witnesses when they 

commented that Muslim organisations have been encouraged to depend on Prevent 

funding for projects which would previously have been funded through other, more 

‘mainstream’, channels: 

Since the Prevent policy was instituted, the opportunity to access mainstream 

funding has diminished with those affiliated to MCB reporting that they are being 

directed to funding emanating from the Prevent strand rather than through previous 

sources of funding.71 

Conversely, Prevent has also opened doors for opportunists in a less than desirable way, as 

Oldham-based Asian charity PeaceMaker describes: 

Traditional South Asian organisations are successfully accessing Prevent funding 

through emphasising the Muslim aspect of their identity. This funding is being used 

to replace historical race equality funding that has seen severe cutbacks with the 

emergence of the cohesion agenda. Indeed, Prevent funding is being used to deliver 

activities that are anti-cohesion, and this is taking us back at least 5 years in the way 

in which we engage and support community groups.72 

The Islamic Society of Britain believes that there are many instances in which ‘square pegs’ 

are being made to fit ‘round holes’ to a certain extent, so as to benefit from Prevent 

funding—a practice which it calls “be[ing] Prevent enough”: 

local delivery plans and subsequent programmes built on those plans seem to be 

eager to accentuate a Prevent dimension in order to ‘be Prevent enough’. This 

stretching of project designs in order to make them worthy of Prevent consideration 

can lead to hit and miss results for the central aims of Prevent. Moreover other 

project proposals that can achieve the very forms of indirect inoculation from hate 

messages that Prevent is seeking to achieve, do not receive due attention because they 

may not ‘be Prevent enough’.73 

44. These comments hint at problems with the way in which Prevent funding is currently 

being targeted—something which we will discuss at greater length later in this report. 

However, it is interesting to note at this point the Quilliam Foundation’s view that funding 

is currently being aimed “carelessly”, rather than where need is greatest: 

Prevent is a very important and delicate programme which necessitates a focus on 

the most vulnerable people in society and on establishments where radicalisation is 

occurring, not aimed carelessly at areas which simply have many Muslims resident in 

them. This strategy risks alienating British Muslims by playing into the hands of 

groups which claim that Prevent is aimed against all Muslims, not just extremists.74 
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Other forms of extremism and Prevent 

45. The vast majority of our witnesses concurred that Prevent has too strong a focus on 

Muslims and insufficient regard to other forms of extremism, such as that stemming from 

Far Right politics. As West Yorkshire-based think tank JUST argues: 

The evidence of the bias and disproportionality in relation to the application of the 

PVE programme is particularly evident when comparing the government's response 

to Irish terrorism and far-right extremism. Neither threats were accompanied by the 

overwhelming securitisation of public services, the burgeoning of the state security 

apparatus, the doubling in the number of intelligence officers and the attribution for 

the blame for extremism—presumed to be the penultimate step in the journey 

towards active terrorism—on all Irish or all White people in the way that Muslim 

communities have been maligned.75 

46. In common with a great many witnesses, the New Local Government Network 

recommended that “there should be a clear, proportionate and consistent approach which 

targets all violent extremist ideologies within our local communities, not just Islamist 

ideology […]”.76 However, the CONTEST strategy makes clear the reasons for its single 

focus on al-Qaeda inspired terrorism, showing why a dedicated focus on tackling this issue 

is required:  

The current international terrorist threat is quite different from the terrorist threats 

we faced in the past. Contemporary terrorist groups claim a religious justification for 

their actions and have a wide-ranging religious and political agenda; they are no 

longer concerned with a single issue. Many seek mass civilian casualties and are 

prepared to use unconventional techniques (including chemical or radiological 

weapons); they conduct attacks without warning; they actively seek to recruit new 

members in the UK and elsewhere around the world.77 

47. In his speech to front-line Prevent workers at the National Prevent Conference in 

December 2009, John Denham addressed the concerns of many of our witnesses regarding 

the focus of Prevent, saying: 

It is important that local Muslim communities do not feel they are being singled out 

if other forms of extremism are a threat in the area. [...] The threat from Al-Qaeda 

inspired terrorism remains the greatest threat—in terms of number of plots and the 

ambitions for death and destruction that are expressed. But Government and our 

whole society must oppose extremism wherever it exists. [...] We are already working 

across Government to tackle hate crime, including that from far-right extremism. 

We are supporting areas where we know far-right organisations are mobilising. 

Through the Home Office led Channel programme and the new Connecting 
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76 Anna Turley, Stronger Together: A new approach to preventing violent extremism, New Local Government Network, 
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Communities programme, we are tackling head on the issues—real and perceived—

which if left neglected can prove fertile territory for extremism and those who would 

divide our communities.[...] So I want to make it clear today: any area facing far right 

or racist extremist problems which divide communities should have a strategy for 

addressing those problems. And those areas should be resourced for that work.78 

48. Whilst this announcement was welcomed by many of our witnesses, it was not a 

commitment to broaden the focus of Prevent to other forms of extremism, as some 

witnesses interpreted it. Instead, work on preventing extremism such as that from the Far 

Right, will be carried out under separate programmes, such as Connecting Communities. 

Although the majority of our witnesses preferred a widening of Prevent, there are 

supporters of the Government’s approach. Organisations such as Quilliam believe that any 

broadening of Prevent’s focus would contribute to further misunderstandings and further 

alienate the communities on which Prevent depends for cooperation: 

[…] are we not moving in the wrong direction now by saying, “Actually, we will 

include all types of extremism” when in reality the focus is still on Islamic terrorism, 

so we are getting vaguer in our targeting, for what reason I do not understand other 

than political correctness possibly; and yet we are sending out completely the wrong 

messages, both to the Muslim community who may think they are being tarred with 

a particular brush and to perhaps the wider community who are puzzled about what 

this programme is actually about.79 

What it is to be ‘Muslim’ 

49. Earlier in this chapter of our report, we clarified the point made to us by Charles Farr 

that Prevent does not focus on Muslims per se, but on Al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism, which 

tends to focus its recruitment on Muslim communities. This goes some way to explain the 

need for a targeted programme which prevents the likelihood of a Muslim being affected 

by this type of risk. However, it is widely criticised as a crude blanket approach to the 

problem as it fails to recognise the diversity within Muslim communities, as Ted Cantle of 

the Institute of Community Cohesion explained to us: 

the irony is that the Prevent agenda reinforces the Muslim identity because it only 

approaches Muslims through their faith rather than recognising that everyone, all 

communities, all people, has lots of different identities and multiple identities. 

Prevent does not engage with them as parents, as employees, as members of any 

other type of activity at all. It makes the community more inward. It creates the 

impression that the only thing that the government is interested in is their Muslim-

ness. That is exactly the opposite of the approach that we should be taking, which is 

to try and recognise that members of the Muslim community, like all other 

communities, have multiple interests and have the ability to engage at a lot of 

different levels.80 

 
78 The Rt Hon John Denham MP, Speech at the National Prevent Conference, Birmingham, 8 December 2009. 
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50. The Institute of Community Cohesion further states that “Muslim identity, 

paradoxically, has also been narrowed and reduced to a simple faith persona, rather than 

building upon and providing wider experiences for people of Muslim heritage”.81 Naz 

Koser of Birmingham group Ulfah Arts highlighted the potential problems of engaging 

Muslims on a faith-related basis, telling us that “When you break it down there are 73, if 

not more, different sects of Islam and we all practise differently, we are all from different 

cultural backgrounds”.82 Ms Koser went on to tell us that, because of the programme being 

targeted on faith-related grounds, confusion and resentment had started to surface in the 

community: 

whoever gets funded everybody else is thinking, “they have been funded because of 

this, that or the other” and there is this conversation around Muslim women who are 

supported are women who wear hijab, not the women who do not wear hijab. All of 

these rumours are escalating at local level.83 

51. Some local authorities have already recognised the drawbacks of prioritising faith 

criteria when deciding how engagement and project funding should be managed within 

Prevent. Lambeth, for example, has a specific programme called Together As One, which 

aims to look at the way broader issues are affecting Muslim communities, such as 

employment, health, access to services and civic engagement.84 

52. However, the perceived conflation of the Islamic faith with terrorism has been a source 

of much contention with regards to Prevent. At no point does CONTEST suggest that 

religion leads to terrorism; only that contemporary terrorist groups may use religious 

justification for their actions. The question of how great a role religion plays in influencing 

an individual to turn to violent extremism or terrorism was one of the most hotly disputed 

issues of our inquiry, and one which we consider in more detail in the next section of our 

report. Meanwhile, we draw the following conclusions about the effects of the way in which 

Prevent has been implemented up until now. 

The way forward 

53. The fact that Prevent only focuses on al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism has both added to 

feelings of alienation and stigma in Muslim communities and brought about deep 

resentment in non-Muslim communities on the basis that funding is being given to 

Muslims and not other communities in need. Prevent has failed to harness the potential of 

interfaith dialogue to contribute to increased resilience to violent extremism through 

increased community cohesion. Useful community-based work previously funded through 

other channels is being directed towards Prevent funding streams and a counter-

productive association with an anti-terrorism agenda, while new projects have sprung up 

to tap this new funding stream which address neither community cohesion, tackling 
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exclusion, nor counter-terrorist objectives in any effective way. All of these outcomes 

suggest that Prevent has not been properly thought through, in terms of the negative 

impact it has on the whole community—not just Muslim communities.  

54. However, we remain convinced that a targeted Prevent strategy at national level is 

required. The nature of the contemporary terrorist threat is specific and, as our inquiry 

has shown, extremely complicated to comprehend and tackle. Broadening Prevent 
could add further complication and confusion to an already complicated arena. Other 

forms of extremism are being addressed in programmes such as Connecting 
Communities, which we very much welcome. The risk-based approach of Connecting 
Communities offers a potential solution to the problems which we have identified in 

this section of our report. We will return to this point later, but first need to consider the 

question: what are the risk factors for violent extremism? 
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3 Risk factors for radicalisation 
55. The CONTEST strategy defines radicalisation as follows: 

Radicalisation—the process by which people come to support violent extremism 

and, in some cases, join terrorist groups. Radicalisation has a range of causes 

(including perceptions of our foreign policy), varying from one country and one 

organisation to another.85 

Whilst acknowledging that there is no single cause which puts an individual on the 

pathway to radicalisation and violent extremism, CONTEST provides the following 

summary of the factors which may contribute: 

Grievances do not always or often lead to radicalisation and to violent extremism. 

But they can make people more open to the ideology associated with Al Qa‘ida, 

support for which may then lead to acts of terrorism. It appears to be the intensity of 

political and economic grievances that often motivates and characterises members of 

terrorist networks; people who believe that the aim of western foreign policies is to 

weaken and divide the Islamic world are more likely to approve of terrorist attacks 

against civilians. In some fragile and failing states or areas and for some terrorist 

organisations, the experience of poverty and exclusion can create specific grievances 

which may then lead to radicalisation. In the FATA,86 recent research suggests that 

poverty and illiteracy as well as the conflict in Afghanistan are key factors leading to 

religious extremism.87 

[...] A range of social and psychological factors are also important. Radicalisation 

seems to be related directly to a crisis in identity and, specifically, to a feeling of not 

being accepted or not belonging. This is itself the result of a range of factors, which 

may include the experience of discrimination and inequalities, racism, recent 

migration and more generally a lack of affinity with and disconnect from family, 

community and state.88 

56. In recent guidance to local authorities and their partners, the Government also makes 

clear that its views on the process of radicalisation  

are continually being updated by new research, although it is evident that there is no 

single pathway to radicalisation, just as there is no single profile of a person who is 

vulnerable to radicalisation. New insights will be circulated to local partners.89 

57. However, many of our witnesses felt that the Government has ignored much academic 

research on the subject. The LGA stated: 

 
85 HM Government, Pursue, Prevent, Protect, Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International 
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Think Tanks have produced a huge range of research on the issue of Prevent, for 

example the NLGN report on broadening the focus or the Policy Research Centre’s 

recent report on the views of young British Muslims. We would like to see 

Government taking a more active role in reviewing and debating the findings of 

these reports, rather than generally dismissing them.90 

Moreover, we sensed frustration from the Convenors and Deputy Convenors of the 

Preventing Extremism Together Working Groups who felt that many of the findings of 

their 2005 report were dismissed. ACPO makes a similar point, recommending  

The need for greater coordination of research relating to Prevent […] The need for a 

process to ensure that research routinely assists in the development of policy […] 

The need for a central depository for Prevent learning and emerging practice.91 

58. It is impossible to define a single pathway to radicalisation or to predict which 

specific individuals will progress to overt extremist violence. We are encouraged that 

the Government has committed to keeping its analyses of risk factors up-to-date. 

However, our evidence suggests that the Government has taken insufficient account of 

recent research and intelligence on this subject. We therefore recommend that the 

Government update CONTEST, and the guidance which accompanies it, in the light of 

analysis of the most recent research on risk factors for radicalisation, and commit itself 

to regular future updating in the light of further such research. 

Risk factors for radicalisation  

59. We heard much debate from our witnesses about what are the ‘drivers for 

radicalisation’. The majority agreed that the full range of these ‘drivers’ were not being 

addressed by Prevent. ISCRI summed up the majority view: 

The causal link between recruitment and underlying socio-economic conditions 

leading to vulnerability seem to have been included but not emphasised adequately 

by government in its approach, preferring to focus on security and religion. 

Problems of discrimination, hate crime, deprivation, identity and the impact of an 

unpopular foreign policy need greater emphasis. All these factors make the 

vulnerable more susceptible to ideologies of violence and add to feelings of 

disconnection from the state and a government failing to meet needs.92 

Consideration of the full range of arguments about the risk factors for radicalisation is not 

possible within this report. But there are several themes arising from the evidence which 

merit a specific focus.  

Identity 

60. The first of these is the issue of ‘identity’. Several witnesses, including the Quilliam 

Foundation, attribute radicalisation to a failure to “address the complex identity issues 

 
90 Ev 151 

91 Ev 185 

92 Ev 114 



26    Communities and Local Government Committee 

 

 

stemming from a failure to access a shared British identity, a failure which leaves some 

people vulnerable to radicalisation”.93 Quilliam adds: 

In the video he recorded before carrying out the 7/7 suicide bomb attacks, Leeds-

born Mohammad Sidique Khan addressed the British public saying: “Until we feel 

security, you will be our targets. And until you stop the bombing, gassing, 

imprisonment and torture of my people we will not stop this fight." The fact that 

Sidique Khan felt no loyalty or connection to other British citizens, identifying only 

with Muslims, was crucial in allowing him to murder innocents.94 

61. As background to this discussion, it is interesting to note the results of the Home Office 

Citizenship Survey (April—June 2007) which showed that feelings of belonging to the UK 

(answering ‘very strongly’ and ‘fairly strongly’) were high across ethnic minorities, 

suggesting that the vast majority of members of these communities do identify themselves 

as British: 

 Bangladeshi (91%) 

 Indian (89%) 

 Pakistani (87%) 

 Black Caribbean (85%) 

 Black African (84%) 

 White (84%) 

 Chinese / other (72%) 

62. Evidence from the Institute for Policy Research and Development shows that the 

perceptions of non-Muslim British people are at odds with the reality felt by Muslims 

themselves: 

Trends are less heartening regarding non-Muslim perspectives of Muslims in Britain, 

which are increasingly negative. A YouGov survey found that the number of non-

Muslim Britons who believe that “a large proportion of British Muslims feel no sense 

of loyalty to this country and are prepared to condone or even carry out acts of 

terrorism” had nearly doubled from 10 per cent after 7/7 cent to 18 per cent a year 

later. The number of non-Muslims who believe that “practically all British Muslims 

are peaceful, law-abiding citizens who deplore terrorist acts as much as anyone else” 

fell from 23 per cent to 16 per cent in the same period. Further, 53 per cent of non-

Muslims said they felt threatened by Islam (as distinct from fundamentalist 

Islamism)—up from 32 per cent in 2001. Overall, only 36 per cent of the general 

population believes that Muslims are loyal to Britain.95 
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These findings were echoed by Suleman Nagdi of the Federation of Muslim Organisations 

in Leicestershire, who told us: 

At what stage do we feel that we are British? At what stage do others look at you as 

being British? […] I have sat as a magistrate, serving on the Leicester bench for many 

years; three members of my immediate family are police officers serving within the 

county; and I still ask the question: how much more do I have to go before I am 

accepted? As work is being done in telling the Muslim population, “You need to 

better integrate yourself” I think the indigenous population also has to be told that it 

is slightly unfair.96 

63. We believe that support for individuals in helping them reconcile ‘multiple identities’ is 

key. Dr Indarjit Singh of the Network of Sikh Organisations remarked  

Obviously anyone belonging to [a] particular community, when they see that fellow 

members of their community in another part of the world are in their view suffering, 

being ill treated or badly treated, [they] will feel an impact.97 

Only if such concerns are not addressed properly, or ignored, will they develop into a sense 

of alienation from British society. As Massoud Shadjareh of the Islamic Human Rights 

Commission explained to us, it is perfectly legitimate and normal to have grievances: 

People in the real world do have grievances. Even if the grievances are not 

appropriate, still they have the right of having those grievances. What we could ask as 

a society is to make sure that those grievances are going to be addressed within the 

means of civil society and democracy rather than anything else.98 

64. Suleman Nagdi of the Federation of Muslim Organisations gave us a clear example of 

how grievances can be tackled objectively through peaceful means, without ignoring the 

reality of the problems Muslims face globally: 

I have travelled to the Holy Land and spent over a week and seen some of the refugee 

camps with 65,000 refugees with one tap for 20 families, open sewers, et cetera. It 

affected me as an adult. I came back—how did I react to it? I reacted by joining with 

a human rights agency, writing articles, doing talks at universities. This is my way of 

clearing my conscience of working with the situation. The question I pose is what 

happens to the young mind, the 14/15/18-year old who sees these graphic images on 

the TV and sees his fellow Muslims.99 

And Dr Indarjit Singh concluded that, if there is no opportunity for grievances to be 

addressed through peaceful social and democratic means, as the previous two examples 

demonstrate, then “It is the extremists within the community who will manipulate that 
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sense of concern to more extremist activity”.100 We raised this issue with Charles Farr of 

OSCT, who agreed that alienation was a key factor to be addressed in Prevent work: 

Definitely alienation. [...] I think that Prevent projects which deal with exclusion and 

alienation, which can happen after all for reasons other than socioeconomics, are 

very, very important.101 

Foreign policy 

65. Closely linked to the question of identity is that of the impact of the UK’s foreign 

policy. Recent examples of British foreign policy (for example the Government’s perceived 

hesitation in responding to the most recent Israeli bombardment of Gaza) are cited by 

many witnesses as a reason for some Muslims rejecting a ‘British’ identity, and a potential 

catalyst for radicalisation. Quilliam believes that this argument is flawed: 

The argument that radicalisation is driven by grievances, in particular about foreign 

policy and the idea of a “War on Islam”, is a popular one but one that is undermined 

by a comparison between Britain and America. If British foreign policy feeds into a 

narrative of a “War on Islam” then America’s foreign policy must also equally or 

more so. Yet, despite American Muslims sharing British Muslims’ concerns about a 

“War on Islam”, America has seen nothing like the home-grown 7/7 attacks.102  

This comment is undermined, however, by the shooting at Fort Hood, Texas, on 5 

November 2009. Nidal Malik Hasan, an American-born Muslim serving in the United 

States’ army, killed thirteen people and injured thirty others on the Fort Hood military 

base. There is no clear evidence to prove that the shootings were related to US foreign 

policy, but the incident represents a “home-grown” attack nonetheless.  

66. Our specialist adviser Dilwar Hussain has suggested in a recent publication that the 

issue of foreign policy grievances is more complex and that civil society could take a 

stronger leadership role in helping Muslims—particularly younger Muslims—deal with 

seeming conflicts between a British identity and Muslim religion: 

Much could be said about Britain’s foreign policy mistakes in stoking injustice, 

leading to anger and frustration. But to blame only such foreign affairs for terrorism 

is not nearly enough. Muslims did not challenge strongly enough the preachers of 

hate and the peddlers of simplistic, yet nihilistic, solutions that were able to tap into 

that anger and frustration. Nor did they create adequate religious institutions or 

leadership that could connect with young people and educate them in an idiom they 

would understand.103 
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This view was supported in evidence from Mr Brij-Mohan Gupta of the Hindu Council 

UK, who—addressing a different issue of concern to Muslim and other communities in 

Britain, that of relations between India and Pakistan—told us that  

They say that whenever it snows back home we start sneezing here. Whatever 

happens politically between India and Pakistan, we here are affected by those 

happenings but as my colleagues have very rightly said, because of the interfaith 

dialogue, because we have the sorts of facilities whereby we can sit down and sort it 

out, things have been avoided. Now you can see not a single untoward incident has 

happened in that part of London. Whatever happens between India and Pakistan, we 

are not affected. We are living here and we have to solve our problems in this 

country. Let them solve their own problems.104 

67. We are therefore pleased to note positive acknowledgement of the work being 

undertaken by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office under the Prevent banner: 

Government has shown a willingness to shift policy in response to dialogue with 

local delivery partners. The FCO’s decision to explicitly acknowledge the impact of 

foreign policy and international events on local grievance was a good example. 

Supporting this with visits to local communities was also appreciated.105 

68. Tackling ‘alienation’—whatever its causes—is an important defence against the 

insidious approaches of radicalisers. Alienation can stem from a sense of unreconciled 

identity, or from a range of grievances, including those relating to UK foreign policy. 

Whilst we are persuaded that foreign policy in itself is unlikely to be the primary driver for 

an individual turning to violent extremism, we recognise it as a contributory factor to a 

sense of ‘alienation’ which may then make someone more vulnerable to extremist 

narratives. It is therefore critical that opportunities are provided for grievances to be aired, 

along with greater empowerment of individuals to utilise democratic mechanisms for 

peaceful debate and protest, without it being taken as a lack of loyalty to Britain. The 

Government should ensure that such opportunities are widely available. There is also a role 

for non-Muslim communities in acknowledging that the vast majority of Muslims feel 

loyal to this country. It is therefore important that greater opportunities to improve 

understanding between people of different cultures and religious groupings are created. 

We return to this point later in our report.  

69. We recommend that the Government make available a proportion of the funding 

currently available to communities through Prevent specifically to projects aimed at 

encouraging participation in democratic means of debate. We further recommend that 

the Government more explicitly acknowledge, in the CONTEST strategy, in guidance 

to local authorities, and in project funding criteria, the contribution to counter-

terrorism objectives of work to improve understanding between people of different 

cultures and religious groupings. 
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Socio-economic factors 

70. Although foreign policy and identity were discussed at length in our evidence, the 

majority of our witnesses felt that socio-economic factors and deprivation were currently 

the factors most overlooked by Government. The Institute for Community Cohesion 

argued: 

[Government needs to do more] to tackle the underlying causes of hatred and 

intolerance and that means doing more to tackle the poverty and deprivation within 

Muslim and other disadvantaged communities to ensure that they have better 

educational outcomes and employment opportunities and that they can more fully 

integrate and engage in a wider range of social and economic activities.106 

71. Muslims feature heavily amongst some of the more deprived communities in the UK, 

as Iqbal Wahhab107 pointed out to us: 

From my experience with the DWP, we can clearly see that British Muslims are 

amongst the most significant economically disenfranchised communities in the UK. 

Muslims are three times more likely to be unemployed than the rest of society, two 

thirds of Muslim children in Tower Hamlets live in poverty. These are undoubtedly 

contributing factors in the alarming statistic that 11% of all inmates in British prisons 

are of declared Muslim faith.108  

It is interesting to note, therefore, that the US government has emphasised the need to 

address socio-economic factors in its revised approach to combating violent extremism: 

Recent announcements from the United States government (e.g. Assistant to 

President Obama for Homeland Security and Counterterrorism) point also to a 

revised policy for combating violent extremism which emphasises the importance of 

addressing socio-economic issues: "addressing…upstream factors [economic, social, 

political] is ultimately not a military operation but a political, economic and social 

campaign to meet basic needs and legitimate grievances of ordinary people".109 

72. We asked the Secretary of State and Charles Farr of OSCT why a more pronounced 

focus on tackling socio-economic factors and deprivation had not been included in 

CONTEST. Charles Farr told us that 

The direct correlation between people in prison for [Terrorism Act] offences in this 

country [...] and deprivation is not strong. [...] However, I think the situation is a 

little bit more complicated than that. Deprivation can be a driver for radicalisation 

amongst those who are not themselves deprived. In other words, people do tend to 

look around the world and can get motivated towards radicalisation by a perception 
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of the treatment that Muslim communities are receiving. It is a rather more complex 

nuanced interpretation of socioeconomics as a driver.110 

73. As we were reminded by Ed Husain of Quilliam, Osama Bin Laden did not come from 

a deprived background. Nevertheless, socio-economic deprivation can be a concern for 

“upwardly mobile groups, such as university students, who retain a consciousness of 

Muslim socio-economic disenfranchisement in Britain which is buttressed by perceptions 

and experiences of a discriminatory system which they feel prevents the realization of their 

full potential”.111 Again, this takes us back to issues of ‘identity’, whereby even the most 

privileged may identify—perhaps culturally or religiously—with the more deprived, and 

empathise with their plight.  

74. Tackling socio-economic deprivation is important in its own right to achieve a more 

equal and cohesive society but it also has a key role in diluting the impact of the call to 

violence on vulnerable individuals. Tackling socio-economic factors will not necessarily 

directly reduce the incidence of violent extremism, but we recommend the Government 

continue to prioritise investment in this area in recognition of the positive contribution 

it makes to achieving the aims of the Prevent agenda.  

75. We were concerned, therefore, by evidence suggesting that insufficient work was being 

undertaken on university campuses within the Prevent programme. Not only universities, 

but also prisons, are settings where individuals are very vulnerable to radicalisation. The 

Network of Sikh Organisations stated that 

The evidence to date is that little has been done on university campuses to combat 

increasing radicalisation and extremism and, despite a vast increase in funding, it is 

the view of the Prison Chaplaincy, including the Muslim Adviser, the situation in 

prisons has become worse.112 

76. This is further evidence that Prevent has not been targeted at areas of greatest risk, and 

gives greater weight to our call for Prevent interventions to be targeted where need is 

greatest. We recommend that Government take urgent steps to ensure that work in 

universities and prisons is better co-ordinated with the overall Prevent programme. We 

also recommend that, where appropriate, universities and prisons are included within 

local risk assessments.  

Religion and radicalisation 

77. Many of our witnesses believed that the Government has overplayed the role of religion 

in CONTEST and Prevent and that much greater precedence should be given to those 

other factors discussed so far in this chapter. However, Quilliam—amongst others—told us 

that “the government should recognise that violent extremism is always preceded by 

political and religious extremism”113 and that all Prevent work should be targeted 
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accordingly. The Board of Deputies of British Jews sets religious factors within the context 

of other influences: 

Radicalisation is promoted by a whole range of things [...] Certainly a distorted view 

of religion is one of them, but there are many other things. It may be that there have 

been some traumatic episodes in a person’s life that have turned them away from 

society. It may be a reaction to things going on in society. Religion really is only one 

thing, but what happens of course is that people who are the radicalisers use their 

distorted view of religion to radicalise people.114 

78. The Network of Sikh Organisations also gives weight to consideration of religious 

factors as a risk to radicalisation and suggests that religious leaders need to take more 

responsibility for countering radical religious narratives: 

To combat radicalisation, one needs to look at the causes of radicalisation. […] It 

does not have to be religion, but most religious texts have ambiguities within them 

and they can be interpreted in different ways. Someone who feels deprived can latch 

on to the wrong teachings. Someone with an affluent upbringing can latch on to the 

wrong teachings. It is those teachings that we need to get addressed and that is where 

interfaith dialogue was beginning to go. It stalled badly.115 

A true ‘Prevent Agenda’ should tackle such distortions with the active involvement of 

religious leaders. The experience to date is that most Muslim leaders, other than 

providing occasional lip service, have done little in this direction. They, and their 

counterparts in other faiths, should actively condemn attempts by zealots to push 

their views onto others.116 

79. We acknowledge that CLG has invested a great deal in supporting improved standards 

in mosques through the work of the Mosques and Imams National Advisory Board and the 

Charity Commission’s Faith and Social Cohesion Unit, and we fully support this work. 

There are also positive examples of mosques and religious community leaders taking on 

this role on their own initiative. During our visit to Birmingham, we met Tassadaq Hussain 

of Green Lane Mosque, who told us that the mosque had not taken Prevent money as it 

believed that educating its community about the threat of terrorism was one of the 

mosque’s regular responsibilities. Work of this kind was being done at Green Lanes 

Mosque long before the Prevent programme. Mr Hussain felt that it was important that the 

community “owned” the fight against terrorism and, where possible, contributed towards 

the costs of carrying out this important task. 

80. In discussing the role of religion in the radicalisation process, we need to examine in 

greater depth a point we touched on earlier in this report: the difference between 

extremism and violent extremism. As Arun Kundnani of the IRR explained, it is important 

to differentiate between people who express “opinions that some of us are uncomfortable 
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with, but which are legal opinions to hold”,117 with those who take part in, or incite,118 

violent extremism—both of which constitute a criminal offence.  

81. A particular worry for many witnesses in this context is having religious orthodoxy 

mistaken for extremism. Concern was expressed back in 2005 by the Preventing 

Extremism Together working group on Community Security that, with the then focus on 

extremism (as opposed to violent extremism) outward signs of traditional religious practice 

such as “wearing the hijab or growing a beard”119 could be associated with terrorism. More 

careful use of language –Preventing Violent Extremism—has helped to clarify this to a 

certain extent, as the Islamic Society of Britain points out, but other issues still present: 

The term ‘Violent Extremism’ was […] useful in drawing a clear line to separate 

general extremism from violent, criminal, terrorist acts—we believe this is a crucial 

distinction to be made across all levels of communication. However, the term did not 

always succeed in separating general extremist ideas from violent acts, and this is 

partly the impact of the action word ‘prevent’. It resulted in a flawed logic that asked, 

‘how do you prevent violent extremism?’ and answered, ‘you go further back and 

stop extremism, because one (extremism) will lead to the other (violent extremism)’. 

This is not only flawed logic, it is a dangerous logic in the hands of opportunists.120 

82. The problem, as many of our witnesses see it, is the lack of definition of these terms. 

Even though we believe that the CONTEST and Prevent documents demonstrate a good 

attempt to clarify the issues, our witnesses told us that they still lack adequate definition: 

[...] the Prevent strategy documents fail to define emotive and loaded terms such as 

“violent extremism”, “extremism”, and “radicalisation”. Such failures when coupled 

with intensive pressure on local authorities to produce results of projects designed to 

have tackled these concepts, have resulted in these concepts being defined at the 

whim of individuals within councils, with their biases, prejudices and lack of 

understanding.121 

83. We support CLG’s work on improving standards in mosques and believe that 

religious institutions have a very important role in educating communities about the 

threat of terrorism. However, we believe there has been an excessive concentration on 

the theological basis of radicalisation in the Prevent programme. Engagement with 

preventative work should also focus on political and socio-economic challenges. We 

therefore reiterate our calls for opportunities for greater empowerment and civic 

engagement with democratic institutions which strengthen Muslims’ participation in 

communities and society as a whole.  
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84. The role of religion as a risk factor in the radicalisation process needs to be handled 

with care, acknowledging that religious extremism and violent extremism may not always 

be linked. We recommend that the Government take steps to clarify its understanding 

of the terms ‘violent extremism’, ‘extremism’, and ‘radicalisation’. Holding extreme 

views is not illegal and Prevent should clearly focus on violent extremism. Extending 

Prevent interventions to those holding extreme views should only take place where 

there is a risk that an individual’s adherence to an extremist ideology may predispose 

them to violence. The Government should ensure that this understanding is shared 

widely across the range of its partners in delivering Prevent-related projects. 

Theological matters: who should be engaged; who should advise; who 
should intervene?  

85. John Denham’s December 2009 speech to Prevent front-line workers outlined the 

Government’s rather inconclusive stance towards engagement with Muslim groups: 

Prevent must only involve those who are unambiguously opposed to violent 

extremism against Britain and British people and who uphold British laws. We 

clearly need to understand the threat from organisations which do not explicitly 

promote violent extremism in the UK but who, by their use of language and 

ideology, provide space for such violence. There are organisations which meet the 

test of opposing violent extremism which, nonetheless, hold views on other social or 

religious issues, or on international issues, which are controversial within and 

outside the Muslim communities of this country. There are widely differing views on 

whether or how to engage with them. These are difficult judgements. I acknowledge 

that. Ones which need to be considered carefully at local and national level.122 

86. The majority of our witnesses saw any attempt by Government to advise on ‘wrong’ or 

‘right’ interpretations of Islam as unwarranted interference, or even “a cynical experiment 

in social engineering”.123 The Network of Sikh Organisations reflected the majority view in 

saying 

Government and local government are not experts on religion and should avoid the 

temptation to lead and direct the faith agenda. This leading is currently being done 

by the deployment of government and local government funding to favoured 

projects and groups on the basis of questionable criteria. The role of both 

government and local government should be confined to ensuring all communities 

are given equitable treatment on the provision of goods and services and that all 

people of different faiths and cultures respect the norms of civilised society.124 

The Institute of Race Relations adds that such ‘interference’ has led to an unhealthy closing 

of the gap between church and state: 

An additional problem arises from the perception that the government is sponsoring 

Muslim organisations on the basis of theological criteria—for example, holding Sufis 
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to be intrinsically more moderate than Salafis. Such an approach violates the secular 

separation of ‘church’ and state, even though such a separation is itself upheld by the 

government as a marker of ‘moderation’ which Muslims should aspire to. The use of 

government funding to promote a ‘correct interpretation’ of religious texts is fraught 

with dangers, irrespective of the theological merits of any such interpretation.125 

87. Much of the evidence agrees that Government has particularly “sought to marginalise 

those Muslims who are vociferous in their political beliefs and instead embarked on a 

mission to create, promote and fund groups whose version of Islam is more in tune with 

the Government’s own beliefs”.126 The International Centre for the Study of Radicalisation 

argues that 

Promoting ‘good Islam’ means that the ‘other Islam’ (or ‘bad Islam’) is what the West 

fears most, and it therefore unwittingly promotes al-Qaeda’s claim to be the only 

alternative to Western globalization. The consequent de-legitimization of pro-

Western Islamic thinkers has made ‘bad Islam’ the supposedly authentic one.127 

88. The non-denominational charity Forward Thinking advised us that “Some 

communities have become afraid of talking about any issue relating to theology, foreign 

policy and politics for fear of being accused of promoting the ‘wrong ideology’”. They add 

that “This has the knock on effect of driving those who wish to recruit and incite violence 

to do so underground”.128 It also opens up opportunities for organisations which are 

willing to ‘play along’ in order to benefit from Prevent funding: 

For Muslim organisations that are able to present themselves as ‘moderate’, 

significant financial and symbolic resources are being offered by central and local 

government. The danger is that the distinction between ‘moderate’ and ‘extremist’ is 

flexible enough to be exploited, either by government, to castigate anyone who is 

critical of its policies, or by voluntary sector organisations, to access resources.129 

89. The construction of an ‘Islamic experts industry’—groups which are “artificially 

created, often in collaboration [with Government] to promote favoured ideologies”130—is a 

matter of wide concern. Witnesses identify this ‘industry’ as a barrier to sound community 

engagement. Quilliam points out that “Choosing partners on the basis of their claim to 

represent all members of one group tends to empower only politically active, male, middle-

aged members of a diverse population. It also undermines Parliament as a body which 

represents us all as equal citizens”.131 ISCRI remarks that genuine and trusted local 

community groups, who can reach and influence those most at risk and the young and 

vulnerable, are rarely engaged. They argue that 
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the strategy appears to communicate through a ‘values based’ approach with the 

whole Muslim populace as an undifferentiated and stigmatised social grouping 

(causing resentment); or, it establishes, or is guided by, ‘arms length’ entities the 

government itself has created but which in the main have poor local credibility and 

lack genuine community understanding and relevance.132 

90. The UK Youth Parliament told us that 

overwhelmingly, young people have said that they do not approve of tokenistic youth 

organisations, especially because they have acknowledged themselves that it does 

affect young people through their different communities. Why is there a Young 

Muslim Advisory Group but not a Young Christian Advisory Group? Why is there 

not a Young Hindu Advisory Group? It seems to me that it is all tied to the one 

community when the problem is not exactly with that community.133 

This view was reinforced by PeaceMaker: 

There is a clear discrepancy between organisations and communities that are 

engaging in the Prevent agenda and those that are at-risk. The re-emergence of faith 

leaders as community representatives will have far-reaching, long-term 

consequences on disaffected young people who have never nor will ever consider 

these faith leaders to represent their experiences or interests. As in many other 

communities, there is a growing gulf in inter-generational relationships within these 

communities, and the engagement of older traditional faith leaders as representatives 

of their communities creates a vacuum of representation that makes it easier for 

extremists to exploit vulnerable young people.134 

91. The Youth Parliament witnesses criticised the lack of opportunities for truly 

‘democratic’ engagement for young people: 

I see that as a criticism of you guys [MPs] because there are not any opportunities for 

young people from those backgrounds to get involved in events like […] Project Safe 

Space.135 We did one conference in Slough and the opinions we got there from the 

young people were very different from the opinions we got in the north east and the 

north west of England. They are not given the same opportunities as us because we 

are going into those communities but we are not getting the funding to continue 

doing that work, giving those young people youth leadership opportunities and stuff 

like that.136 
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Arun Kundnani of the Institute of Race Relations backed up this view and stressed that  

there does seem to be a strong view amongst a lot of people I have spoken to that a 

key part of it is a sense of political disempowerment and a sense that the British 

political system is pointless and does not listen to them. Therefore, violent 

alternatives become plausible. If that is even a part of the truth, then what youth 

work used to be more about, which is about empowering young people—particularly 

people on the margins of society—and giving them a sense of genuine engagement in 

our society’s institutions is going to be incredibly useful as one part of preventing 

violent extremism. Unfortunately, too much of the way Prevent is thought about now 

is not about empowerment but about behaviour modification.137 

92. Dr Paul Thomas added that “I would argue for a broader community cohesion 

programme, to engage young people in much more democratic debates across ethnic 

backgrounds. We have got some examples of that, for instance the British Youth 

Parliament initiative around the Safe Space project and what local and national youth 

parliament processes are doing where young people from different backgrounds are 

engaging in very robust debates about foreign policy and national policy, but that is within 

a multi-ethnic and democratic background”.138 Our witnesses strongly supported 

recommendations in the UK Youth Parliament Project Safe Space report to “develop a 

range of new media options that support the Government and police Prevent strategies 

[along with] a national youth led new media communications strategy”.139 Through this 

recommendation, the Safe Space delegates felt that Government communication with 

young people could be improved through more intelligent use of new media such as the 

internet, online social networking sites and mobile telephones.  

93. The evidence therefore starts to suggest that, particularly with regard to young people, a 

approach to preventing violent extremism which seeks to promote ‘legitimate’ 

interpretations of Islam and decry others, may not be the most effective. The need to 

debate ideas from a range of perspectives, and not drive the more ‘radical’ voices 

underground, was a concern in much of the evidence we received.  

94. Government interference in theological matters must be avoided. The 

Government’s current approach to engagement with Muslim organisations has given 

the impression that there are ‘good’ and ‘bad’ forms of Islam—some endorsed by the 

Government, others not. The construction of an “Islamic experts industry”, funded and 

sanctioned by Government, has caused a variety of problems, including a failure to 

represent the views of the whole Muslim community. The issue of representation is a 

particular concern for young people. Empowering young people from a variety of 

backgrounds to take part in open and honest discussion and debate—and facilitating 

their influence and access to democratic institutions—is key. Initiatives such as Project 

Safe Space must be pursued, and backed with appropriate funding. Support and 

funding should also be made available to initiatives which improve communications 

between young people and Government.  

 
137 Q 306 

138 Q 118 

139 Project Safe Space National Report, UK Youth Parliament, July 2009, p 37. 



38    Communities and Local Government Committee 

 

 

95. The Secretary of State made very clear the Government’s position about engagement 

with organisations which actively promote the use of terrorist violence, as he explained to 

us in oral evidence: 

Unambiguous opposition to the use of terrorist violence and the breaking of British 

laws has to be an absolute on the Prevent programme. Beyond that, there will be 

people who take very different views, say, to the British Government on international 

affairs or people who would be labelled as socially conservative that people may have 

other disagreements with, but the test is are they very unambiguous on their 

opposition to al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism. That cannot be negotiable, in our view, 

for the Prevent programme. Beyond that though there would be a wide range of 

opinion with which you would expect people to engage locally because there will be 

people who might disagree with some aspect of British foreign policy but who in 

terms of their own young people and their own community will be absolutely 

unambiguously opposed to violence and are therefore allies in the key aim which is 

of preventing crime. […] There is, though, still a crucial issue about funding of 

organisations that would be beyond the pale as far as we are concerned and we are 

absolutely clear that cannot be one of the things that is funded by Prevent.140 

96. Despite this approach, many of our witnesses support the LGA Group’s view that there 

is still a “need for more confidence in engaging with controversial voices at a national level. 

Government needs to be more confident in its dealings with those with whom it does not 

agree, especially when they have broad support from within communities or in academic 

circles”.141 Birmingham City Council adds that  

Advice needs to be credible and moderate, though pushing at the boundaries of 

moderate. Young people listen to those groups/individuals who have been ‘over the 

edge’ and come back. The Government has to differentiate about what is the 

‘credible’ element appropriate to—the Government or the audience—and recognise 

that it should always be the audience.142 

However, Birmingham also recognises a paradox for central and local government in this 

respect in that organisations which engage with authorities may lose their credibility in the 

communities they claim to represent: 

The Government should be careful as to whom it openly endorses and engages, as 

this makes the endorsed group not credible within the community.143 

97. Evidence from the Arts and Humanities Research Council144 considers the issue of who 

is best placed to challenge the ideology of radical groups, and concludes that it may be 
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those who can identify and understand their point of view and retain an element of “street 

credibility” as described above: 

Identifying which community groups are best placed to challenge the behaviours and 

attitudes of individuals deemed at risk of violent extremism is a key issue. It may be 

that in some instances, it is important for groups to have knowledge about, and 

shared experience, backgrounds and credibility of the people vulnerable to or already 

engaged in violent discourse and action. Such a ‘street’ approach is invaluable to this 

form of countering terrorism. Indeed, the street credibility of a community member 

or group, and their in-depth knowledge of Islamic texts and jurisprudence can be 

crucial in fighting violent extremism on ideological grounds. Groups who have less 

credentials, less knowledge or who are not trusted by others of the same faith will be 

easily defeated in the ideological debate and will be unable to sustain the position of a 

convincing alternative to extremism.145 

98. In the 2008 report, Faith in the Nation, the Committee’s specialist adviser Dilwar 

Hussain contended that “[…] if channelled properly and maturely, an aggressive, even 

radical, form of citizenship is no bad thing for democracy […] it is vital to harness people’s 

energies rather than try to pacify them”.146 Guy Wilkinson of the Church of England also 

felt it important “that we engage more with [all] those who demonstrate they are looking 

for integrative and cohesive action”,147 rather than “putting them through an ideological 

filter”.148 We consider, then, that wide engagement with credible—but non-violent—voices 

is desirable. The Government has made clear its position on non-engagement with 

groups which support, or actively promote, the al-Qaeda ideology. However, there is 

widespread criticism of the Government’s failure to engage with more ‘radical’ voices 

which do not promote violent extremism. The Government should engage with those 

who demonstrate a desire to promote greater understanding, cohesion and integration. 

No organisation—unless proscribed—should be excluded from debate and discussions.  

99. The question remains, however, of how—and which—organisations should be more 

actively encouraged (and possibly funded) to carry out the task of challenging the 

ideologies of those who either themselves seek to do harm, or risk inspiring others to do so. 

100. Along with many other witnesses, the National Association of Muslim Police 

suggested that 

There needs to be less reliance on individuals advising at a national level and closer 

working directly with local authorities. Each area across the UK is very different in its 

makeup, structures and relationships and will therefore require localised solutions. 

We would like the Government to be much more open to varying approaches—and 

this includes the allocation of resources.149 
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101. The need for locally tailored Prevent programmes has been strongly encouraged by 

Government and this is something that we support. However, many witnesses felt that it 

was difficult for local authorities and their partners to be responsible for deeming 

organisations ‘appropriate’ to challenge extremist or terrorist ideology—a difficulty 

confirmed by the LGA witnesses’ responses to questions on this point in oral evidence.150 

Reflecting the views of many witnesses, the Quilliam Foundation observed that 

Many civil servants working both in national and local government lack the 

necessary advice and expertise to properly understand the complex ideological and 

theological issues surrounding extremism and therefore to properly support the 

Prevent programme. Assessing whether a group or speaker propagates dangerous 

ideas should be carried out centrally by people with experience, expertise and the 

executive power to transparently and accountably disrupt extremist groups’ 

gatherings.151 

102. In response to these difficulties, JUST recommends a much greater role for Third 

Sector organisations in facilitating the interface between government and communities: 

It is not the business of government to speak to the right people—it is the business of 

government to develop equitable, fair and anti-discriminatory policies and practice. 

The interface between communities and government should be facilitated by the 

statutory and Third sector. The loss of race equality officers within local authorities 

and the lack of sustained funding to grassroots and BME Third sector organisations 

have effectively stripped away a critical layer of communications between 

government and communities.152 

The Mayor of London suggests that a central body of expertise is required, to assist local 

authorities’ understanding of the nature and aims of various groups: 

This is one area where there needs to be greater centralisation, with the creation of a 

due diligence unit at the heart of government which is able to advise and inform local 

authorities about how best to proceed with difficult issues. The reason for this is that 

it can be a daunting task to build the requisite knowledge and expertise to 

understand the ever changing carousel of radical leaders and their front groups.153 

103. Charles Farr of OSCT explained that 

What this Government has tried to do is to accept that challenging the ideology 

needs to happen, but to encourage other organisations to be doing that challenging 

for themselves and sometimes, but not always, providing them with the funding to 

enable them to better do so. That is where I think the solution to this lies. I would 

only add that [...]this is not a UK issue, it is an international issue [...] and therefore, 
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this has to be an international effort with other governments and international 

organisations and international community organisations.154 

104. The recent findings of the First International Conference on Radicalisation and 

Political Violence held by the International Centre for the Study of Radicalisation echo 

Charles Farr in suggesting that the following approach is required: 

The international community—NGOs, governments and regional entities such as 

the EU—should assist capacity-building in strategic and tactical performance by 

indigenous actors in nonviolent struggles for rights, democracy, and freedom from 

domination. These nonviolent action-takers should be told: We will give you the 

knowledge and the tools you need, but we will not interfere in your choice of 

ideology or political goals. This effort should include the establishment of a new 

international funding source for the support of nonviolent resistance, free of the taint 

or suspicion of any government’s interests or politics.155  

The report adds 

Media and educational institutions should be enjoined to raise the visibility and 

teach the ‘counter narrative’ of effective nonviolent struggle everywhere. Widely held 

misconceptions—that nonviolent action is about making peace rather than defeating 

oppressors, or that resistance is always quelled with repression—have to be reversed. 

Young people must be shown that the pay-offs for involvement in violent groups—

belonging to an urgent cause, becoming a warrior—are also provided by civil 

resistance. The stunning record of nonviolent movements on every continent in 

winning rights and liberating peoples must become common knowledge.156 

This acknowledgment of the role of the media echoes Charles Farr’s observation that 

It is really important that violent extremist networks are not unchallenged on the net 

itself. It is sometimes easy to get the impression they are the only thing that is out 

there and we need to correct that impression. We want to do that by encouraging 

other organisations to operate on the net too. I hope that is partly what organisations 

might use government funding to do.157 

105. Government has already made attempts to facilitate theological debate at arm’s length 

from Government through, for example, CLG funding organisations such as the Radical 

Middle Way, which describes itself as “a revolutionary grassroots initiative aimed at 

articulating a relevant mainstream understanding of Islam that is dynamic, proactive and 

relevant to young British Muslims.” CLG has also led on effective capacity building work to 

improve standards in mosques, thus improving their capacity and status as community 

leaders—work which we fully support. RICU has also held an important role in delivering 

strategic communications to help build communities’ resilience, empowering them to 
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stand up to and reject extremism; exposing the weaknesses of violent extremist ideologies 

and brands; and supporting credible alternatives to violent extremism using 

communications. Witnesses suggested that all three of these initiatives have been 

successful, but needed to be built upon. 

106. CLG-funded work undertaken by Cambridge University’s Centre of Islamic Studies in 

2009 provides a model for the way forward.158 This study was undertaken by 26 Muslim 

scholars, academics and activists representing a diverse spectrum of views from Muslim 

communities in the UK. Although the project was supported by funding from CLG, the 

final selection of participants and the identification of items for discussion were the sole 

responsibility of the University of Cambridge, the Project Steering Group and the 

participants themselves. Over a nine month period, the participants took part in 

discussions about what it means to live as a Muslim in modern Britain. The report covers a 

wide range of issues including secularism, democracy, Shariah law, human rights and 

citizenship. The resulting report presents the group’s conclusions and aims to act as the 

basis for a wider discussion with other Muslim leaders and communities around the UK. 

In time, it is hoped that the process will lead to the development of a virtual “House of 

Wisdom”,159 providing space for discussion among both Muslims and non-Muslims on 

how Islam should function in modern Britain and contribute to wider society. This is 

precisely the kind of exercise—self-managed and independent of Government—which will 

retain credibility in the Muslim community.  

107. However, these initiatives do not necessarily help with the day-to-day challenges 

facing local authorities and their partners in deciding who to commission to undertake 

counter-narrative style work and how to tackle the myths and misperceptions propagated 

by extremists of all kinds. Nahid Majid and our specialist adviser Alveena Malik, Convenor 

and Deputy Convenor respectively of the 2005 Preventing Extremism Together Working 

Group on supporting regional and local initiatives and community actions, therefore 

strongly urged the Government and the Committee to “revisit the recommendation [in 

Our Shared Future, Commission on Integration and Cohesion, 2006] for a central Rebuttal 

Unit [...] being established to tackle extremist myths effectively and with facts”.160  

108. In terms of Government and local authorities partnering and funding 

organisations to undertake Prevent work aimed at resisting the ideology of violent 

extremism, more subtle criteria need to be applied than those applied to engagement. 

Many local authorities lack the skills and expertise to identify those organisations 

which are best placed to challenge the al-Qaeda narrative. This problem is exacerbated 

by the possible risk that any organisation endorsed by Government or local 

authorities—however ‘radical’—stands to lose its credibility once ‘approved’ by the 

authorities. Notwithstanding the excellent practice in some local authority areas, it 

should not be left to local authorities to decide which local organisations should or 

should not be engaged with—or funded—through Prevent for counter-narrative work. 
The Government should investigate how more independent and academic initiatives 

that support public and community bodies to resist the ideology and politics of violent 
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extremists and terrorists can be developed. Part of the work of such initiatives should 

be the challenging of violent extremist networks on the internet, which featured 

powerfully in the evidence submitted to us.  

109. We recommend that the Government fund more initiatives along the lines of the 

recent study hosted by the University of Cambridge. Such self-managing and 

independent initiatives provide space for thorough debate—and possibly criticism—of 

Government policy and practice, making them credible to the widest possible audience.  

110. We also recommend that the Government revisit the recommendation in Our 
Shared Future, (Commission on Integration and Cohesion, 2006) for a central Rebuttal 

Unit which can assist local authorities on a day to day basis in tackling all extremist 

myths (not just those relating to Muslim communities), effectively and with facts. This 

would be in addition to, or an extension of, the work currently undertaken by RICU. 

Whereas RICU’s focus is predominantly national, this unit would work closely with 

local authorities and focus on local issues. We recommend that such a unit be led by an 

agency external to Government.  
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4 Central and local control of Prevent  

The role of CLG  

111. The lack of a conclusive ‘risk profile’ which may indicate an individual’s vulnerability 

to violent extremism means that the targeting of the Prevent programme poses a challenge 

in many ways. As our inquiry progressed, it became clear that a lack of agreement amongst 

partners as to what was to be achieved through Prevent was a barrier to progress.  

112. A major area of concern is the apparent lack of agreement between central 

government departments charged with the delivery of Prevent. The UK Youth Parliament, 

for example, told us that 

The work we have been delivering has involved DCLG, DCSF, the Home Office and 

ACPO. However, rather than that working as a strength, it’s been our experience that 

the inter-departmental arrangements are actually a major weakness. […] the 

muddled way of working between departments is perhaps one of the major barriers 

to operational success. It was simply never clear who was in control, who could make 

decisions, and what the key drivers were.161 

The West Midlands Police Authority adds weight to this view, saying that “Prevent policy 

and funding is shared between two Government departments, DCLG and the Home 

Office—and there is a real risk that these Departments do not communicate as effectively 

as they might”.162 

113. Links between CLG and other Government departments are key to the successful 

delivery of Prevent. As with many of the issues into which we have inquired, CLG’s 

leadership capability is crucial in ensuring that robust relationships are in place with its 

fellow departments.  

Local authorities’ capacity to deliver 

114. The Government has been actively promoting the need for greater local control in the 

design and delivery of Prevent. The majority of our witnesses support a local approach, of 

the kind which the New Local Government Network describes: 

[…] it is right that we have a national and international approach to counter-

terrorism, security and preventing violent extremism. Terrorism does not operate 

within local, regional, or indeed national boundaries, so it is important that our 

response is multi-layered and flexible, with the right partners involved, and the right 

information shared at the most appropriate spatial level. However, it is at the local 

level that radicalisation can take root and it is in the social fabric of our local 
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communities and neighbourhoods that the strength and resilience to reject and 

condemn violent extremist ideologies can be found.163 

115. However, a great number of witnesses question whether local authorities are best 

placed to take on such important and sensitive work. The Board of Deputies of British Jews 

states for example that 

Local authorities seldom have sufficient expertise to determine who is extremist and 

who is not. […] there is evidence that while they may know what is going on in their 

local areas, they may not have the expertise to determine the religio-political ideology 

of applicants for funding, and thereby assess whether they are capable of helping 

combat violent extremism, or assist in building community cohesion.164 

Charles Farr of OSCT seemed to share this concern, that local authorities had neither the 

skills nor the confidence to accurately identify individuals who may be a cause for 

concern.165  

116. Moreover, front line workers such as teachers and youth workers, on whom Prevent 

depends for their cooperation, feel unable or reluctant to carry out some of the aims of the 

programme. Dr Paul Thomas described how his research in 2008 

found that practitioners and managers feel unskilled and unprepared to engage with 

young people around such controversial and emotive subjects [as local or 

international political issues, or of religious interpretation] as well as feeling that they 

have not been authorised to engage with young people and communities on such 

subjects.166  

Speaking about the challenges facing youth workers when deciding whether or not to refer 

a young person for Prevent interventions, the Secretary of State told us 

What I would hope […]—and this is a challenge for us—is that [a] youth worker first 

and foremost would have received some proper training in the dangers that are there 

[…] and how to respond appropriately.167 

Evidence from the UK Youth Parliament suggests that this has not been the case: 

Spurred on by the sessions we delivered with youth workers in every Government 

Office region, we pushed for many months for an extension of youth worker 

guidance, built on the firm foundation of the evidence we had gathered and the 

specific appeals from youth workers for more information. We tried to push this idea 

forward with DCSF officials for many months, but in the end were told that there 

was no resource in place to make this happen. We have written separately to John 
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Denham highlighting our keenness to engage on this issue. However, it is another 

example of a lack of clarity on issues shared across departments.168 

117. During our visit to Birmingham we met Jahan Mahmood, a visiting lecturer at the 

University of Birmingham with a special interest in Muslim soldiery in Britain during the 

two World Wars. Besides academic interests, Mr Mahmood is actively involved in 

community-related work and has dedicated much time to mentoring young disengaged 

Muslim men in and around the inner city regions of Birmingham. Mr Mahmood arranged 

for us to meet a young man who had been strongly influenced by al-Qaeda inspired 

narratives, particularly those found on the internet. We were interested to learn how Mr 

Mahmood’s inspirational accounts of Muslim soldiers’ contribution to British military 

successes had helped to give some young Muslims a greater sense of pride and identity, 

whilst simultaneously highlighting flaws in the radicalisers’ message. His ability to 

contextualise Muslim history and politics in British society is a method which seems to 

strike a chord with disaffected young people.  

118. Jahan Mahmood has a particular knowledge and skill set which cannot easily be 

replicated across all individuals working at the front line with young people. Faith 

Associates suggests that 

what may be achievable is training and supporting those who are responsible for the 

care of those in their community, from parents to faith leaders, teachers to youth 

workers, in identifying those who may be or are becoming vulnerable to violent 

extremism. Key is addressing early signs of vulnerability by supporting the 

development of the skills and confidence of those working with young people and 

the wider community and ensuring they have access to professional and culturally 

sensitive advice and support.169 

119. The lack of such knowledge in some areas has led to widespread accusations in the 

evidence of local authorities funding inappropriate or irrelevant projects, or even funding 

‘extremist’ organisations which seek to undermine the Prevent message. It is maybe for this 

reason that Government has, so far, been reluctant fully to loosen the reins and allow local 

authorities to deliver Prevent autonomously. The evidence certainly demonstrates a high 

level of frustration amongst local authorities and community groups at the lack of real 

‘letting go’ from the centre: 

It is right that local authorities are at the heart of building safe, secure and cohesive 

communities. They have responsibilities as community representatives and as local 

leaders to help ensure public safety, to help people feel confident and get along well 

together, to protect the vulnerable and to limit harmful behaviours. Yet at the 

moment their ability to perform these roles are being hampered by an approach 

under the Prevent banner that is proscriptive from the centre, does not always 

support broader community cohesion objectives and which lacks sufficient 

integration with police and security services at local and national levels.170 
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120. CLG appears to have acknowledged the need to support greater subsidiarity and 

emphasises the work it has undertaken to strengthen the role of local authorities in 

delivering Prevent: 

Tackling violent extremism is a national priority but the nature of the challenge can 

vary greatly from place to place. That is why working with local authorities and 

partners is critical. We have strengthened the dialogue between national and local 

Government through the creation of a Local Delivery Advisory Group (LDAG). This 

group meets regularly to advise the Communities and Home Secretaries on the 

development of the Prevent agenda at a local level. We are working closely with local 

authorities and with groups like the Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) 

and the Local Government Association (LGA).171 

121. The LGA Group is supportive of CLG’s work through Government Offices which, it 

says, have made “considerable and noticeable improvements in their key role as a conduit 

for information exchange between national and local government”.172 The training and 

development consultancy Faith Associates also commends the recently updated guidance 

from CLG which assists local partners in delivering Prevent effectively.173 

122. However, despite welcome new guidance, many witnesses raise the need for advice 

which recognises differing local circumstances and, more importantly, is focused on risk: 

Over the last 18 months this provision has developed, but it is still limited, and is not 

always relevant to local circumstances, since most advice is forthcoming from areas 

which have experienced significant PVE challenges. The development of a 

proportionate, risk-based approach therefore remains a challenge.174 

Lack of risk-based assessment 

123. Prevent’s focus on Muslim communities has met with resentment and suspicion. Ed 

Husain of Quilliam provided a pragmatic explanation for the current ‘unfocused’ 

approach: a lack of understanding of actual risk.  

[Prevent] should target those communities in which there is a serious terrorism 

problem. My hunch is at times it is not targeting those communities in particular 

and hence this broad brush approach. That comes about as a result of not 

understanding where the problem lies.175 

124. Government guidance for local partners states that Prevent “needs to be delivered 

through a wide ranging local partnership and should be informed by an understanding of 

the local context”.176 The understanding of local context and risk is critical to the successful 
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delivery of any Prevent programme, as our local authority witnesses acknowledged. 

Heather Wills of the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham explained: 

it is very important for us to each understand the local context and develop our own 

action plans, albeit informed and supported by the learning that our colleagues 

elsewhere in the country are doing.177 

125. In addressing this point, ‘local narratives’ which “tell the story of the place, describing 

the risks and priorities to be addressed through local Prevent strategies”, are seen by several 

witnesses to be “the first step to success”178 in any local Prevent programme. Leicester City 

Council, whose approach to the issue of tackling extremism has been widely acknowledged 

as one of the most effective, told us  

the main elements of our approach have been firstly to understand our communities 

better. That is because the nature of the way Prevent funding has come to us has 

made assumptions, I think, that the Muslim community is a homogenous group and 

our own experience has been that that is not the case, and therefore we have had an 

element which has been about social research, working with our local universities to 

understand our communities better and to understand our Muslim communities 

better.179  

126. However, as Anna Turley of the New Local Government Network described, the tools 

and information required to undertake robust assessments of risk are not always being 

made available to local authorities and their partners: 

I know it is early days in all of our understanding of these issues but certainly local 

authorities I think are struggling. They are responsible for targets about reducing 

vulnerability of a local area to extremism, but they actually do not themselves 

necessarily have the toolkit and the understanding of what these risk factors are and 

how to handle them. Often there is a failure to share evidence, information and 

intelligence with police and counterterrorism organisations to really enable them to 

make the decisions they need and to allow them to follow a risk based approach. I 

think local authorities feel they do not necessarily have the toolkits they need to 

understand some of these pathways towards extremism.180 

This was a point raised in the 2008 Learning and Development Exercise on Prevent from 

HMIC and the Audit Commission which found that “There are significant opportunities 

to improve information sharing locally, regionally and nationally”, and concluded that 

"Chief Executives, basic command unit (BCU) commanders and other partners are not 

being briefed effectively. They do not receive the information necessary to support effective 

decision making. This inhibits understanding of local vulnerability, making it difficult to 

determine the effectiveness of Prevent strategies and delivery of the local approach”.181 
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127. Information sharing in the context of a counter-terrorism initiative clearly poses some 

dilemmas. If police and the security services share an honest risk assessment with local 

authorities, it may have negative impacts for the locality. Conversely, if a candid assessment 

is not provided, then local authorities may fail to see the need for Prevent interventions to 

be put in place. Charles Farr told us that these were the reasons  

why we introduced the Counter-Terrorism Local Profile system and why every chief 

executive in areas receiving significant Prevent funding has already got one. The 

CTLP will not yet be in its final form but the intelligence product—it is not just 

intelligence, some of it is just overt information—will improve over the next year. I 

absolutely agree, and so do ministers clearly, that chief executives and elected 

councillors, wherever possible, need to have that information otherwise when we 

show up saying, “We would like you to do the following Prevent type work”, they will 

turn round to us and say, “Why?”182 

Mr Farr mentioned that “feedback I have from local authority colleagues in many areas—

Luton is the one that springs to mind—is that they have already transformed the way they 

are doing Prevent”.183 Counter-Terrorism Local Profiles184 are still in early stages of 

development. However, we see them as being vital to effective local delivery of Prevent 

programme.  

128. Local authorities and their partners appear to lack clarity as to what Prevent aims to 

achieve. Witnesses suggested that CLG and the Home Office were not providing consistent 

advice to local authorities and this is a barrier to effective local implementation. The 

Government should ensure that its departments are delivering joined-up and consistent 

messages on this delicate agenda.  

129. The Government is encouraging greater local control of the Prevent agenda. Local 

authorities support this in principle as they are best-placed to understand the local context 

within which they operate. However, there is criticism that the Government has not ‘let go’ 

sufficiently and that Prevent is still heavily controlled from the centre. This may be due to a 

lack of confidence in the ability of all local authorities to tackle this agenda effectively. The 

importance of prioritising the development of a risk-based approach to Prevent is therefore 

ever more critical. We recommend that the Government prioritise work on facilitating 

the development of ‘local narratives’ and improving information sharing between local 

partners—including a more rapid roll-out of Counter Terrorism Local Profiles—to 

provide local authorities with the vital information they need to undertake their roles 

effectively. Alongside this, much greater training and support for front-line workers 

such as council staff, police, teachers and youth workers should be provided. 
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The Prevent funding formula 

130. In no other way is a risk-based approach to the design and delivery of Prevent more 

needed than in the distribution of the programme’s funds. As the Secretary of State himself 

admitted: 

an ideal situation […] would be something that was more clearly risk-based and 

something that was able to take a coherent view at a local level on the relative needs 

of cohesion funding and Prevent funding, which, as you know, currently go out 

separately. That would be the ideal. There are two real obstacles to that at the 

moment, but I do not think they are absolute and forever. One is that risk-based 

funding clearly has a problem in that you are indicating somebody’s assessment of 

risk and that has both a presentational and practical problem.185 

131. The current system allocates funds to localities with a Muslim population exceeding 

2,000. This approach has been criticised across the board, as the Institute of Race Relations 

describes: 

rather than targeting Prevent funding on areas according to identifiable risks, it has 

simply been imposed in direct proportion to the numbers of Muslims in an area. 

Moreover, it implies that the allocation of Prevent funding has not been driven by a 

local decision-making process in which local agencies identify their own needs and 

access central government funds accordingly. This blanket approach to funding 

creates an impression that the Muslim population as a whole needs to be the focus of 

work to prevent violent extremism, rather than specific groups or localities, and 

irrespective of the views of local stakeholders.186 

Quilliam points to further drawbacks of the current approach: 

In terms of gaining access to and influencing those people who are most at risk of 

radicalisation, Prevent has seen little success. For example, three groups which are 

particularly vulnerable to radicalisation (students, prisoners and Somali youths) have 

seen little benefit from Prevent spending, partly as a result of unfocused approaches 

to identifying priority areas for activity. For example, when deciding which 

universities should be prioritised for attention as part of the Prevent strategy, the 

decision is made purely according to the size of the establishment’s local Muslim 

community. [...] Durham is an example of a university with few Muslim students 

and few local Muslims yet Hizb ut-Tahrir is very active on campus there.187 

132. We acknowledge the challenges of allocating Prevent funds on a risk basis. However, 

we noted a recent answer to a parliamentary question regarding the criteria CLG had used 

to determine the allocation of Connecting Communities188 funds to neighbourhoods. It 
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suggests that a more intelligent and risk-based approach to identifying need is achievable 

in similar programmes: 

Connecting Communities neighbourhoods have been identified by examining a range 

of hard and soft data around cohesion, deprivation and crime, perceived unfairness 

in the allocation of resources and feedback from people working locally. The funding 

allocated to each neighbourhood is based on the individual plans that they have 

drawn up which focus on giving people a bigger say in local issues, addressing 

specific local concerns and increasing access to local services and opportunities.189 

133. The current system for allocating Prevent funds is not based on risk and work on 

addressing this should be a priority. We recommend that the Government apply the 

approach being adopted for the Connecting Communities programme, which 

demonstrates that risk-based approaches to identifying need in similar programmes is 

achievable. 

Monitoring and evaluation 

134. In May 2008 BMG Research was commissioned by Communities and Local 

Government to conduct a mapping exercise of the Preventing Violent Extremism 

Pathfinder Fund (PVEPF). This mapping exercise involved collating descriptive data on all 

of the pathfinder projects funded in 2007–8. A database, initially developed by CLG and 

subsequently expanded by the research team, was distributed to all local authorities for 

completion. The database contains information about the range of projects funded, project 

partners, project beneficiaries and the contribution that the projects are making to the 

PVEPF priorities and the wider Prevent strategy to counter-terrorism. 

135. Birmingham City Council’s evidence highlights some good practice stemming from 

CLG in terms of monitoring and evaluating Prevent projects: 

Guidance from CLG has been helpful in producing Birmingham’s [Prevent] Delivery 

Plan and providing resources to use in order to evaluate projects and the whole 

delivery plan. […] Guidance issued around National Indicator 35190 has proved 

invaluable as it has provided the ability to effectively measure performance against 

the criteria and recognise gaps in delivery, which will enable performance to 

improve.191 

136. However, the majority of witnesses feel that current approaches to monitoring and 

evaluation are “under-developed”,192 with common criticisms being that they lack a focus 

on outcomes and fail to provide a clear picture at national level of how Prevent money is 

being spent and whether it is providing value for money. NI35 is seen to be an ‘output’ 

measure, rather than a way of measuring the effectiveness and value for money of 

interventions. NI35 has the added disadvantage of being subject to a certain stigma, as the 

Islamic Human Rights Commission describes: 
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Some local authorities have resented this reporting requirement, because it makes 

them an arm of the police or of the security [services].193 

137. We believe that the lack of clarity in this area has occurred as a result of confusion 

over the aims and objectives of Prevent nationally and locally. With a programme like 

Prevent, there will always be a sense that it is impossible to measure what does not happen 

as a result of interventions. All preventative programmes share this problem. However, we 

were interested to note Leicester City Council’s suggestions for an alternative way to 

measure the impact of local Prevent programmes: 

one of the indicators that is much more helpful in measuring impact at a local level is 

[…] NI2 which is the one around sense of belonging locally because I think that gives 

you an indicator set that can give some very tangible outcomes and outputs that you 

expect and that you can then monitor the way in which funding is used as a 

contributory factor to that outcome set.194 

138. Monitoring and evaluation of Prevent interventions has not been a strength. Weak 

monitoring and evaluation is inevitable when aims and objectives are not clear in the 

first place. The development of a proportionate and risk-based approach to delivering 

Prevent, along with greater clarity as to what the programme aims to achieve, are 

needed before any useful performance measures can be agreed at national and local 

level.  

The overlap between Prevent and Pursue  

139. We also heard evidence of confusion over the interplay of the Prevent and Pursue 

strands of CONTEST. Many witnesses believe that the blurring of the boundaries between 

the two has given the impression that all community work with Muslim populations is 

linked to the counter-terrorism agenda: 

the link with what the Police are doing with their PVE work has been unhelpful. 

Whilst only a few challenge the role of the police in PVE work, no one is happy to see 

community projects linked to the work of the police. The creation of Prevent Officers 

working in the police service does nothing but confuse our work. Some (deliberately) 

see no distinction between the Police PVE work and community work. This leads to 

community projects being accused of being police spies. Some in Reading have 

promoted the idea that Prevent is actually Pursue.195 

140. This was substantiated by the UK Youth Parliament, who told us that “In the UKYP 

survey we did online, 60 per cent of 1,000 people said they would not attend the conference 

if the police were there”.196 However, when we put this point of view to Sir Norman 

Bettison of ACPO, he told us: 
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I am very clear that if Prevent were left to the police it would fail […] because the 

police have got to undertake the full gamut of the four Ps—Protect, Prepare and 

Pursue as well as Prevent. There is always the potential for those different 

responsibilities to be confused and misunderstood. The police have a reach into a 

community at a particular level. Wherever you get good neighbourhood policing 

that reach is greater. Wherever you get safer schools partnerships the reach is greater 

still but the reach can only go so far. At a local authority level through schools, 

through youth outreach, through community health, there is the opportunity for a 

much greater reach into the wider realms of the community.197 

141. As we discussed earlier in our report, under-developed information sharing practices 

between the police and local authorities have exacerbated perceptions of Prevent being 

police-controlled. The police continue to have a relatively high profile in Prevent 

partnerships as they have a much clearer view of the risks in a local area thanks to the 

information they hold. In many localities, it is currently difficult for local authorities to take 

a more leading role as they lack the information required to adopt a proportionate 

approach based on assessed risk. 

142. However, a large number of our witnesses felt deeply uncomfortable with the notion 

of counter-terrorist police work getting too close to public services in any way. One group 

concluded that  

efforts to combat terrorism should be kept within the strict purview of the security 

and intelligence agencies. Recent attempts to conflate the Prevent element within the 

CONTEST 2 Strategy, alongside the Protect, Pursue and Prepare strands is counter-

productive. It has resulted in the securitisation of public services and community and 

voluntary organisations and undermined civil society, civil liberties and human 

rights.198 

143. The Secretary of State was reluctant to accept that a straightforward separation of 

Prevent and Pursue could take place, telling us that 

You could always talk about where the boundaries lie. [...] I think it would be a 

mistake to remove those key areas of the Prevent programme and say we will just call 

that “community cohesion” and not necessarily address those issues or we will just 

have Pursue and Channel. That strategy would be leaving a big gap in the work of 

Prevent at the moment.199 

The Association of Police Authorities added: 

From the perspective of policing the perception of a ‘security versus community’ 

approach to Prevent is erroneous. Prevent policing extends from work embedded in 

neighbourhood policing, including community engagement, gathering community 

intelligence and working with the most vulnerable groups in communities, through 
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to Special Branch and Counter-Terrorism Units and Counter-Terrorism Intelligence 

Units, and necessarily covers all of the ‘Prevent spectrum’.200 

144. Sir Norman Bettison stressed that the police have experience in supporting vulnerable 

people in many walks of life: 

For me the parallel, and it has all sorts of echoes with the early days which I sadly 

remember of dealing with other risks and harms such as drugs, what there was 

always when the police were first engaged on drugs enforcement was the tension 

between wanting to protect the vulnerable young people from the menace of 

addictive drugs and asking people within the community to, in a sense, report those 

who were experimenting or becoming seduced by drugs. The maturity of the 

relationship that we have with other partners now is such that actually the police are 

involved with treatment and education just as much as we are involved with 

enforcement, and it is because people have been able to see over the years that 

information or concern expressed to a third party can often be of benefit to young 

people in protecting them from a menace such as drug or other risks that particularly 

befall young people. This is a pretty new agenda but I am very optimistic that as long 

as we are sensitive, as long as it is not just a police initiative but one shared by other 

agencies within the community, I genuinely believe that it will become more and 

more trusted.201 

145. Many approaches to crime prevention, such as those described by Sir Norman 

Bettison, have been subsumed into mainstream service delivery in the interests of 

supporting people with a range of vulnerabilities. Recently, Government has encouraged 

local authorities and their partners to mainstream Prevent and embed Prevent delivery with 

other core mainstream services. This approach has its supporters, as a recommendation of 

the Preventing Extremism Together Working Group on Supporting Regional and Local 

Initiatives and Community Actions suggests: 

The Working Group concluded that an approach that works within the framework 

of existing government strategies was seen as a sensible starting point, as it enhances 

the potential for recommendations that respond to the particular needs of the 

Muslim faith communities being more readily incorporated. What was important 

was having a stronger delivery framework in operation ensuring better 

representation and accountability of diverse groups, and a positive framework 

allowing for differing views.202 

However, it also has opponents, with the Muslim Women’s Network UK, for example, 

saying that “the government has not shown that it has considered the impact this part of 

the strategy will have on how Muslims are viewed and treated by service providers. There is 

a fear that Prevent will exacerbate the problem of discrimination already faced by Muslims 

when accessing services”.203 NLGN provides a pragmatic response to these fears, saying 
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The perception around ‘mainstreaming Prevent’ is seen more as extending the 

security and surveillance aspects into wider council roles. This debate is not currently 

being held, and the argument needs to be made that this is not about front-line 

workers ‘spying’ but taking the same precautions and vigilance that all of us citizens 

undertake […] If a member of staff did not act on intelligence that subsequently 

could have saved lives, this would be severe negligence.204 

146. We questioned whether targeted Prevent interventions such as the Channel project 

would benefit from being mainstreamed, so as to remove the stigma currently attached to 

them. Throughout our inquiry, it became clear that the Channel project epitomised many 

witnesses’ concerns of ‘spying’ about the involvement of the police in the delivery of public 

services. Sir Norman Bettison suggested that the time had come to reposition Channel 

within the broader field of addressing vulnerability: 

If we are moving off Channel, because I think this is the sort of Committee that 

ought to hear me say this, I think it is time now for Channel to be mainstreamed 

[into the vulnerability and safeguarding agendas] and not be a separate project. […] 

Channel pre-dated the ACPO Prevent strategy. It was a Government scheme not 

long after the 2005 bombings, the realisation that there was not a conduit for 

information or for identifying vulnerability. Actually the Prevent strategy and 

Prevent implementation plan and all the other joint governmental and partnership 

work now means that there is a vocabulary and that there are connections that we 

can use without having to badge something separately as Channel.205 

147. This could constitute a logical shift, as the referral process for Channel involves many 

of the same players—and very similar mechanisms—as those in existence for child 

protection or safeguarding referrals. It is not, as Charles Farr reminded us, a process 

controlled by the Home Office.206 Rather it is a local partnership of statutory partners and 

non-governmental organisations who decide together who may be suitable for referral to 

Channel and who then identify the nature of support that might be required to assist a 

vulnerable person to stop them being drawn into violent extremism.  

148. The overlap between the Prevent and Pursue strands of CONTEST has given the 

impression in some quarters that all community work with Muslims is counter-terrorism 

work. However, the police have an important role not just in solving but in preventing 

crime in all its forms, terrorism included. This work involves important relationship-

building across communities. We do not, therefore, argue for the police to be excluded 

from preventative work on this agenda. Many of the concerns about the Channel project 

may be based on a misunderstanding of the nature of the referral process, which is very 

much a partnership—not a police-controlled affair. It should be made clear that Channel 
does not focus exclusively on al-Qaeda-inspired extremism, but on all forms of extremism. 

We therefore recommend that Channel be removed from the CONTEST strategy and 

placed within the context of other crime prevention initiatives.  
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5 Prevent and Cohesion 
149. The Government’s view is that Prevent and community cohesion are separate but 

linked: 

Experience has shown that violent extremism can emerge from even the most 

cohesive communities, but extremist messages are less likely to find support, and are 

more easily isolated, in a cohesive environment.207 

150. The evidence presents very mixed views on this point. On one hand, there is support 

for greater differentiation between Prevent and community cohesion policies, as described 

by the Board of Deputies of British Jews:  

The primary purpose of Prevent is to confront violent extremism. It does not 

necessarily follow that integration and a propensity for violent extremism are 

inversely proportional.208 

However, other witnesses would like to see certain aspects of Prevent more closely aligned 

and integrated with cohesion policies: 

We are concerned that the Prevent agenda has been run as part of a counter-

terrorism national programme. This appears to be because of a lack of trust in the 

mainly local authority community cohesion programmes which are seen by some 

Government departments as ‘soft and fluffy’. We reject this view—as do most local 

authorities and other agencies—and would point out that changing attitudes and 

values is generally much harder than controlling behaviour.209 

151. The Audit Commission and HMIC’s 2008 report on Preventing Violent Extremism 

suggests that, if delivered with a focus on cohesion, Prevent projects may be helping to 

build resilience in communities, but do not necessarily tackle violent extremism head-on: 

Most councils position the Prevent approach within their cohesion strategy. This 

tends to focus on building resilience within communities rather than explicitly 

addressing the vulnerability of those who may become engaged in violent 

extremism.210 

152. In his speech to front-line Prevent workers on 9 December 2009, the Secretary of State 

reinforced the crime prevention role of Prevent, clearly distinguishing it from cohesion 

work: 

Prevent is what it says. About preventing violent extremism. It is a crime prevention 

programme—aiming to ensure that our fellow citizens do not commit act of violence 
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against Britain or British people overseas and that people abide by British law. And 

that is all.211  

Although Denham also sees a separate role for community cohesion activities within the 

Prevent spectrum: 

So we made it clear that cross-community activities could form a legitimate part of 

Prevent activities. We invested a further £7.5m to help construct some of these 

broader programmes.212 

153. The LGA acknowledged that early work on Prevent was 

felt by many to undermine cohesion work. Many local authorities felt that 

Government lacked consideration for the difficulties they faced in initiating a 

meaningful dialogue with partners and local communities to get understanding and 

buy-in to Prevent at a local level. And there was a genuine sense that Government 

was unclear about the precise nature of the role that local authorities should play—as 

opposed to the police.213 

154. However, the LGA believed that the situation had much improved and that the LGA 

and local authorities are “in a better place now in understanding some of the grievances, 

concerns and vulnerabilities we need to address within our communities”.214 The 

Association does, however, point to continued tensions between the Office of Security and 

Counter Terrorism and CLG in terms of how Prevent should be delivered: 

Tension between OSCT and CLG on the nature of the focus of Prevent, and the 

activity which should flow from that, can be a problem at times. We in local 

government support John Denham MP’s view of Prevent as distinct but necessarily 

situated within the broader context of community cohesion and equalities. We do 

not believe that this in any way dilutes Prevent, it simply sits it in the appropriate 

context.215  

155. The International School for Communities Rights and Inclusion highlights this 

distinction between the cohesion and crime-prevention aspects of Prevent and suggests 

that the crime-prevention aspects of Prevent may sit more comfortably under the Pursue 

pillar of CONTEST: 

Some aspects of Prevent, especially the identification of individuals at risk, would be 

more helpfully articulated as Pursue objectives. This would mean the police moving 

away from Prevent work where their roles are viewed suspiciously by communities, 

seen as seeking to recruit informants and gather intelligence and, hence, counter-
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productive in alienating the very community whose support the Prevent strategy 

seeks to achieve.216 

156. It is clear from our evidence that there is much disagreement and confusion as to the 

respective roles of Prevent work and community cohesion. The Secretary of State told us 

that the Government had “tried to go some way” to help people “be clear about what they 

are funding and why”.217 But it seems that people are not clear on this front. Guy 

Wilkinson of the Church of England explained that the situation  

has not been clear and can never be clear. I notice that in the first part of the 

Secretary of State’s important speech the other day he said that this is a crime 

prevention programme, and I understand that that is the intention; but the reality is 

that it certainly is not just that; it is a much more extensive programme around how 

communities live together and engage with these issues of radicalisation and 

violence. Once one accepts that reality, then one has to address some of the problems 

that the Prevent Programme has given rise to.218 

One of these problems was described to us by Sheila Lock of Leicester City Council, who 

told us that 

[Prevent] has been unhelpful and at times even detrimental to the strong levels of 

community cohesion the city has worked so hard to achieve.219 

157. In the light of criticisms about Prevent undermining community cohesion, many of 

our witnesses were puzzled by the Government’s recent announcements about the 

Connecting Communities programme. Connecting Communities is “a £12m plan to 

reinvigorate and connect with communities that are feeling the pressure from recession 

most acutely and ensure they are well placed to share fully in future prosperity and emerge 

stronger and more cohesive”.220 One of the challenges the programme hopes to address is 

the rise of far right extremism. The plan stresses the need to provide opportunities for 

grievances to be aired and, as the Secretary of State commented in October 2009, 

acknowledges that “if we fail, the danger is that extremists will try to exploit dissatisfaction 

and insecurity in ways which pull communities apart”.221 Many of our witnesses felt that 

this more ‘cohesive’ and ‘positive’ approach to tackling far right extremism was in sharp 

contrast to the negative approach adopted by Prevent. The majority of our witnesses felt 

that extremism, in all its forms, should be tackled in a similarly positive way by CLG.  

158. Confusions over Prevent and cohesion have played out on the ground. The worst of 

these were described as “Mickey Mouse projects” by an individual we met during our visit 

to Birmingham. Several witnesses agreed with this assessment, suggesting that, in some 

areas, Prevent money had been wasted on projects with no relevance to the Prevent aims. A 
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second category was described during our visit as “nice dinners”: pleasant opportunities for 

community members to get together and talk about issues which may relate to Prevent, but 

which lack focus, involve the ‘usual suspects’ and may be difficult to justify in terms of 

value for money. Both PeaceMaker and Dr Paul Thomas referred to these types of projects 

in their evidence: 

At delivery level, over 90% of activities delivered as Prevent projects, of which we are 

aware, are nothing more than community cohesion projects delivered to Muslim 

communities and individuals. It seems that the only criteria for a project to be 

delivered under the Prevent agenda is that it work with Muslim people, regardless of 

the actual content of the delivery or the aims and outcomes of the project.222 

There is clearly a disjuncture between the stated national aims of the Prevent 

educational activity and the reality of much of its content—much of it is positive and 

diversionary youth activity, but it is not Prevent activity in any meaningful sense 

[…]223 

159. A third consequence is that, despite the best efforts of Prevent partners to identify the 

types of interventions needed in an area, local organisations may not be willing to carry out 

Prevent requirements. During our visit to Birmingham, local group Local Leagues 

described the positive work they were doing with young people from a variety of 

backgrounds, including Muslims. When we asked them whether they would see fit to pass 

on information to the authorities about a young person who may be displaying concerning 

behaviour, they were adamant that this would be improper, and a betrayal of their 

community.  

160. For Naz Koser of Ulfah Arts, however 

the confusion is what is the government trying to achieve. I switch from community 

cohesion to something that is criminal, is a crime, and something that the police and 

counter-terrorism should be dealing with, not an arts organisation. When it comes to 

things like community cohesion and raising aspirations, those are things that my 

organisation can do. It is about being clearer when you are asking me these 

questions. If you are talking about community cohesion and supporting women to 

do with this issue then, yes, I do that, but in terms of have I taken your money and 

actually prevented extremism directly, no.224 

Ed Husain of Quilliam also referred to this lack of capacity, specifically with regard to 

counter-narrative work: 

The money has not gone in, in the amounts that it should have done, to the counter 

ideology, the destroying the narrative strand of the work. [...] Just like most of us, 

most Muslims do not understand the causes of extremism and do not understand 

what makes a terrorist tick. Most Muslims, like everybody else, do not know what it 

means to put up a counter narrative. As a result, the huge amount of money that the 
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government has been offering to people is being grabbed by people who have been 

doing work previously which was not related to counter ideology.225 

161. Suleman Nagdi of the Federation of Muslim Organisations in Leicestershire added 

another problem, referring to a broader range of Prevent interventions, saying 

in my experience, the vast majority of the people within the county where I reside 

who have applied for funding have not been the mainstream settled community of 

the county; they have been new groups that have come up and [been] created—

women-only groups, young people’s groups, sports centres, et cetera—and applied 

for funding. These people do not really have the credibility within the community in 

the sense that they are not part of the settled community. The mosques themselves 

believe that they have run the mosques through their own charitable giving and have 

built up the structures, including the capacity of the imams et cetera through internal 

mechanisms and not from outside, so “do we really need the money?”226 

This seems to chime with Forward Thinking’s view that “the stigma attached to PVE 

funding and its rejection by many grassroots organisations has created a vacuum which is 

being filled by groups and individuals who lack any real constituency within the 

communities but who are repeatedly being awarded funding for projects that appear to 

have little merit”.227  

162. The final consequence of confusion over what Prevent aims to achieve is funding 

being used to support the ‘business as usual’ of organisations which see Prevent as an 

opportunity to secure funding for much-needed work in Muslim communities, as Huda 

Jawad of Forward Thinking explained:  

Prevent has provided an opportunity for a lot of reinvigoration and the mobilisation 

of Muslim organisations at a grass roots level like never before. It is unfortunate that 

it is being done through the prism of counter-terrorism.228 

163. Our evidence therefore seems to agree with the analysis of Dr Hisham Hellyer, Deputy 

Convenor of the Preventing Extremism Together Working Group on Tackling Extremism 

and Radicalisation, who says that: 

Grassroots Prevent initiatives that are in the public interest, but not necessarily 

directly related to issues of security, should continue. We may not see direct 

consequences of such efforts for some time to come, but in the long run, we would 

be well advised to consider such initiatives as far better than the mass production of 

violent, radical discourse. [...] But, it must be stated—if the proposed aim of the 

initiative(s) are for community cohesion, they should be directed through a separate 

and non-related process, as distinct from counter-terrorism as much as possible.229 
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164. We are concerned that much Prevent money has been wasted on unfocused or 

irrelevant projects, as a result either of misunderstanding of Prevent or of a lack of 

willingness and capacity of local organisations to deliver. The evidence we have heard 

suggests that funding credible local organisations to carry out work on building strong 

and cohesive communities is a vital strand in addressing the set of risk factors which 

may lead an individual to violent extremism or terrorism. However, this type of work is 

being undermined in Muslim communities due to the perceived direct connection to 

counter-terrorism work. Any approach to community cohesion should be from a 

positive stance. 

165. The Government needs to acknowledge community cohesion work—particularly 

that focused on tackling exclusion—as a much sharper tool in the long-term fight 

against violent extremism. Building strong and cohesive communities and tackling 

exclusion is not only critical in addressing the set of risk factors which may lead an 

individual to violent extremism, but is also very important in itself. Exclusion can affect 

a much wider group of individuals who are not necessarily at risk of radicalisation. 

Furthermore, in order to address exclusion, it is critical that both the excluded and the 

mainstream of society are involved. Tackling one without the other is detrimental to 

cohesion. CLG’s responsibility for and expertise in community cohesion puts it in a 

position to make a very positive contribution to that fight. As the evidence which we have 

set out in this chapter and throughout this report shows, however, the current 

configuration of Prevent is not enabling it to do so in the most effective manner.  

Conclusions on Prevent and cohesion 

CLG’s role in Prevent 

166. We agree with the Government that a range of preventative work and interventions 

are needed to tackle the very real threat from al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism in Britain. We 

also agree with the Government’s stance that communities must be at the centre of the 

response to violent extremism.  

167. We can see a very clear role for CLG in facilitating community cohesion and 

integration. Whilst cohesive environments will not necessarily prevent one individual from 

turning to violent extremism, they may succeed in deterring another. Crucially, they may 

also ensure that communities themselves are better equipped to identify those within them 

who are at risk of falling into such activity, and to take appropriate action against it. 

Ensuring that communities are approached from a positive perspective is therefore 

vital, to ensure that individuals and communities do not feel alienated by the very work 

that is meant to draw them closer together and give them a stronger sense of identity 

and belonging.  

168. Local authorities have a vital role in promoting safer, stronger communities and 

promoting ‘shared values’ at a local level. Any attempts to promote shared values through a 

counter-terrorism strategy which singles out one section of the community will be futile. 

All community cohesion work and work focusing on shared values should be decoupled 

from the Prevent agenda and brought under CLG’s broader responsibilities for 

cohesion and integration. Specific cohesion work which is directly aimed at preventing 

extremism should be addressed through one broad programme encompassing all types 
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of extremism—from al-Qaeda-inspired extremism, to that inspired by the far right—

and clearly focused on tackling disadvantage and exclusion, as opposed to being 

targeted at a single social, cultural or religious group. The Government should learn 

lessons from the Prevent experience, that any programme which focuses on a single 

community risks alienating that community, and ignores the fact that no section of a 

population exists in isolation from others.  

169. Decisions as to how tackle the conditions in which all forms of extremism can 

develop need to be made at the local level, based on a risk assessment of the local area as 

a whole, rather than focusing on individual communities. To clarify the split between 

Home Office and CLG responsibilities in preventing crime and increasing community 

resilience respectively, the Government needs to provide clearer definitions of 

extremism, violent extremism and terrorism and the different approaches required for 

tackling these issues. 

170. Funding for cohesion work in all communities should be increased. That work 

should be done on a thematic basis and not on a mono-cultural or individual 

community basis. It should be clearly targeted at disadvantaged and excluded groups, 

many, though not all, of which are likely to be from the Muslim community. Without 

adequate funding for community cohesion and tackling exclusion, breeding grounds 

for extremism risk becoming stronger. 

Crime prevention and targeted interventions 

171. We are concerned that CLG’s positive work on cohesion should not be tainted and 

confused by a link to counter-terrorism. That does not mean to say that work on counter-

terrorist crime prevention should not take place. It is the role of CLG in this that we 

question. We therefore conclude that CLG should have less of a role in the counter-

terrorism agenda and more in the positive work it undertakes in building strong and 

cohesive communities. 

172. However, the reality of delivering Prevent on the ground is that partnership 

working between local authorities, the police and other agencies is a normal part of 

day-to-day service delivery. More hard-edged interventions such as Channel (which is 

Home Office-led) rely on such partnerships, therefore confirming a continuing role for 

local authorities in counter-terrorism related work. We support the need for targeted 

interventions with vulnerable people.  

173. Prevent interventions targeted at crime prevention should not be subsumed into 

the community cohesion agenda. As we have shown, attempts to combine capacity-

building and community cohesion work with counter-terrorism interventions have 

been both ineffective and counterproductive. Instead, we recommend that all 

interventions, including Channel, which are clearly targeted at crime prevention be 

brought under the remit of the Home Office and, where possible, mainstreamed into 

existing mechanisms for identifying, and providing support to, individuals with a 

range of vulnerabilities. Examples of such mechanisms include Social Inclusion Panels, 

the Common Assessment Framework and Safeguarding frameworks.  
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Conclusions and recommendations 

Allegations of spying and surveillance 

1. We believe that the misuse of terms such as ‘spying’ and ‘intelligence gathering’ 

amongst Prevent partners has exacerbated this problem. We recommend that the 

Government take urgent steps to clarify how information required under Prevent 

does not constitute ‘intelligence gathering’ of the type undertaken by the police or 

security services. We also recommend that clear definitions of these terms be 

provided in all public guidance inviting bids for Prevent funds. (Paragraph 39) 

2. We welcome the Government’s investigations into allegations of spying and 

intelligence gathering under the Prevent programme, but we cannot ignore the 

volume of evidence we have seen and heard which demonstrates a continuing lack of 

trust of the programme amongst those delivering and receiving services. Based on 

the evidence we have received, it is not possible for us to take a view. If the 

Government wants to improve confidence in the Prevent programme, it should 

commission an independent investigation into the allegations made. (Paragraph 40) 

Prevent and CONTEST 

3. We remain convinced that a targeted Prevent strategy at national level is required. 

The nature of the contemporary terrorist threat is specific and, as our inquiry has 

shown, extremely complicated to comprehend and tackle. Broadening Prevent could 

add further complication and confusion to an already complicated arena. Other 

forms of extremism are being addressed in programmes such as Connecting 

Communities, which we very much welcome. The risk-based approach of Connecting 

Communities offers a potential solution to the problems which we have identified in 

this section of our report. (Paragraph 54) 

Risk factors for radicalisation 

4. It is impossible to define a single pathway to radicalisation or to predict which 

specific individuals will progress to overt extremist violence. We are encouraged that 

the Government has committed to keeping its analyses of risk factors up-to-date. 

However, our evidence suggests that the Government has taken insufficient account 

of recent research and intelligence on this subject. We therefore recommend that the 

Government update CONTEST, and the guidance which accompanies it, in the light 

of analysis of the most recent research on risk factors for radicalisation, and commit 

itself to regular future updating in the light of further such research. (Paragraph 58) 

5. We recommend that the Government make available a proportion of the funding 

currently available to communities through Prevent specifically to projects aimed at 

encouraging participation in democratic means of debate. We further recommend 

that the Government more explicitly acknowledge, in the CONTEST strategy, in 

guidance to local authorities, and in project funding criteria, the contribution to 

counter-terrorism objectives of work to improve understanding between people of 

different cultures and religious groupings. (Paragraph 69) 
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6. Tackling socio-economic deprivation is important in its own right to achieve a more 

equal and cohesive society but it also has a key role in diluting the impact of the call 

to violence on vulnerable individuals. Tackling socio-economic factors will not 

necessarily directly reduce the incidence of violent extremism, but we recommend 

the Government continue to prioritise investment in this area in recognition of the 

positive contribution it makes to achieving the aims of the Prevent agenda. 

(Paragraph 74) 

7. We recommend that Government take urgent steps to ensure that work in 

universities and prisons is better co-ordinated with the overall Prevent programme. 

We also recommend that, where appropriate, universities and prisons are included 

within local risk assessments. (Paragraph 76) 

8. We support CLG’s work on improving standards in mosques and believe that 

religious institutions have a very important role in educating communities about the 

threat of terrorism. However, we believe there has been an excessive concentration 

on the theological basis of radicalisation in the Prevent programme. Engagement 

with preventative work should also focus on political and socio-economic challenges. 

We therefore reiterate our calls for opportunities for greater empowerment and civic 

engagement with democratic institutions which strengthen Muslims’ participation in 

communities and society as a whole. (Paragraph 83) 

9. We recommend that the Government take steps to clarify its understanding of the 

terms ‘violent extremism’, ‘extremism’, and ‘radicalisation’. Holding extreme views is 

not illegal and Prevent should clearly focus on violent extremism. Extending Prevent 

interventions to those holding extreme views should only take place where there is a 

risk that an individual’s adherence to an extremist ideology may predispose them to 

violence. The Government should ensure that this understanding is shared widely 

across the range of its partners in delivering Prevent-related projects. (Paragraph 84) 

Theological matters: who should be engaged; who should advise; who 
should intervene? 

10. Government interference in theological matters must be avoided. The Government’s 

current approach to engagement with Muslim organisations has given the 

impression that there are ‘good’ and ‘bad’ forms of Islam—some endorsed by the 

Government, others not. The construction of an “Islamic experts industry”, funded 

and sanctioned by Government, has caused a variety of problems, including a failure 

to represent the views of the whole Muslim community. The issue of representation 

is a particular concern for young people. Empowering young people from a variety of 

backgrounds to take part in open and honest discussion and debate—and facilitating 

their influence and access to democratic institutions—is key. Initiatives such as 

Project Safe Space must be pursued, and backed with appropriate funding. Support 

and funding should also be made available to initiatives which improve 

communications between young people and Government. (Paragraph 94) 

11. The Government has made clear its position on non-engagement with groups which 

support, or actively promote, the al-Qaeda ideology. However, there is widespread 

criticism of the Government’s failure to engage with more ‘radical’ voices which do 
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not promote violent extremism. The Government should engage with those who 

demonstrate a desire to promote greater understanding, cohesion and integration. 

No organisation—unless proscribed—should be excluded from debate and 

discussions. (Paragraph 98) 

12. In terms of Government and local authorities partnering and funding organisations 

to undertake Prevent work aimed at resisting the ideology of violent extremism, 

more subtle criteria need to be applied than those applied to engagement. Many local 

authorities lack the skills and expertise to identify those organisations which are best 

placed to challenge the al-Qaeda narrative. This problem is exacerbated by the 

possible risk that any organisation endorsed by Government or local authorities—

however ‘radical’—stands to lose its credibility once ‘approved’ by the authorities. 

Notwithstanding the excellent practice in some local authority areas, it should not be 

left to local authorities to decide which local organisations should or should not be 

engaged with—or funded—through Prevent for counter-narrative work. The 

Government should investigate how more independent and academic initiatives that 

support public and community bodies to resist the ideology and politics of violent 

extremists and terrorists can be developed. Part of the work of such initiatives should 

be the challenging of violent extremist networks on the internet, which featured 

powerfully in the evidence submitted to us. (Paragraph 108) 

13. We recommend that the Government fund more initiatives along the lines of the 

recent study hosted by the University of Cambridge. Such self-managing and 

independent initiatives provide space for thorough debate—and possibly criticism—

of Government policy and practice, making them credible to the widest possible 

audience. (Paragraph 109) 

14. We also recommend that the Government revisit the recommendation in Our 

Shared Future, (Commission on Integration and Cohesion, 2006) for a central 

Rebuttal Unit which can assist local authorities on a day to day basis in tackling all 

extremist myths (not just those relating to Muslim communities), effectively and 

with facts. This would be in addition to, or an extension of, the work currently 

undertaken by RICU. Whereas RICU’s focus is predominantly national, this unit 

would work closely with local authorities and focus on local issues. We recommend 

that such a unit be led by an agency external to Government. (Paragraph 110) 

Central and local control of Prevent—lack of risk-based assessment 

15. We recommend that the Government prioritise work on facilitating the development 

of ‘local narratives’ and improving information sharing between local partners—

including a more rapid roll-out of Counter Terrorism Local Profiles—to provide 

local authorities with the vital information they need to undertake their roles 

effectively. Alongside this, much greater training and support for front-line workers 

such as council staff, police, teachers and youth workers should be provided. 

(Paragraph 129) 
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The Prevent funding formula 

16. The current system for allocating Prevent funds is not based on risk and work on 

addressing this should be a priority. We recommend that the Government apply the 

approach being adopted for the Connecting Communities programme, which 

demonstrates that risk-based approaches to identifying need in similar programmes 

is achievable. (Paragraph 133) 

Monitoring and evaluation 

17. Monitoring and evaluation of Prevent interventions has not been a strength. Weak 

monitoring and evaluation is inevitable when aims and objectives are not clear in the 

first place. The development of a proportionate and risk-based approach to 

delivering Prevent, along with greater clarity as to what the programme aims to 

achieve, are needed before any useful performance measures can be agreed at 

national and local level. (Paragraph 138) 

The overlap between Prevent and Pursue 

18. The overlap between the Prevent and Pursue strands of CONTEST has given the 

impression in some quarters that all community work with Muslims is counter-

terrorism work. However, the police have an important role not just in solving but in 

preventing crime in all its forms, terrorism included. This work involves important 

relationship-building across communities. We do not, therefore, argue for the police 

to be excluded from preventative work on this agenda. Many of the concerns about 

the Channel project may be based on a misunderstanding of the nature of the referral 

process, which is very much a partnership—not a police-controlled affair. It should 

be made clear that Channel does not focus exclusively on al-Qaeda-inspired 

extremism, but on all forms of extremism. We therefore recommend that Channel be 

removed from the CONTEST strategy and placed within the context of other crime 

prevention initiatives. (Paragraph 148) 

Prevent and Cohesion 

19. We are concerned that much Prevent money has been wasted on unfocused or 

irrelevant projects, as a result either of misunderstanding of Prevent or of a lack of 

willingness and capacity of local organisations to deliver. The evidence we have 

heard suggests that funding credible local organisations to carry out work on 

building strong and cohesive communities is a vital strand in addressing the set of 

risk factors which may lead an individual to violent extremism or terrorism. 

However, this type of work is being undermined in Muslim communities due to the 

perceived direct connection to counter-terrorism work. Any approach to community 

cohesion should be from a positive stance. (Paragraph 164) 

20. The Government needs to acknowledge community cohesion work—particularly 

that focused on tackling exclusion—as a much sharper tool in the long-term fight 

against violent extremism. Building strong and cohesive communities and tackling 

exclusion is not only critical in addressing the set of risk factors which may lead an 

individual to violent extremism, but is also very important in itself. Exclusion can 
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affect a much wider group of individuals who are not necessarily at risk of 

radicalisation. Furthermore, in order to address exclusion, it is critical that both the 

excluded and the mainstream of society are involved. Tackling one without the other 

is detrimental to cohesion. (Paragraph 165) 

21.  Ensuring that communities are approached from a positive perspective is therefore 

vital, to ensure that individuals and communities do not feel alienated by the very 

work that is meant to draw them closer together and give them a stronger sense of 

identity and belonging. (Paragraph 167) 

22. All community cohesion work and work focusing on shared values should be 

decoupled from the Prevent agenda and brought under CLG’s broader 

responsibilities for cohesion and integration. Specific cohesion work which is directly 

aimed at preventing extremism should be addressed through one broad programme 

encompassing all types of extremism—from al-Qaeda-inspired extremism, to that 

inspired by the far right—and clearly focused on tackling disadvantage and 

exclusion, as opposed to being targeted at a single social, cultural or religious group. 

The Government should learn lessons from the Prevent experience, that any 

programme which focuses on a single community risks alienating that community, 

and ignores the fact that no section of a population exists in isolation from others. 

(Paragraph 169) 

23. Decisions as to how tackle the conditions in which all forms of extremism can 

develop need to be made at the local level, based on a risk assessment of the local area 

as a whole, rather than focusing on individual communities. To clarify the split 

between Home Office and CLG responsibilities in preventing crime and increasing 

community resilience respectively, the Government needs to provide clearer 

definitions of extremism, violent extremism and terrorism and the different 

approaches required for tackling these issues. (Paragraph 168) 

24. Funding for cohesion work in all communities should be increased. That work 

should be done on a thematic basis and not on a mono-cultural or individual 

community basis. It should be clearly targeted at disadvantaged and excluded 

groups, many, though not all, of which are likely to be from the Muslim community. 

Without adequate funding for community cohesion and tackling exclusion, breeding 

grounds for extremism risk becoming stronger. (Paragraph 170) 

Crime prevention and targeted interventions 

25. We therefore conclude that CLG should have less of a role in the counter-terrorism 

agenda and more in the positive work it undertakes in building strong and cohesive 

communities. (Paragraph 171) 

26. The reality of delivering Prevent on the ground is that partnership working between 

local authorities, the police and other agencies is a normal part of day-to-day service 

delivery. More hard-edged interventions such as Channel (which is Home Office-

led) rely on such partnerships, therefore confirming a continuing role for local 

authorities in counter-terrorism related work. We support the need for targeted 

interventions with vulnerable people. (Paragraph 172) 
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27. Prevent interventions targeted at crime prevention should not be subsumed into the 

community cohesion agenda. As we have shown, attempts to combine capacity-

building and community cohesion work with counter-terrorism interventions have 

been both ineffective and counterproductive. Instead, we recommend that all 

interventions, including Channel, which are clearly targeted at crime prevention be 

brought under the remit of the Home Office and, where possible, mainstreamed into 

existing mechanisms for identifying, and providing support to, individuals with a 

range of vulnerabilities. (Paragraph 173) 
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Annex 

Visit to Birmingham, Amana Centre, 11 January 2010 

 

Participants 

 

Dr Phyllis Starkey MP Clive Betts MP 

John Pugh MP  Alison Seabeck MP 

 

The Committee was hosted by Mahommed Saif, Media & Communication Director of The 

Muath Trust, at the Amana Centre in Camp Hill. Yusuf Desai, Deputy Director of Forward 

Thinking, arranged for the Committee to meet a range of local front-line Prevent workers, 

academics and religious leaders in the Birmingham Muslim community.  

The Committee started their day with a round-table discussion of the Government’s 

current analysis of the risk factors for radicalisation and whether Prevent was currently 

focused on the most important of these. The discussion was wide-ranging and touched on 

factors including the impact of an individual’s life experience; issues of identity and 

alienation; the role of grievances relating to foreign policy and socio-economic factors; and 

theological factors. Taking part in this discussion were 

 Oliver McTernan, Co Founder & Director of Forward Thinking 

 Yusuf Desai, Deputy Director,Forward Thinking 

 Yusuf Tai, Regional Director, Forward Thinking 

 Dr. Nafeez Ahmed, Executive Director of the Institute for Policy Research & 

Development UK 

 Jahan Mahmood, Community Historian and Director of community affairs at 

Decorum Institute 

 Tahir Alam, Director of Al-Hijrah Training Academy and School Governance 

Consultant Trainer for Birmingham City Council 

 Tassadaq Hussain, Public Relations Officer, Green Lane Mosque & Community Centre 

 Sabeel Saddique, Birmingham Street Gang leadership. 

 Abdullah Saif, Young Muslim Advisory Group (CLG). 

 Aisha Iqbal Young Muslim Advisory Group (CLG). 

 Robina Iqbal, Vice-Chair Muslims Women's Network, Sparkbrook Community 

Association 

Following this discussion, Jahan Mahmood provided a presentation on how to address 

radicalisation and the relevance of this agenda to Muslim youth. During his presentation, 
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Mr Mahmood highlighted the impact of the internet in the radicalisation process on young 

people. 

The Committee then paid a visit to Saheli Women’s Centre in Balsall Heath where Saheli’s 

CEO, Naseem Akhtar, spoke to the Committee about the importance of leisure and 

community activities in helping women – and particularly local Asian women - gain new 

skills and build greater confidence, allowing them to play a stronger role in both their 

families and within the communities in which they live.  

Finally, the Committee met Mahommed Shafique & Mazhar Ali, Directors of community 

sport organisation Local Leagues. Local Leagues provides sport and recreational activities 

for children and families from deprived communities across Birmingham. Mr Shafique 

and Mr Ali stressed the importance of cross-cultural sporting activities for young people in 

helping to build strong and cohesive communities where people from different 

backgrounds are able to work together. The Committee also heard how such activities help 

excluded and isolated members of the community get more involved in mainstream 

society.  
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Formal Minutes 

Tuesday 16 March 2010 

Members present: 

Dr Phyllis Starkey, in the Chair 

Mr Clive Betts 

Andy Slaughter 

Alison Seabeck

 

Preventing Violent Extremism 

Draft Report (Preventing Violent Extremism), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 173 read and agreed to. 

Annex and Summary agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Sixth Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions of 

Standing Order No. 134. 

Written evidence reported and ordered to be published on 19 October, in the previous session of Parliament, 

and 30 November, 7 December, 11 January and 8 March was ordered to be reported to the House for printing 

with the Report. 

[The Committee adjourned 
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Oral evidence

Taken before the Communities and Local Government Committee

on Monday 30 November 2009

Members present:

Dr Phyllis Starkey, in the Chair

Mr Clive Betts Alison Seabeck
Dr John Pugh Mr Andy Slaughter

Witnesses: Mr Ed Husain, Co-director and Co-founder, Quilliam, Professor Ted Cantle, Institute for
Community Cohesion, and Ms Anna Turley, Deputy Director, New Local Government Network, gave
evidence.

Q1 Chair: Can I welcome you to this first oral session
of our inquiry on the Prevent programme? Can I
make it clear that when we come to write our report
it will be informed not just by the oral evidence but
also by the very extensive written evidence which we
have received from a vary wide range of
organisations including obviously those of you who
are here as oral witnesses. We do not have to go over
absolutely everything. We will be focusing only on
certain aspects. We have a lot of witnesses this
afternoon so we would be very grateful if the
witnesses could try to be as concise as possible. The
first question that I would like to ask each of you
about is to explore some of the concerns that have
been expressed about whether it is appropriate for
Prevent to be part of the Government’s counter-
terrorism strategy and in particular whether CLG as
a department should be so closely identified with
counter-terrorism.
Professor Cantle: My view is that it should be
entirely separate. I think the Prevent agenda has had
a great deal of diYculty with the Muslim
communities that we have been working with,
precisely because it has been seen as part of the
counter-terrorism strategy, because it has associated
the Muslim communities—and there are many
diVerent Muslim communities—with terror, with a
problem as such. The Prevent agenda really should
be entirely separate. There needs to be some
relationship but it has to be a separate agenda. I
think the counter-terrorism strategy obviously needs
to have its own programme and its own dedicated
team, but the problem with the Prevent agenda is
that it has been solely focused on the Muslim
community. It needs to be widened out. It needs to
deal with all potential acts of violence, whether from
the far right or other communities, and to be part of
an ongoing cohesion strategy which recognises that
violence is not just found in the Muslim community,
that problems exist in all communities, and that
leadership and other issues are also a problem in
other communities. I think this is the fundamental
issue really. I think it would be very helpful to
disengage the two and to see Prevent as part of
community cohesion and have an entirely separate
counter-terrorism strategy.

Q2 Chair: We are going to explore in subsequent
questions the issue about whether it should be

targeted only at Muslims, so perhaps we could not
pursue that one at the moment.
Ms Turley: I would certainly agree with Professor
Cantle. I think you really have to have a quite
separate approach between what is an intelligence-
based security eVort that is targeted, where we know
there is a fundamental issue, as opposed to a much
more broad brush community cohesion approach
which is positive, which brings communities
together rather than trying to drive a wedge between
them, which the Prevent agenda has often been seen
as doing. From the local authority perspective, there
is real and serious concern that many communities
simply do not want to engage in this programme and
simply do not want to accept this money because it
is seen as stigmatising, as stereotyping all the Islamic
community as potential terrorists and actually is
being used to almost drive a wedge between local
authorities, local government and the broader
community itself. At the moment there is a lack of
clarity and I think the important thing here is just
being clear about what is intelligence based and
targeted, where there are real issues, and what is a
broad brush approach to bringing communities
together and having a positive means to community
cohesion.
Mr Husain: I think I disagree with the premise that
somehow there are Muslim communities out there
that do not welcome Prevent. There is plenty of
evidence to suggest that Prevent funding at least has
been able to drive a discussion forward that
otherwise would have been left on the margins.
Should Prevent be part of the Government counter-
terrorism strategy? Absolutely it should be because,
without Prevent, we are consequently left with
pursue, protect and prepare. In order to make sure
that the others are bolstered, Prevent has to be part
of that. I have no doubt in my mind that Prevent is
a crucial part of that entire CT strategy. Should CLG
have a role in countering terrorism or playing an
active part in Prevent? More thinking needs to be
done on it. My hunch is to say CLG should have less
of a role in the counter-terrorism part and perhaps
more of a role in doing some of the things CLG does
so well, building up capacities, women’s work and so
on and so forth. Much of that has been looked at
through the Prevent prism and it should not be. In
that I am in agreement with the other two panellists.
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Ms Turley: If I could support that, I do want to be
clear as well. There has been some really good work
done by Prevent. I would like to get that on the
record. There are some excellent projects that have
been funded around the country that are supporting
particularly young women’s groups and others,
enabling some Muslim communities to find their
voice and also in some areas encouraging the local
authority and the police to reach out to communities
they would not necessarily have engaged with
before. That is a positive thing to come out of it. As
long as that trust is built, there is clarity and good
communication.

Q3 Mr Slaughter: Is each of you of the view that the
Prevent programme as it currently exists is directed
primarily and exclusively at the Muslim community
and primarily and exclusively at religious aspects of
the Muslim community? Whatever good works that
may be done—I am sure we probably all agree that
investing in whatever social, cohesive or perhaps
building programmes may be very good—is that
how you see it at present, as specifically being
directed at targeting what is considered a potential
evil that could come out of the Muslim community
and religious parts of the Muslim community? Is
that your understanding?
Professor Cantle: I think the irony is that the Prevent
agenda reinforces the Muslim identity because it
only approaches Muslims through their faith rather
than recognising that everyone, all communities, all
people, have lots of diVerent identities and multiple
identities. Prevent does not engage with them as
parents, as employees, as members of any other type
of activity at all. It makes the community more
inward. It creates the impression that the only thing
that the government is interested in is their Muslin-
ness. That is exactly the opposite of the approach
that we should be taking, which is to try and
recognise that members of the Muslim community,
like all other communities, have multiple interests
and have the ability to engage at a lot of diVerent
levels. There is a real irony in the Prevent agenda in
that it actually strengthens the faith identity. This
has been criticised by academics and, as we mention
in our evidence, and by practitioners. It is creating
almost completely the opposite ethos to the one that
we really want to champion.
Ms Turley: The Government has made some
attempts to try and take some of that almost
branding away from it. I know some have tried to
change the emphasis so that it took out a lot of
references from guidance towards this being targeted
at Muslim communities. It has been very clear
historically as the programme has developed that
that was the fundamental purpose of it or the target
community. It is very clear through things like the
national indicator and so on that it is aimed at
Islamist fundamentalism rather than being a
broader approach. We also know that the funding is
allocated in a very broad brush way, based on the
number of Muslims in an area rather than on a
specific risk-based, intelligence approach. That for
me sends out a fundamental message about how the
approach has been.

Mr Husain: I am not known for tip-toeing around
this agenda so I am going to be brutally blunt and
say who else should it be targeted towards? Let us be
open. The 7/7 bombers came from, whether we like it
or not, a Muslim background. The suicide bombing
videos that they left behind talked clearly about their
Islamic identity. They talked about their people
being under attack in Iraq. They identified with a
misperception of the Ummah, that includes only
Muslims whereas the Prophet Mohammed’s
Ummah in Medina included Jews, Christians and
others. Islam and an understanding of Islam, which
we at Quilliam refer to as “Islamism” backed up by
academics and Islamists themselves, is at the core of
this agenda. To say that somehow we are going to
undermine Islamist terrorists without talking about
the Muslim community somehow seems, to me at
least to be a folly. Is Prevent targeting Muslim
communities? It should target those communities in
which there is a serious terrorism problem. My
hunch is at times it is not targeting those
communities in particular and hence this broad
brush approach. That comes about as a result of not
understanding where the problem lies.

Q4 Mr Slaughter: I think you are missing the point
I am trying to make in targeting. There are lots of
instances of terrorism coming either from Irish
Republican terrorism or far right terrorism in the
country. The approach to that is not necessarily to
target Catholic communities in Ireland to make
them see the error of their ways or to target people
on the far right to politically re-educate them. There
is a fairly broad brush approach in terms of
investment in a generalised way but with a target
which is very specific. I do not think you can possibly
disagree that if there is evidence of individuals or
cells or what have you of terrorism, whatever they
are, to deal with that by giving lump sums of money
to communities which might somewhere contain
them, does that not seem to be a rather wrong-
headed approach? In addition to that, if we are
moving anyway from that, are we not moving in the
wrong direction by now saying, “Actually, we will
include all types of extremism” when in reality the
focus is still on Islamic terrorism, so we are getting
vaguer in our targeting, for what reason I do not
understand other than political correctness possibly;
and yet we are sending out completely the wrong
messages, both to the Muslim community who may
think they are being tarred with a particular brush
and to perhaps the wider community who are
puzzled about what this programme is actually
about.
Mr Husain: I think if you speak to Joe Muslim in
Bradford or Joe Muslim in Leicester, you would be
hard pressed for them to come out and say, “We are
somehow the targets of the state’s preventing
terrorism or preventing violent extremism agenda.”
Most Muslims, like everybody else, get on with their
lives. Those who say that the “community”, again a
misnomer, has a huge grudge or a huge problem with
this tend to come from a certain political
background, tend to have a certain axe to grind and
make all these noises about Prevent undermining
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Muslims, marginalising Muslims. It is not. What it is
doing is undermining and marginalising a group of
people who have a certain background. If those
people were not being upset by the Prevent agenda,
then there is something wrong with the Prevent
agenda. I agree with you that it should not be a
broad brush, carte blanche approach. What it should
be doing and what it has not been doing in parts is
identifying the narrative and the ideology behind
terrorism and targeting that. It does not have to be
targeting against all Muslims and I do not think that
is where it is at the moment.

Q5 Chair: Who should it be targeted at then? If you
are agreed that it should not be at all Muslims, how
should you target it then?
Mr Husain: Terrorism does not occur in a vacuum,
as we will all agree. It responds to a certain mood
music. It responds to a certain narrative. It wants to
advocate a certain cause. That cause, that narrative,
that mood music, is something along the lines as
follows: that the West is somehow at war with
“Islam” and “Muslim” countries, that somehow we
British Muslims do not belong here in Britain, that
we are a fifth column community that is waiting for
a caliph to arrive somewhere in the Middle East to
which we will respond. The narrative believes in
overthrowing every single Arab government and
imposing some sort of Islamic state. It believes in the
destruction of Israel. It does not believe in the
freedoms that we have, either in Britain or in
Bangladesh, which I have just come back from over
the weekend. That narrative, that ideology, is what
needs puncturing and dismantling. The funding for
any kind of work, in my opinion, should go for work
that is driven against that counter—ideology that is
driven against bolstering a liberal, democratic,
secular British public space. In whichever parts of
Britain, Muslim or otherwise—thus far it happens to
be Muslim—where that narrative is strong, that is
where the funding should go and the counter
ideological work should be supported to undermine
that ideological narrative.

Q6 Chair: Professor Cantle, just before you answer,
I suspect you might actually agree with some of that
but would suggest that there are other types of
extremism that would also challenge the same
values, maybe from a diVerent perspective.
Professor Cantle: I do not think anybody is saying
that, where there is a problem associated with
sections of the Muslim community and a link to
terrorism, that is not challenged. Of course it should
be and of course there should be a direct approach
to that, but the Prevent agenda is solely on that
particular area. What members of the Muslim
communities and other communities want is to see a
focus on violence and extremism in those other
communities as well. We have been to plenty of local
authority areas where we have been told by the
police about how those associated with the far right
are involved in bomb making activities. There has
been a number of recent arrests for example, and
there are a number of other areas with violent
extremism, which are completely separate from the

Muslim community. I think we need to see a
proportionate, risk based approach which runs
across all communities and, in so doing, it will help
to build the trust of the Muslim communities in that
this is not just about them. We are not just concerned
about the violence associated with that area. We are
trying to be open and fair and transparent in the way
we deal with this. At the moment it tends to be
counterproductive.

Q7 Dr Pugh: The government endeavours to identify
the risk factors associated with radicalisation and
produces lists of the kind of things that might make
people prone to engage in extreme political action
and violent political action. How accurately and
successfully do you think they do this?
Ms Turley: If I could just oVer a local authority
perspective on this, from the conversations we have
had, I think local authorities feel they do not really
have enough of the toolkit and available evidence. I
know it is early days in all of our understanding of
these issues but certainly local authorities I think are
struggling. They are responsible for targets about
reducing vulnerability of a local area to extremism,
but they actually do not themselves necessarily have
the toolkit and the understanding of what these risk
factors are and how to handle them. Often there is a
failure to share evidence, information and
intelligence with police and counterterrorism
organisations to really enable them to make the
decisions they need and to allow them to follow a
risk based approach. I think local authorities feel
they do not necessarily have the toolkits they need to
understand some of these pathways towards
extremism.

Q8 Dr Pugh: What would a good toolkit look like?
I read through some of these futures and some of the
futures do not divide terrorists and things like having
an ideology that makes you prone and susceptible to
commit terrorism and things like that. When you
have got that far already, you are practically easily
identifiable as a terrorist. What the scheme
presumably purports to identify is those people who
are at risk, who are not necessarily overtly claiming
to be terrorists or terrorist inclined at the moment.
How useful are the risk factors stated in the
CONTEST strategy?
Professor Cantle: I think they are not particularly
useful. There is no typecast terrorist or potential
terrorist. We do not know in truth what the risk
factors are. If you look at the evidence submitted by
CLG, ACPO and others, they make it perfectly clear
that there have been some general academic studies
which have tried to identify risk factors associated
with terrorism, but there is not a clear typecast. On
the one hand, I think it would be extremely diYcult
to say if a person comes from this background, they
have this sort of personality; they have been exposed
to this sort of radical ideology. That just does not
exist. Even if it did, we have to ask who are the
agencies that will identify people with those risk
factors. To my mind, the only people who possibly
can do that are the counter-terrorist team and again
disassociate people who are the amateurs within
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local authorities, schools and others from that role,
because otherwise they themselves I think are going
to be severely criticised for pointing the finger at
people without really any understanding of the risk
factors associated with it. It is an extremely
diYcult task.

Q9 Dr Pugh: So there is no accurate method of
identifying those people who are the real objects of
this strategy, as it were. Is there not a serious danger
that money will be spent in vain? You will just simply
look at communities that may not be cohesive with
the rest of society, who may not particularly be
terrorist prone and put money in that may be
achieving some good eVects but not the eVect that
the strategy has in mind. Could I ask Mr Husain his
opinion on that?
Mr Husain: The latter part of your statement is true,
that a significant amount of funds has more or less
gone to Muslims and others, primarily Muslims who
are not extreme. If you have projects going on, you
are not necessarily extreme, here is your pot of
funding to carry on doing whatever it is you are
doing. The money has not gone in, in the amounts
that it should have done, to the counter ideology, the
destroying the narrative strand of the work. That is
not because the government—when I say “the
government” I think I am talking more here about
the Home OYce or the Foreign OYce—wanted to
put money into those projects. It has been more a
case of those partners, those projects, just not being
available. This is a very murky, very blurry area. Just
like most of us, most Muslims do not understand the
causes of extremism and do not understand what
makes a terrorist tick. Most Muslims, like everybody
else, do not know what it means to put up a counter
narrative. As a result, the huge amount of money
that the government has been oVering to people is
being grabbed by people who have been doing work
previously which was not related to counter
ideology.

Q10 Dr Pugh: Your organisation receives some
money from the government, does it not?
Mr Husain: It does.

Q11 Dr Pugh: How much, as a matter of interest?
Mr Husain: About £850,000 per year.

Q12 Dr Pugh: Do you think that money is best spent
on counter ideology, if I can put it like that? I would
have thought it was quite tricky to spend money in
order to change ideas.
Mr Husain: It is a multiple of factors. It is not about
just changing ideas. It is about challenging current
ideas. No one can guarantee that it will change ideas.
The work we do in Syria, in Pakistan, in Bangladesh
and communities here in Britain, university
campuses, in the media—we employ 17 members of
staV—is all based on at least 30 projects which are to
do with countering the narrative along the lines that
I mentioned earlier. I think more of that should
happen because ultimately, as Professor Cantle
rightly said, it is not about one’s background or
one’s propensity; it is about what one is oVered in the

afterlife. There is a religious aspect to that. No
suicide bombers, whether it is in Palestine or here in
Britain, believe themselves to be suicide bombers.
They believe themselves to be what they call Shahids
or martyrs. They are people who see themselves as
part of the martyrdom operation. Unless we have
the confidence as Muslims and others to say, like
Sheikh Hama Yusuf Hanson said after the 9/11
atrocity, if there are any martyrs involved here, it is
the innocent people who died and it is the fire
workers who are involved; it is not about those
people who think that they are killing themselves,
being martyrs and being rewarded in the next life, my
contention is thus far among UK Muslims and other
communities globally we are not at a situation where
we are saying those who have become suicide
bombers are not heaven bound. If anything, they are
hell bound. We are not at that level of discourse.
Unless that mood music changes around suicide
bombers, they will continue to be seen as martyrdom
operators and heaven bound.

Q13 Chair: What evidence is there that other voices
within the Muslim community itself, however
theologically well qualified, have actually ever
managed to stop one of these individuals choosing to
follow a diVerent version of Islam?
Mr Husain: What are often referred to as
deradicalisation programmes at deradicalisation
centres in Saudi Arabia, in Yemen, in Egypt and
recently in Libya have come up with huge successes
to the extent that ideologues who went into prison
for the assassination of Anwar Sadat, the Egyptian
President, or ideologues who went into prison for
belonging to Jihadi organisations spent time with
the result of their exposure to mainstream
traditional Muslim scholars as well as political
thinkers have written entire books now refuting that
ideology. Egypt is a classic example, Libya most
recently and Saudi Arabia, not necessarily
producing books but other indications that people
have been stopped from the terrorist pathway which
they were on previously.

Q14 Dr Pugh: What I was going to ask you to follow
through is about the socio-economic correlates of
being terrorist inclined, if I can put it like that. You
seem to be suggesting that there may not be any, that
the people who may have the particular ideology
that leads to terrorism or the Muslim version of the
ideology that leads to terrorism may as easily be
unemployed with no skills, but equally they may be
young, qualified doctors. Almost anybody is
susceptible within the faith groups to this particular
misguided ideology and the job is to combat it
ideologically because it has no socio-economic
route. Do you not see any connection between
people’s social background and favouring an
ideology?
Mr Husain: No. I wish I could. I really wish I could.
Osama bin Laden comes from one of the wealthiest
backgrounds in Saudi Arabia. Ayman al-Zawahiri
comes from one of the wealthiest backgrounds in
Egypt. Some of the suicide bombers in this country
came from very well integrated families. The man
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who killed Daniel Pearl—I forget his name now—
came from the London School of Economics and
before that went to a private school. If suicide
bombing and a disgruntlement with the current
world order were to be linked to mere socio-
economics, then we should be seeing a lot more
suicide bombers come from Bangladesh for
example, but we do not see that happening because
it is not the key motivating factor. The motivating
factor is a certain reading of world politics, a certain
recruitment by an ideological network and a promise
by a religious text that says if you give yourself up in
God’s way you will be rewarded in the afterlife.
Unless those three ideological underpinnings are
challenged, no matter how much we concentrate on
socio-economics, I am afraid we will not be
anywhere near containing this problem.
Professor Cantle: I agree that there is no correlation
between socio-economic status and attraction to
terrorism, at least as far as the Muslim community is
concerned and the present association with
terrorism. There have been other studies in relation
to other communities which have links—alienation,
deprivation—to other forms of violent extremism,
but in this particular area I have certainly seen no
studies that link it with socio-economic status.
Therefore, as I was saying earlier, there is not a
typecast and it is important I think that we approach
the Prevent agenda through a much broader
spectrum than we have at the moment in just a single
minded focus on the Muslim community.

Q15 Dr Pugh: From what you say, Professor Cantle,
I imagine that you might even find people who are
politically radical that have no ideology to speak of.
They are just driven to aggression and whatever. Just
going back to Mr Husain for a second, if the
government department charged with dealing with
social factors knows how to do that, it can provide
more resources, a community centre or something
like that. It seems to address those issues. If they are
asked to fight a battle of ideas or to fund a battle of
ideas, it is more problematic for them to do. They are
not used to doing it and it is hard to find out whether
you have been successful, is it not?
Ms Turley: I think that is why a lot of local
authorities are struggling. They are falling back on
safeguarding agendas, wellbeing agendas and often
anti-poverty agendas because that is what they know
in terms of protecting the vulnerable. They are not
properly equipped and do not have the right support
and the right training to focus money on these issues,
or the right links with the security services.

Q16 Dr Pugh: How within Muslim communities is
the Prevent agenda seen? Do they see it as just
another mechanism by which some degree of social
support and eVort at social cohesion takes place?
Ms Turley: It varies. In our experience from a local
authority perspective, some find they have built
excellent links. They have reached out to
communities they have not traditionally engaged
with. Others simply will not engage, do not want
anything to do with the money and call it so-called
blood money and are using it almost themselves as a

tool to soak up alienation, fear and mistrust of the
state, of the government, local government public
services. It has just become a running sore, I think,
in building relations between local authorities and
communities in many areas.
Professor Cantle: I think local authorities are trying
to avoid using the label “Prevent” in their
programmes. They are trying to integrate Prevent
moneys into other programmes so that it no longer
appears as though it is coming from purely the one
perspective. They are trying to broaden it out. They
are being demanding—and have had some success—
in applying it to far right and other groups. I think
the recent, very welcome guidance from John
Denham to local authorities in August to broaden
out the Prevent agenda has helped that but, by and
large, we found all Muslim communities very
reluctant to engage with the Prevent agenda. Some
have, as you have heard, I think for diVerent reasons,
but there is this huge reluctance because of the single
minded focus on them.
Chair: Can we just explore a bit further the local
authority or central direction angle on this?

Q17 Alison Seabeck: Has government struck the
right balance between central and local government
involvement in this programme or not?
Mr Husain: That really is the nub of the matter. The
thrust of the big picture set by a Whitehall
understanding of national issues is more or less, I
think, in the right direction. The direction of travel is
right but when it is filtered down to local authorities,
local councils, local community groups that are able
to hold hostage local authorities with all sorts of
emotional blackmail about political correctness, the
rights and wrongs, favouritism of one community
over another and insecurity, being branded a
terrorist and all the rest of it, I think that is where at
local level it often goes wrong. It is not just because
communities are holding local government hostage
over emotional blackmail and all the rest of it. I
think it is also to do with the fact that Britain today
lives in a post-religious, post-ideological space in
which most people here in Britain find Christianity
diYcult, never mind understanding Islam and never
mind understanding extremists within Islam. I think
the challenge we are setting people, many of whom
come from—forgive me for saying so—white,
middle class backgrounds is such that they find this
whole terrain very diYcult to comprehend. As a
result of all those factors, you see the muddled
thinking and the clunky behaviour at local authority
level that has appeared across the country.
Ms Turley: I would try to defend local government
at this stage because I do think many of them often
know their areas much better than central
government. They know the challenges they face.
They desperately want to be the place shapers, the
people who can protect the vulnerable and their
communities and keep their public safe. That is what
they are there to do. I think they want the funding
and they want to use it in the right way to reach out
to these communities and I think it is right that it is
done through the area based work and they have the
flexibility to decide how that is used. However, you
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have to have the proper support from the police,
from the security services, to help them understand
where to target this, how to use it and where the
problems are, because they are struggling at the
moment without knowing where the hot spots are
really. There is a willingness there. There is a desire
to do better and there is a strong community basis
which you can only get at local level. It cannot be
dictated from the centre, but you also have to have
that communication fed back up as well. Central
government and the central security services have to
know what is happening at local level as well and I
think it is part of the disconnect we have in this
country between central and local that we are not
seeing proper communication going through.

Q18 Alison Seabeck: Much of the evidence says that
people are seeing this money as being state down,
directing local communities as to how they spend it.
We have heard from Ms Turley saying we need to
have a bit more freedom so that we can spread it
more widely. Mr Husain, I think you said this: it is
not just focused on Muslim communities, but we
look more widely at other potential groupings that
might be drawn into terrorism of one sort or another.
Do you see a way through this if we stay with the
Prevent programme, or do you just feel that central
government ought to oVer local authorities a bit
more flexibility in this field?
Professor Cantle: I think there has to be a separation
of the Prevent agenda from the counter-terrorism
strategy. I think the counter-terrorism strategy has to
be much more nationally directed, police led. What
local authorities should focus on is a much broader
programme of preventing any violent activity in any
community. The tension monitoring arrangements
which they have in place at the moment are
comprehensive. When we talk to local authorities,
often they are worried about gang violence or
violence between diVerent communities or, yes, far
right violence. They have to try and reconcile all of
those diVerent pressures and deal with them in a
proportionate way. They therefore have much
broader based programmes and would find it very
diYcult to focus on some of the very specific
concerns of Muslim communities without getting
drawn into some of the counterterrorism activities.
Bear in mind that in London there are 300 spoken in
London schools. In most of our principal cities there
are 200. Even in small market downs like Boston,
Lincolnshire, there are 65 languages. Those local
authorities and others have to manage the interface
between so many diVerent communities. I think it is
absolutely crucial that they are allowed to get on
with the Prevent work on a broad based approach
and that specific Muslim centric programmes are
directed much more nationally and kept separate as
part of the counter-terrorism strategy.

Q19 Mr Slaughter: I am persuaded that the current
intention and actuality of Prevent are entirely
misconceived from both ends of the spectrum. I am
not entirely persuaded by your alternative, if I have
understood it, which is that it is very clearly directed
ideologically at re-education or persuasion. That

sounds as if it might work in Saudi but I am not sure
that that is going to work. It might be even worse.
We get a lot of briefings from your organisation and
other organisations. A lot of those seem to be
constantly critical of other organisations and what
they say or individuals in that way, which may be
interesting in a technical way but how on earth is
that going to resolve issues of terrorism in particular
communities?
Mr Husain: It is part of the process. If the thinking
of Muslim organisations now does not end, the
wallowing in victimhood, the blaming on foreign
policy, the desire to be seen constantly as bullied, if
that is not changed and the narrative reshaped, if the
discussion does not occur and we do not see the
bickering that you are seeing at the moment, I do not
think we will be in a healthier space. If, God forbid,
there is a terrorist bomb that goes oV in the next two
or three months, I think people rightly will ask what
did people like us in this room do about it. In order
to have the right answers at that time, I think the
Prevent programme must stay. The options without
the Prevent programme would be to somehow talk
about this or put the pressures on necessary places
which to me seem inconceivable.

Q20 Mr Betts: Can we just talk about the race
relations industry? We have an Islamic experts
industry now which you are part of. In relying on
advice from people like yourselves, is this really
getting views that reflect the views of the Muslim
community as a whole?
Mr Husain: Why do you go out and seek opinions of
the Muslim community? The Muslim community is
no diVerent from any other community. Muslims are
British citizens like everybody else. Their concerns
are the same as anyone else’s concerns. I think the
desire from Westminster and Whitehall to see a
diVerent expectation for Muslims is wrong. Where
we have a problem is among the ideologues. That is
where the focus should be. Therefore it is wrong I
think to bring the entire 2.5 million Muslim
community into all of this other than to say that they
continue what hopefully they are doing in rejecting
the narrative of extremism and terrorism. There is no
need to have this mindset of “take us to your leader”.
In other words, show us the representative groups.
That is part of the problem. When we go out looking
for representatives, we find normally male, middle
aged, middle class, politically engaged people come
forward.
Professor Cantle: I think what we have to do is to
show that we are not just interested in the Muslim
community as Muslims. They suVer disadvantage.
We need to tackle some of the inequalities. We need
to tackle the fact that many of them, rather like
young people more generally, do not vote. There is a
democratic deficit and we need to tackle them much
more widely, as with all other communities. At the
moment, the Prevent agenda creates the impression
that we are just interested in one thing. We are
pursuing that through the Muslim identity, yes, with
the relevant experts as part of that process, rather
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than being interested in the things which we should
be interested in, in other aspects of their identity and
disadvantage.

Q21 Mr Betts: You all think that you are right to be
advising government on these matters obviously.
Are there any organisations government should
refuse to engage with and on what criteria?
Ms Turley: I guess I am here representing the local
authority perspective of those who are given the
responsibility of using this money and trying to help
build the kinds of communities that we want to live
in. They have a very diYcult balance to strike. They
are not there to represent any particular portion.
They have to be very careful who they deal with, that
they do not always deal with the same people. They
have to be fair in the way they distribute resources.
All these pressures on them in the way they try and
manage their local places. Going back to the original
question, I do not think they would see themselves
as having a particular message on the Muslim
community but about their places as local areas that
have identities and the kinds of communities they
want to support and build.

Q22 Chair: The question was: are there any groups
that local authorities should not be engaging with.
Professor Cantle: In my view, no. I think you have to
have the widest possible engagement with groups
and that means sometimes dealing with very
marginalised, diYcult groups. I am thinking here
across all communities in order to try and make sure
that you understand the pressures on people from all
diVerent perspectives. I think it is extremely

Witnesses: Dr Muhammad Abdul Bari, Secretary General, Muslim Council of Britain, Ms Humera Khan, An
Nisa Society, and Mr Massoud Shadjareh, Chair, Islamic Human Rights Commission, gave evidence.

Q23 Chair: I think the three of you were here in the
previous session so you heard what I said about how
we will take into account the written evidence as well
as the oral evidence. We do not have to cover
everything in your oral evidence. We are time
limited, obviously. The first question again is
whether you, from your viewpoint, think it is
appropriate that Prevent is part of the CONTEST,
counter-terrorism strategy and whether CLG should
be involved.
Dr Bari: I think anything that conflates community
cohesion with security has problems. Anything that
has conflation of community cohesion and security
has a problem because community cohesion is a
totally diVerent thing. So far, what we have seen is
that CONTEST has been conflated with community
cohesion is what it is about. We have serious
reservations about this. Our report from our FES
from the community is that it is counterproductive.
Ms Khan: I am in place of Khalida Khan who is our
director. She is not feeling well so I am here in her
place. She is the expert so if there is anything in
particular that I cannot answer then she will have to
get back to you. As an organisation we feel very
strongly that Prevent should not be part of

dangerous to try and refuse any particular group
because you are obviously going to fail to hear some
of the voices that probably are the ones that you
most need to hear.
Mr Husain: Much depends on what you mean by
“engagement”. If engagement means financial
backing, then I think there should be limits on who
the taxpayer funds. If engagement means sharing a
platform with, then I think it depends on what a
politician or a government minister is saying at that
platform. If they are bolstering the case for
parliamentary democracy against those—and they
exist—who stand against parliamentary democracy,
then the framing of the debate needs to be such that
endorsement is not given but critical engagement
happens. Much depends on what we mean by
“engagement”, when it happens and why it happens.
I think it is diYcult for us to give a straightforward
yes or no answer.
Ms Turley: We have to remember the importance of
local, political leadership as well. Local authorities
have to make these decisions all the time. If they
choose to take a diYcult position, then they will face
their public at the next election. Those are the kinds
of things they have to juggle. I think the fundamental
thing here comes back down to the point about
information sharing. Local authorities do not
always know who they are dealing with until perhaps
something reaches the papers. The importance of
working with the police and intelligence services is
absolutely critical for them to know who they are
funding, who they are working with and enabling
them to make the decisions they need to make.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed.

community cohesion for a number of diVerent
reasons which have been stated in our submissions
already, but primarily for the reason that a whole
community cannot be made responsible for the acts
of a minority. It is unprecedented in this country. I
personally have grown up in the London Borough of
Brent. I lived through the troubles at the time of the
IRA and also the race riots in the seventies and
eighties. During all those times never was the entire
community made responsible or accountable for the
actions of a few. What is also unprecedented at this
point, following 7/7, is that there are no real,
meaningful strategies to work at looking at where
the barriers have been within the local engagement
with communities, what is leading to the
disengagement of Muslim communities, the
radicalisation on the ground, why are our young
people susceptible to certain types of ideas. We have
not had any kind of real, meaningful engagement at
the local level to understand that. The government
and local authorities have lost the opportunity
certainly from the time of the Cantle review, which I
was part of, of not identifying institutional
Islamophobia. We did hear people talk about that
across the country when we went visiting but the



Processed: 23-03-2010 18:51:55 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG2

Ev 8 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

30 November 2009 Dr Muhammad Abdul Bari, Ms Humera Khan and Mr Massoud Shadjareh

report did not reflect that. I think we lost an
opportunity at the time of the Cantle review to
actually take the bull by the horns on the issue of
institutional Islamophobia to have some policies
which may not have prevented 7/7 but would have
created the engagement with local authority that we
would have needed in order to make the Muslim
communities feel that they have a stake in this
society and maybe that they can work more
cohesively, constructively and more harmoniously
with the authorities who are dealing with the crisis
that we have had since 7/7.

Q24 Chair: Mr Shadjareh, can I maybe ask you to
amplify on what I asked before? As well as
considering whether Prevent should be part of the
counter-terrorism strategy—and I suspect you are
going to say no—how do you think that cohesion
work might contribute in any case to reducing levels
of radicalisation?
Mr Shadjareh: I personally think that one of the
main problems is alienation of the Muslim
community which has amplified in the last few years.
If anything, rather than trying to address that issue,
all these policies including Prevent have alienated
the community even more so, identifying the whole
of the community as possible terrorists with the
criminalisation of the community, creating them into
this outside community. Mosques, centres and
organisations, when they are being asked to bid for
Prevent, have to acknowledge there is a major
problem in the community. Most of them do not
believe there is. There is this double standard both in
the community and also on the government’s part.
On the government’s part we are also hearing that
this is not a problem with the Muslim community,
but the way that they have been dealt with is taking a
whole blanket approach to the whole of the Muslim
community. I think it is counterproductive. Also I
think it counterproductive from the point of view
that when you are dealing with intelligence and
intelligence agencies they need to talk to the very
people who are more likely to be a threat. Prevent
excludes those people. In some ways the two things
are completely counterproductive, because the
intelligence needs to go to those specific groups.
Prevent is saying that those groups should not be
approached. I believe that it is counterproductive on
many levels but, more than anything, I think one of
the main problems has been from the beginning. We
failed to identify what we mean by “extremism”. I
think that what we are really talking about is trying
to stop a means of violence to address issues of
concern or issues of grievance. There has been a
failure to understand that aspect. We are dealing
with a much wider, blanket problem or perceived
problem in the Muslim community.

Q25 Alison Seabeck: Do you think therefore that the
attitude of the non-at risk groups towards
communities that are seen as more likely to be or
perceived as harbouring violent extremists needs to
be dealt with more vigorously? Clearly, their attitude
in a sense can increase feelings of disengagement and
exclusion within minority communities.

Mr Shadjareh: Yes.

Q26 Alison Seabeck: We are not looking across the
piece is what you are saying?
Mr Shadjareh: Yes. I agree. We have failed to address
this main issue of engaging the community. As my
colleagues were also saying, I think the whole of our
attitude of anti-terrorism and Prevent or even
cohesion has been on exclusion rather than inclusion
of the communities. That is very dangerous. We need
to understand that every single Muslim
organisation, with the exception of very, very few,
condemned this and they were partners in fighting
this. They excluded a whole lot of them. We only
wanted to listen to the music that we like to listen to.
Afterwards we went into it further and created an
organisation that will specifically play the music that
we want to listen to. That is really not going to
address the issue. If anything, we will exclude the
main community even further. Something needs to
be done to make everyone a stakeholder in our
society because that is very important.

Q27 Chair: Can I just tease out this point slightly
more? I think we would all agree that we should be
trying to engage every part of the British community
in the wider community. That is what community
cohesion is all about, but what I am not quite clear
about is whether you are suggesting that by so doing,
in relation to the Muslim community, that would
have any eVect whatsoever on the small number of
Muslims who are engaged in violence.
Ms Khan: In a sense, the Prevent strategy is already
a strategy once the horse has bolted. It is already too
late. The 7/7 bombings were symbolic of the fact that
the lack of investment in the past has resulted in this
tragedy. My own personal view is that there is no
reason why any Muslim in Britain should be prone
to extremist violence. In theory we do not have the
circumstances that should lead to that. Therefore, by
having this prevent strategy where there have been
many opportunities in the past that government
could have created the infrastructure for
engagement, it has left it too late to do it at 7/7. I
already mentioned the Cantle review team and the
report that came from that. In fact, it goes before
that. It went with the failure of the Race Relations
Act to recognise that communities are very diverse
and needs are not just based on race. The Muslim
community has been spiralling into this socio-
economic decline and also intellectual engagement,
let us say, with local authorities or any kind of
establishment here, because it is not felt that it has
been understood and able to come in, in a way that
is authentic to it. While I agree with Ted that we need
to look at a local level, we need to look at the general
issues that face all communities. You can only do
that to a specific community if it has the facility to
do that. For example, with the white working class
and low educational achievement of African-
Carribean communities, we see statistics which show
again and again the lack of achievement, the
criminalisation, the whole range of things that are
making those communities feel that they cannot
engage and they cannot move forward. The census
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has showed us statistics upon statistics that the
Muslim community are at the lower end of
everything. There is no engagement. There is no
moving forward because a lot of their social needs
come from the fact that they are a faith based
community. Therefore, it is not about religion. It is
about the fact that some of the social needs, some of
the criteria of our life that we live by, are shaped by
our faith. Local authorities as such in the statutory
sector do not understand that. They have not been
able to engage with us in a way that makes sense.
Therefore what happens is the Muslim community
vote with their feet. They step away. They do not
engage. For example, if they go into schools and they
feel the schools do not understand their children
because they do not understand certain aspects of
their way of life or something, they will disengage
their children from being involved in all the diVerent
facets that our education system enables. That is the
beginning of many diVerent levels of dis-
engagement. We have had experience around the
country when we have done training and things that
the statutory sector, people working in the front line,
have themselves held what I would call institutional
Islamophobic attitudes about the Muslim
community, perpetuating stereotypes, projecting
them onto their Muslim community in a way that
further creates this problem.

Q28 Chair: Can we try and focus back on the
question I asked in the first place, which is: are you
contending that that disengagement of the Muslim
community as a whole has then contributed to the
small number of people within the Muslim
community who have involved themselves in
outright violence? Yes or no?
Ms Khan: It has contributed but I am not saying it is
necessarily the major factor. It created the arena for
young people to disengage. I am trying to explain to
you. The personal dis-engagement did not happen
overnight so the process of re-engagement is not
going to happen overnight. If you want to re-engage,
you have to re-engage in the proper mechanism.

Q29 Chair: If you are suggesting that the
disengagement of the Muslim community as a whole
has somehow contributed to a small number within
the Muslim community becoming violent, that
would suggest that re-engaging with the entire
Muslim community, which is what Prevent is trying
to do in a sense, is actually a good strategy.
Ms Khan: No, because what it is trying to do is re-
engage with the Muslim community on the issue of
counterterrorism.

Q30 Mr Betts: How do we then engage in
government bodies, whether they are national or
local, with the Muslim community? There has been
criticism in some of the evidence we have had about
the representative organisations so-called that the
government does engage with and the feeling that
perhaps they are not representative and are not really
engaging at all properly with the Muslim community
as a whole. To engage with the Muslim community

as a whole is a massive job, is it not, because you say
there are so many diVerent variations of interests
and views within that community?
Dr Bari: Muslim communities are very diverse and
evolving. Before the disturbances in the three
northern cities in 2001 this community was praised
by everyone for what it has been doing,
contributions in many areas, in spite of all the
diYculties. 7/7 suddenly came and there must be
some reasons for that. There is no reason for
violence or terrorism or criminality but
unfortunately our community also has a
disproportionate number of the prison population
compared to our own population. That is the reality,
for whatever reason. There will always be a minority
of people who would probably go for this violence,
extremism or terrorism. What all of us should do,
community organisations, communities, the
government and everyone, is try to engage with
everyone who does not break the law. That is the
important thing. What is happening with the
Prevent agenda is there are community
organisations they support but they are not
representative enough so produce some new
organisation. Some new organisation comes with no
background of serving the community or working in
the community and the money is spent. This has
created an envy from the other communities. I work
with diVerent types of faith groups. Many non-
Muslim faith groups envy us that we are getting lots
of money. At the same time, it is also creating
internal division in our community, envy within the
community, because money is going to certain
groups of people because they probably listen to the
government. This may not be right. Other
organisations may represent this chunk of the
community. They do not get anything or they do not
apply for that. There is an environment of envy and
lack of confidence has developed because of this
Prevent funding.
Mr Shadjareh: I think the first basis of engagement
is on the right basis. The way that we are being
engaged as the Muslim community now is we are
looked at as either terrorists, possible terrorists or
possible future terrorists etc. On those premises you
cannot really have a positive engagement with any
community. The problem is, as my colleagues were
saying, that real infrastructure of inter-
communication between local authorities and the
community has failed. Also, there is another issue
that we have failed to understand, that there is a
perception, although sometimes denied, that Islam is
the cause of terrorism. We are looking at the concept
of the philosophy that the end justifies the means as
a main cause of terrorism. Any community or any
group believes that the end justifies the means. Then
they would end up becoming a terrorist. Indeed,
within the religious community of not just Muslims
and others, the concept that the end justifies the
means is non-existent because as a religious faith
group, like others, we believe that we are responsible
for the means. The end is in the hands of God.
Therefore, Islam in this form is practised by a
majority, not specific groups that you target or
engage with. I believe that. I think that has been
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again another opportunity that has been missed as a
means of addressing this problem. The whole thing
has been mixed up with cohesion etc., anti-terrorism,
Prevent and so on. Now, we have a policy which is
alienating people. Alienation does not automatically
turn to terrorism but alienation does contribute to
some who might become terrorists and some might
just go into themselves and create other problems in
our society. We keep on saying that people should
not have grievances. People in the real world do have
grievances. Even if the grievances are not
appropriate, still they have the right of having those
grievances. What we could ask as a society is to make
sure that those grievances are going to be addressed
within the means of civil society and democracy
rather than anything else. For that, we need to create
and support organisations that are getting involved
in the community, promoting that sort of concept
rather than just saying that you should become
passive and therefore be a good citizen. That is
another area that is really counterproductive to what
we are trying to achieve, getting people engaged and
giving them the tools of being good citizens.

Q31 Mr Betts: I live in a constituency where there is
a mixed population in part of it from Pakistan,
Bangladesh, and people originating some years ago.
There is not overt racial tension, by and large. People
do live side by side in the same street but they live
completely separate lives. They probably never go in
their next door neighbour’s house. They do not
socialise. They do not go to the same sports clubs.
They do not play football or cricket together.
Obviously these are diVerent religions, if you have
any religion at all. I just wonder how you get
engagement there because they are communities
who are not engaging with each other but they are
living as part of the same community. .If it is what
causes alienation, the fact that people are not
engaged in that way, how do we deal with it?
Mr Shadjareh: It is a problem. I go and give talks in
the schools and when I go into schools I find in one
classroom the black children in one corner and
Bangladeshis in one corner. They are all sitting down
in their own corners. This is a challenge going
beyond the issue of terrorism. It should be
addressed. After the Oldham riot, we were
suggesting a lot of projects needed to go into sport
and so forth, bringing the communities to engage
with one another. All those opportunities are being
missed at the moment under Prevent and cohesion.
I believe that even some of the faith schools are more
eVective in addressing this issue than the secondary
schools. Secondary schools are ignoring this
problem and are not really addressing it the way they
should do. That needs to be addressed. The
emphasis needs to be on creating better citizens for
the future. We need to have something more than
just the issue of terrorism in mind all the time when
we address this issue.
Ms Khan: I think this whole thing about community
cohesion is a bit of a red herring. I grew up in the
London Borough of Brent. I went to school in
Kilburn. I went to a comprehensive. It was not great,
but I loved it. There was the social life, but we were

very diverse. Education was not our priority. It was
an extremely diverse community that we had there.
At a very human level we got on with each other. We
knew for example the Muslim girls can do this and
the Jewish people could do that. The Spanish could
not do this. Italians could not do that. The Catholics
had this. We knew how that all worked at a human
level amongst ourselves as young people. What
happens is it becomes a systemic problem because
the system does not know how to harness all the
potential of all this diversity. How do you
acknowledge all these diVerent people? I think the
illusion about community cohesion is that, just
because you say, “Okay, give the funds and we will
create the space for people to come together;
therefore they should” for community cohesion to
work people all need to be equal. We all need to be
able equally to feel that we are part of the process.
We are able to articulate ourselves and be heard. For
example, one thing I have said in the past is, for me
as a Muslim to be engaged, I would like to be able
to say in one sentence what I usually say in 10 or 20
sentences. The only way I can explain who I am,
where I come from, I need 20 sentences to explain
what otherwise somebody might say in one sentence
because society as a whole understands where some
of these other communities come from. They have
that understanding. Another example is, if a white
male rapes a woman, we do not suddenly say all
white males are rapists but if you see a minority,
particularly now if you see a Muslim person who
does something wrong like rape somebody, because
of the images that we have of Muslims which are all
negative, we immediately put them in that box.
Therefore, we need to create a dialogue between
understanding where our perceptions of
understanding of community comes from and
remove the barriers, stereotypes and prejudice from
that. The problem is we do not have a systemic
process in place. We have not had that historically.
For Muslims to be seen for ourselves and
understood and to look at what institutional
Islamophobia is, like we have done in other
communities, it does not mean that you solve all the
problems but you give the space for ordinary people
in the community to have the framework in which to
work. For me, I do not think community cohesion
works in the way that we talk about it.
Chair: We are not actually supposed to be discussing
community cohesion in this session. We are
supposed to be discussing the Prevent programme.
Dr Pugh: Could I follow through on something Mr
Shadjareh said which I think follows from what Mr
Husain said before? Mr Husain suggested in the
earlier session the fact that we have to fight a battle
of ideas. What you seem to be suggesting in your
response is this battle of ideas is not just purely a
battle about Islamic ideas, the reference to text and
so on; it is a more fundamental battle about how you
behave as a civilised being. You mentioned the end
and the means, an ideology which has to be
contested no matter what the religion is. In a sense,
you are giving some marker as to how to fight the
battle of ideas. We do not need to be experts on the
Koran to do it.
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Q32 Chair: Can I focus you on this: if we are all
agreed that there are some individuals out there who
are more likely to become extremists than others—
not just Muslim extremists but BNP type extremists,
animal rights extremists, whatever—how do we
identify those individuals rather than just dealing
with groups as a whole and hoping you vaguely hit
the individual?
Mr Shadjareh: Identifying them is a security issue. If
there are people like that in any section of the
community—and there are extremists, the extreme
right etc.,—that is an issue that security needs to deal
with. It is not something that the communities or
councils and so forth could deal with. If you are
talking about how we could minimise that type of
engagement, we need to promote other engagement
and give other avenues for people to deal with their
grievances. If we do not do that, we are pushing more
people to issues of extremism. This is a natural
concept. I think we have failed in creating those
avenues. What we are saying and hearing from
politicians is that people should not have grievances.
I am sorry; people do have. My whole family and my
children have grievances in the house and so forth.
We as human beings do have grievances. Some are
right and some are wrong but they need to be
addressed within appropriate means. I think it is
essential because even nowadays governments are
involved in the concept of the end justifies the means.
We need to say that is something that is unacceptable
in any form. This leads to violence which is
unacceptable.
Dr Bari: Any security issue is a matter for the
security agencies, the police and definitely society
and communities should cooperate with them
because it is the overall security of society. The
nature of a dynamic and living society is that society
is vigilant. There are ways of engaging people who
can think of doing something atrocious to society
because societies are not full of NGOs, so good
parenting, good education, good moral education
and citizenship in schools. There are many, many
ways that we should all engage with every society but
the most important thing is every community should
be treated with respect. Us and them does not help.

Q33 Alison Seabeck: You will have heard the
witnesses earlier talking about the relationship
between central and local government and the fact
that there was a view that local government was not
equipped to manage this programme or to identify
potentially organisations and individuals that might
be encouraging terrorism. Do you have a view on
that?
Ms Khan: One thing is about them not being
equipped. The question is: are they the right place
for it, as people have been saying. Certainly we do
not think that it is the job of local authorities to act
as a policing agency. The job of local authorities is to
engage with their communities, provide services and
therefore represent their communities and their
needs. In some respects you could say local
authorities have failed the Muslim community
because they should already be having an
understanding of the Muslim community and what

their issues are. I would throw the thing back to local
authorities and say, “Why have you not understood
your local communities? Why have you not already
engaged?”

Q34 Alison Seabeck: Do you not have a sense that
they are being directed from the top down and
therefore it is outside their control, as some of the
evidence suggested?
Ms Khan: In our experience locally in Brent, we
found that the way this policy has been implemented
has been that local authorities are seeing it as a little
bit of extra money for them. They are given that little
bit of extra money to do something that they should
be doing anyway, but they will get this extra money
to do whatever they are doing without really putting
into place in the man consultation processes,
accountability; there is no transparency. There are
whole ways that these things have not been done
appropriately. They do not even know how to
implement it.

Q35 Alison Seabeck: Does that perpetuate rivalry
between diVerent groups to see money going to
diVerent places, as was also alluded to in earlier
evidence?
Ms Khan: Historically, whenever government gives
to particularly minority communities following a
crisis, pots of money like this, for example, at the
time of race riots when lots of money is pumped in
to certain types of groups or whatever and of course
it created tensions and conflicts. By definition when
you do that it is going to create conflict. I would just
like to add that the Muslim community did not ask
for this money. The money was given by the
government’s own criteria, whatever it decided. In
the main, certainly when it has come to a local level,
it has been imposed on them. We as an organisation
were persuaded to go for this money as pathfinder
and then we decided not to take it because we could
see the implications of it. We only agreed to it with
our local authorities. We said to them that the only
way we would do it is if you then begin a strategy
with us on how to mainstream outside Prevent the
issues to do with the Muslim community.
Dr Bari: I think local authorities may not be fully
aware of what is happening in their area. I have seen,
through my interaction with our aYliates and
communities, they are probably far more aware of
their local communities than central government.
What happens sadly is some of the local authorities
were not told they could take this money. I have
some practical experiences and personal as well from
my dealings with other aYliates. There was a lot of
persuasion from central government for local
government to take that money. There is some
discrepancy between the central government
perception and the local government which works
with the local community. Wherever I have gone,
local Muslim communities have worked quite well
with local authorities. They have worked quite well
with the local police. There could be mixed pictures
but that is what I know in the whole of the country.
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Mr Shadjareh: First of all, the problem is top down,
putting on pressure. Secondly, it is not really
identifying the need within communities and the
need perceived in the government is based on anti-
terrorism again. It is very counterproductive and
negative. Also, it fails. There are many issues in the
community which have been created or have been
promoted and escalated because of what happened
in 7/7 and 9/11. There are huge problems of
Islamophobia in our community. There are mental
health issues that have been created out of
criminalisation of the whole community. There is no

Witnesses: Ms Huda Jawad, UK Programme Director, Forward Thinking, Ms Naz Koser, Chief Executive,
Ulfah Arts, and Ms Ratna Lachman, Director of JUST, gave evidence.

Q36 Chair: I think some of you have been here at
least during part of the previous evidence so you
have heard what the previous witnesses have been
saying. I will just repeat the bit about the written
evidence also being included, so we do not need to
cover absolutely everything. Can I start on the issue
of who is giving advice to the government at the
moment and information on the issue of preventing
violent extremism and ask first really who you
believe the government should be talking to and
whether you think that organisations within the
Muslim community who are seen to be advising
government on this issue are then somehow
delegitimised with the rest of the Muslim
community.
Ms Jawad: I apologise if any of this is repetitive but
in answer to the question that you have asked what
we have found since 2005 is that there has been a
process by which information about the Muslim
community or things that are appropriate with
regard to engaging with the Muslim community has
changed from consulting a wider group of
stakeholders, if you like, to a narrowing down. I feel
it has come to the point where information is listened
to depending on the organisation you claim to
represent or the way in which you claim to engage
with government. In my experience, I believe that
the advice government has been getting about
engagement with the Muslim community has been
quite limited. Engagement with the diversity of the
Muslim community has not been reflected in the
process of consultation, ministerial advice and
reaching out to Muslim communities. I feel that
there is an agenda being played by various Muslim
organisations to influence government policy and to
claim to have the representative voice of the Muslim
community rather than to say that we are a diverse
group of people that cannot be represented by one
strand of Islam or by two or even three organisations
within the country. My personal opinion would be
that the process of advice and consultation has been
extremely limited to the detriment of Prevent.
Ms Lachman: For me, what has happened with the
Islamic Council of Britain and the Quilliam
Foundation is symptomatic of how the government
conducts itself. Where there are messages that it does
not want to hear or does not like to hear, those are

counselling available. There is no legal aid available.
There is no help line available to help these
communities. No money has gone into this area
while we have spent millions in other areas and even
internationally. The problem is that this money is
earmarked in certain ways which are
counterproductive and are not addressing the real
needs of the community. Even local authorities are
finding it unacceptable because it is turning them
into police oYcers, watching for extremism when
nobody knows what is the definition of extremism.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed.

the organisations that are marginalised. Those
organisations refer back to the government in terms
of the messages it wants to hear are the ones that it
prefers to listen to. I think that is replicated in the
local arena too. If you are going to have a
meaningful dialogue, you need to understand the
notion of radicalisation. It is important that you are
speaking to a diversity of organisations, not just
those who perpetuate the moderate version of Islam
that the government is most comfortable with. I
think, in terms of who is advising the government, it
is those organisations that mirror back the
government’s views. Secondly, I also think that
because the police are such key drivers at a local level
together with your counterterrorism oYcers and the
intelligence services, they become the funnel through
which what is happening in the community is
funnelled back to the government. Whether you
look at the assessment of the NI35, whether you look
at tension monitoring, whether you look at the
conversations that are happening around CDRP
tables, it is the police who are leading the agenda.
They are the ones who are assessing the intelligence
and they are the analysts who then feed it back to the
government. It is not just about Muslim
organisations, we need to remember that the police
are key drivers in terms of how that information is
being translated.

Q37 Chair: Ms Koser, can you extend it to the local
level as well. Do you think that those bits of the
Muslim community that are being excluded could
maybe force themselves back on to the agenda and
into the dialogue?
Ms Koser: Yes, absolutely. Whilst I was listening to
the other evidence I was thinking of how we could
encourage this. IT and technology is at such a fast
pace, and we have got things like Facebook and
MySpace, tools like that, which we as organisations
could use to take your message to young people and
women’s organisations and women that we work
directly with to bring their voices forward. As an
organisation, we try not to talk on behalf of the
women and young people that we work with, we act
as a broker so we bring those voices forward directly.
Some kind of tool where other organisations could
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send that message out to their stakeholders, to
women directly and encourage them, engages them
in this debate a lot further.

Q38 Chair: Do you think there are specific
organisations which are currently excluded from the
government debate who ought to be included?
Ms Jawad: The obvious example is the MCB, but in
my opinion and my experience there has been a trend
to categorise organisations as either Islamist or not,
and if you seem to have a political agenda or an
organisation that has a political opinion about what
is going on in the world yet retaining Islamic identity,
that is seen as a threat and unacceptable version of
Islam that we do not wish to deal with. That is at a
central government level. At a local level there are
diVerent nuances, primarily because the faith agenda
is so recent. What has happened in my locality is that
previous race groups who talked on behalf of BME
communities or race relations organisations have
taken on the faith discourse without really having
much experience of or articulation in faith matters,
and I feel that has been problematic at the local level.

Q39 Alison Seabeck: Can you tell me whether or not
you think there are risks in adopting an even more
local approach to administering the Prevent
programme? Would you have worries about local
authorities’ capacity to do it or would you be
worried that the local police forces—the point you
have just made—would be the key drivers?
Ms Lachman: My view is that the sooner the local
authority moves away from the entire security
agenda, the better it is in terms of restoring
confidence and trust of the communities that it
works with. It is critical that local authorities are
service providers and it is critical that Muslims are
seen as citizens who are service users, and their
ability to leverage local authority services should not
be predicated in terms of whether they are Muslim or
not. There is a profound amount of challenges that
local authorities have to face. We talk about place
shaping, localism, engagement, and they cannot
seriously be involved in those debates and do that in
a leadership role if by the same token they are seen
to be playing to another master who in some sense is
on the opposite spectrum to the Muslim community.
I think that the local authorities are between a rock
and a hard place because they have a role as a service
provider but, on the other hand, they are being
pulled by the government towards a security and
anti-terror agenda and are severely compromised.

Q40 Alison Seabeck: You do not think they are
equipped for that role at all, and nor should they be?
Ms Lachman: I do not think you can say yes or no.
It may be that some local authorities might be better
positioned in terms of knowing their locality and
where the issues are. I do not think that is the issue.
We need to go back to ask what is the role of the local
authority, and it is that of a service provider, that of
leadership. Its role is to reflect the aspirations of the
community. Its role is not to impose the aspirations
of the government without engaging communities in
that process.

Q41 Alison Seabeck: Ms Koser, you were nodding at
that point.
Ms Koser: Yes. We have experience of our local
authority contributing to local politics within the
Muslim community. When you break it down there
are 73, if not more, diVerent sects of Islam and we all
practise diVerently, we are all from diVerent cultural
backgrounds, and whoever gets funded everybody
else is thinking, “They have been funded because of
this, that or the other” and there is this conversation
around Muslim women who are supported are
women who wear hijab, not the women who do not
wear hijab. All of these rumours are escalating at
local level.

Q42 Alison Seabeck: Unhealthy.
Ms Lachman: As a result of these politics, what it has
done is it has contributed not just to inter-ethnic
divides between black communities and the Muslim
community, but critically it has led to intra-ethnic
divides between black communities. No local
authority should be put in a position where it is seen
as positioning itself with one community against the
other because it is dangerous for the local authority
to be embroiled in something like that.

Q43 Chair: Can you expand on this? A facile view
would be to say that terrorism is a threat to all of us,
so how can a programme that is trying to combat
terrorism be seen as siding with one community or
another.
Ms Jawad: The idea of transferring power to the
local level is aspirationally welcomed. What it does
miss on the ground is the actual factors and daily
nuances that people in diVerent geographical
locations with diVerent ethnic backgrounds and
diversity of ethnic community actually go through. I
know in the guidelines on Prevent it asks local
authorities to attach Prevent to other local agendas,
like community cohesion, youth services, leisure
services, which I think is absolutely detrimental to
these services but also to Prevent itself because what
happens is every interaction with the state becomes
through the lens of countering terrorism so,
therefore, there is a great mistrust of any interaction.
People are afraid to send their kids to school because
they will be spied upon. That is the kind of
misconception that there is. Another consequence of
local authorities’ inability to know their
constituencies and also deal with the Prevent agenda
has been that those who have been, if you like, given
Prevent money, or in the eyes of the community co-
opted into local authorities, have then been asked to
be accountable by their own communities for
actions by the police or by the government, to
explain why a certain action has been taken against
their own community by the police or the
government. For example, should there be arrests
made in certain localities then the people who have
been involved in the Prevent agenda from the
Muslim community are seen as agents of the state:
“You gave information. It is your involvement in
this that has led to the arrest of community leaders
or young people”.
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Q44 Alison Seabeck: Would that not happen anyway
even without the Prevent programme, that
somebody would point the finger at someone and
say, “Someone must have told the police”?
Ms Jawad: I think it is the way you engage with these
organisations because in certain localities only
certain community groups have been awarded funds
to the detriment of others.

Q45 Alison Seabeck: That does suggest a lack of
understanding of the diverse nature of Muslim
communities on behalf of local authorities and
central government.
Ms Jawad: The fact that local authorities are asked
to provide a service but also uphold a central
government agenda that is about policing
communities, if you like, gives these mixed messages
where people feel they cannot trust any interaction
with government. Finally, we, as an organisation, do
a lot of visits for civil servants to Muslim
communities and we were doing a visit to the
Midlands and met with a local government oYcer
there. The way he talked about Prevent clearly
illustrated to me the huge gap in understanding
between how local authorities, or maybe central
government representatives, see Prevent in local
communities. He talked about Prevent as a brand.
He said, “The Prevent brand was not selling well at
the beginning, but it is selling better now and there is
more acceptance of it”. I found that deeply oVensive
being a Muslim because should Prevent the brand go
wrong my face is in the fire, I am on the frontline, not
him, he does not come from that community and
does not seem to have a remit in his job requirement
to engage with communities, it is something left up
to the local authority. When I questioned that and
asked, “How do you know the local authority is
engaging with the right people?” he said, “Your cross
your fingers and hope it’s right”. This is at the heart
of why things keep going wrong and there is that
issue of mistrust.

Q46 Dr Pugh: Could we have a bit of clarity on this.
Are you saying that no money should be spent by the
government in reducing the risks of violent
extremism, in other words spend the money on
something else?
Ms Jawad: Personally, I am not.

Q47 Dr Pugh: You are saying that some money
should be spent by the government on preventing
violent extremism, you are all saying that?
Ms Jawad: Yes.
Ms Lachman: I am saying that local authorities—

Q48 Dr Pugh: You are saying that some money
should be spent by the government on preventing
violent extremism?
Ms Lachman: No, I am saying no money should be
spent.

Q49 Dr Pugh: No money should be spent at all by
the government on preventing violent extremism?

Ms Lachman: Not on violent extremism. I think that
should be within the purview of the intelligence
service, the security service, not within the purview
of local authorities.
Chair: I do not think that was quite what John was
asking. He was not asking whether local authorities
should necessarily spend that money.

Q50 Dr Pugh: No, I think I made myself reasonably
clear. You are basically saying that if any money is
spent on violent extremism it should be spent
exclusively on intelligence services and not any other
attempts?
Ms Lachman: Policing, intelligence, security, that is
where the money should be spent.

Q51 Dr Pugh: That is relatively clear. If anybody was
going to spend money on violent extremism, you are
suggesting local authorities are not well-equipped to
do it and should not do it. Is that generally the case?
And so far their eVorts at endeavouring to do it have
been fairly cack-handed and counterproductive.
Ms Lachman: Not just cack-handed.

Q52 Dr Pugh: I did say counterproductive as well.
Ms Lachman: I will tell you why it is
counterproductive. We work with very young
people, we do the Mythbusters project in some of the
most deprived wards, and I can tell you that a lot of
the young people will not work with council youth
workers because they do not know where that
information is going. There is a real concern that if
they say something wrong, for instance, they might
be channelled into the Channel project, which is seen
as a de-radicalisation scheme. There is a real concern
in terms of the relationships of trust and confidence
that used to be there with youth workers from local
councils and I know a lot of young people who will
not do that. From the point of view of youth
workers, the fact that they have to sign information
sharing agreements and are bullied and cajoled into
sharing that data with other parties is a real problem.
Where does that data go? Who is monitoring that
data? How long is that data going to be kept? Where
are the scrutiny mechanisms? Where are the
accountability mechanisms?

Q53 Dr Pugh: To be fair, is that not an argument
about how it is done rather than that it is done.
Clearly if people have suspicions about what is
basically a benign eVort to get people more happily
ensconced in their own community and less inclined
to radical extremism and they are doing it in a way,
that creates suspicion then it is not being done well.
Would you accept or not that local authorities are
huge organisations and they do a range of things,
some of which are beneficial and we all appreciate,
and some activities, like funding police forces and so
on, are not always seen in quite the same way? There
does not seem any reason why a big organisation like
a local authority should not successfully do a
number of diVerent things and do them well.
Ms Lachman: I would suggest that it needs to do
what it needs to do well, and that is be a service
provider. That is its raison d’etre.
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Q54 Dr Pugh: No, it is not. Local authorities do a
range of things apart from providing services.
Ms Lachman: It is involved in CDRPs—Crime and
Disorder Reduction Partnerships—it is involved in
tension monitoring, so it is not that it does not have
an overview in terms of what is happening in its
locality, of course it has, it has very vital partnerships
with the police and they are represented on the Local
Area Agreement. That information flow is ongoing,
but whether it becomes an extension as a security
arm of the state is a completely diVerent thing
because I think that responsibilities and
accountabilities should be very clearly earmarked.
The police need to do policing, intelligence services
need to do whatever they are doing in terms of
intelligence gathering, and local authorities need to
do what their role and responsibility is, and that is
advocating for the communities for whom they are
there. I am very clear about accountability and
transparency in terms of function. This continuum
that we have that you cannot hold them accountable
any more is very dangerous for civic engagement, for
local democracy, and the sooner we go back to first
principles on accountability the better.

Q55 Mr Betts: I am not sure how far you are going
with this. I can see an argument which says that local
authorities should not have a structured and
particular responsibility in the area of counter-
terrorism, but surely when local authority oYcers
are engaged with any members of the public in their
job, if information comes to them both as a public
servant and a citizen which they are concerned about
they should have a responsibility to pass it on to the
appropriate authorities.
Ms Lachman: I agree with that. They have a
responsibility, as would I as a citizen if I did find out.
For instance, in Birmingham in the equality and
diversity unit you have got a counter-terrorism
oYcer co-located with that department and I ask
why is that necessary at all. Why does a CT oYcer
have to be together with an equality and diversity
oYcer? It suggests that the entire landscape is
changing, that something is happening in terms of
how local authorities are seeing themselves in
relation to intelligence and the whole operations that
we are looking at right now. I have never seen that
happening before and it is in this present
environment that we see this co-location. Does that
not disturb you?

Q56 Mr Betts: It is interesting information.
Ms Lachman: I will send you the information after
about that.
Chair: Can you send that to the Clerk of the
Committee afterwards.

Q57 Dr Pugh: I was going to reiterate the point that
local authorities are not simply service providers,
that is a false statement, because they do things like
antisocial behaviour orders, for example.

Ms Lachman: Absolutely.

Q58 Dr Pugh: In a sense, what you are trying to say
is that local authorities are trying to do two things
which cannot be done together or we have not
hitherto seen successful examples of that being so.
Ms Lachman: I think there are real tensions in that
role. Local authorities need to have the confidence of
the communities that they serve and if that
confidence is lost then they cannot do what they need
to do well.

Q59 Mr Slaughter: There does appear to be
consensus, at least on this, that it is a waste of money.
Do you all agree that the Prevent programme is a
waste of money?
Ms Koser: I started my organisation in 2004 and at
the time there was no mention of Muslim women,
and that was my target group. What Prevent has
done is make Muslim women very visible, so now if
I want to do a tour up north I know a number of
Muslim women’s organisations and for me as an
organisation in that sense it has been quite
productive, but in relation to what the
Government’s aims are and what they are trying to
achieve, that is something I cannot answer, I am
afraid.
Ms Jawad: Personally, I think a lot of money has
been wasted but I do not think it is a waste of money.
Prevent has provided an opportunity for a lot of
reinvigoration and the mobilisation of Muslim
organisations at a grass roots level like never before.
It is unfortunate that it is being done through the
prism of counter-terrorism, but it is a form of public
engagement that there has never been before on such
a scale. In many ways it has forced government to
seek the local voice. The question that I have is on
the quality of engagement. When we were founded
in 2004 our whole ethos was to bring the
establishment to the grass roots community and
vice-versa, and we do not need to do that any more
because you can be engage fatigued by the number
of ministers and policymakers coming to visit people
and see local authorities or local communities. There
remains the question of the quality of interaction
that is important and the way in which
accountability has in many ways never existed or
been very opaque when it comes to Prevent. “Your
project sounds good”, but there is not an ability to
compare. You can compare a football youth project
in Luton and a de-radicalisation programme in
Walthamstow, but you cannot make comparisons so
how do you know what is or is not working. For me,
the attachment of the counter-terrorism agenda to
local issues like housing, leisure, youth work, has
caused a lot of confusion for people. That
demarcation that is not there has been suggested
before and has caused many people to have a
confused view where anything that sounds like it is
dealing with Muslims must get Prevent money.
Unfortunately, if you are a Muslim who wants to
engage with the state on issues that do not have to do
with Prevent there is nowhere for you to go, it is
either through Prevent or nothing. It is all or
nothing.
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Q60 Chair: Ms Koser, I know that your activities are
largely artistic and cultural ones. You seemed to be
suggesting that you were happy to take the money
and thought your projects were doing good things
but they were not actually doing anything for
Prevent. Is that your assessment?
Ms Koser: I took a while to engage with Prevent. I
was listening to my community and they were very
nervous and expressed quite a lot of concerns. I
engaged with Prevent trying to access this bridge
because I had experience firsthand in my life when
my sisters were engaged in a group. I do not have the
language to explain what happened but they became
quite extreme which led to my family collapsing,
hence my organisation was set up. I am very
passionate about this issue. One of the things I
realised from my personal experience was the
isolation of my mother when my sisters were going
through this process of where they were coming
home with these really extreme ideas and forcing
them upon the rest of the family. We were quite
isolated and did not have anyone to go and talk to.
You cannot go to the mosque and talk about it. They
were using Islam and this is something that is our
faith, we cannot question it. My mother was really
isolated and did not know where to go. In the end she
had a stroke and suVers from schizophrenia. That
was a key thing for me and that was why I set up my
organisation to target Muslim women to use arts
and creativity as a way to bring them together rather
than to say, “I am going to talk to you about religion
and these are my views” and create that environment
where people can talk about things. For me, the
confusion is what is the government trying to
achieve. I switch from community cohesion to
something that is criminal, is a crime, and something
that the police and counter-terrorism should be
dealing with, not an arts organisation. When it
comes to things like community cohesion and
raising aspirations, those are things that my
organisation can do. It is about being clearer when
you are asking me these questions. If you are talking
about community cohesion and supporting women
to do with this issue then, yes, I do that, but in terms
of have I taken your money and actually prevented
extremism directly, no.

Ms Lachman: You have to listen to the local
authorities. You have to ask yourself why is it that
Bradford, where the northern riots happened, and
Leeds, where the 7/7 bombers came from, are
uncomfortable with the whole Prevent agenda and
do not want to call it the “Prevent monies”. They
have completely distanced themselves from it.

Q61 Chair: When you say “they”, who do you mean?
Ms Lachman: The local authorities. Bradford is
known for not wanting the money and telling the
government they did not want the money. In some
senses the money is laundered through names that
do not go back to Prevent so you cannot identify.
You have to ask yourself the question why. You also
have to ask yourself the question in terms of NI35
and how is it that four of the five West Yorkshire
areas have not put it in the top 30 or 28, or whatever
it is supposed to be LAA indicators, it is only
Calderdale that has done it. Bradford has not done
it; Leeds has not done it; Wakefield has not done it;
Kirklees has not done it; and all these areas have
large Muslim populations. The reason why they
have not done it is because they are not convinced
that is an issue. The issue might be of social
cohesion, around barriers to discrimination and
service access, it certainly is not extremism or
terrorism. I rather like the Denham model in terms
of the 12 million that is going to be invested into
white so-called working class communities because
what that 12 million is about is starting a dialogue
with those communities, starting to understand
what are the reasons why those communities are
feeling the way that they do. I would suggest this
cancer of far-right politics is far more insidious than
the extremism that we talk about. It is starting a
dialogue with the 12 million pounds, not pouring, as
we have, almost 100 million into Prevent monies and
3.5 billion into counter-terrorist operations. If you
used a fraction of that to start that dialogue with
Muslim communities and engage with them in
meaningful ways, I think the kind of anti-terrorism
dividend and anti-extremism dividend might be
more potent and powerful than the way we are doing
it right now.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed. You will send
us the extra information that you mentioned.
Thank you.
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Q62 Chair: Could I welcome you to the second
evidence session on preventing violent extremism
and just repeat what I said last time, which is that the
eventual report will be informed by the written
evidence as well as the oral evidence so we do not
have to repeat everything in this oral session that has
been said in your various written submissions. What
we will be seeking to do is to explore some particular
aspects of the issues that are before us. Perhaps I
could start by asking each of your views on whether
you think that the role of religion has been
overplayed as a driver for radicalisation in the
Prevent programme.

Mr Whine: No, I do not think it has. I think the
Prevent programme is very clearly focused on
preventing crime and on preventing radicalisation. It
does not speak of religion and indeed the whole
counterterrorism programme is not focused on
religion; rather on violent extremism, wherever it
comes from.
Canon Wilkinson: Certainly that is the intention of
the programme but I think that the law of
unintended consequences has played its part. De
facto the Prevent programme or the preventing
violent extremism programme has actually had a
major impact on religious communities. One of the
negative impacts has been on distorting the
relationships between diVerent communities. I can
expand on that, if that is helpful, later on.

Q63 Chair: Would you like to expand on that slightly
now, briefly?
Canon Wilkinson: Yes. Because of the way in which
the Prevent programme has worked, both
institutionally and in the resourcing and funding of
the Prevent programme, other faith communities
have extensively felt that they have been either
sidelined or excluded from the issues which are of
importance to the whole community. In that sense, it
has created a set of tensions between, on the one
hand, our Muslim communities and, on the other
hand, most of the other communities.
Dr Singh: I very much echo the view expressed by
Guy that religion has been brought into it and there
are constant references to Islam. Islam is often
portrayed as a recipient of great amounts of funding
and also the unintended consequence of being
targeted and made a scapegoat for everything that
goes wrong. Again, the impact on other
communities is quite considerable. They are ignored

or the feeling is that they are being ignored and there
is some confusion between community cohesion,
service delivery and the Prevent programme.
Mr Gupta: I fully endorse the sentiments and feelings
expressed by my colleagues but I have to add on
religion that, if I am a true follower of a religion, as
Lord Krishna said in Gita, “The whole universe is
mine.” Where on earth are we diVerent? We have one
universal God and we should follow what he has
asked us to follow in every day life. If that is so, I
think religion does not ask or preach to any follower
of his to follow diVerently and go astray from what
religion says to live in a harmonious society.
Mr Whine: My response was focused on what the
Prevent strategy was intended to be. I do not
disagree with Guy Wilkinson that there are some
unintended consequences and indeed with Dr
Indarjit Singh, but I took it to mean that you wanted
to know what it was we understood by Prevent.

Q64 Chair: We do. Do you think that there are other
drivers of radicalisation that should be being
included within Prevent?
Mr Whine: Radicalisation is promoted by a whole
range of things and there are many, many studies
into what puts people onto the conveyor belt that
begins with radicalisation and ends possibly with
violent extremism. Certainly a distorted view of
religion is one of them, but there are many other
things. It may be that there have been some
traumatic episodes in a person’s life that have turned
them away from society. It may be a reaction to
things going on in society. Religion really is only one
thing, but what happens of course is that people who
are the radicalisers use their distorted view of
religion to radicalise people and send them further
along that conveyor belt.

Q65 Chair: The question I was trying to get at was
whether there are not some forms of violent
extremism which are nothing to do with religion at
all and whether they ought also to be within the
Prevent programme.
Mr Whine: Yes. People use religion as an excuse but
in fact I think violent extremism has much more to
do with a lot of other things as well.
Canon Wilkinson: Perhaps I could just add a
comment to that. There certainly are other forms of
violent extremism. I think for me though the
question is where those issues on radicalisation,
leading on into violent extremism, should be located.
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As soon as perhaps inevitably you locate policy in
respect of those problems in the context of
communities, then automatically you have to move
into the realm of what communities believe, how
communities act, how they interrelate. Of course,
communities and neighbourhoods are made up
amongst others of a whole series of groups of
religious and non-religious people. As soon as you
focus or over-focus your policies on one particular
group, you create all kinds of diYculties like the ones
that we have seen.

Q66 Alison Seabeck: I want to try to draw this away
from post-9/11 because the group of witnesses we
have here are all very experienced and have been
involved in their faiths and communities for
decades, I suspect. You will know because you have
been around long enough to know that there have
always been these sorts of tensions, irrespective of
which group, and it is very much the point that you
were just making. Therefore have we year on year
missed tricks? Local authorities used to give grants
to certain areas. We have very deprived areas in my
constituency which get lots of grants. Other parts of
my constituency resent it enormously. Is it about the
message we are giving to other people? Are we not
explaining why, if it is a short term investment, if you
like, or a short term commitment to a particular
area, that is necessary and why others should not be
jealous about the money that is going in there? Do
you have the sense that we have failed in that
respect?
Dr Singh: It is not jealousy. It is a sort of sadness to
see interfaith dialogue being skewed or moved away
from something that should be purely to do with the
evils of crime and crime prevention. The
involvement of religion in a nebulous way or a
hinting way suggests religion is a problem where the
interfaith dialogue was moving towards getting
communities together, tackling real diVerences and
impediments to understanding the bigotry of belief
and things like that. They have been pushed to one
side.

Q67 Chair: Can I just pick you up on that issue
about interfaith dialogue? In an earlier inquiry that
this Committee did about community cohesion and
integration in Burnley I definitely remember
somebody saying to us quite forcefully that the
problem they felt with the interfaith dialogue was
that it was all the same people talking to each other
and it was not actually reaching those parts of the
communities which one might say were a bit
problematic. Is there any evidence at all that
interfaith dialogue, whilst a good thing in itself, is in
fact at all relevant to what this particular inquiry is
about, which is about Prevent?
Dr Singh: It is extremely important. I totally agree
with you that interfaith dialogue is now becoming
very much the same with people talking to each
other. It is not percolating down to the people who
need to have a little understanding of other religions.
That is important, but the whole focus of the
government’s attention means that we people from
diVerent faiths have also got to meet in diVerent

meetings on these sorts of programmes rather than
get to looking at the real impediment to
understanding which is bigotry in religion: mine is
better than yours; mine is the only one. We have to
find a way of going around that and accommodating
each other.
Mr Whine: I think it is our experiences with
multifaith and interfaith activities that have led the
Jewish community in recent years to look at it in two
ways. One, there is the top down, religious leaders
and community leaders meeting one another but, at
the same time, we are also now trying to focus on the
bottom up, which is to get members of synagogues,
members of gudwaras, members of mosques
together, around some common issues, something
that they can do together. We have been trying to
drive this forward for some years. Indeed, we got
some money from the Communities and Local
Government Department to help us do that. That is
one point I would make. The second point is that I
would agree that interfaith dialogue is important. I
think sometimes multifaith, where all faiths are
coming together, tends to deal with the lowest
common denominator and perhaps, in answer to
your question do they really go that far, interfaith—
in other words, the Jewish community and Muslim
community, Jews and Hindus, Jews and Sikhs, Jews
and Christians or Christians and Muslims—is much
more productive.

Q68 Chair: Can you point to any positive examples
of where it has actually tackled radicalisation?
Mr Whine: Yes. In north London, as indeed there is
in north Manchester, there are longstanding Jewish/
Muslim dialogue groups which have dealt with local
issues and local tensions successfully.

Q69 Chair: Does anybody else have any other
positive examples?
Dr Singh: Yes. I think there has been an attempt at
Sikh/Muslim dialogue but it does come down to
people being nice to each other and not getting down
to the things that really can cause tensions between
the communities. It has not got very far at all.
Mr Gupta: I can give you one example about what
we have been doing to prevent something untoward
happening in our part of London. That is the west
London area. They say that whenever it snows back
home we start sneezing here. Whatever happens
politically between India and Pakistan, we here are
aVected by those happenings but as my colleagues
have very rightly said, because of the interfaith
dialogue, because we have the sorts of facilities
whereby we can sit down and sort it out, things have
been avoided. Now you can see not a single
untoward incident has happened in that part of
London. Whatever happens between India and
Pakistan, we are not aVected. We are living here and
we have to solve our problems in this country. Let
them solve their own problems. This is as a result of
very good relations by bringing them to temples, by
going to mosques, by sharing happiness, by sharing
in our Ead and Diwali, all those things.
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Q70 John Cummings: Could you tell the Committee
which social groups you see as being most at risk
from radicalisation?
Mr Whine: It is not a social class issue. If you look
for example at the 7/7 bombers or the 21/7 bombers
or indeed some of those who have gone one way or
another to end up in Al Qaeda from the UK, they
have come from a whole range of classes but indeed
some of them came from well integrated and even
wealthy backgrounds. I am not sure it is a class
thing.

Q71 Chair: Does anybody dissent from that?
Canon Wilkinson: No.
Dr Singh: I agree (with Mr Wilkinson)

Q72 John Cummings: Do you think the government
should be doing more in schools, universities and
also prisons in relation to preventing radicalisation
and perhaps embarking on detailed discussions?
Canon Wilkinson: I am not sure that it is necessarily
government that has the only role in this. I think it
is how you engage others with whom those in
schools or the prisons subsequently will live. How do
we engage the people alongside those who are likely
to be radicalised more in these processes rather than
governmentalising these kinds of issues?

Q73 John Cummings: If the government does not do
it, who will?
Canon Wilkinson: The government can be a catalyst.
One of the things we would say about the Prevent
programme is that it has not really engaged other
communities and neighbourhoods are made up of
schools, churches, mosques and so on. If we do not
engage those people in these programmes which are
about neighbourhoods and how we live together,
then I think we will not succeed. Part of the problem
I think is how do you measure deradicalisation and
the success of these programmes. One of the real
issues we face at the moment is that we have all these
programmes, large amounts of money spent—I
noticë 350,000 was spent on the radical middle way
programme bringing scholars from abroad into this
country—but I have not seen any assessment as to
what impact that has had. There is a wider range of
measures involving neighbourhoods and a wider
range of communities that should also be attempted.

Q74 John Cummings: Dr Singh?
Dr Singh: I speak from experience, sitting on the
chaplaincy council about prisons. It is the view, not
only my view but the view of the Muslim adviser,
that radicalisation has increased with the Prevent
programme. It is the radicals that seem to be getting
the support and the funding for doing what they
want. It is quite an accusation. It has come through
not myself only but anyone involved in prisons and
on university campuses. The proselytising is
extremely aggressive and nothing is being done
about it.

Q75 Chair: Can we pick up the issue about the
prisons, Dr Singh? Are you saying that the groups
that do the radicalisation have been getting support
from government, or what?
Dr Singh: We are talking about the Muslim
community. They have been getting additional
funding for all sorts of projects and they therefore
see themselves in a sort of favoured status as a result
of radicalisation. It has not made things any better.

Q76 Chair: You are not suggesting that radical
groups themselves have been funded?
Dr Singh: Not as radical groups, no.

Q77 Mr Betts: Is there a reverse thought process,
that your communities feel let down and
disadvantaged because you do not have extremists in
your midst or are not perceived to have them and
therefore you do not get the funding? There is a sort
of reward for having extremists amongst you? Is that
the case?
Dr Singh: Absolutely. If I may say so, I have been
told that by more than one government minister. In
prisons Sikhs have one full time chaplain compared
to 50 or 60 Muslim chaplains.

Q78 Alison Seabeck: Hearing your comments, you
are sort of suggesting that there are certain groups
the government should not be engaging with,
eVectively. Is that the case?
Dr Singh: I am suggesting the government should be
even handed and engage with all groups in an even
handed way. I feel that that would improve the
situation.

Q79 Chair: When you say “all groups”, do you mean
all communities?
Dr Singh: All communities. They should not favour
one or the other. They should tackle crime as crime.

Q80 Chair: Are you suggesting that, in relation to
combating radicalisation, it should not be within
communities at all because it has had this perverse
eVect of appearing to channel funding at one
community?
Dr Singh: To combat radicalisation, one needs to
look at the causes of radicalisation. As my colleague
said, there are all sorts of causes. It does not have to
be religion, but most religious texts have ambiguities
within them and they can be interpreted in diVerent
ways. Someone who feels deprived can latch on to
the wrong teachings. Someone with an aZuent
upbringing can latch on to the ‘wrong’ teachings. It
is those teachings that we need to get addressed and
that is where interfaith dialogue was beginning to go.
It stalled badly.

Q81 Mr Slaughter: I do not want to over-simplify it
but it seems that you are saying that it is not religion
per se but perhaps a perversion or using religions at
all specifically within radical Islam, as I understand
what you are saying. Do you think that other
aggravating factors—I will mention two—either a
lack of national identity amongst minority
communities or British foreign policy—i.e., an



Processed: 23-03-2010 18:53:57 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG3

Ev 20 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

14 December 2009 Canon Guy Wilkinson, Mr Michael Whine, Dr Indarjit Singh and Mr Brij-Mohan Gupta

identification with what is happening abroad,
perhaps in countries of origin—are active,
aggravating features?
Dr Singh: I believe they are. Obviously anyone
belonging to particular communities, when they see
that fellow members of their community in another
part of the world are in their view suVering, being ill
treated or badly treated, will feel an impact. It is the
extremists within the community who will
manipulate that sense of concern to more extremist
activity.
Mr Gupta: There can be three motivating factors to
radicalisation. (a), as you said is very likely, reading
of world politics, what is happening in Afghanistan,
what happened in Iraq, why did it happen and why
did it happen to only Muslim countries? The
perception within a faith community is that they
want to destroy Islam, the west wants to destroy
Islam and Islamic states. (b) a half truth is a very
dangerous thing and this is a half truth. The
interpretation of the holy book is if you die in the
way of God you will have a better life. After life, you
will have a lot of good rewards. This is another thing.
The brain is washed. Third is the people who are
coming into this country and interpreting the holy
book in a very wrong, un-Islamic manner. This is the
part of Islam, if you do it like that, you will be having
a good place in heaven. To young minds, that
becomes very attractive. In schools, colleges and
universities I have seen the literature which is being
printed and sent out. That is distributed on the high
streets. If these things are not prevented, if the
leaders who preach day in and day out are not
brought with a view to see that they are in a position
to do good work in this country amongst young
people and followers, this is a very dangerous thing
which is coming up. They come here; they preach
something and you cannot challenge that. That is
one thing. In my view, if something is done towards,
when they apply for a visa, if they are scrutinised,
their mindset, what they are going to do there,
literally the values they have, I think that will go a
long way to sorting out this matter at the very root
before it is too much.

Q82 Chair: I do not want to get into this in great
depth but would each of you be happy if the
government did the same sort of thing? Are we just
talking about clerics here essentially? Should the
government really be getting into vetting clerics of
every religion to work out what they are going to say
and whether it is acceptable or not?
Mr Whine: I think that would not be acceptable. If I
can just go back to the question Mr Slaughter posed,
there are two very important issues there. The first of
them, national identity, is one that is increasingly
confused with the whole Prevent strategy. National
identity is about cohesion and the promotion of
cohesive societies in which communities can learn to
live with each other and with the greater community.
That is a vital and parallel process from Prevent. On
the issue of foreign policy I would agree with the
previous speaker. Certainly the radicals promote the
idea that Islam is under attack and this is the point
where they tip people into radicalisation, in defence

of Islam. The issue of foreign policy, whilst it is
important and is a contributing factor, is not the
only thing. There are so many other ways that one
can deal with the issues of foreign policy on the
streets of London or the streets of England without
resorting to violence.
Chair: Andrew, do you want to pursue any parts of
your question?
Mr Slaughter: Not at the moment.

Q83 Mr Betts: Do you have any examples, despite
the criticisms you have of any projects in the Prevent
Programme being successful?
Mr Whine: I do a quite a lot of work with police. I
have been fortunate to have sight of some of the ops
that they are involved in, and I can think of several.
The Channel project is a substantive part of the
Prevent strategy seems to be working. The
Operation Nicole brings together Muslim
community leaders primarily and presents them with
the issue of, “How do you deal with a problem in
your community?” through the various steps. I think
that these are well thought-out programmes and are
working. You have got proof of that, for example
with one particular case of Andrew Ibrahim, who
was reported on by local Muslim community leaders
and as a consequence was arrested, tried and
convicted. That is all a successful part of Prevent.
There are other parts we would be critical of, but in
general the strategy works. It is one of those
strategies that needs to evolve and learn. We have
seen some amendments over the last couple of years.
That should be a continuous process.
Canon Wilkinson: Yes, I can think of some examples,
one from Bedford where there is quite a mixed
community and where the local Church of England
parish is working with a number of other community
organisations, particularly Muslim organisations in
that area on sports programmes with young people
and that is funded from the Prevent Programme. I
would add just a couple of riders to that. One is that
it is more likely that these programmes will be
successful where they are rooted in organisations
that have existed in a neighbourhood for some
considerable time. One of my colleagues from
Leicester was saying that one of the problems is that
funding has gone to bodies that nobody local had
really come across before. It is a common problem
with bidding type programmes, but that is no less
true in this case. One of the diYculties of course,
particularly in the cases I mentioned in Bedford, has
been that until very recently it has been possible for
bodies like Hizb ut-Tahrir to be saying to local
young Muslim people that to engage with other faith
communities funded by Prevent money is haram,
something you should not do. So it has been quite
important for Government try to make clear—and
this is where the cross-over comes—whether this
funding under Prevent is about integration or
whether it is about crime prevention. The reality is
that it has not been clear and can never be clear. I
notice that in the first part of the Secretary of State’s
important speech the other day he said that this is a
crime prevention programme, and I understand that
that is the intention; but the reality is that it certainly
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is not just that; it is a much more extensive
programme around how communities live together
and engage with these issues of radicalisation and
violence. Once one accepts that reality, then one has
to address some of the problems that the Prevent
Programme has given rise to.

Q84 Chair: Can I ask you about this programme in
Bedford: have you any evidence that it has actually
reduced radicalisation?
Canon Wilkinson: Chair, I go back to my point that
I think the measuring of impact is a very
underdeveloped science in this arena, so I am not
entirely aware of how one measures whether a
particular person has been de-radicalised or kept
away from—or whatever—here we are, spending 50,
60, 70 millions of pounds on a basis of measurement
that I do not think anybody is very clear about. That
is something to be corrected as the programme
continues. I would say that there is evidence that
those young people for example in the Bedford case,
but we can all quote many others who are engaged
with a whole range of people outside their own
immediately intense context, with other young
people who have other cultural values other than
religious values, that you can show that their
attitudes to the other are shifted.

Q85 Alison Seabeck: You have all flagged up the lack
of clarity in the aims of the Prevent Programme and
the ability to deliver, and the lack of evidence. Yet a
lot of the statements we had suggested that the
Government should be leading this diVerently,
essentially led from a values-based perspective very
much a theological faith-based delivery mechanism
rather than coming at it from any other way.
However, we are sitting here saying we have not got
any evidence of outcomes so we are not sure. Do you
think this programme should be led through faith-
based approaches and, if so, why?
Mr Whine: I think it is balancing values and
means—you have been talking about the means by
which you deal with it. Values is also part of it,
promoting the values of autonomy and a democratic
society and so on. There probably has not been
enough of that and I think there has been some
inconsistency in the way in which the Government
has approached it in dealing with some
organisations that do not promote those values. I
think that if one is to make suggestions for the
future, then it could concentrate a little bit more on
promoting the values that I think we all would find
acceptable.

Q86 Chair: Can I push one of the questions that was
asked earlier and we got a partial answer? Dr Singh
talked about engaging across communities but there
is a debate about whether there are some groups
within the Muslim community that you should not
engage with, which I do not think we have had an
answer on.
Dr Singh: I do not think you should not engage with
particular people, but it is the theme of engagement
that is important. If I may just explain, religion is a
very complex mix. At one extreme there are ethical

values that all religions teach, and there is a lot,
much more than we often assume, in common.
Those are the values that should be brought to the
forefront and worked on. For example, we talked
about that at the turn of the century at Lambeth
Palace, and diVerent faiths listed a set of values that
we should live by in the 21st century, but then they
were filed, and now people talk again about these
again. That is the better road. Otherwise religions
with values, with all sorts of cultural entanglements
can be misinterpreted—there is ambiguity in
religious texts—with those it gets very diYcult. We
have got to go back to finding what our faiths have
in common and embed those in the way we live in
society. At the same time we have to tackle the real
diVerences about “mine being the only way and
anyone who does not belong to my faith will roast in
hell” and things like that. We have got to do
something about that, and there is a way I can
suggest: we can believe what we like but we should
not push our beliefs on to others. We can believe that
the earth is flat. I do not mind that as long as people
do not try to push me oV the end.

Q87 Chair: I think that is not quite the question I
was asking, and I am not a theologian myself and I
do not want to get into it. It is a very pragmatic issue.
As I understand it, if we are trying to reach young
people within the Muslim community who are
starting to be radicalised and we do not engage with
those groups that are not themselves involved in any
violence but which have quite an extreme type of
Islam, then we are reducing our ability to relate to
those young people. That was the question I was
trying to get at, not whether we should be trying to
persuade all the religions to respect each other—of
course we should—and people who do not have
religion, which is after all the majority in this
country. Pragmatically, should we be using all of the
groupings within the Muslim community to reach
the young people who are at risk, or should we be
exercising an ideological filter and saying some
groups are beyond the pale?
Mr Whine: It is an important practical point,
Madam Chairman. Of course you have got to
engage, we think, with all groups; but there is a
diVerence between engagement and funding, and I
think that is the nub.
Mr Gupta: I agree with the last speaker that we
should not leave any group disengaged; we must
engage each and every group and see what their
requirements are, why they became radicalised.
Canon Wilkinson: Could I put a gloss on that,
Madam Chair? In principle there are always
circumstances where engagement is anything but,
but it seems that the important principle is that we
engage more with those who demonstrate they are
looking for integrative and cohesive action. So I
would say, if I am allowed to name organisations,
bodies like Hizb ut-Tahrir and Al-Muhajiroun are
not bodies that have any real interest in engaging
with the kinds of programmes and activities that
most of us I am sure would think were appropriate.
It is not to say—because they are not illegal—that we
should not touch them but it is to say that we should
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not by engaging with them in eVect give them more
importance in the eyes of young people and others
than those that are more positive. There is a
fundamental principle there about how and who
we engage.

Witnesses: Mr Suleman Nagdi, Prevent Co-ordinator, Federation of Muslim Organisations, and Mr Fahad
Mohamed, Managing Director, Somali Family Support Group, gave evidence.

Q88 Chair: Can I welcome you both. Mr Nagdi has
been sitting listening to the previous witnesses.
Mr Nagdi: That is right, yes.

Q89 Chair: You at least have the advantage of
knowing some of the issues that have been covered
already. Can I start with the speech that the
Secretary of State John Denham made recently and
ask you what your thoughts are on what appears to
be the emerging strategy for the future of this
Prevent Programme?
Mr Nagdi: I was encouraged by his speech.
However, I am not quite sure how it will translate on
the ground. The reason for this is I have been
involved in a number of training programmes for
senior police oYcers and prison staV on the Prevent
strategy to try and understand the single terrorist
narrative, and the understanding is pretty limited in
my opinion, of the statutory authorities in
understanding the whole Prevent strategy and what
it is all about. The issue also around political
correctness normally kicks in and so people do not
understand the issue itself at hand, so there is some
diYculty how you translate that on the ground and
how the vast majority of frontline service staV
understand the message itself.

Q90 Chair: What about whether the counter-
terrorism strategy, with its current four bits, should
be part of the role of the CLG at all or whether it
should all be within the Home Department and that
CLG should concentrate on the community
cohesion integration front?
Mr Nagdi: I think it should be with the Home OYce.
I also think we need to look at it in the whole, not
confine it to the four. The issue around legislation
that has recently come out in the 2001 counter-
terrorism legislation, certainly section 44, which has
been regarded as a blunt instrument by some of the
chief constables up and down the country, and more
importantly schedule 7, the powers to stop people at
ports of entry, in and out of the country, has caused
enormous problems within my community. The very
people whose hearts and minds we are trying to win
over are the imams and senior leaders of the
community; if they are subject to these searches at
airports continuously, day-in day-out then that itself
is causing a very negative eVect. I think we are
creating a “them and us” scenario; in other words,
the police and security on one side and the Muslim
community on the other side. What we need to do is
create a bridge and marry the two together because
acts of terrorism aVect us all and we need the support
from the community, and also intelligence from the

Chair: Can I thank you all very much. We could go
on all evening but we have other witnesses. We have
got your written submissions which obviously go
into an even wider range of issues, and that will be
part of our eventual report. Thank you very much.

community. But that can only be achieved if the
community does not feel that it itself is the target of
profiling by legislation.

Q91 Chair: Mr Mohamed, on the same question—
do you have the same view or a diVerent view?
Mr Mohamed: I have the same view, and also when
it comes down to the local authority it is the mixing
of the Prevent strategy and community cohesion—
they are two separate streams, especially with the
mindset that it is targeting the Muslim community,
and also winning hearts and minds; but there is
already that negative association with the labelling,
“the money is being put out there for us to spy on
each other.” In actual fact, people who work in the
first sector understand that but it is better for them
to have a deep understanding and filter it down to
the grass-root people who are working with the
hearts and minds in these communities. But that is
not being accessed eVectively through the first
orders, who are local authorities, and that is not
streaming down and the voices are not being heard
eVectively.

Q92 Mr Betts: It seems that we are being told two
things which appear to be a contradiction, but
probably are not. One is that within the Muslim
community many people feel that this money is
tainted because it is counter-terrorism money and
they do not want to be associated with that sort of
work, yet from people from other communities we
are being told, “It is unfair that the Muslim
community is getting all this money for community
projects simply because that is where the perceived
extremists are, whereas our community does not
have extremists and therefore we do not get
anything.”
Mr Nagdi: You are right. The diYculty arises on a
number of counts. First and foremost, in my
experience, the vast majority of the people within the
county where I reside who have applied for funding
have not been the mainstream settled community of
the county; they have been new groups that have
come up and created—women-only groups, young
people’s groups, sports centres, et cetera—and
applied for funding. These people do not really have
the credibility within the community in the sense that
they are not part of the settled community. The
mosques themselves believe that they have run the
mosques through their own charitable giving and
have built up the structures, including the capacity of
the imams et cetera through internal mechanisms
and not from outside, so “do we really need the
money?” Also, if we take the money there is an
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expectation that if, God forbid, this whole strategy
fails, will we then be held accountable? We are
already victims as a result of terrorist attack; and we
are already victims in replying to this. By taking the
money and there is a failure at the end of it, because
it is not guaranteed where this would lead, what
would be the result then, and will we be made
answerable at that point? This is the fear of being
accountable at the end whenever the strategy
finishes, and saying, “We have given you X amount
and you have not produced the result.” That is the
expectation they feel that is there by Government.
Mr Mohamed: It is the non-clarity between
“foresee” and “prevent” that people do not
understand, the community and also the people who
are trying to develop the programmes, and you find
key individuals who are well placed who make
comments that completely break every work that
has been done on the grass-root level. Other
communities feel neglected because the money is
being poured into the Muslim community. What we
need is a deeper dialogue and to create programmes
on these inter-community issues to break the
barriers and have a deep understanding and respect
for each other rather than tolerance.

Q93 Mr Betts: Could they just be community
programmes which are targeted at people from
diVerent religious backgrounds? Is that something
we should be looking at?
Mr Mohamed: It should be an element. For inter-
community dialogue and inter-community working
it is a vital part; but we should also remember that
the Muslim community has felt marginalised after 9/
11, 7/7; they have been labelled “terrorists” and this
money is supposed to capacity-build organisations,
strengthen foundations so they work eVectively and
make them feel more resilient to violent extremism.

Q94 Mr Betts: Do we know of any particular
programmes you could point us to where you think
they have been successful in preventing or
countering violence and extremism in any form?
Mr Nagdi: Personally—I am sorry to sound
negative—very few, in my opinion. The ones that
have generally helped are the ones that have gone
around the educational side, educating the wider
community to understand what Islam really stands
for and to separate the Islamic faith itself from acts
of terrorism, and I think it has gone a long way in
relation to this. This work not only within my
community, the faith community, but certainly also
the frontline agencies that work with these
communities—it could be probation, prison, police
oYcers, et cetera—because there is still a perception
in their minds—and you must remember this—that
they are also part and parcel of the community and
they read or see the same news bulletins that you and
I would see, and they are tainted with this. But the
diYculty I have is this: we talk about the Muslim
community as if it is one block; it is a community of
communities; the communities cover all parts of the
world. They have settled in this country over the last
40 or 50 years, sometimes in the 1970s and 1980s,
and the others most recently among the Somali

community; each one comes with their own
experience and understanding of the British way of
life. A one-size-fits-all right across the UK cannot
work. We need to say to local authorities, and give
them more leeway to say, “You have a particular
migration pattern within your city or county; what
is best suited for your set of circumstances? What
happens in Leicester may not be relevant to what
happens, for example, in Bradford. Bradford may
have a 70 or 90 per cent Pakistani community,
whereas Leicester would have an East African/
Indian community that came and lived under the
British mandated territories, and their
understanding of integration and working with
other communities is far diVerent to, say, somebody
from Birmingham. However, it seems from
Government that there is one programme right
across the board, and they say: “This is the Prevent
money; you apply for it”, without understanding the
complicated migration patterns. I think this should
be taken into consideration.

Q95 Mr Betts: The programme you drew attention
to is essentially exactly about informing other people
that all Muslims are not extremists. Are there any
particular programmes that have targeted those
Muslims who are extremists or who may become
extremists and actually does the job that Prevent is
supposed to do?
Mr Nagdi: Personally, I do not think so because
most people taken down violent extremism are
people generally with bigger profiles. If you read the
profiles of the suicide bombers of 9/11, 7/7 they are
people who have disengaged from mainstream
Islam, away from the mosques and in some cases
they meet in the coVee shop round the corner or the
kebab shop round the corner, and they have a new
set of networks. We are trying to address the existing
established organisations, thinking that they will be
best placed to talk to these young people, but these
young people are not engaged with mainstream; they
have already moved away from mainstream. In fact,
in many cases they regard the mainstream as being
people who are also legitimate targets. For example,
myself, working within this—I am also regarded as
a legitimate target by these people. So where are we
directing the money to? This is the question we need
to ask. Will it actually go to those who are already
disengaged with us?

Q96 Chair: Mr Mohamed, do you want to talk from
the point of view of your experience?
Mr Mohamed: My experience is—I work with young
people and families especially from East Africa—
Somalia, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Sudan. Because they are
migrant communities, newly arrived communities,
many of them do not access the services available to
them and integrate eVectively, and then you find
young people either feeling marginalised or have
gone through the institutional systems and have got
a criminal record, and they are vulnerable, English is
their second language and they get pulled in by
people who are prone to radicalisation by looking at
what foreign policy is: “Look what happened to
your brothers and sisters in Afghanistan and Iraq”.
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They go into that. It is understanding exactly, as
Suleman said, it is sort of branding it one Muslim
community. We are Muslim communities and we
have these cultural norms that aVect us more than
faith, and you find people stick in diVerent areas.
The money and the policies need to be eVective with
the population residing in the boroughs or the
counties.

Q97 Alison Seabeck: Some of the questions I wanted
to ask you have already answered and therefore I
would like to trawl back to what we have just been
talking about and the evidence in the previous
session. All witnesses have said: “The money is not
going to the right groups; it is going to little groups
springing up all over the place.” We have heard in
evidence that the people who are radicalised are
generally not engaging with groups to whom you feel
the money ought to go and therefore some of these
other little groups that are springing up—are they
not in a better place to deal with, or perhaps have a
connection with?
Mr Nagdi: It depends what the intention is. If it is to
stop and prevent violent extremism, then I would
disagree; I would say they are not best placed to do
this work. I think we are in a very diYcult situation.
I do not believe there is a blueprint for this whole
issue. I think we are learning as is the community and
as is the government as to how we handle this issue.
We must understand that it is not like a washing
machine where we put someone in and they come out
washed the other side and become de-radicalised; it
is far more complicated than this. Can I be permitted
to give one story to try and make people understand
that what Government initially thought, that it was
the mosques and then it moved up to prisons, and
then it moved to hate preachers and so on and so
forth from foreign policy over the last couple of
years. I would like to relate a story that I have been
working for the Sterling police in Scotland, and
there is a family that lives just outside Sterling in a
small village and they have been there for 34 years—
a typical Asian family, or I think it is a typical Asian
family, with a supermarket and a house on the top.
Their son was born in the village and he went to the
local primary school and secondary school. When he
finished secondary school he came into the family
business. He never had a university education. There
are no mosques in the city and no outside preacher
came in. All the parts that you can put together as
part of the jigsaw that this is what leads to it were all
missing, except that the Sterling police picked him
up on counter-terrorism charges. Only when they
went through his hard drive did they realise that he
visited some websites that showed some pictures of
war-torn countries which were terrible, which you
and I would not normally see on the BBC or ITV. I
know this because I have travelled to the Holy Land
and spent over a week and seen some of the refugee
camps with 65,000 refugees with one tap for 20
families, open sewers, et cetera. It aVected me as an
adult. I came back—how did I react to it? I reacted
by joining with a human rights agency, writing
articles, doing talks at universities. This is my way of
clearing my conscience of working with the

situation. The question I pose is what happens to the
young mind, the 14/15/18-year old who sees these
graphic images on the TV and sees his fellow
Muslims—because remember something, that
Muslims are always thinking of the world-wide
Ummah, the Muslim Ummah. They do recognise
borders and nation hoods but they came up much
later after the Ottoman Empire. Their mind-set is the
whole world, so it is my family, my brothers and
sisters who have been killed, and I have seen a
dismembered body or something, I am sure has an
eVect. Also, something very, very important if I may
and I am not going on too long, we need to
understand and look at the profiles of previous
suicide bombers and try and understand; though
religion was in the background, they were not
particularly religious in any way. In some cases they
were people that just were walking the Road to
Damascus and had just seen the light overnight and
then did what they did. Others were converts to
Islam, who are also vulnerable because they do not
have the support mechanism as say someone like I
would have, coming up from childhood, in a
mosque, in a house—parents, brothers and sisters
and people around me who I could look for support.
What happens for someone who just converts to
Islam and he then becomes an active picking for
somebody who wants to sanction out a terrorist
attack; he is an ideal person to be placing. I think it
is more education, more Islam, greater
understanding of the faith and to separate it. I hate
the British way of saying “Islam” and “Islamist”—
we just put three other letters at the end of it, and all
of a sudden what is a religion of peace becomes a
world of terror. It is very similar to the BNP: they
have taken away the St George’s flag and
mainstream is trying to recapture it, and I think
Muslim people need to recapture Islam in its true
form as a religion of peace and not add “ist” at the
end, and then all of a sudden it has a separate
meaning altogether. Sorry for all that!

Q98 Alison Seabeck: Mr Nagdi answered in part in
his long response to the question whether or not
violent extremism only has religious and political
origins. Can I ask Mr Mohamed whether you have
a view on whether it is purely embedded in religion
and politics or whether there are other causes?
Mr Mohamed: It is also about violent extremism on
national aspects, nationalism. If you look at
diVerent terrorist groups many of them use religion,
but the thing that frustrates a lot of Muslims and a
lot of young people that I spoke to is they say: “How
come terrorism and Islam are synonymous with each
other? When the IRA were bombing, nobody called
them Catholic bombers; people called them the Irish
Republican Army so why are they saying Muslims
are terrorists?” If I take it on an equal route,
especially in the Somali community and East
African community, what is happening back home
with young kids being born, the Diaspora, their
parents who are always in contact back home and
they see what is happening, 18 years later they are
still stateless, and especially when the Ethiopians
came in. You find a lot of young people in the
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Western-style world who have actually not even
integrated but assimilated and they listen to hip-hop
and they dress the same way and they do all the
things, but then one day they wake up and they
realise “look what is happening; people are raping
our women back there” and they pack their bags and
go back and there is active recruitment because these
young people are vulnerable and very idealistic. The
way they view their motherland—they still have
their heart there. Then, when you look at
organisations springing up, I believe some of the
money should go to those springing up
organisations because those are the ones that will not
be accessed eVectively or their voice is not being
heard. If you take a survey of people and they say the
Prevent money has gone to the usual suspects, the
ones that are easiest to access, that the Government
has always found easy to interact with and they say
these people represent the community, when in
actual fact they do not represent the community
because if someone is in London, London is a very
diverse community and diVerent boroughs host
diVerent Muslim groups. So if the representatives of
those groups are feeling more marginalised than
others, how do we counteract that?

Q99 Chair: Can I pick up on your point you made,
Mr Mohamed, about the Somali community in
particular. How do you think the government here
or anybody could eVectively engage with young
people in your community who are feeling the pull of
radical politics from your homeland, if I can describe
it that way, or where your ancestors came from might
be a more accurate way of putting it?
Mr Mohamed: Yes, the homeland, of course.

Q100 Chair: It is that interface between politics and
events in Somalia and Somaliland what is happening
to young Somalis in Britain.
Mr Mohamed: There was a report that was
published in Canada that realised that many of the
bombings that happened—the last bombing that
happened in Mogadishu and the one that happened
in Somaliland—were committed by men with
Western passports, young men actually crossing the
border with American or Canadian or British
passports. The best way for the Government to
engage is to understand that there is a problem
because if do a census of everybody and ask them,
“How do you describe a Muslim?” the British
mentality of Islam means they would say somebody
of Pakistani origin, somebody of Indian origin. They
do not understand that it is a very diverse religion
and that people come from all walks of life, they are
people of Afghani descent and people of Somali
descent, and many of them are living in the same
society as their peers but they feel the pull-and-push
factors from home and from their parents, and also
their peers who are much older than them who have
got extremist views because they have a bad
viewpoint of the religion. They have a contrary
viewpoint of the religion. It is by engaging eVectively
and listening to them and working with diVerent—

on what is happening back home—programmes and
active communication and dialogue between
Somalia and the United Kingdom.

Q101 Chair: Do you think that that is the way
forward?
Mr Mohamed: Yes.

Q102 Chair: In that specific community?
Mr Mohamed: In that specific community, yes.

Q103 Mr Slaughter: I was going to ask about the
relationship between radicalisation and foreign
policy but I think you have answered that in part.
Can I ask one more general question. From the quite
detailed answers you have given so far it does not
appear from your point of view and your
communities’ point of view that the Prevent
Programme is working at all. Do you think it is
working at all?
Mr Nagdi: No. To be quite honest, I think it has a
very limited work. I say this by virtue of the fact that
we have to be also responsible as citizens and
taxpayers, and if taxpayers’ money is being used for
a particular project then we need to be accountable
to the electorate. The issue is two-fold: one is the idea
of Muslims, no matter what time they came to this
country, and how they see themselves; so this
argument comes up: “Are you a Muslim first or are
you British first?” That is a typical argument that
comes from the press. A more diYcult one is that it
does not really matter how I see myself as an
individual: it is how do others see me? That is the
challenge, and I think a lot of education needs to be
done around there. If I were to say that I am British,
this is my home and I am proud of my splendid
country, I have to go the extra mile to prove that. But
something very sinister is in the minds of the British
Muslim population: 1.5 million to 2 million people,
depending on the figures you take, marched against
the war in Iraq. They were made up of people from
all diVerent backgrounds, diVerent faiths, and non-
faith, and showed democracy at its best. We go out
there and we can take to the streets and say to
Government that we are not happy with a particular
policy. The question I would pose is this: say only
5,000 Muslims had taken to the streets of London
and demonstrated against the war in Iraq, would the
question of disloyalty then kick in at that point? At
what stage do we feel that we are British? At what
stage do others look at you as being British? I have
heard this argument in relation to the Sharia law,
which has been brought up in this whole thing that
we are trying to change the issues around. I have sat
as a magistrate, serving on the Leicester bench for
many years; three members of my immediate family
are police oYcers serving within the county; and I
still ask the question: how much more do I have to
go before I am accepted? As work is being done in
telling the Muslim population, “You need to better
integrate yourself” I think the indigenous
population also has to be told that it is slightly
unfair. People have integrated—not wholeheartedly,
and some to diVerent degrees, and they have also
come with diVerent experience—for example the
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Somali community may have come from war-torn
countries and they are still living the horror of what
took place. I came from a country where it is
relatively safe but I grew up under the apartheid
system in Zimbabwe and South Africa, so I went to
a school—where whites were with whites, Asians in
Asian schools, and the indigenous black people went
to their school. That was my formal education, of
primary and secondary. That does not mean I have
not integrated into wider society. The very fact that
I am sitting in a powerhouse of democracy right now,
being an individual who was brought up under the
apartheid system, shows that it is a bit more
complicated than a simple little sound bytes that we
all try to give to the mass media. I think we have to
go beyond that and truly try to understand if we are
true, to try and dismantle the machinery of terror
that exists out there, and also I believe we should
keep it to a balance. If one were to read the Interpol
figures for 2006/2007/2008, there is a figure of
around 0.2 per cent acts of violent extremism
conducted in the name of Islam on the European
mainland—of course the Basque Separatists being
the highest. So let us have a balance on this. People
think that 98 per cent of all acts of terrorism are done
by Muslims, but the police figure speaks something
totally diVerent. I think there needs to be a balance
in this argument. When you talk about the Channel
project, the only individual we have in the Channel
project in our country is actually a 14-year-old
young person who has been taken out by the far
right and hatred for minority communities, and that
is the only figure. That is not to say it does not exist
among the Muslim community. There may be some
cases of self-denial in certain sections of my
community. I admit that as well because we need to
be fair if we are trying to sort this problem out, but
we need to work in partnership with the community
and not the community at a distance.

Q104 Mr Slaughter: Let me ask Mr Mohamed in a
positive rather than a negative way: how could the
money from Prevent be better spent?
Mr Mohamed: On education, education and
education. It is important because we—I call myself
British. I can be British and Muslim at the same
time, but a lot of young people and families cannot
make that distinction because they are facing
adversity every time they leave the house they find
Muslim-phobic behaviour, marginalisation in
uptake of services. Unless you get accepted for who
you are and what you believe in—because we have a
sense of tolerance. British society has a sense of
tolerance. I have created tolerance from negativity
because I tolerate breaking up apartheid, but what
we need to have is mutual respect for each other’s
diVerences because we are building a nation, and
when the atrocities were committed it was
widespread across all faiths. In fact my sister missed
that bus that blew up in Tavistock Square. I would
say channel the money into local grass-root
organisations, as Suleman said, that have credibility
in the community that they serve or that have a long
history of service and that have delivered great work
before and know the make-up of the community

they are working with, and also bring in the host
community and all the faiths must work collectively
for the betterment of British society. That is the best
way to get the money across.
Mr Nagdi: Something that has also been lost: the
United Kingdom is known to be, its people and its
Government, very generous, and we send out
billions of pounds of aid world-wide when national
disasters take over, or whatever the case may be. I
think that this has been lost in this whole argument.
It seems that the community has been targeted but
we need to better articulate that argument, to say,
“As a nation we also have a lot of plus signs in what
we do”; and I think that has been missing out of this
whole thing. It seems to be always around the
negative issues. We are not talking about what a
wonderful thing it is to be here. One example I can
give is that I attended a police conference in
Budapest and Ii was absolutely shocked to hear that
in Europe issues on stop-and-search are not recorded
where a disproportionate use of power is being used,
and in the UK it is. Let us relay all of this good news
to the people out there that they are not being
targeted as a community; there are good practices as
well in the United Kingdom and we are light years
ahead of certain places in Europe.
Chair: There is just one brief question, John, on who
should be identifying where the money is going.

Q105 John Cummings: Who do you believe should
be responsible for identifying those at risk of
promoting or partaking in violent extremism?
Mr Nagdi: I would think it would have to be the local
law-enforcement agencies, the police, probation,
and the local authorities. I do not think we should
put the money in silos to tell them exactly where they
can spend it. I think they should make the case and
each county and city should make the case relevant
and tailored for its own particular needs.

Q106 Chair: You are against the money being
allocated on the basis of the number of Muslims?
Mr Nagdi: That is right, totally.

Q107 Mr Slaughter: You said the local authorities;
we have had evidence previously where—I do not
think anybody would disagree that if you are
targeting criminal oVences, whatever they are—why
is it the job of the local authorities?
Mr Nagdi: Because local authorities better
understand and also there is an element of fear that
if everything came from the police then there would
be the fear of actually accessing the funds, thinking it
was security-led and it could lead to all kinds of fear
within the community. I think local authorities are
more seen as a safer pair of hands than just the police
on their own..

Q108 John Cummings: Can I take that a stage
further? Do you believe that local communities are
adequately equipped to identify those at risk?
Mr Nagdi: No, I think they are very weak. I do not
think they have the necessary training nor the skills
to identify and actually report this.
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Q109 John Cummings: Do you think local
government is?
Mr Nagdi: No, not local government, no. I think it is
a job for the security forces, as partof the intelligence,
to lead individuals. I also believe that as part of the
Channel project you have the say-so of the chief
constable and chief executive of the local authority. I
think there has to be some community input at that
stage as well because we are automatically assuming
that these two high-powered positions would know
exactly the issue about radicalisation, which is not
only Islam but many others; and I think they need to
draw in expertise from the community to help them
identify it.

Q110 Chair: Mr Mohamed, you are not so keen on
local authorities, I think. Is that right?
Mr Mohamed: No, because what I am saying is the
Government’s paramount factor is putting money
into local authorities, and some local authorities are

Witnesses: Dr Paul Thomas, Course Leader, Diploma in Professional Studies, Youth and Community Work,
University of Huddersfield, Mr Bob McDonald, Principal Lecturer, International School for Communities,
Rights and Inclusion, and Mr Yaser Mir, Senior Lecturer, International School for Communities, Rights
and Inclusion at University of Lancashire, gave evidence.

Q111 Chair: Can I start by asking you whether you
think that the Prevent Programme should be being
broadened to include other forms of extremism
other than that which is linked to political Islam?
Dr Thomas: I think I have got a mixed response to
that. It is a helpful development with the connecting
communities development, although that is not part
of the Prevent money; but I would not want to
extend it; I would want to fundamentally recast it. At
the moment there is a suggestion that other forms of
extremism could be an add-on to what we have got
which is essentially focused on Muslim extremism,
whereas I would want to fundamentally recast the
majority of the budget on to community cohesion
and start from a much diVerent basis. That is why I
have got a mixed response.

Q112 Chair: Just to pursue that, are you suggesting
that you would decouple CLG from the counter-
terrorism bit and just get it back onto community
cohesion?
Dr Thomas: That would be my feeling, based on
some of the evidence that I have got and reading
academic material; that community cohesion would
be a much more eVective way of building resilience
not just within individual communities but across
communities, and that is something distinctly
diVerent from the very necessary security that the
Home OYce—

Q113 Chair: Do you feel that approach would work,
for example, with far-right extremism?
Dr Thomas: I think there are some very well-
established practices with young people being
attracted towards far-right racism and involvement
in far-right political organisations, but you hit the
same problem that Prevent is now having, that if you

excellentandworking inpartnershipwith localgrass-
root organisations. Some of them live in that silo
attitude: “We know what is happening”, and the
moneyisnotring-fenced intowhat it is supposed tobe
doing. You find some of them using the money for
diVerent projects. We need to set a benchmark on
what exactly standard a local authority needs to have
for them to access money and for them to have a
steering group of the diversity of communities that
reside in their county or their borough to help
facilitate the distribution of the funds. I
wholeheartedly believe that the grass-root
organisations and the community groups do have the
capacity because they have worked in the first sector
for decades, so they know what is happening in the
community. Some need upskilling but many of them
do have the capacity to deliver the projects and
understand the nature of the agenda.
Chair: Thank you both very much indeed.

are going to change their values and change their
attitudes, they need to be in contact with other
people and involved in a wider process of dialogue
and learning and exploration. That has to be done
with other people. You cannot change people’s
attitudes and values in separate silos when the
attitudes are about other types of people, other
faiths and other ethnic backgrounds.
Mr Mir: Certainly our research would suggest that
Prevent needs to be broadened out beyond just
extremism with Muslim communities because
Muslim communities at the moment see themselves
as having a disproportionate focus on them as a
whole faith community, and it needs to be broadened
out to incorporate far-right extremism. That is at a
macro level; there needs to be a response that deals
with whole communities, working with Muslim
communities and other faiths, building shared
values. We know through our work that community
cohesion on its own will not defeat and prevent
violent extremism, al-Qaeda inspired violent
extremism, therefore we need a targeted approach
utilising local infrastructures and community
organisations to work with those who are vulnerable
and at risk.
Mr McDonald: I would echo what Yaser has just
said, having worked with the same communities on
similar work. Certainly from the evidence we have
gathered with a range of diVerent communities both
in the capital and other parts of England, the
indicators and messages that we are getting back
from those communities is that Muslim
communities were not happy about the singular
focus on them as a particular community. They
raised a range of diVerent issues that they were
concerned about, and far-right extremism, for
example, was something that was raised quite
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commonly. At that time, a couple of years ago from
the work we were undertaking, they felt it was not
receiving adequate attention from their perspective.

Q114 John Cummings: Do you believe that the role
of religion has been overplayed as a driver for
radicalisation in Prevent?
Mr Mir: Certainly through our research we realise
that communities feel resentment towards the
Prevent programme, particularly in terms of how
their religion has been attached to terrorism and
violent extremism. They would like to see a diVusion
between the religion and terrorism. What
communities have told us is that this is an issue of
criminality and should be looked at as a community
safety and crime prevention agenda, rather than
something that targets the Islamic religion. We know
through evidence we have collated that religiosity is
not a factor that contributes to radicalisation, it is
actually a factor that helps in terms of protecting
them against terrorism. A good understanding of
their Islamic faith actually protects us against them
who try to impose an al-Qaeda narrative on the
community.

Q115 John Cummings: Do you agree?
Dr Thomas: Clearly there is an issue about
understandings of religion. Going back to the
previous question about white extremism, we have
to ask the question why are minorities of young
people in both some white communities and some
Muslim communities taking such extreme positions.
I would argue that those young people are often in
segregated communities. They are often from
communities that are socially excluded from an
economic and social point of view. For instance, the
research I have done in Oldham and Rochdale shows
that poor white young people and some of the poor
Muslim Pakistani and Bangladeshi background
young people both feel that economic and social
avenues have been closed down. I think that has got
to contribute to the fact that some of them, a small
minority of them, then travel a further distance in
terms of hardening identities. There is certainly
academic evidence that people who have been the
losers in economic change—and there has been
profound economic change—have often retreated to
a very fixed and very singular identity, a sort of
defence from the fact that the world is changing in a
way that has not been helpful for them.

Q116 Mr Betts: You talked about the radicalisation
of the 7/7 bombers. They did not come from
particularly poor backgrounds and they were not
particularly uneducated. One of the concerns is
about the radicalisation process in universities where
people are not segregated and where people are
getting an education, but are still entering into some
extreme views and extreme sects almost promoting
those views.
Dr Thomas: There are a couple of things about that.
There is clearly more than one background leading
to violent extremism. What I would say about the 7/
7 bombers—I work in Huddersfield where one of
them lived very locally to us and I live in Leeds as

well—but the Leeds bomber certainly came from a
community that is very segregated. South Leeds is a
very segregated community and racial tension is very
high. I think we have to step back from the
individual’s educational/employment status and
look at the community experience. I would suggest
that Ted Cantle’s analysis of the lack of cohesion in
many communities would fit that model very well.
John Cummings: Which communities do you see as
being most at risk of radicalisation?

Q117 Chair: I think we are talking about within the
Muslim community.
Mr Mir: If we look at the risk factors, just to pick up
Dr Thomas’s point in terms of social exclusion,
deprivation and discrimination, these provide the
hunting-ground in terms of Islamophobia.
Discrimination as well as deprivation provides a
hunting-ground particularly for al-Qaeda inspired
extremists to prey on vulnerable young people. They
increase the vulnerability. Where there are
suggestions that the 7/7 bombers came from well-oV
backgrounds or were integrated into society, living in
a cohesive community, they do have a sense of
grievance and empathy with their brothers and
sisters that are living in a deprived situation or are
being discriminated against, so there is a deep sense
of empathy and sympathy to those living in that
situation.

Q118 Chair: Can I just pursue that. From the
research is the community they live in in this country
more relevant and their perceptions that they are
discriminated against or deprived, or is it their
identification with communities abroad, from
whence their families came originally, although not
exclusively, identification with what is going on in
Palestine? There is a very tiny Palestinian
population.
Mr McDonald: It is very hard to say definitively
what the active risk factors are in that sense. From
the work we have been doing, there seems to be a
range of diVerent indicators and risks associated
with attraction towards violent extremism and no
one single factor necessarily predominates. DiVerent
factors can occur at diVerent times. It may well be in
certain circumstances that it is experiences of
discrimination in this country that are the
determining factor, or it could be experience and
insight into events that happen abroad.
Dr Thomas: To get back to Mr Betts’s question, it is
very true that background of people being attracted
that way are very highly educated, and it is true that
on some campuses there is a real issue. Again, those
young people have not really been engaged in
citizenship and democratic processes and their
involvement is going in diVerent directions. That is
partly why I would argue for a broader community
cohesion programme, to engage young people in
much more democratic debates across ethnic
backgrounds. We have got some examples of that,
for instance the British Youth Parliament initiative
around the Safe Space project and what local and
national youth parliament processes are doing where
young people from diVerent backgrounds are
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engaging in very robust debates about foreign policy
and national policy, but that is within a multi-ethnic
and democratic background. Some of those young
people on campuses are not getting engaged in wider
democratic debate. At our own university, in
Huddersfield, the Muslim Students’ Association
have got very involved in the students’ union and
play a really strong, positive role in wider student
politics, and I suggest that is one example of the
way forward.

Q119 Mr Betts: Can I turn that question round. You
told me a few minutes ago that actually it was the
poorer people in the community who were being
radicalised. Now, the Youth Parliament is excellent
and I have met them in SheYeld a couple of times,
and they are very committed young people, but these
are educated, intelligent people who are interested in
wider political issues who are prepared to debate and
engage with each other. It is not going to touch the
vast majority of people, is it, who might be attracted
towards either Muslim extreme organisations or the
BNP, on the other hand?
Dr Thomas: It can be. Some of the research I have
done in Oldham is about how youth organisations in
communities in Oldham have tried to promote
community cohesion so young people from every
youth centre and youth project in Oldham come in
together to celebrate Eid to discuss what the Muslim
faith is about. These are very ordinary white young
people from housing estates where there are pretty
robust attitudes to other ethnic backgrounds. That
community cohesion work is starting to change
attitudes through building relationships and
through creating safe space for young people to be
around and to be together in a town where those safe
spaces do not normally exist outside the school.
There are not the avenues outside of the youth
projects that enable people to come together because
housing is very segregated and that is why I argue so
strongly for community cohesion work to build
resilience across communities as well within
communities.

Q120 Chair: Do any of you work on communities in
London because London is not segregated except in
some extreme circumstances and you might get a
diVerent model.
Mr Mir: We have done research in London and we
are working with community organisations in
London. Do you want to know about the risk
factors?

Q121 Chair: Yes.
Mr Mir: In terms of what Bob has already
highlighted, there is not one risk factor, there are a
number of risk factors leading to a similar outcome.
One of the other risk factors is having a persuasive
ideology which distorts Islamic theology which
promotes religious language and imagery amongst
vulnerable young people and takes advantage of
foreign policy grievances. These are other risk
factors. Coming back to the point in terms of what
communities have suggested as solutions, as there is
no one risk factor and there are a number of risk

factors, there is a number of solutions and responses
that are required also to the various risk factors. We
feel through our research it is suggesting that at a
macro level community cohesion and a whole
communities approach is required, building
understanding between diVerent communities,
promoting shared values, but you need to prevent
violent extremism still as a criminal activity, looking
at it as part of the crime and community safety
agenda. In the same way you would prevent gang
crime, knife crime in London, you would prevent
violent extremism among those that are vulnerable
and at risk, and to do that the research is suggesting
you would work in the local community
infrastructure, work with credible individuals,
organisations, individuals that have street credibility
and have a good understanding of the religion also.

Q122 John Cummings: Do the advisers also have an
opinion as to how the impact of British foreign
policy on those at risk through radicalisation could
be managed? You have identified a problem, but
what do you say about how to mitigate it, to
manage it?
Mr Mir: Is that directed at me?

Q123 John Cummings: Well, you are the one who just
spoke about it.
Mr Mir: As my colleague has already suggested,
room and safe environments need to be provided to
discuss and debate foreign policy, particularly for
young people. Another risk factor is an identity
crisis or reaching a crisis point. Safe environments
need to be provided to be able to debate and discuss
the issues to do with foreign policy.

Q124 Alison Seabeck: Yes. International School for
Communities, Rights and Inclusion have talked
about community cohesion and the diVerence
between the values-based approach and the means-
based approach and, slightly confusingly, you
suggest they are mutually exclusive. It would help to
have a little bit more on that. What are the strengths
of the values-based approach?
Mr McDonald: Maybe I could respond to those
issues there. First of all, the distinction between
values-based and means-based approaches does not
come from us. We were referencing it from
something that we came across. It seemed at the time
an interesting framework or conceptual framework
to look at analysing the various approaches that
were being taken that seemed to be quite varied.
From our perspective, in our work we have tended to
think in terms of macro and micro. There are macro
approaches which Yaser and colleague have referred
to in terms of community cohesion, which should be
used as a tool across a range of diVerent
communities. It is separate from Prevent. We
certainly see it as a separate part of Prevent. It does
contribute to helping all people with a sense of
values and loyalty to this country and a sense of
belonging with commonly shared values being
promoted. However, we have recognised through
our work as well that certain micro, more targeted
work, needs to be undertaken with particularly
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vulnerable individuals. That is where we see the
agenda really forming part of the crime and
community safety agenda. We have come across
occasional examples of local project work
undertaken by grass-roots community organisations
who have that local credibility and understanding of
particularly young people in their own areas, who
are able to connect with those young people who
are—

Q125 Chair: Can you give us a brief example?
Mr McDonald: Yes. There are examples of young
men who have had drug-related problems and drug-
dealing problems. Some of them have actually been
ex-oVenders. They have been found to be vulnerable
to violent extremist narratives in their local areas
and this has been promoted to try to give them an “in
principle” justification for continuing their criminal
activity. It has been called colloquially things like
“economic jihad” and “chemical jihad” in terms of
drug use and fraudulent activity—stealing credit
cards and things like that.

Q126 Chair: A bit like the IRA robbing banks.
Mr McDonald: Yes. Those vulnerable young people
then are actually prey to violent extremists, who
encourage them to go to further stages, which is
clearly dangerous.

Q127 Alison Seabeck: How important are the faith
groups in getting to some of these people, the
diVerent religions, in terms of enabling access to and
supporting those people particularly?
Mr McDonald: I would say very important. There
needs to be a local street and religious credibility that
the young people can connect with that does not
come from far outside their local area, and that they
are comfortable with and feel that those local
organisations actually “speak their language” and
can understand.
Dr Thomas: I see the values-based from a slightly
diVerent point. It seems like the Government has got
itself into a bit of a cul-de-sac by asking
organisations to essentially sign up in advance to
values. For me, community cohesion is about
building values and process, and one of the youth
workers in Oldham said to me, “What we are doing
with young people is helping them through a value
change and that is very diYcult”. We are talking
about white young people as much as Muslim young
people. You are asking them to take on diVerent
values. Values are created through processes, and
surely organisations should be judged by what they
are doing, are they doing cohesion work, rather than
what they sign up to?

Q128 Alison Seabeck: That is important. My
constituency is Plymouth and we had the Exeter
bomber who came from Plymouth. It is not an
obvious area and quite diYcult to target, and
therefore what you are saying is a broader
community cohesion agenda is what places like
Plymouth need rather than trying to target very, very
small groups within our city.

Dr Thomas: I would agree that there should be a
much more targeted programme aimed at
individuals or peer groups in the way that is being
suggested. In the first year of the Pathfinder activity
CLG were pleased to say they had worked with
40,0000 young people, virtually all Muslim young
people. That is so broad brush. That is why in the
submission we suggest there is such a disjuncture
between the stated aims and the reality of what is
going on on the ground. A lot of it is very good youth
activity but it is mono-cultural youth activity and
that is not getting the eVects that we should be
getting for our money.

Q129 Alison Seabeck: Intermediary groups therefore
do have a use in this process whether they are faith
groups or others.
Dr Thomas: Yes. I think there is a real danger that we
reinforce one identity, which is young people’s faith
identity. Research I have done in Rochdale show
that all Muslim young people do see their Muslim
identity as very important, but also they are very
comfortable with British identity and they ask for
cohesion. They want more contact with other young
people. There is a real danger that we focus too much
on faith. They are also young people and are also
British and also Mancunians, they have got other
identities as well.

Q130 Chair: Can I get at the specific question, which
is my understanding of the diVerence between the
community means-based and values-based thing. It
was Mr Mir who said that some of these young
people do not have a firm religious base which then
leaves them vulnerable to extreme ideologies. Are
you suggesting the government should be involved
in building up their theological base, or are you
suggesting somebody else should? The second
question is, are there some organisations within the
Muslim community that we should not be engaged
with, or should engagement be with the widest
possible range of organisations?
Mr Mir: Can you repeat the first part of your
question?

Q131 Chair: If you were identifying that some young
people do not have a very good understanding of
Islam and, therefore, they are extremely vulnerable
to extremists who come along and say, “We have got
the answer” and it sounds good and coherent and so
they go and sign up, what are you suggesting you
should do against that? Are you suggesting the
government should get in there and get more Muslim
education going, specifically religious education
going?
Mr Mir: No. In terms of those getting involved and
vulnerable to violent extremism, they are religious
novices and actually do not have an understanding
of their religious faith, and it is not for the state to
impose a values-based approach or a particular
strand of the Islamic faith on the community. This is
exactly what the community resents and feels that
somehow the hearts and the minds of the community
need to be won, when actually most of the
community condemn acts of violence and crime, and
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therefore en masse the community’s hearts and
minds do not need winning. Therefore, it is for local
community organisations, mosques, faith
organisations, building their infrastructure, using
local credible individuals, to work with those at risk
and not working with all the faith community at
large. Also, they must have a good understanding of
their religion, so more capacity-building with local
infrastructure and local community organisations,
including the mosques and faith organisations. This
is not the role of the Government. This is how
communities see this.

Q132 Chair: The second question then is: if you are
trying to get at the young people who are
particularly at risk of radicalisation, there is an
argument says you need to be working with groups
which, whilst not involved in violence themselves,
might share some of the religious analysis. Should
those groups be worked with or should there be
concentration on what one might call mainstream?
Mr Mir: There needs to be—communities have
suggested this through our evidence—an inclusive
approach of working with grass-roots organisations,
those voices that are seldom heard as well. However,
there cannot be engagement with groups that
promote violence or acts of terrorism. This would be
in any community. You need to work with grass-
roots organisations that have credibility and
understanding of the religion, but not those that
promote violent extremism or extremism.

Q133 Mr Betts: You talk about working with
mainstream organisations based in the community
and everybody would accept this is a good starting
point. What happens in a situation where some
young Muslim men came to see me concerned about
a situation where they thought it was the mosque
that was actually radicalising some young people in
the community rather unhelpfully and was not being
challenged?
Mr Mir: Where the mosque is involved in
radicalisation? I think if they are then they need to
be challenged.

Q134 Chair: Yes, but who by? That is the question.
Mr Mir: The communities themselves. Other parts
of the community. Our work is suggesting that the
communities are best placed to tackle this.

Q135 Alison Seabeck: How diYcult is that for
established communities where people respect the
mosque and everything it stands for? How easy it is
for them to challenge the mosque and say, “We think
this particular imam is doing X, Y or Z”? I cannot
imagine it is easy.
Mr Mir: There is an issue with the mosques and
imams not being able to engage with vulnerable
young people.

Q136 Chair: That is not the question we are asking.
In this example, which I accept you do not know the
detail of, but just take it as it is, Clive gets
approached by two young men in his constituency
who say, “We are really concerned because the

mosque” whichever one it is “is actively promoting
radicalisation.” Now, are you suggesting they should
go and speak to the imam? What do you do in a
situation like that?
Mr Mir: If there are acts of violence that a mosque
is promoting then they need to go to the police.

Q137 Mr Betts: It is not acts of violence; it is
probably promoting views that may be at the fringe
of Islam where people are being encouraged to take
quite extreme views contrary to more mainstream
Islamic thinking, which are not being challenged,
and which are being pushed at probably relatively
uneducated young people in the community, and
also the imam himself is out of touch and has
probably come from abroad and does not have an
understanding of how British systems operate.
There is a concern there that has been expressed to
me on more than one occasion.
Dr Thomas: Going back to the first question, I
totally agree there needs to be capacity-building. In
Kirklees where I did some of my research there has
been very good capacity-building within the
madrassa sector and within incorporation of a lot
more organisations in the form of management
committees, but you saw in the first part of this
session about how other faiths feel there is a very
partial focus. While Prevent is so focused on one
community and it is called a crime prevention
programme, there is a disjuncture. I have a
community work background, and salute really
good capacity-building, but it has to be across all the
communities and it has to be tied much more into
promises and action on cohesion otherwise it looks
like a very partial programme.

Q138 Chair: The trouble with that one, Dr
Thompson—I do not know whether the rest of you
were listening to the religious panel we had—I do not
think any of the other communities were coming
forward and saying, “We also have got a problem
within our community of fanatical priests” or
whatever. They were not complaining that they
needed to be targeted by the Prevent programme.
They were complaining, I think, that money was
going to a community which was seen as
problematic and money was not going to
communities that were seen as not problematic.
Dr Thomas: They are very significant amounts of
money, and I would agree with the point that one of
them made that it seems to have squeezed cohesion
out.

Q139 Chair: The suggestion that you then slid oV
into was the suggestion that we should be policing
the theology of every community, which is not the
question we were asking.
Dr Thomas: No, I am not suggesting we should
police theology. Capacity-building of community
infrastructure is diVerent from policing of theology.
At the moment capacity is being built in one faith
community with the Prevent money but not in other
faith communities, and I am suggesting that is
problematic.
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Q140 Chair: Are you talking about community
capacity or are you talking about religious capacity?
You can have community capacity within—just to
pick one—the Somali community in SheYeld, and
you could have community capacity to help women
within that community to be able to run mother and
toddler groups or whatever. That is a diVerent issue
from the issue that Clive has raised about whether
there may be some religious persons within some
Muslim communities who are themselves purveying
religion. That is not a community capacity issue, is
it?
Dr Thomas: I am just saying that is what Prevent
money is being spent on quite often.

Q141 Chair: Yes, but what we are trying to get at is,
is it a problem if there are persons within a particular
religious community who are using their position
within their community to purvey a form of Islam
which we have all agreed is not consistent with
mainstream Islamic values nor particularly
consistent with British norms? Is that a problem and,
if it is, what should we be doing about it?
Mr McDonald: It is a very good example that you
have raised and a very diYcult one to answer.

Q142 Chair: That is why we are asking.
Mr McDonald: Absolutely. My response in
consideration is go to the community and ask. There
would need to be an exercise based upon a
community engagement approach where you asked
a range of diVerent local people and got them
involved in examining the particular problem that
you have raised and listening to what their
solutions were.

Q143 Mr Betts: Is this not part of the problem? I am
not saying there is an easy answer because if I had the
answer I would probably have done something
positively than I was able to. The answer is what is
the community there, is it not? If you go to the
community, you might go to the community leaders,
and they might be the people who are the leaders in
the mosque as well, and as these young people said
to me, and they were educated people and they knew
exactly what the issues were and wanted to engage

across community boundaries, was “the last thing
we would do is go to the mosque or give them any
money because the people running this mosque are
not interested.” They are perceived as the
community leaders as well. It is a real dilemma, I
think. I do not know how you get out of it.
Mr McDonald: I think some suggestions go beyond
the community leaders.
Dr Thomas: That is why Prevent is partly trying to
highlight the role of women and young people and
probably rightly, but that is bound to create tensions.
The previous speaker suggested that people without
credibility in communities were being funded,
meaning they are not established community
leaders. These are community development
tensions, very real ones and community workers
have been very well aware of them. You will know
better than I do, being representatives. There is still
a disjuncture between what Prevent money says it is
for and these nitty-gritty community development
issues.

Q144 Chair: Just to finish, because we could go on
for ever. Can I ask for a very quick “yes” or “no”
really. Should Prevent be shoved into the Home
Department and CLG should just concentrate on
building capacity within communities and
community cohesion? “Yes” or “no”, I think I would
like from each of you.
Mr McDonald: That might be the answer! Cohesion
work is very important, in a sense, whichever
department. What matters is not which department
does it.

Q145 Chair: It might alter the perception. I do not
want to guide your answer! Anybody else want to
try?
Dr Thomas: Yes, absolutely, providing the resources
currently spent with CLG do go on cohesion because
my concern is that there is not enough money for
cohesion at the moment.
Mr Mir: Yes, in terms of cohesion CLG has a key
role to play. In terms of the criminal element and the
targeted work with vulnerable individuals, perhaps
the Home OYce has a key role to play on the
criminality aspects.
Chair: Thank you very much.
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Q146 Chair: Can I welcome everybody to this
session which is a formal evidence session of the
Communities and Local Government Select
Committee as part of our Preventing Violent
Extremism Inquiry. Could I just explain that because
this is a formal session, which we normally hold in
the House of Commons, though it is an examination
in public and we are really pleased to see a significant
number of people in the public gallery, it is not the
sort of meeting where I am afraid there can be public
participation. As part of this visit to Birmingham we
have already had an informal meeting with a lot of
people from the local community and we are going
to visit a couple of groups, and those will be
opportunities and have been opportunities for an
actual dialogue, but this is a formal session with
witnesses being recorded by the parliamentary
shorthand writer and will be part of the formal
record of this Committee and I am afraid members
of the public cannot intervene, although if you feel
moved please do drop a note afterwards with your
views or comments to the Clerk of the Select
Committee. So if we could begin this first session
which is with representatives of the Local
Government Association and I guess I should first of
all congratulate Councillor Eaton on her recent
honour. May we address you as Councillor Eaton?
Councillor Eaton: Please do. I would be very happy
if you did. I would start looking round to see who it
was you were talking about!

Q147 Chair: As I said, we have had an informal
meeting before this where we had a lot of very
interesting and frank views expressed, and I think
one of the areas of our concern that we would like to
rehearse with you is whether from the LGA point of
view local authorities feel they actually have the
expertise and knowledge to be able to carry out the
Prevent programme as it is currently conceived
within their localities?
Councillor Eaton: I would say yes because I think
this is largely about communities and the well-being
of communities and the ability of people to live
together harmoniously and to be in a situation where
we prevent extremism arising. I think local
authorities and the elected members are the very
people who understand the communities where they
live. They understand the shortfalls and the things
that they might need and I think they are best-placed
to deal with particular issues, not in isolation but as
the basis for partnership working with other
agencies that work closely with local authorities, so
I would say yes.

Q148 Chair: But from what you have said that is
interpreting the purpose of the Prevent programme,
it seems to me, as largely to do with community
cohesion and not, as it certainly has been suggested
in the past by government, more as part of crime
prevention or counter-terrorism.
Councillor Eaton: I would say that the two work
together. It is not either/or. Those two agendas sit
very closely together because if you have
harmonious communities then the likelihood of
people feeling disaVected and moving into
extremism is less. There are two diVerent
approaches. Prevent is a much more hard-edged
approach than the community cohesion side of it,
but the two things, I would suggest, run very closely
together. A lot of what local government does
through the cohesion and well-being activities can
spot things that need to fall into the Prevent agenda,
so it is not separation. I think that was one of the
issues first of all when this whole idea of Prevent
started that the Home OYce and CLG were coming
at the whole thing from slightly diVerent positions
and it was very diYcult for local authorities quite to
find their role. It was not completely clear. The
Government seems to have recognised that local
authorities are actually in a position of being
responsible and doing well with this. That is why if
you look at some of the activities that have happened
recently there is a recognition from government that
we can actually develop some of our particular
aspects of work around sector-led support
programmes which the CLG are funding, and
funding the IDA to do, so they recognise that
valuable work. The funding is very important
because it is not ring-fenced, it is area-based, which
clearly sends the message that the local area makes
its decisions about how to manage that resource to
deal with the Prevent agenda.
Mr Tuddenham: If I could just introduce myself. I
am Robin Tuddenham and I am the newly
appointed Director of Communities at Calderdale
Council in West Yorkshire. Prior to that I was in
Waltham Forest in East London for six years. Just
building on what the Councillor has said, I think the
two are complementary. I try to see it on a
continuum but there is an element of community
cohesion there which is good core practice role for
local authorities to deliver, but there is an element of
harder edge to this where we are building resilience
in communities, and I think you have to build that
from a basis of your work on cohesion because our
role as local government and why Prevent exists is to
get up-stream and intervene early and to build those
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networks of people in communities who work with
local authorities, the police and agencies to actually
work within schools, within public settings, within
faith communities to work with us to tackle these
issues. It is not about delivering counter-terrorism
upon communities; it is working with communities
on that agenda.
Chair: John, would you like to take up this issue
about Prevent and community cohesion?

Q149 Dr Pugh: Just picking up on what you just
said. Were you saying that the anti-terrorist side is
about building resilience within communities? ƒ
Mr Tuddenham: CONTEST clearly has four strands
within it and Prevent is one of those and I think the
distinct element of Prevent as opposed to other
elements like Pursue, which is where you really are
into a kind of security world, is trying to identify
from an early basis risks within communities,
involving communities in information-sharing in a
constructive way and building trust with
communities. I think the problem that counter-
terrorism and security face is dealing with the
symptoms and the eVects of when things have gone
wrong. There is a desire from the police and from
security agencies to develop some capacity within
communities very early on to share information,
build trust and recognise the danger signs, and there
is specific work around the Channel project as one
example of trying to get in there early and develop
early interventions because otherwise we are dealing
with the consequences and the aftermath rather than
the risks at a very early stage.

Q150 Dr Pugh: You presumably would agree with
John Denham’s proposals for the future of Prevent
which is in some sense keeping a clear focus on the
crime prevention and terrorist aspect and separating
that from community cohesion initiatives and you
said there that they are complementary.
Mr Tuddenham: They are complementary, they are
inter-linked, but I think the way they are governed at
local level is determined depending on what the local
authority’s strategic partnership approach is. It will
not be a one-size-fits-all for local authorities. Many
local authorities will have through the crime and
disorder partnerships a very strong focus around
Prevent and the whole counter-terrorism agenda. I
suspect nearly all would have that. There are also
other forums with communities where community
cohesion works and is delivered. The key thing is
that the key local players, the LSPs, need to have a
close working relationship to make sure both those
things happen eVectively in a joined-up way.

Q151 Dr Pugh: Could you give you me some
examples of local authority work which are clearly
under the Prevent crime prevention anti-terrorism
agenda which could not be seen as community
cohesion initiatives?
Councillor Eaton: We can both make a contribution
on this one. Particularly in areas of working with
outreach youth workers who work in the community
and who find and spot likely groups or individuals
where there is obviously evidence or a suggestion

that they might go down the route of becoming an
extremist. They are then channelled through
activities for young people in a very positive and
constructive way. That has come through
mainstream community cohesion work and it is
about preventing those young people—

Q152 Dr Pugh: Sorry, I am trying to tease out the
diVerence between the two agendas which you said
are complementary but you also accept are diVerent.
I am asking you to cite some examples of projects
that belong to one agenda but do not necessarily
belong to the other. You say that youth outreach
work belongs to the preventative side?
Councillor Eaton: It leads to where there is a problem
of stopping people being terrorists or going in that
direction.

Q153 Dr Pugh: Are there any other local authority
projects clearly under the banner of the Prevent
agenda which could not be construed as community
cohesion?
Mr Tuddenham: There are lots of community
providers that we have begun to engage with around
Prevent which we would not have done with
cohesion and we have not done in the past. One
example in London is the Active Change
Foundation, who are very much focused on street-
based outreach work with young people at risk of
extremism. They also do work around young people
at risk of gangs and there are some similarities in the
type of approach that they have to both of those
issues. What they will do is seek to directly engage in
a street-based way—and it is happening in Waltham
Forest and Brent and other parts of London—with
individuals clearly at risk. The other thing they are
doing is going into prisons and actually intervening.

Q154 Dr Pugh: How do you know these individuals
who you do this outreach work with are people who
are at risk of becoming extremists? How do you
know they are at risk of becoming extremists?
Presumably local authorities do not wander hither
and thither meeting groups of youths on street
corners in the expectation they might become
terrorists? That sounds more like community
cohesion?
Mr Tuddenham: The whole thing around Prevent
and this whole new initiative is mainstream historic
youth services have a role to play but there is some
additionality that local community providers will
play and we have developed work with a risk-based
approach with those providers who have specialist
knowledge of communities, so we are looking at
local organisations who may be aligned to local
mosques or other key forums of community
representatives who have inside knowledge about
the community.

Q155 Dr Pugh: So some youth work would be
ordinary outreach youth work and some youth work
would be counter-terrorism work under the
Prevent agenda?
Councillor Eaton: Yes.
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MrTuddenham:ACPO,whoI thinkyouare speaking
to later, are developing a set of interventions that are
targeted around individuals at risk of extremism.
That is something that they are putting into place
because clearly it has to be locally based. It will not
have credibility unless it is done at a local level and it
is local practitioners and people that know local
communities, so it is not imposing that model upon
local communities.

Q156 Dr Pugh: I would ask the question, would it
surprise you to know that a good number of people
we have spoken to have seen these two agendas not as
complementary but as antagonistic? Is that news to
you?
Mr Tuddenham: No, it is not news. There is a certain
level of concern about the Prevent agenda, both the
languageof thePreventagendaand theapproachand
expectationof thePreventagendaamongstboth local
communities and local agencies. We are very well
aware of that.

Q157 Dr Pugh: And that view is wrong because they
are complementary, according to you?
Mr Tuddenham: It is not wrong. That is how I see it
and certainly the local authorities I have been
working with—and I provide peer support to other
local authorities—are seeking to build that so I know
some local authorities will have their own language
and their own approach to this in terms of how they
actually explain it to communities. They will not
necessarily say this is about preventing extremism
because immediately upon conveying that people
might disengage. There are other interventions at a
higher risk level where you have to be quite explicit
about the language you are using. You have to work
very closely with the police on a risk-based approach
to work with those individuals, particularly
individuals coming out of prison. What I have been
doing until recently in East London is developing a
regional East London project for people coming out
of prison who have been radicalised in prison. That is
a real cause of concern. Their attitude to extremism
and recruitment in prison is leading them to be very
vulnerable coming into the community. I like to see it
in terms of vulnerable people and the safeguarding
work with particular individuals at risk.

Q158 Chair: Do you think local authorities are best
placed todo thiswhat is essentially intelligencework?
Councillor Eaton: Through the work that we do
through social services, through child protection,
through education, all the strands of local authority
work brings local authorities into contact with
communities and individuals and they know what
happens in those communities. Very much more than
any other organisation. Especially when they are
working in partnership with others like the police.
Local strategic partnerships work together. That is
the agencies that all come together and decide on a
strategy for that particular place. Most of the large
places that we would talk about here today will have
as part of that activity a strand within that
community plan addressing both cohesion and
Prevent.

MrTuddenham:Just toadd that I couldalmost turn it
round the other way andsay that the police have been
saying to local authorities for the past three or four
years, “We cannot do this without you.”

Q159 Chair: That is a slightly diVerent thing.
Mr Tuddenham: Because we are in a situation,
particularly talking to head teachers, where the
knowledge of the capacity of local young people
within a head teacher or within a school is something
that thepoliceand intelligence services cannotaccess.
Those local community groups where risks can
emergeandconcerns canbeexpressedandpeople can
be vulnerable is not something that security services
necessarily have an easy access into, so it is trying to
give them that insight and knowledge.

Q160 Chair: But one example that we have heard of is
a school reacting to two pupils discussing whether
girls shouldor shouldnot wear thehijab suggests that
head teachers and teachers do not seem to have quite
the right expertise either. They may know what is
going on but they do not know what they should be
reporting and what they should not.
Mr Tuddenham: There is some truth in that, that is
absolutely right. I think DCFS are very aware of that
and there has been some guidance to schools about
learning together to be safe which is trying to give
schools some knowledge to deal with these problems.
We have done some training with all head teachers
and with schools and school governors about this
agenda on trying to understand Prevent and why it is
important. I think there is an awareness raising issue.
Councillor Eaton: Can I just add to that that I think it
is particularly important to hear from government
why Prevent is important. It is a sensitive area but
when it is expressed by government, the local
authority can then be active without having the
suspicionofbeing the instigatorsandI think that isan
important element because then the communities
know there is an issue and then the council members
and oYcers can go in and design programmes and
people are more readily accepting of what might be
needed to be done in that way.

Q161 Alison Seabeck: Are you absolutely confident
that local authorities have the capacity to pull all this
together because there are so many strands. We have
heard about education and community services
earlier today, it is incredibly mixed, and some seem to
be doing a lot better than others?
Councillor Eaton: That is always the case with all
complex things.

Q162 Alison Seabeck: But you are sitting there saying
we want to take this on, we can do this, but actually
can you do this because it is a huge, huge ask?
Councillor Eaton: Of course it is but then everything
localauthoritiesdo,pulling togetherall the strandsof
policy to deliver services, that is bread and butter to
local authorities, andwhat I amsaying is if youdonot
have local authorities engaging with communities in
a productive and positive way in ways that have been
mentioned I would think delivering Prevent would be
almost impossible other than having some sort of
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dictatorial approach which I would think would be
counter-productiveandwouldPrevent the supportof
the elements of community that we need to be aware
and supportive of what is trying to be done.
Mr Tuddenham: An example would be when you are
dealingwitha livearrest, acounter-terrorismarrest in
yourcommunityandthe resourcesand thechallenges
that creates for local communities and also local
authorities. When you are picking up the pieces when
it has gone wrong there is a real salutary lesson there.
Councillor Eaton: My own authority suVered badly
from nothing to do with this particular agenda but
really serious disturbances, and when there is the
potential for things to erupt when there are issues
around Iraq and sensitive issues for the community,
the local authority plays a key role in finding where
those pressures are, where things are likely to erupt
and managing to steer positive activity rather than
negative. There is some experience to show that these
things are working. Nobody can ever say the thing is
perfect,butIwouldsay thatwehavegot thatcapacity.

Q163 Mr Betts: One of the issues that was raised with
us inourearlierdiscussionswaswhethergovernment,
whether it be national or local, has the capacity to
identify who in the community they should be
speaking to. They say that some of this Prevent
strategy has amounted to a job creation industry for
the great and the good who have been identified by
those on high as the best means of communicating to
ordinary members in the community. Do you think
there is any justification for that?
CouncillorEaton: Ido thinkwe haveall for some time
lived under the misapprehension that there were
“community leaders” and the more we see the more
we realise, particularly amongst young people, they
do not relate to those self-appointed community
leaders, so I think it is an area where we need to be
looking very carefully rather than appointing those
whothinkthemselvescommunity leaders.Thatagain
canbehelpedbylocalauthorityelectedmemberswho
know those communities, they know the individuals
and they know people who really might have a lot of
views to contribute that would be helpful but are not
oYcial community leaders as such.
Mr Tuddenham: Many local authorities have used
funding to develop that kind of functioning amongst
young people, for example, Waltham Forest and
Tower Hamlets as well, and that has been seen as an
opportunity to address some of the gaps in engaging
with some of our local communities.

Q164 Mr Betts: Where do you think the main gaps
are? Is it trying to communicate with young people?
Mr Tuddenham: I think that is one. There have been
issues about our engagement with women,
particularly Muslim women, and involvement there.
Also it is a constantly resource-intensive piece of
work to refresh leadership within communities and it
is very diYcult not to get into the usual people upon
whom you rely. I would not want to criticism some of
these usual people because they are people who give
up their own time who have an active role to play, but
it is a constant eVort to maintain a sense that they are
really representing their communities and it is work

thathas tobeconstantly refreshedall thetime.Youdo
not want to wait for a critical incident to be dealing
with that. You want to develop that network of
people very early on and constantly.

Q165 Mr Betts: There was also some criticism that to
some extent the various programmes are self-
selecting, that anyone who is perceived to have links
or some involvement with what mightbe described as
an extremist group is immediately cast on one side
and it is thought inappropriate to have a dialogue
with,yetare theynotpreciselysomeofthepeoplewho
local authorities and others ought to be
communicating with if this programme is going to be
successful?
Mr Tuddenham: Absolutely. The police have actually
invested in some counter-terrorism oYcers locally
who have that community engagement role and have
relied upon the knowledge and understanding of
local authorities and local agencies tobuild linkswith
some of those people. The Probation Service as well.

Q166 MrBetts: It hasalso been said to us that as soon
as a police oYcer arrives and somebody says to them
“Are you aCTO?” and they say “Yes,” all trust is lost,
not merely in that oYcer but in the rest of the
programme and everyone associated with it because
people are being criminalised.
Mr Tuddenham: There is an incredible thing about
style and how people do that. We have a faith oYcer
who is a police oYcer who has the ability to sit down
with people and have a cup of tea and get to know
people in communities and has built up an incredible
personal knowledge of communities. It is that initial
approach. It is how it is explained and the language
that is used that is really important and also the skill
of the police. The police have developed some really
good skills in that but they need something for people
to go on to.

Q167 Mr Betts: Are there any organisations then that
local authorities should not be engaging with?
Mr Tuddenham: It is always diYcult.
Councillor Eaton: That is a diYcult one and I would
not profess to be able to answer that question, not
because I do not want to but because I do not think I
am qualified to do so.
Mr Tuddenham: There was a national Prevent
conference where we discussed the issue around
premises and use of premises by certain groups.
Again, you have to have a locally based approach to
that.You have tobeaware of the legal implicationsof
action you take and you have to be aware of the risks
of not taking action. I think that people will, quite
rightly, havea diVerent response to that. Some people
will say these groups are going to be around and if
they are going to hold a meeting we need to be there
and engage in dialogue but others say they do not
want themthere, and I thinkweneed tobe listening to
communities so sometimes, yes, but I think a locally
based approach is the only way you can deal with it.

Q168 Dr Pugh: It has been suggested to us that it is
actually quite diYcult for local authorities to identify
those who are at risk of becoming terrorist or
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terrorist-inclined, and I guess you could answer by
saying the problem there for central government is
worse for government but in terms of changing
people’s path, if you are able to identify them, one
theme that has come across strongly in this inquiry so
far is you need to persuade people to adopt a diVerent
ideology or rather not pick up an ideology that will
lead them down the terrorist route. I heard your
mention a few minutes ago a faith oYcer, but I think
very few local authorities have got faith oYcers, and
local authorities and municipal bodies are not
normally equipped to change people’s ideology or
discuss foreign policy to any great extent. Is this a
question mark against your competence not to
identify somebody at risk of terrorism but changing
their cast of mind so they no longer go down that
road?
Councillor Eaton: A lot of local authorities do have
faith forums which involve community members.
Most of them, I do not know one that does not, have
community faith forums where diVerent faiths—

Q169 Dr Pugh: But not normally those people who
have extreme views. I was speaking to somebody we
were chatting to earlier who said that some of the
people who have the most strong views that lend
themselves to terrorism, certainly within the Islam
faith,areverysecretiveabout them.Theydonotshow
upat faithforums.Peoplewhoturnupat faithforums
tend to have bought into general values, do they not?
Councillor Eaton: But those people at the faith forum
will often understand the nature of what the thinking
is of some of their extreme members and they will
knowwhere their activity takesplaceand theymaybe
able to help. It is diverting, it is not sitting somebody
down and changing their view; it is getting somebody
to live in society as we see it and experience it with a
view that they are mainstream and part of it and that
they can actually live contentedly here and be part of
it. That is part of it. You cannot just focus on brain-
washing somebody out of a situation. That is not
what we are about and we could not be.

Q170 Dr Pugh: But you need to counteract minds, so
what you are saying is that some people within a faith
forum will be able to identify possibly within their
own faith community those people who have a mind-
set that is likely to lead to terrorism?
Councillor Eaton: Or the reasons why that mind-set
has arisen and the kinds of issues that we as a society
or a local authority need to be addressing to prevent
more people going in that direction.

Q171DrPugh:Areyouawareofanyexamplesof that
being successfully implemented? In other words
people have gone from faith forums back to their
community, identified the people who are potential
terrorists and changed their minds?
Councillor Eaton: There is a particular mosque in
Bradford which has a very good reputation for
forward-looking work and that community and that
mosque is very heavily involved with others in trying
tobring theattitudeand approachofyoungpeople to
be a positive one. That is bound to aVect some people
in other mosques.

Q172 Dr Pugh: Does the LGA, taking that example,
play a role in spreading good practice!
Councillor Eaton: Most definitely, yes.
Mr Tuddenham: Both the LGA and also the
Improvement Development Agency have a peer
scheme which I am involved in which involves
accredited peers who go to support other local
authorities who are experiencing diYculties and
working with members, oYcers and partners. This is
not new for local government. We had the same
discussion ten or 12 years ago about youth oVending
teamsandpreventingriskandchangingattitudesand
behaviours of young people at an earlier stage
involved in youth crime. Local authorities have
experience of working with people around behaviour
and attitude change but also they are the providers of
lots of interventions that you need to put into place.
What the police clearly struggle with is they may
develop skills for intervening with behaviours and
thinking of an individual risk but they will not be
packaging it with prevention. A person sleeping in a
car that I might deal with who is expressing very
worrying thoughts, the response to the potential
mental health issues is not just about their attitudes
and behaviour it is about accessing mental health
interventions, it is about what is their housing need,
andputting intoplace those interventionswhere local
authorities and health and other providers are the
onlyones that cando thatat a local level so it has tobe
joined into a seamless approach.
Councillor Eaton: There is a website developing good
practice for people to access as well.

Q173 Chair: That is a person who is vulnerable who
needs help. I do not see how that is part of combating
violent extremism.
Mr Tuddenham: How else would you do that? Just
addressing their thinking and behaviour in isolation?
In the Probation Service, where I began my career,
there was always a need to link the work you did
around their cognitive distortions, their thinking,
their behaviour and their oVending with
interventions which are going to reduce their risk.

Q174 Dr Pugh: To be fair, terrorist organisations are
not stupid. They do not pick up people with cognitive
disorders because they tend not to be very eVective
terrorists. Also people who are becoming eVective
terrorists need to be linked into the network so they
can learn how to make bombs and use all their
faculties to the maximum, so simply identifying
vulnerable people out there in the community with
cognitive disorders and strange sentiments is not
going to combat terrorism, is it?
Mr Tuddenham: I think it is important to locate it in
vulnerable people—

Q175 Dr Pugh: That is important as well.
Mr Tuddenham: Louise Richardson of Harvard has
donesomeresearchonthisandshesays thereare three
things in place to make a terrorist. One is an ideology
that is going to attract them. That is the first thing.
The second thing is a community without, for
whatever reason, the resilience to oVer alternatives.
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And the third thing is the vulnerability and life
experience of that individual. There are many
individuals—
Chair: We do not dissent from that and we have had
lots of evidence on that. The issue is not that. The
issue is if you numbered all the people who fulfilled
those three criteria that is a lot of people and the issue
is whether it is appropriate to be using a counter-
terrorism viewpoint -
Dr Pugh: And funds?

Q176 Chair: And funds, indeed, on that huge group
of people which would meet those things and is that
actually having any eVect. Is it targeting suYciently
and would we be better actually using local
authorities more to combat the obvious problems of
deprivation and lack of housing, et cetera. That is the
issue, I think.
Councillor Eaton: I just think we would think it is not
either/or and the two are inter-linked in a way that
really is essential.

Q177 Alison Seabeck: We have listened to a lot of
people talking tousabout thenon-involvement in the
various programmes of a number of groups either
because they have not been brought into the loop by
the local authority because they were not favoured
groups—and central government have been accused
of this as well; we bring people in who we feel
comfortable with, and it is going back on this other
point—but also that local authorities are not the best
people to decide where that funding should go and it
shouldbemuchmoreeither thirdsectororgrass roots
up. What would be your view on that?
Councillor Eaton: What is more grass roots than an
elected member who lives in the community?
Democracy has an important part to play in this. As
an elected member I would feel very aVronted if I did
not feel I was representing the grass roots in my

Witnesses: Ms Sheila Lock, Chief Executive, Leicester City Council; Ms Heather Wills, Head of Community
Cohesion & Equalities; and Councillor Alan Rudge, Cabinet Member, Equalities & Human Resources,
Birmingham City Council, gave evidence.

Q180 Chair: Can I just ask each of you to say
which council you are from, maybe starting over
here.
Ms Wills: Heather Wills, I am Head of Community
Cohesion & Equalities from Barking and
Dagenham Council in London.
Ms Lock: I am Sheila Lock. I am the Chief
Executive of Leicester City Council.
Councillor Rudge: Councillor Alan Rudge, Cabinet
Member for Equalities & Human Resources, City
of Birmingham.

Q181 Chair: Thank you very much indeed. We are
interested obviously in exploring your specific
experience rather than general principles, if we may,
so if each of you could just explain what you think
are the key issues that you have learned from
dealing with violent extremism in your particular

community, and the voluntary sector and working
with them on all of these things. It is not one sector in
isolation. Local authorities work all the time with the
third sector, with community groups and with
individuals so it is a combination of those things.

Q178 Alison Seabeck: Two very quick questions, one
about whether or not money is being targeted in the
right way.Should it be targetedon the basis of the size
of the Muslim population or should the money be
targeted in a wholly diVerent way? Should it be taken
to look across not just at Muslim organisations but
other potentially diYcult groups?
Mr Tuddenham: Firstly, the problem with doing it
around the Muslim population is it is quite crude and
it also does not take in the fact of wider forms of
extremism, and we clearly have to address the wider
forms of extremism. Secondly, there is a need to
develop a kind of commissioning approach with
other agencies. Local authorities do not do this in
isolation. We do not just receive this money from
government and then decide how to spend it in
isolation. We are commissioning that work with the
police, with the voluntary sector in partnership, and
we are doing this together with them.

Q179 Alison Seabeck: How do you spread the
message that this money is good for the whole
community? Just because it is being targeted at the
moment at one particular group obviously that in
itself could be divisive, how do you spread the
message that it is good for all?
Mr Tuddenham: An evidence-based approach in
crucial. Many local authorities have done work to do
mapping with their communities to understand the
dynamics within the communities and to use the
counter-terrorismlocalprofiles,butI thinkthat is still
at a very early stage asa wayof informing howmoney
and how interventions may be delivered.
Chair: Right, thank you very much indeed.

area and whether there are aspects of your own
local communities which have influenced the way
in which you are approaching the issue?
Ms Wills: I think the importance of understanding
Prevent from a local perspective is absolutely
fundamental, which goes back to the point about
the role of local authorities working as part of local
strategic partnerships. We have each understood
the issues and the challenges of Prevent as they
aVect our own local area and I am very conscious
that the issues in Barking and Dagenham are very
diVerent from the issues that Robin has been facing
in Waltham Forest or down the road in Tower
Hamlets, and that is something about the levels of
people in the population who are already
radicalised or who are at risk of radicalisation. It
is a real continuum and therefore the interventions
that we have and the nature of our action plans will
vary very much, so that is why it is very important
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for us to each understand the local context and
develop our own action plans, albeit informed and
supported by the learning that our colleagues
elsewhere in the country are doing.

Q182 Chair: The answer I was hoping for was a
specific example from Barking and Dagenham of
what you believe in your borough are the key issues
that you are focusing on, particularly given you have
extreme right wing activity going on as well.
Ms Wills: For us the work that we do on Prevent is
very much embedded within our wider approach to
community cohesion and therefore we certainly
would not see it as something separate. It is just as
important that the wider population does not form
a mistaken view that there is a problem with
radicalised Muslims in our borough; there is not.
What we have identified is there is a risk of
radicalisation, risk of extremism and therefore it is
appropriate that we put in place measures to prevent
that happening in the future.

Q183 Chair: I am still having diYculty,
pragmatically, specifically how do you do that?
Ms Wills: To give you an example, one of the focuses
of the programme that John Denham has focused
around is about improving and increasing the
resilience of communities to deal with these issues
themselves, so for example we are developing a
community forum for Muslim communities as a
subset of our local faith forum to build capacity in
local community leaders so that they can take
leadership and ownership of this and as they identify
concerns in their communities we can support them
rather than the local authority going in there and
doing it to people, so it is about building capacity,
confidence, understanding of the risks of the
prevention agenda in local Muslim communities.

Q184 Chair: The same question obviously but in
relation to Leicester?
Ms Lock: Leicester is a very diverse city, as members
of the Committee probably know. Our approach
generically has been one of partnership with the
agencies including the police, probation, local
prisons and with local community groupings. We are
very much taking an approach that is unique to
Leicester. I would not in any way suggest it is an
approach that can be provided in other places for
some of the reasons Heather has already said, but the
main elements of our approach have been firstly to
understand our communities better. That is because
the nature of the way Prevent funding has come to
us has made assumptions, I think, that the Muslim
community is a homogenous group and our own
experience has been that that is not the case, and
therefore we have had an element which has been
about social research, working with our local
universities to understand our communities better
and to understand our Muslim communities better.
Secondly, to make sure that our approach is rooted
in a sustainable strategy for cohesion which is about
strong, resilient neighbourhoods which have an
accountability democratically to local ward
engagement processes. Thirdly, to focus on specific

work with groups that we know we need to work
with on the Prevent agenda, so young people,
women in particular, promoting the next generation
of community leaders, specific mentoring support
for vulnerable people are some examples of some of
that specific work that we have undertaken.

Q185 Chair: I believe you have renamed the
programme. Is that right?
Ms Lock: Yes, we do not talk about Prevent in
Leicester. Prevent for us created a number of issue in
terms of creating a barrier that we felt was
unnecessary, so we retitled it and talk about
moderation and the way in which we mainstream
moderation as part of our community cohesion
strategy.

Q186 Alison Seabeck: Is that programme just using
Prevent money or are you drawing in funds from
elsewhere?
Ms Lock: No, it uses a variety of funding coming
together, so in eVect what we create is a virtual
pooled pot of funding which enables us locally to
determine how best we set that against a set of
priorities, so we use some of our money around
neighbourhoods, we use some of our money that is
delegated towards community meetings and
democratic accountability but we also use some of
the money that is available to us through Prevent
resources. What we have tried to do is develop a
coherent strategy that recognises that there is a
continuum here that we are talking about from
building strong, resilient communities that can cope
with all sorts of issues, through to dealing with those
issues which are at the very far end which are, quite
rightly, the jurisdiction of the police, those issues that
are hard end, but also making sure that it is rooted
in a strategy for tackling disadvantage and some of
the reasons why people exhibit extremist behaviour
perhaps because they are disenfranchised from the
local systems of democracy.

Q187 Mr Betts: Just two follow-up points. First of
all, have you any problems with the CLG or the
Home OYce approving funding being used in that
way? Secondly, is the funding of those programmes
available just for use within the Muslim community
or within the wider community as well?
Ms Lock: In terms of the first question we had some
diYculties initially, yes, and that probably will not
come as a surprise. That was because the funding
was so rigidly interpreted in relation to Prevent and
was to some extent at odds with the approach that
we wanted to take locally and that we wanted to take
on the basis of consultation we have had with our
community groups. We stuck to our guns really and
felt that if we were going to make use of that money
that a broader spectrum and a broader approach was
necessary. To some extent that has been reinforced in
the later guidance and in John Denham’s speech in
December. I think that was really important to us. In
terms of the specificity of applying the funding to
just Muslim groups, we wanted an approach in
Leicester that enabled us to talk about building
strong, resilient communities across the piece that
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made resilience have a resonance for our community
groups, whether we were talking about Muslim
extremism or the activities of the far right, and so
talking about a virtual pooled budget approach
around neighbourhoods enabled us very much to
take that kind of approach where we could be more
distributive in our allocation of funding across a
broader spectrum of services to be available at local
and community level.

Q188 Dr Pugh: Could I ask you about the word
“resilience” and your use of it because it does
intrigue me what exactly this word means. Is it
possible to have a community becoming more
resilient but less well integrated or cohesive with the
wider society?
Ms Lock: I think that is possible. That is why what
you have to have is an approach that is about
building strong, healthy communities in the context
of safety but also in the context of making sure that
you have cross-community dialogue. I guess that is
why we took that kind of broader approach in
Leicester to thinking about what resilience actually
meant. For us it meant working with communities to
make them stronger to all sorts of issues but also
making sure that across the city as a whole that there
were opportunities for better cross-city dialogue
between diVerent communities. That was really
important because the geography of Leicester is you
have very settled patterns where communities have
settled in the city. Just as you heard in the earlier
evidence that no local authority is the same, I think
it would be wrong to assume that every single
neighbourhood is the same or indeed the needs of
one group, particular faith or religious group in one
area is the same as that particular group in another
area of the city. They are hugely diverse.

Q189 Dr Pugh: So communities can be resilient but
not lose any of their natural traits? I imagine that
very orthodox Jewish communities that exist in parts
of London and Manchester are incredibly resilient
but inward looking to some extent and you are
suggesting that part of resilience is ability to
negotiate with the outside world?
Ms Lock: Absolutely and to be outward-looking not
just inward-looking and to use that as a strength so
that what you are doing is playing into a city like
Leicester the strengths that some of those
communities bring rather than looking at it from a
deficit model.

Q190 Chair: Can we move on to Councillor Rudge
from the Birmingham point of view.
Councillor Rudge: This was brought about because I
was going to initiate something in my own right. We
had Operation Gamble which was a police operation
in Birmingham which caused considerable emotion
in parts of the community as to the way it was
carried out and the way it was operated, and the way
information was leaked to the press and media. As a
result of that I held various meetings in the Council
House with people representing the communities
and areas which were most aVected.

Q191 Chair: What year was this?
Councillor Rudge: This was early 2007. Out of these
meetings I tried to work out what were the areas that
they most wished me to lead in activities to reduce
the potential of upset and, you might say, to create
more resilience in the communities and also reduce
the chances of misinterpretation of what is taking
place and also to look at the way in fact it tainted
areas which just because they had someone who had
some criminal intent it tended to taint the whole area
where the criminals were located as if they were all
part of the same thing. As a result of this five themes
came out, which I put in my report to you. The
things which came out were media, women, young
people and projects which linked things together.
They were the ones of maximum concern
particularly the way the media had played it out and
where they did not feel there was trust as to where the
operation had taken place and it was maximising
disturbance. As a result of these meetings I decided
that it would be appropriate for me as leader of
community cohesion as a separate thing to try and
work out how we could deal with the issues they had
mentioned. Fortunately, at the same time the
Government said that they were interested in
preventing violent extremism, so as a result of that it
looked as though that funding would be very
apposite in trying to achieve what I wanted to
achieve, so we put forward a bid which was made up
of 11 diVerent parts under those headings.
Fortunately, we were successful and we received
£525,000 as a pathfinder project. We had a nine-
month period and that would test out these diVerent
things. The important point was that we were
allowed the topics we had chosen which we thought
were the ones that would be eVective, so we were
allowed to proceed with the ones we had chosen and
thought of, which is why obviously I was pleased to
have the opportunity of that extra funding because
otherwise I would not have been able to carry out all
the projects; I would only have been able to carry out
a few of them because we would not have extra
funding. At no time have we overplayed the title. We
have minimised the title. We did not go as far as
Leicester but we tended to use the phrase “PVE”
rather than “Preventing Violent Extremism”
because it was not popular because of its
misconnotation, but nevertheless if you explained
what we were trying to do and where we were coming
from was the result of three big meetings in the
Council House, they knew that what we were doing
was what they wanted to have done so they tended
to say so long as you did not pronounce it heavily
and use “PVE” the issue went away. In the future I
think that is something that needs to be looked at as
to whether that is the appropriate phraseology to use
for what we are talking about.

Q192 Chair: Have you had parts of the community
that have not got involved because it is called
Prevent?
Councillor Rudge: We must have had really though
they would not have said that to me. Obviously the
direction of the categories we are talking about in
themselves, to satisfy the criteria of the PVE
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programme, meant they to be orientated towards
people of the Muslim faith or deemed to be Muslim
communities and that was a narrowly defined part of
the original pathfinder.

Q193 Chair: So you have focused yours entirely on
the Muslim community not the wider community?
Councillor Rudge: We were advised that was way to
claim the money and those were the projects we did.
Somewhat similar to the previous speaker, we have
been attempting to broaden the scope of the use so
that we can build up resilience in all areas which are
aVected by any forms of extremism which is of a
nature which could lead to violence but not
necessarily be of violence because obviously
incitement can be as provocative as actually doing
and of course it can encapture people into what they
want to achieve, what they have incited which ends
up in violence.

Q194 Alison Seabeck: How comfortable are you as
local authorities in terms of dealing with
organisations in your individual areas who may be
seen by others to be slightly more extreme or
diYcult? Would you embrace those organisations if
they wanted to participate or if your Muslim
communities felt they ought to be participating?
Councillor Rudge: I certainly do not think I would
use the word “embrace”. What we are trying to do
is prevent people from joining organisations that we
might consider a threat to the stabilisation of our
city and our country, and so therefore one would be
very cautious if we were advised to do it and we
would we have to investigate it very carefully. People
do get handles which perhaps they do not deserve
sometimes.

Q195 Alison Seabeck: How do you make a
judgment? If you have a mosque for example which
perhaps may not be signing up to the Prevent
programme because they would rather do it their
way, who feel that whilst they may not be directly be
involved there are certain individuals who they think
should be involved but you have concerns about
them, how do you deal with them?
Councillor Rudge: It is very kind of you to give me
an easy example. I would obviously include any
mosque which wanted to enter into a dialogue or any
organisation of that nature. If you are talking about
a prescriptive group, I think I would—

Q196 Alison Seabeck: No, I am not, I am talking
about groups in the community who may well
perhaps have sprung up fairly recently, that perhaps
do not have a long-term history in the community
and therefore it is quite diYcult to judge precisely
where they are coming from. People get a bit
suspicious about new groups popping up but which
may well have a lot of backing. It may be a group of
young people. We know groups do appear. How
would you engage with them?
Councillor Rudge: I would engage.

Q197 Alison Seabeck: They are not somebody your
local councillor knows.

Councillor Rudge: I would have engaged regardless
of the PVE programme because it is part of my desire
to create a city which is harmonious where people get
on together. If you ignore groups you are creating
problems for the success of what I am trying to
achieve so they would have been engaged anyway.
PVE fortunately gave me some funding which I
could specialise in engaging in those areas. A perfect
example is misplaced publicity was created about a
mosque in our own city and it had a programme on
the television. I have got very involved with that
mosque and that mosque itself has now gone
through our governance arrangements and has a
very healthy democratic structure in its operation, of
its own choice, with our help wherever they required
our help, and they now are a major part in our
community and are playing a major role in the
success of our city.

Q198 Chair: Can I just ask on that, would you feel
equally happy about interfering in a church or a Sikh
temple that seemed to have a not terribly democratic
mode of operation?
Councillor Rudge: The important thing is we do not
interfere. I would not interfere in the first place but
what we gave was options and opportunities and
entered into a dialogue and said what we could oVer.

Q199 Chair: Would you enter into a dialogue with
a church?
Councillor Rudge: If they wanted help. I do enter
into dialogue with all the faiths. I have set up a faith
round table. In fact I am meeting next week in my
faith round table and the important thing is to
engage with them if they want assistance and ideas.
We inform each other. I have got a list of things for
my faith round table which includes faith auditing of
the voluntary work they do and I would be more
than pleased to embrace all the major faiths in our
city which play an important role.

Q200 Chair: Ms Seabeck’s question about the
quality of engagement to the other two?
Ms Lock: I was just going to say the nature of local
partnerships is critical to deal with the kind of issue
that you are raising. As in Birmingham, Leicester
also has a very active multi-faith group as well as a
variety of community leadership groups that meet
on a regular basis to talk about some of those issues
around allocation of funding. However, I also think
that the way in which you allocate money in itself is
not the end of the process. It is also about the
accountability that comes with funding received. I
think there are challenges around how you measure
whether the money is being used for the purposes for
which it is being given. For me locally it has been one
of the challenges around the use of some of the
national indicator set and indicator 35 which is
around preventing violent extremism. For me one of
the indicators that is much more helpful in
measuring impact at a local level is—and I am
sounding very anoraky now—NI2 which is the one
around sense of belonging locally because I think



Processed: 23-03-2010 18:54:38 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG4

Ev 42 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

11 January 2010 Ms Sheila Lock, Ms Heather Wills and Councillor Alan Rudge

that gives you an indicator set that can give some
very tangible outcomes and outputs that you expect
and that you can then monitor the way in which
funding is used as a contributory factor to that
outcome set.

Q201 Alison Seabeck: Just to come back on that, do
you have a sense that money going in through the
programme is better targeted at that particular
indicator than the other one?
Ms Lock: Yes,

Q202 Alison Seabeck: Because you are more likely
with the other one, as we heard in previous sessions,
that money just goes to odd little conferences with
nice dinners and does not actually get down to the
problems.
Ms Lock: For me at a local level being able to frame
a set of outputs and outcomes that link to that sense
of belonging indicator has been much more helpful
in measuring whether giving funding has made a
tangible diVerence.

Q203 Chair: Can you answer the original question?
Ms Wills: Yes I would certainly endorse that as well.
For us national indicator number 1 is one part of our
local area agreement.

Q204 Chair: Remind us what that one is.
Ms Wills: The percentage of people who believe that
people from diVerent backgrounds get on well
together, the community cohesion indicator. We saw
that as a major priority. For us NI35 is a self-
assessment, it is a check-list of are you putting things
that are seen as the right inputs into the process. The
outcomes, as my colleagues says, are in national
indicators 1 and 2 in particular. That is why we took
that decision in our local area.

Q205 Alison Seabeck: Finally a question that has
again come out of other evidence is a lot of this is
being seen to be top-down. Even at local authority
level it is still seen to be top-down. What advice
would you give to Muslim organisations about how
they can best engage and participate and feel part of
the programmes in your individual local authorities?
Ms Wills: Where we started at the very beginning
when there was a suggestion that we would be a
pathfinder authority is we brought together all of the
community contacts we had and talked with them
about how do we think together we can address this.
So we have a steering group made up of community
representatives, representatives of the council and
the police, and together we work to pull together an
action plan each year, so it is not about the council
imposing actions, it is about the ideas and the
engagement being very much from the community
within the context of the Prevent objectives that are
set for us.

Q206 Alison Seabeck: But all of you at some point
say there is a gap in terms of women and young
people here. Any advice to the wider public who are
going to be reading this?

Ms Wills: We are fortunate in that we have two very
strong community organisations for women in the
Muslim sector locally and they are on our steering
group. We have got some very good work with
young people going on by a number of the
organisations who are on our steering group as well,
so we very much recognise it as a priority and it has
been part of our action plan throughout.
Ms Lock: I would endorse the comments made by
my colleague from Barking and Dagenham but I
would also add that sometimes I think we make
ourselves feel better by thinking that you go out
there and you encourage people to apply and you
somehow cover the spectrum, and it does not work
like that. I think that you have to really work at the
way in which you engage local communities, not just
Muslim communities but the whole spectrum. I
think that is why local authorities are in a good place
to deal with these kinds of issues because you have
that democratic accountability, but you also have
lots of front-line services out there on the streets
talking to people about all sorts of things. I think
that in itself can act as a particular catalyst to try and
make sure that you get that broader representation
of engagement that is necessary.

Q207 Chair: Councillor Rudge?
Councillor Rudge: I agree with what Leicester said
then. My own view is although you cannot be top-
down you cannot automatically give the monies to
organisations and obviate your responsibility to try
and work out what really is going on. You have to go
down to the very base level. What we have tried to
do in a number of our youth inclusion projects and
youth opportunity projects, for example, is to go
right down to the workers who are delivering at the
face with the youngsters and they produce
programmes with us and we finance as they go along.
We do not just give lump sums to people and then
they do what they want with it. The point about it is
we are at the very level of meeting the people who we
want to build the resilience in, the ones who could
easily be influenced to go in the wrong direction, the
ones who we want to feel they are part of our city and
are appreciated and reengage them if they are being
disengaged into our city. The projects we are doing
like that satisfy both criteria. They have suYcient
confidence that we have clear accountability and we
have suYciently involved ourselves as the local
authority, we are not just passing it on to someone
else, and we are right down at the level where we are
supposed to be dealing with people. I agree with
Sheila that I think local authorities have the best
opportunity being a democratically elected group
who should have their feet on the ground in their
communities to help deal with the situation in a
basic way.

Q208 Mr Betts: Just following up this issue about
how we can measure success in terms of this
programme. I suppose at one level we do not end up
with extremists who do things we would rather they
did not do. I want to follow up on this idea that you
can get a better measure in terms of sense of
belonging, which I think Sheila Lock referred to, in
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terms of creating an atmosphere where extremism is
reduced. First of all, I am not quite sure how you
measure that. Perhaps you could advise me.
Secondly, is it not quite possible that you can have a
sense of belonging amongst the vast majority of the
community but the ones who do not have that sense
are the ones we ought to be worried about because
they are still detached and alienated and we have not
got to them?
Ms Lock: I think there is a validity in what you are
saying around how do you make sure that in
measuring the money it has made a diVerence to the
very people you want to make a diVerence to. Of
course, we do have with indicators 1 and 2 an
opportunity through things like the Place Survey to
measure in our surveys of local residents within our
cities whether they feel part of the city, whether they
feel engaged in what is happening in the city, and that
whole process of democratic engagement in
particular, but we also have other measures at a
community level, and I think the complexity of what
we are talking about here is that there is not one
answer to many of these diYcult problems that we
face and you have to draw information and evidence
about whether it is working from many sources and
triangulate that. If you simply took NI1 NI2 and
said we will measure that once a year or on a six-
monthly basis, or however you decided to do that,
and that will be our measure for judging success, that
in itself would not be enough and I think that is why
for us locally sitting some of this work within the
context of what we are doing in our neighbourhoods
and what we are trying to do in the city as a whole
gave us a much broader set of things against which
we could judge whether we were making a diVerence
because this is a continuum from people becoming
disaVected for all sorts of reasons at a local level,
through poverty or education or all sorts of things,
right through to those people who then take those
grievances to the far extreme and become involved in
activity that is not appropriate, so one solution on its
own, one set of frameworks will not give you the
kind of answers to the complex questions that you
face.

Q209 Mr Betts: Does that mean we cannot
measure success?
Ms Lock: We can measure success in terms of
looking at whether the way in which at a local level
we are working is making a diVerence to the way in
which people feel about where they live, but on its
own that will not be enough; we have to do other
things. That includes doing some of the hard-edged
stuV which our police colleagues are most actively
involved in, which is identifying those individuals
who are going to go on to be involved in violent
extremism and dealing with that. I think that is quite
rightly the territory of our colleagues within the
police.

Q210 Mr Betts: Can I just follow that up. It is an
issue that has come out from time to time that the
police quite rightly have a community policing role
which fits very well with some of the things you have
just been describing, and clearly there has to be a

good working relationship with the police on these
issues. The police also have that hard edge and
counter-terrorism oYcers may approach things in a
slightly diVerent way. How do you ensure that when
working with the police and recognising they have
that hard-edged role (and sometimes local
authorities may need to approach some problems in
that way as well) you do not give a stigma to the
whole of the programmes you are trying to debate
because “you are only getting this funding because
we think you are likely to be extremists”?
Ms Lock: Those kinds of challenges are the kinds of
challenges that people in local government
leadership face all the time about the way in which
on the one hand you deliver services but sometimes
you might deliver services that people do not want.
We do that in a lot of circumstances. I think the
dialogue that you have at a local level amongst
partners is really critical, so if you are evaluating
information that is available to you, you are making
those kinds of judgments about when the line is
reached at which the matter quite rightly becomes a
matter that on a single agency colleagues need to
deal with. For me and for Leicester on some of these
issues around some of that very hard-edged set of
risk factors that suggest that at a local level criminal
activities are carried out, that is a police matter. My
role as a local authority chief executive is very much
about making sure that we have good strategies
locally that encourage people to get on well together
and live in our community safely and protected. I
accept that in this current climate there are some
individuals that quite rightly police colleagues have
to deal with.

Q211 Chair: Can I just ask you on that, do you think
it should be the police who should be leading Prevent
or the local authority? I accept that both should be
involved but who should be leading it?
Ms Lock: My view is that local authorities should be
leading it and my view is based on the fact that this
is really about us working to prevent radicalisation
and to make sure that people do not reach that point
where it becomes a criminal matter. I think that local
authorities have a very good track record in
delivering a whole range of preventative services at a
local level and recognising where that line is and
being able to pass that on when that is appropriate,
but I think if we are talking about ways in which we
work with our communities and ways in which we
engage with our communities, the best people to
have that local leadership role are local authorities in
partnership with their LSPs at a local level.

Q212 Dr Pugh: You used the word “radicalisation”
and I notice it was used earlier on, but in fact Prevent
in terrorism is not about preventing radicalisation, it
is about preventing violence. Is it the local
authority’s job to inhibit people from holding
radical opinions?
Councillor Rudge: I think it really depends what you
mean by radical opinions. Most people are not quite
sure what radical means most of the time.
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Q213 Dr Pugh: Let me give you an example.
Obviously foreign aVairs features in the
radicalisation of some people anyway. If you have
quite strong views on international aVairs that diVer
markedly and radically from the rest of the
population, is it the local authority’s job to prevent
them?
Councillor Rudge: If that person advocates certain
steps to achieve the support of the aims which he is
talking about and thereby encouraging people to
take steps which would destabilise his community he
lives in and his country—

Q214 Dr Pugh: So you are not against people in their
communities holding radical views so long as they
preface that or add to that the fact that they do not
advocate violence?
Councillor Rudge: I think we have to accept that
people are entitled to have diVerent views but if the
views threaten the actual structure of the society that
the person is residing in then it has reached a stage
where it is of concern to us. If you are trying to have
a cohesive city and you have somebody who is
breaking it up or fragmenting it, you have a worry.

Q215 Dr Pugh: In the case of Barking you have
councillors who have some quite radical views, do
you not? Is it your job to prevent people having
radical views like that as a local authority? There
might be a general view that people ought not to
have those views and we combat them politically but
is it the job of the statutory local authority to prevent
people from having those views given that some of
the elected members are elected on those views?
Ms Wills: Given that you are particularly referring
to the Barking and Dagenham context, clearly there
is an oYcial opposition in the council made up of the
British National Party which is a perfectly legal
party and therefore it is legal.

Q216 Dr Pugh: Are their views radical?
Ms Wills: There are some people who would count
them as that.

Q217 Dr Pugh: Do you count them as that?
Ms Wills: The distinction I would make is that the
council has a responsibility where there is a risk of
violence and, as Councillor Rudge says, where there
is a risk to the stability and the community cohesion
of the local authority.

Q218 Dr Pugh: Do the views of those elected
members have that threat?
Ms Wills: On the majority of occasions the local
members pursue their role as local councillors.
Whether they be councillors or members of the
public, if they were to get involved in a violent demo
for example, then clearly our colleagues in the police
and we would be concerned about that.

Q219 Dr Pugh: Can you though accept that there is
distinction between preventing somebody from
terrorist action, where they would need to take a

series of steps to find out about bombs and all that
kind of thing, aYliate to a network and so on, and
preventing people from adopting views which you
and I would regard as radical and in some cases
wholly unacceptable? There is a diVerence, is not
there?
Ms Wills: The issue is that this is an agenda and set
of the objectives that are about prevent. There is a
continuum—

Q220 Dr Pugh: It is a preventing terrorism not
preventing having radical views strategy, is it not?
Ms Lock: Yes. What we have to be aware of is that
there is a continuum of views that will start with a
number of risk factors and we need to be aware of
those risk factors and have a range of interventions
we can put in place when we see those risk factors
rather than leaving it to a stage where people have
become so radicalised that it is very diYcult to make
interventions.

Q221 Chair: We are actually getting somewhere here.
To use the BNP prism, you could say that those
individuals who are likely to go out and indulge in
racist attacks are quite likely to have been radicalised
through membership of the BNP expression of racist
views, which is not to say that every member of the
BNP is necessarily involved in violence. As part of
the Prevent programme, and specifically as part of
the Channel project, if you are looking at individuals
who may be on the route towards violence, do you
include in that individuals who are members of the
BNP expressing racist views and suggesting
everybody who is not white should be sent home
again? Is that also a trigger?
Ms Wills: Can I be clear for the record the work that
we are doing in Barking and Dagenham following
the objectives of the Prevent programme are very
specifically targeted at reducing the risk of violent
extremism in the Muslim community.
Councillor Rudge: That is correct. The Government
did say that. It did also say in the note that we should
challenge extremist ideologies and support
mainstream voices, which is quite clear as well. I
think the whole point we are saying is if anyone who
wants to disrupt what we are trying to do in
community cohesion—the left, right or centre
through violent extremist ideology—our job is to try
and challenge it from the point of view of the
community.

Q222 Dr Pugh: I may be a person who is against a
degree of community cohesion, say for example a
Muslim who would like to see Sharia law in a very
strict form common throughout the whole of their
particular community. That is quite a radical view in
the UK and quite exceptional in the Muslim
community. It does not follow from that necessarily
that they are advocating a violent solution. It is the
case that they have a radical view and it is the case
that their view is counter to community cohesion but
it is nothing to do with extremism per se, is it?
Councillor Rudge: It depends what you are talking
about. If you are thinking it might engender
extremism then you ought to consider it. For
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example, I have advised the Minister, and he has
agreed, that we should tackle other areas and we
should not stick narrowly to Muslim areas because
other areas are aVected by what you do. One
criticism we frequently have is, “Why are you always
putting funding in certain areas and ignoring other
groups of people completely?” You have to get a
balance to win your community over. If you want to
look at it we are doing two other areas outside
because we want to measure the eVect of things that
are being said on other communities and how they
feel about it. If you are trying to prevent you are
trying to get to a stage where you can prevent, not
after the event. We are trying to be there at an early
stage to build resilience and it needs to look at all
communities. One of the things they could consider
about the PVE programme is widening it, as the
Secretary of State was saying, so it does not exclude
looking at the issue which I have just mentioned.

Q223 Dr Pugh: So what you are saying is that funds
which are allocated essentially for preventing violent
extremism can also be deployed to discourage people
from forming groups, aYliations, sets of beliefs and
so on which would render them less cohesive with the
rest of the community?
Councillor Rudge: I never said anything like that at
all. What I did say was that people in other areas can
be aVected by what is occurring and we may need to
consider what the eVect is on that area and consider
whether we can assist in this because we may need to
prevent other issues arising as an eVect and that is
something we ought to consider because that is a
knock-on. What we have actually said are there any
initial things—the words are of course “preventing
violent extremism”—and that could cover any form
of problems. Other areas are aVected by what you
do. If you constantly put money into certain areas
other people aVected may well feel isolated
themselves so we have to consider the big picture as
well when we are doing this. I am sure many people
in some of our communities and other ethnic
communities feel the same. You have to think of the
whole picture and Preventing Violent Extremism
was narrow because at the time (and still) there was
a prevalence in certain areas where we need to build
up more resilience, but we cannot ignore other areas
at the same time.

Q224 Chair: Ms Lock, on this issue of quite how far
local authorities are going to get into policing
thought.
Councillor Rudge: They do not do it at all.
Ms Lock: The local authority role is not to act as
“thought” police very clearly but it does have a
community responsibility to ensure that it has an

area which is safe which takes appropriate steps to
actually keep people safe by talking with local
people in a way that is partnership. I think the debate
has just illustrated exactly why Prevent on its own
cannot deliver the kind of safe communities that we
are talking about and local authorities have got to
see Prevent as part of a range of activities taking
place at a local level to deliver safe communities. The
assumption that somehow you have Prevent and you
apply it to your Muslim population and it will be
okay is nonsense because actually Prevent in itself is
creating enormous tensions between sections of the
Muslim community for some of the reasons that
have been already highlighted in the question,
because the way in which you can use that funding to
help minimise the risk and create protective factors,
which is what we are trying to build for some people
who potentially might go down that extremism
route, the money is a very finite pot anyway so it has
to be targeted as appropriate.

Q225 Dr Pugh: Are we not muddying the waters a
little bit here. You talked about safety. In my
example, I would find it deeply regrettable and sad if
a small section of the Muslim community who quite
happily wished to pursue a style of life as in fact
Orthodox Jewish communities have done in certain
parts of the country which in a sense cuts them oV
from the wider community, which follows strict
norms which they are very comfortable with
themselves (although other people may not be) and
it would make them, in your view, less resilient and
less community cohesive but it certainly would not
make them safe. It would also make their views more
radical. I do not think you can use safety as a basis
for actually discouraging all the things you wish to
discourage.
Ms Lock: Resilience for me is not just about safety.
It is about a whole set of community factors—

Q226 Dr Pugh: I am trying to figure out what.
Ms Lock: —which are part of a city and part of that
democratic engagement and that democratic life. I
think the way in which we have approached it in
Leicester is very much to say Prevent is a stream of
funding that comes in that is very much targeted at
that Muslim community, but what a wasted
opportunity that would be if we just saw it in that
way. What we have tried to do is see it in a much
broader kind of way that links to neighbourhood
planning and community cohesion. I think that is
legitimately within the realms of a local authority’s
work.

Q227 Chair: Thank you all very much. If we could
move on to the last set of witnesses.
Ms Lock: Thank you.
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Witnesses: Sir Norman Bettison QPM, ACPO lead for Prevent, Association of Chief Police OYcers;
Mr Jonathan Charlton, Strategic Policy Adviser, Prevent, Association of Police Authorities; and
Councillor Paul Murphy, Chairman, Greater Manchester Police Authority, representing the Association of
Police Authorities, gave evidence.

Q228 Chair: We are squeezing you down slightly but
we were getting into a very interesting line of
questioning there and I think it probably suggests to
you the lines we are going to want to be pursuing
with you particularly. Can I start oV really with
asking if you could clarify from the point of view of
the police firstly whether you think you are in charge
or local authorities are in charge of the Prevent
programme in each locality and, secondly, whether
you think there is a tension between the police view
of what Prevent should be doing, which may be the
Government’s view but we will leave that to one side,
and local authorities’ views of what Prevent is trying
to achieve?
Sir Norman Bettison: I am Sir Norman Bettison, the
Chair of the Association of Chief Police OYcers and
Chief Constable of West Yorkshire Police. I am very
clear that if Prevent were left to the police it would
fail.

Q229 Chair: Could you explain why?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes, because the police have
got to undertake the full gamut of the four Ps—
Protect, Prepare and Pursue as well as Prevent.
There is always the potential for those diVerent
responsibilities to be confused and misunderstood.
The police have a reach into a community at a
particular level. Wherever you get good
neighbourhood policing that reach is greater.
Wherever you get safer schools partnerships the
reach is greater still but the reach can only go so far.
At a local authority level through schools, through
youth outreach, through community health, there is
the opportunity for a much greater reach into the
wider realms of the community. The police, relatively
speaking, have this superficial reach and the other
responsibilities that have to be undertaken in the
police role, so if Prevent is left to the police it will be
less eVective and less optimal than if the local
authority is very centrally involved. In my view, the
local authorities is the appropriate agency to lead
on Prevent.

Q230 Chair: And the other two on that point. If you
agree just say you agree but if you have diVerent
points.
Councillor Murphy: I agree so I will not protract it.
Mr Charlton: Can I just add very briefly I think the
notion of leadership is a moot point to some extent.
It is about getting the arrangements in place that are
right and work for all local partnerships and they
diVer from location to location. On the issue of
police and local authority relationships, yes, I think
there are tensions sometimes. I think certainly in the
early days of Prevent two to three years ago there
were very real tensions between what was seen as a
community cohesion response, as you have
discussed earlier and a security-based response, and
I think certainly over the last three years we have
matured and gone some way to developing
partnerships that have resolved some of those
diVerences.

Councillor Murphy: If I may just add to that. It is
quite variable. It should not be taken that there is a
consistency across the piece of police authorities and
forces and those partnerships on Prevent. It is quite
variable. There are areas that I think are exemplars
of good practice and there are other areas where they
do not think it aVects them, which is always a cause
of concern for us in the APA and of course in the
forces.

Q231 Chair: I would quite like to pursue the points
we were making at the end of the last session while
they are still fresh in our minds because it is
important to pursue it with you particularly I think
in relation to the Channel project. The point that
John Pugh was pursuing about where is the move
within a democracy between the right to express
radical views and the Channel programme, which in
a sense is using the expression, amongst other things,
of radical views as a trigger to then target those
individuals with measures that prevent them from
turning to violence—or allegedly prevent them
turning to violence, particularly young people.
Sir Norman Bettison: Can I start with a story about
Hasib Hussain. Hasib Hussain was a young man, a
third generation Leeds-born individual. He went
through the school system. He was the son of a
foundry worker. His three siblings have done very
well. Hussain was doing a business diploma course
at a local college. He was a model student at
Matthew Murray School in East Leeds. He went on
at the age of 18 to strap a rucksack to his back and
blew up the number 30 bus that we have all seen in
the scenes that followed the 07/07 bombings. We
started to unpick what was known about Hasib
Hussain. He had never come to the notice of the
police at any stage in his young life and therefore in
terms of opportunities for the police to intervene to
prevent what went on to occur, there were just no
hooks there. However, what we did discover is that
as a model student whilst at Matthew Murray
School his exercise books were littered with
references to Al-Qaeda, and the comments could not
have been taken as other than supportive comments
about Al-Qaeda. To write in one’s exercise book is
not criminal and would not come on the radar of the
police, but the whole ethos, the heart of Prevent is
the question for me of whether someone in society
might have thought it appropriate to intervene.
What do I mean by intervention? I do not mean
kicking his door down at 6 o’clock in the morning
and hauling him before the magistrates. I mean
should someone have challenged that? They are the
sorts of cases that get referred through the Channel
scheme. It is not a question of having a scheme and
targeting it on individuals but having a scheme that
is capable that has the facility to actually provide
intervention opportunities that might be a precursor
or it might be some way up-stream from somebody’s
ideas and attitudes developing into violent
extremism.



Processed: 23-03-2010 18:54:38 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG4

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 47

11 January 2010 Sir Norman Bettison QPM, Mr Jonathan Charlton and Councillor Paul Murphy

Q232 Dr Pugh: At what point is that done? A lot of
young men have quite radical opinions of one kind
or another. It is about the only time in one’s life when
one does have radical opinions. Here you have a
clear-cut case where somebody is advocating
support for a known terrorist organisation which
would give anybody outright cause for concern.
Suppose that views were expressed about the
Palestinian situation quite forcefully, would that also
count? What would the threshold be and who would
be the judge of where it was done appropriately and
where it was done inappropriately?
Sir Norman Bettison: This is an incredibly moot
point. I think it is a very case-by-case sensitive point.
The important thing is that it is not law enforcement
interventions so the interventions that are
anticipated through the Channel scheme or through
having a Prevent focus is that somebody feels that it
is appropriate to challenge or to question or to
mentor or to coach. All the interventions that have
come through the 228 publicly stated cases of
Channel intervention have been handled through
that sort of mentorship or challenge and not through
law enforcement.

Q233 Dr Pugh: Following that through, there is a lot
of race hatred crime within the UK. Certainly as a
former teacher I have observed both in written and
other communications by pupils in schools some
sentiments which are quite disturbing a propos racial
issues. Would it be appropriate to subject them to the
same parallel kind of process?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes.

Q234 Dr Pugh: It would not be preventing terrorism
in this case but it would be preventing crime.
Sir Norman Bettison: What we have found with
Prevent is that it is a useful model for addressing all
sorts of violent attitudes; so violent in a broad
construct of the term not necessarily physical
confrontation but where people have violent
attitudes the Prevent scheme in general and the
Channel scheme in particular has been used to
intervene with people who have expressed racist
views and who have expressed views of wanting to
kill who are not Muslims, and they are people that
have come on to the radar because we have tried and
tested and practised these interventions in the past.

Q235 Dr Pugh: What you are advocating is a more
general link between the police system and the
education system?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes I am. It is called
safeguarding. We are tied by government policy and
by legislation. We all have a responsibility to
safeguard young people under the age of 21.

Q236 Alison Seabeck: You were sitting at the back
and you will have heard concerns expressed by some
of the witnesses that targeting purely the Muslim
community was not necessarily very constructive.
Sir Norman Bettison: I agree.

Q237 Alison Seabeck: It would therefore make sense
to take this out of this particular programme and
apply it in a diVerent way and that would ultimately
have the same net result in terms of dealing with
radicalisation or trying to identify radicalisation
without it necessarily stigmatising one particular
community.
Sir Norman Bettison: One of the best things that has
come out of the work on Prevent is the joint funding
into police and schools extending the reach of safer
schools partnerships. Those safer schools
partnerships are capable of focusing across the
whole gamut of communities, of race, of faith, and
of problems faced by those communities, but it has
brought us together. We should not ignore the fact
that the most significant threat to this country from
terrorist activity is from Al-Qaeda inspired
terrorism.

Q238 Alison Seabeck: At the moment.
Sir Norman Bettison: What we are dealing with when
we look at our communities in the broad scope of
race and faith and colour and ethnicity, what we
actually see are vulnerabilities and it seems to me to
be a fact that the young people who will be most
vulnerable from Al-Qaeda-inspired rhetoric and
inspiration are young Muslims, so it makes sense, in
my view, not as a policeman but as an observer of
society, to focus some activity if we are intent on
stopping the Al-Qaeda-inspired rhetoric from
landing and becoming embedded that we target our
activity and our focus in the Muslim community.

Q239 Alison Seabeck: Would you not also accept
that there is a risk of alienating young people by
simply just focusing on that?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes.

Q240 Alison Seabeck: Which is why it was
interesting to hear Leicester’s experience in the
earlier session that they decided to broaden it out.
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes.

Q241 Mr Betts: Can I follow that up. You are saying
people other than Muslims had been referred
through the Channel project. Do you know roughly
what the breakdown was in the 228 cases? How
many of these people were Muslim?
Sir Norman Bettison: The overwhelming majority
have been young Muslim males. A minority, oV the
top of my head somewhere between ten and 20, have
been non-Muslims.

Q242 Mr Betts: Any women?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes, there have been a handful
of women but the overwhelming majority is young
men under the age of 25 from Muslim communities.

Q243 Mr Betts: Given that the people who are
closest in a whole variety of ways to young men who
may be developing extremist views or thoughts or
potential actions are likely to be closer to them in
their community rather than to authority, how do
you build up confidence so that people feel that it is
the right thing to do to pass on information through
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the Channel project rather than being seen as what I
suppose in the old colloquial phrase is “snitching”
on their mates or the people they work with?
Sir Norman Bettison: For me the parallel, and it has
all sorts of echoes with the early days which I sadly
remember of dealing with other risks and harms such
as drugs, what there was always when the police were
first engaged on drugs enforcement was the tension
between wanting to protect the vulnerable young
people from the menace of addictive drugs and
asking people within the community to, in a sense,
report those who were experimenting or becoming
seduced by drugs. The maturity of the relationship
that we have with other partners now is such that
actually the police are involved with treatment and
education just as much as we are involved with
enforcement, and it is because people have been able
to see over the years that information or concern
expressed to a third party can often be of benefit to
young people in protecting them from a menace such
as drug or other risks that particularly befall young
people. This is a pretty new agenda but I am very
optimistic that as long as we are sensitive, as long as
it is not just a police initiative but one shared by
other agencies within the community, I genuinely
believe that it will become more and more trusted.

Q244 Dr Pugh: In terms of who reports the person
with violent extremist tendencies—I think you said
228 cases—are the bulk of them reported by their
own community or picked up via third party
organisations?
Sir Norman Bettison: A real spread. I would not like
to say majority/minority in one particular direction
but it includes schools, it includes teachers, it
includes the community themselves. In cases that I
am aware of it includes parents who have raised
concerns about the direction of travel that their son’s
attention and friendships and attitudes have
drifted into.

Q245 Chair: Would you be able to provide us with
the numbers afterwards? Is it recorded?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes.
Chair: Because I think we would find very useful the
actual breakdown of what sort of grouping has
returned them.

Q246 Mr Betts: There have been some concerns
expressed to us in a general sense about the Prevent
agenda that it is a mixture of things that ought to get
the community on side, community initiatives trying
to engage people in a positive way, and at the other
end of course some harder edge approaches to
dealing with people who might be moving into
extremism. Sometimes there has been a confusion
over that and sometimes because of the links
between the various elements of the project there has
been a stigma attached to the whole project, “This is
just an anti-Muslim agenda because we get
community improvements of facilities because we
are perceived to be a threat to the wider nation”. In
the police do you have that same concern,

particularly that you have got the friendly
neighbourhood bobby being engaged and linking
with the community and on the other hand you have
counter-terrorism oYcers clearly having a role to
play as well?
Sir Norman Bettison: I would like to leave the
Committee with a diagram if I may. I thought we
might get into that so I have brought along a
diagram and the diagram basically shows three
interlocking circles. At the centre is neighbourhood
policing. It inter-locks at one end with local
authorities and other partners and it interlocks at the
other end with the Counter-Terrorism Unit. I do not
have any concern or worry that it is this sort of
Janus-like operation that has to look both ways. As
a Police Service that is built and is founded upon
neighbourhood policing, we have to have local
partnerships and local arrangements to help to
support, to intervene, but because of who we are, we
also have to have an overlay with our counter-
terrorism colleagues and our national security
colleagues in the security service and other agencies.
For example where we came by information that
suggested that someone was actively pursuing the
idea of violence then that information could be
shared with the Counter-Terrorism Unit.

Q247 Mr Betts: Just as an example, we were having
an informal discussion earlier on and we were trying
to talk about the best way to try and engage through
Prevent (or whatever you call programmes) with
people in the Muslim community. One example was
given of police engagement where within a matter of
a few minutes of it beginning it became obvious that
the oYcer involved was a counter-terrorism oYcer
and that really destroyed the rest of any meaningful
engagement because there was a suspicion
immediately that “we are perceived to be the bad
guys; we have been criminalised from the beginning
of this conversation”. Would you be happy about
that approach? Do you see that counter-terrorism
oYcers have a diVerent role to the front-line of police
engagement with the community through the
Prevent agenda?
Sir Norman Bettison: We have in my police force
area brought counter-terrorism oYcers into the
community in order that they can explain what they
do, but what they do is diVerent to what the
neighbourhood oYcer, John Smith and Jenny
Brown, sees day in and day out as the community
goes about its daily business. So there is a distinction
but I have an honest and strongly held belief that the
more open and transparent we are about what goes
on in that spectrum, the Venn diagram that I have
circulated, the better we will be positioned in terms
of community understanding.
Councillor Murphy: Just to continue that, I hope
what I am about to say informs you, Mr Betts. You
have probably heard of the desktop Operation
Nicole, and I do not know if you are aware of the
details or not. We have run that in Greater
Manchester for example for elected members
throughout the whole of Greater Manchester. What
that does in eVect is reverses the role, if you like,
where we accept and understand the concerns of the
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Muslim communities that we appear to be targeting
them. When one reverses the role and says you take
the decision that in fact the counter-terrorist police
would have to take it really does begin to take on a
diVerent hue. It is a two-day process in this case. I
personally found it very, very illuminating and I
think members of my Muslim community and close
friends of mine within Manchester City Council also
found it interesting. What I also wanted to say is that
the ACC responsible for counter-terrorism in
Greater Manchester, it is the point that Norman has
just made, was accountable at that meeting and
answered the questions. I am driven by the concept
of the need to inform rather than a need to know and
that is generally the view of the APA. We have to
start talking to people to explain to people why we
do this. I agree with Dr Pugh that being radical is not
an oVence. If you are not radical when you are young
you will never be radical. The step to violent
extremism is the real issue. My submission would be,
and we support as an APA absolutely, the
neighbourhood policing model. I think the answer to
some of the questions you ask is that where trust is
built (and it takes time to do that) within those
communities, with neighbourhood policing, then I
believe that you can begin to build that trust that
exists. The English Defence League, for example, is
an organisation where wherever it appears there is
violence. In Greater Manchester in partnership with
all of our communities we attempted to ask the
Home Secretary to ban a march. He did not. We
asked on the basis that we knew there would be
violence. Our biggest concern was that young
Muslims would turn up to that march because these
people are clearly anti-Muslim, an odious bunch,
quite frankly. What we were able to do because of
that neighbourhood partnership working that
Norman has just alluded to is go out to our
communities to speak to the imams, particularly in
the Cheetham Hill Road area of Manchester, and
speak to them and explain that the police had this
under control. The Muslim community
representatives, who were the elected members, were
involved every step of the way in the Gold command
process. As a result of that there was no violence.
There were a number of arrests from the extreme
right wing. There were maybe two arrests from the
Muslim community. That gives you some idea of
what neighbourhood policing in its better format
contains.

Q248 Dr Pugh: Could I ask specifically about
neighbourhood policing. I agree it is absolutely
critical because obviously policing must be done
sensitively in this case so that people do not get
picked on because they have suddenly grown a beard
or something like that. Clearly it takes time, given
the makeup of the police force, to feel completely
comfortable and au fait when policing a largely
Muslim neighbourhood, as certainly would be the
case in some parts certainly of Lancashire. Has there
been any study made of the length of time and/or
training that neighbourhood police have who are
active in largely Muslim neighbourhoods? I am
aware of the fact that neighbourhood policing is a

great thing but due to career development amongst
the police neighbourhood policemen move around
sometimes rather a lot and visit a lot of
neighbourhoods and you really want a degree of real
understanding here.
Councillor Murphy: I will give another example
about Greater Manchester if I may. We are trying to
settle people into those communities—and I believe
it is the same in West Yorkshire.—where
neighbourhood policing now becomes the area in
which people need to be if they are going to be
promoted at all. The second thing is that the Chief
Constable has communicated through the police
authority that we would want to keep people in those
communities much longer than we have previously
done and we have set that as an agenda item and that
is beginning to work. You are quite right. I do not
know the answer about how long it takes. What I
can say is that you will be aware that Greater
Manchester Police have been involved in a number
of exercises around the counter-terrorism area.
Some have done very well and some I have probably
been the worst critic o, if you like, which you would
expect me to be. We hold the police to account and
it is quite right that we do that, but, in the main, the
direction of travel, if you forgive that awful cliché, is
that people are beginning to trust the work that is
going on because of neighbourhood policing. The
final part of that is a question that you asked earlier
which was a really good question from Mr Betts and
that is how do we know what success looks like.
There is a bigger question about the whole of the
agenda of counter-terrorism, which is how do we
know when we are winning? We are spending an
awful lot of money on it.

Q249 Chair: Can I go back to the Channel
programme and an issue that Sir Norman raised that
it has to be done sensitively. Some of the anecdotes
that we were given again in the session beforehand
suggested that an Achilles heel of Channel may be
the people not within the police necessarily but
within schools or whatever, who are identifying the
individuals who they believe may be at risk. There
was an example given of two girls one discussing
with the other why she should be wearing the hijab.
I can see absolutely that drawing all over a book
saying Al-Qaeda is good idea is at a completely
diVerent end of things, but that is an example, after
all, where we all know that that individual did move
on to violence. There is this diYculty, it seems to me,
from an evidence point of view in the Channel
programme that, by the nature of things, you cannot
provide any evidence that it works. You cannot be
sure that an individual who was identified as being
directed to the Channel programme, you cannot say,
as one of our local authority witnesses slipped up
and said, you cannot be sure that that person would
have committed violence, and therefore if at the end
of the Channel programme they do not, you cannot
say that that is success because it is not measurable.
Is there an issue about the trigger point for
identifying individuals? Who is exercising that? Is it
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teachers, head teachers, college lecturers across the
piece, or is it a bit more rigid than that and is it the
police who are saying whether that is enough or not?
Sir Norman Bettison: The place to which an
individual is referred is a multi-agency panel. It is not
a particular individual. So there is a multi-agency
panel that considers the questions of referral. Some
of those 228 referrals are simply “we will maintain a
watching brief on that” and, in a sense, the concern
dissipates. I think it depends on whether you see the
interventions, whatever is contained under the
description of that, as intrusive and for the benefit of
society or whether you actually see them as
supportive and for the benefit of the individual.

Q250 Chair: It is not a matter of whether we see them
as that. It is a matter of whether the public and in
particular those parts of the public that seem to be
being targeted perceive them as targeting?
Sir Norman Bettison: In fairness, I think what is
most important is the person that has that
intervention. When I address it in terms of coaching,
mentoring, challenging, supporting, actually you
can begin to see that that is not necessarily a negative
experience for the young man, the individual that is
subject to that intervention. I think that good
teachers have been doing this all my life. What they
have been doing is noticing that there are issues of
concern and doing something about it. That for me
is on all fours with good Prevent interventions.
Mr Charlton: In some respects this is nothing new.
Police and other partners have been operating
interventions through referral processes for a decade
or more, around drugs, around anti-social
behaviour, around youth oVending. There are a lot
of diVerent perspectives on Prevent and one of the
really interesting ones that I heard about on Channel
is that there is almost a moral imperative to work
with young people in this way. If it prevents
somebody from ruining their own life and the lives
of many others there is a real moral imperative
behind that to work with these young people. Just
one final thing on Channel, I sit as a member of the
national steering group and have done for the last
year and it has matured significantly in that time,
and the development of relationships between
diVerent partners—Children’s Services, the
Probation Service, police—is very, very well
developed now. There are some very healthy debates
within that steering group that border on argument
at times. A lot of that is predicated on the basis of
Channel must start from the basis of protecting
young people, addressing vulnerability and ensuring
that safeguarding concerns are taken care of.

Q251 Chair: But you are not getting that message
across because for example the UCU in universities
have objected strenuously to the notion that they
should be checking what their students are doing
and then reporting them to the police. It is not just
the Muslim community which is suspicious and feels
they are all being put under surveillance. There are
quite large sections of the rest of society that are
suspicious about this programme and that do not
accept it.

Sir Norman Bettison: The police have never asked
the universities to monitor and report.

Q252 Chair: Do you think it is a good idea or not?
Sir Norman Bettison: There was an interesting article
in the Sunday Times yesterday that suggested that
actually good guardianship, not guardianship on
behalf of society but guardianship of one’s students,
means knowing what is happening on the university
campus. If that raises concerns that need to be taken
oV the university campus then there are lots of
agencies that can be referred to.

Q253 Dr Pugh: Would you accept that it is an
extraordinarily tricky job and a very, very diYcult
and onerous job to pick out who is likely to be a
future terrorist even from a group of people passed
on and referred to you? What is not an equivocal
matter or diYcult matter or ambiguous matter is
identifying people who are actually setting up
terrorist networks, providing training, providing
explosives and so on because none of these people
identified as potential terrorists will ever become a
genuine terrorist without the wherewithal and the
backing they will get from an organised terrorist
organisation, or very rarely would that be the case.
Could it not be argued that the vast bulk of the more
successful enterprises in terms of police time for the
police is in stopping any person getting access to
these sorts of networks rather than trying to identify
the psychology of people who might wish to access
these networks?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes, and that eVort and that
focus is very much in place. When you look at the
diagram that I have circulated you will see that
actually there is the opportunity through the closer
engagement to pick up early indications of the bomb
factory, of the training camps, of the meetings in the
front room with the radical leader visiting from
London. Neighbourhood policing is actually the
place where those sorts of warning bells would be
rung.
Councillor Murphy: May I just add to that, Mr Betts,
if I may, because I would not want to leave this
Channel debate on a negative. There are some very
good examples. I will give you an example of GMP
working with Connexions in Greater Manchester
working with children and young children with
learning diYculties aged 13 to 25. On measuring
those outcomes, I think your question is still one that
nobody is able to answer. It is a really good question
and I do not know the answer, but I am just giving
you an example here where the outcomes of the
training that takes place—and the GMP are
involved in that with Connexions—are that we are
able to lift the ability for them to access work,
because I do believe that people with learning
diYculties are people that can be targeted. I disagree
with Dr Pugh about a point he made earlier in
relation to using people of reasonably high
intelligence. The shooting in Northern Ireland
recently, the executioner was a lad with learning
diYculties. So they are recruited and radicalised in
that way.
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Q254 Alison Seabeck: The Exeter bomber was as
well.
Councillor Murphy: Absolutely. What I am saying is
that we are trying to engage with the safeguarding of
vulnerable young people, and we are supporting the
training and in some cases facilitating that training. I
wanted to give a positive message about some of the
Channel work and the partnership work that goes on
throughout Greater Manchester.
Sir Norman Bettison: If we are moving oV Channel,
because I think this is the sort of Committee that
ought to hear me say this, I think it is time now for
Channel to be mainstreamed and not be a separate
project.

Q255 Chair: Mainstreamed in what sense?
Sir Norman Bettison: In terms of the vulnerability
agenda and the safeguarding agenda. Channel pre-
dated the ACPO Prevent strategy. It was a
Government scheme not long after the 2005
bombings, the realisation that there was not a
conduit for information or for identifying
vulnerability. Actually the Prevent strategy and
Prevent implementation plan and all the other joint
governmental and partnership work now means that
there is a vocabulary and that there are connections
that we can use without having to badge something
separately as Channel.
Alison Seabeck: That comes back to the point we
made earlier.

Q256 Chair: You do not mean mainstreaming by
getting out of just focusing on the Muslim
community?
Mr Charlton: It does not just focus there.
Councillor Murphy: The point I was making about
for example the GMP scheme with Connexions does
not focus just on the Muslim community. It focuses
on 13 to 25-year-olds with learning diYculties.

Q257 Chair: I am not quite clear what Sir Norman
meant by mainstreaming.
Sir Norman Bettison: I guess I was linking it to my
earlier comments which is one of the greatest things
to come out of Prevent is the better join up between
schools and police, the safer schools partnerships et
cetera, which has created not only the integration
and the vocabulary but the willingness to actually
work together in tackling vulnerability and harm.

Q258 Mr Betts: Can I just come back to the specific
point. We have had a lot of evidence that diVerent
local authorities are probably, naturally, focusing in
a diVerent way on the Prevent agenda and are doing
diVerent things. In terms of the Police Service, the
police authorities is there a coherent sameness about
their approach or are there diVerences which can be
highlighted? Are some police services getting it more
right than others?
Mr Charlton: Do you mean diVerence between the
Authority and the Service as such?

Q259 Mr Betts: Both.
Mr Charlton: In terms of that point, first of all,
clearly diVerent organisations have diVerent
responsibilities. The police authorities have a
statutory responsibility to ensure an eVective and
eYcient Police Service within the force area. In that
sense the police authorities add value within the
Prevent agenda around providing a scrutiny and an
oversight function of policing. Just to give you a very
brief example of that in a positive context, there has
been some controversy recently that you will no
doubt be aware of around the impact of Terrorism
Act stops on local communities. I guess to some
extent here we are back to the Prevent/Pursue
debate. Police authorities around the country
monitor those impacts, the impacts of those stops,
the numbers of them and the physical impact on
local communities. It was found that some of those
stops were disproportionately across minority ethnic
communities, particularly Muslim communities,
and that was fed back into the policing loop, and as
a result a number of police forces, prominent among
them the Metropolitan Police Service, adjusted their
policy around Terrorism Act section 44 stops. That
is one example there. Police authorities provide that
scrutiny function. They provide some kind of
assurance and accountability to the local
communities that they represent and serve. In terms
of our experience of implementation nationally, it is
hugely variable and it is variable amongst police
authorities because police authorities have diVerent
resource levels, they have diVerent philosophical
approaches to Prevent, and that is only right. That
reflects itself across the country. It is hugely, hugely
variable. In terms of the Police Service it is probably
a question that Sir Norman could better answer
than myself.
Sir Norman Bettison: I have lost track of the
question!

Q260 Mr Betts: Is there a coherent sameness about
the approach to these issues across all police services
or would we see diVerent approaches, diVerent
emphases on Prevent in diVerent police services? Are
we still learning and some forces getting it right and
others learning from them?
Sir Norman Bettison: Yes to all three questions. Yes,
there is an element of sameness and that is
neighbourhood policing. Unless there is a
foundation of neighbourhood policing you cannot
simply pitch up within a community and do Prevent.
It can only be built on a trusted relationship with the
neighbourhood policing role. So, yes, there is the
sameness in that respect that everything is built on
neighbourhood policing. DiVerences are to do with
the diVerences in our communities. Nothing gets my
goat more than hearing or reading about the
“Muslim community” because it does not exist. We
have Muslim communities, we have very diVerent,
very diverse communities, and therefore the
approaches, the level of trust that makes the
relationship capable of being built upon is diVerent,
and so we will be doing in some areas more
fundamental stuV around engagement and
relationship-building whereas in other places that
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relationship and trust is so well established that it
allows us to go even further and do things in
shorthand and be quite progressive. I have been
talking so long now I have forgotten the third
element! The third element of your question was
sameness, diVerences and some forces learning from
others. Are we still at the learning stage? Yes, we are.
We have a national element to our implementation
programme which is a national Prevent delivery unit
and part of their role is garnering best practice but
also evaluating what is going on and that work is
informing us all the time.
Councillor Murphy: Very briefly, just to add to that,
there is also significant scrutiny. It is variable, I will
acknowledge, but where it actually takes place in the
big forces like West Yorkshire and Greater
Manchester, we rigorously review the spend for
example of counter-terrorism in Greater
Manchester, as they do in West Yorkshire. We

rigorously review the way in which the Prevent
agenda is beginning to evolve. What is factual, as
Norman has just outlined, is it is very early. It is new
and we are learning. I suspect when it was first
introduced people were not quite sure what it meant.
Nobody bothered to model it. They just said we will
call it Prevent, one of the four Ps. It fitted in very
nicely and then left it to police authorities, forces and
local government to work out. We are beginning to
work it out although I think the most important
message in that working out is that the police should
not just be allowed to be unfettered in the way in
which (a) they go about their business or (b) the
money they spend. We bring them to account on a
regular basis. It is based on trust and transparency
but I can assure the Committee that certainly in
GMP and I know in West Yorkshire that occurs and
I think it is important we say that.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed
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Q261 Chair: Can I welcome you to this afternoon’s
session on Prevent? I think we have agreed,
exceptionally, that one of you or all three of you are
you going to do a very brief presentation to start.
Mr Khelya: My name is Minhaz and I am from
Blackburn with Darwen originally. Back in 2006–7,
a group of young people from Blackburn with
Darwen News Forum decided it would be good to
have a conference in a lecture theatre involving
young people around the idea of terrorism and
violent extremism. From this, it evolved into a youth
Muslim project, from which it was decided that there
should definitely be safe spaces for young people and
workers to talk about terrorism and violent
extremism. I think this is because both the young
people and workers in that project and fear
genuinely that any discussion around terrorism or
violent extremism would lead to an arrest or
censorship by the police. As a result of this, UKYP
together with the Association of Chief Police
OYcers with the Blackburn with Darwen News
Forum were invited to the annual sitting in Glasgow.
This is where young people from Blackburn with
Darwen conducted consultation using a mypod. A
mypod is basically interactive consulting equipment
and we asked young people questions through a
glass window so they felt they could say whatever
they wanted. Moving on from that,
Nottinghamshire Youth Service conducted a survey
involving around 370 young people. Around 60 per
cent of them felt that education was needed to raise
awareness about terrorism. In July 2008, UKYP
organised a survey around violent extremism. We
found that the main finding from that was that nine
out of ten young people felt they needed more
opportunities to discuss terrorism and violent
extremism.
Ms Carroll: The National Steering Group (NSG)
was made up of a diverse group but this is important
because terrorism and violent extremism do not just
aVect young Muslims; they aVect all communities.
With the NSG being such a diverse group, this
encouraged other groups at the events to come along
and talk about how it aVects them as well.
Community cohesion aVects all young people. I am
from a Gypsy background so necessarily some
people would not think that would aVect terrorism
but, having all the diVerent groups, it brought a
diVerent opinion to the table each time.
Mr Clews: I was just going to talk about three of our
recommendations and findings which came from the
report and relate that to a couple of points made by

Minnie and Lisa. The first was the point Lisa just
made. It is quite disempowering as young people to
see our report be completely ignored by government.
For example, when it targets Prevent as a whole, it
targets the Muslim community as a diverse range
group of young people, we find it quite
disempowering and disengaging to see that going on,
especially when we are so diverse. We acknowledge
that terrorism and violent extremism aVect young
people from every community and every
background. For example, in the south west, you
had three examples of Andrew Ibrahim, Nick Reilly
and more recently with Abdulmutalab. Even though
he did convert to Islam they are not just very typical
terrorists. Also on Minnie’s point, we create safe
spaces for young people to talk about the issues of
terrorism and violent extremism. One of the key
findings from our report was that young people did
not trust the police to run similar conferences. What
we have found out from this work is that the police
do intend over the next year to run a series of
conferences around terrorism and violent extremism
to consult with young people, basically doing what
we have just done. That is quite shocking, as young
people do not trust the police and there is no
relationship there for them to work on. Thirdly, we
made a constructive criticism to DCSF (Department
for Children, Schools and Families) on the terrorism
toolkit, based on consultations with teachers and
youth workers. From what we heard and in our
opinion, it was not working and it was not being as
eVective as potentially it could have been. When we
presented that view to them, it was completely shot
down and ignored. That is really where we would
like to finish and welcome your questions if you do
have any.
Ms Carroll: The Department for Children, Schools
and Families— we have been waiting six months for
an answer on funding, which is leaving us
disheartened as a national group but also all the
other young people who are waiting for an answer to
see if this project is going to be brought forward and
carried on.

Q262 Chair: Have you largely engaged with the
Department of Children, Schools and Families or
with any other government departments?
Mr Clews: The project itself was funded by the
Association of Chief Police OYcers and the
Department for Children, Schools and Families and
also the Home OYce, so we have engaged with all
three but primarily DCSF.
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Q263 Chair: Not with DCLG, which is our parent
department?
Mr Clews: No.

Q264 Chair: We are slightly circumscribed as to the
critique of other departments that we can get into, if
I may say that to you. Obviously, we are particularly
concerned about the programme that CLG is
funding in communities through Prevent. Does the
Youth Parliament have any view about the sorts of
organisations that CLG is engaging with and
funding in various places, including I imagine
Blackburn, and whether young people in those areas
are being properly involved and consulted?
Mr Khelya: We have heard of the Muslim Advisory
Group. I think that is run by the DCLG. We were
also invited by the DCSF to give a joint presentation
on the report that we compiled in July. We thought
that it was not fair because they were basically
jumping on our bandwagon. We did this work and
they wanted to take credit for it. That is as far as we
know about the Muslim Advisory Group.
Mr Clews: From our findings, overwhelmingly
young people have said that they do not approve of
tokenistic youth organisations, especially because
they have acknowledged themselves that it does
aVect young people through their diVerent
communities. Why is there a Young Muslim
Advisory Group but not a Young Christian
Advisory Group? Why is there not a Young Hindu
Advisory Group? It seems to me that it is all tied to
the one community when the problem is not exactly
with that community.

Q265 Chair: Are you defending your own turf and
suggesting that if the government wants to consult
with young people it must do it through the Youth
Parliament?
Mr Clews: I would not necessarily say that, no. I
think what I am saying is that terrorism and violent
extremism is an issue which aVects young people
from all communities and Prevent needs to be
reflective of that. I do not want to score any own
goals here today.

Q266 Alison Seabeck: I want to ask you very quickly
about sounding boards and the government’s
Muslim Advisory Group. You said why not have
other groups involved. Do you think there is any
value at all in having feedback from this particular
group? Do you have any sense that this particular
group is representative of young Muslims for
example, because often we find we have a group of
people who have their own agenda and purport to be
representative. Would you say this group was
representative of young Muslims, from your
experience?
Mr Khelya: I would not say they were representative,
as the UK Youth Parliament, to be honest and that
is basically because members of the UK Youth
Parliament are elected by their local young people.

Q267 Alison Seabeck: How many Muslims are
members of the UK Youth Parliament?
Mr Khelya: 18%.

Q268 Chair: I am not asking you personally but can
the Youth Parliament maybe provide us afterwards
with any data on the number of Muslim members of
the Youth Parliament? I guess I would want to ask
on that whether, when the issue was discussed—I
accept this is not just an issue for young Muslims—
was there a variety of Muslim viewpoints or did the
Muslim members of the Youth Parliament tend to
have rather similar views to each other? I am just
asking how broad the debate was within the Youth
Parliament.
Mr Clews: Do you mean with respect to the
conferences?

Q269 Chair: Yes. With respect to the issue about
terrorism and violent extremism.
Mr Clews: I am not sure I understand the question.

Q270 Chair: One of the issues that has been put by
other witnesses in relation to the government’s
engagement with members of the Muslim
community for example is whether it is only
engaging with a relatively narrow band of opinion
within the British Muslim community—that would
apply to young British Muslims—or whether it is
also engaging with the more radical fringes whom, it
can be argued, are particularly important if the
government is trying to engage and aVect young
people who might be drawn to more extreme views.
I am simply seeking to understand whether, in the
events that the Youth Parliament organised, the
strength of Muslim opinion that was expressed was a
wide one including what might be described as quite
immoderate and extreme views, or whether it
actually was fairly mainstream.
Mr Clews: The statistics are here in our report, which
I am sure you have seen. At the back of it, it does
outline the number of young Muslims. Obviously we
have not gone into the details, whether they are
Sunni or Shi’ite, but I am sure with further
consultation we will be able to.
Chair: I was thinking more about the views
expressed.

Q271 Anne Main: Can I put it a slightly diVerent
way? Are you a fairly self-selecting group?
Therefore, Muslims within your group are fairly
moderate in their views so all the views expressed to
you are quite moderate? In the debate you had, were
you confident that you yourselves were attracting
people from a wide spectrum of Muslim views?
Mr Khelya: I would say it was variable in each
region. I was at the north western regional
conference and we invited loads of groups from
diVerent backgrounds and many from diVerent
Muslim backgrounds as well. We had quite a lot of
people attending but obviously anyone could have
come to that. It does not matter what kind of views
they held. I think there were students from a mosque
there as well. I would say they would not have the
same moderate view as I would have as a Muslim
who has been involved in the UK Youth Parliament
for about four years.
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Q272 Anne Main: In my community there is a
Muslim community of about 5,000. Some might say
that radicalism happens for example in giving
leaflets out at mosques or whatever. Does the Youth
Parliament have representatives from the
communities that may have been approached in that
way to give you that sort of input? Are you confident
that you have a broad enough input in the Youth
Parliament?
Mr Khelya: The Youth Parliament is a base group
but we do also have networks. For example in
Lancashire, we have a network of the Lancashire
Council of Mosques and things like that. I reckon
that is what is really important because that is how
we get our message across to diVerent organisations
and that is how we invited loads of young people to
the conferences.

Q273 Anne Main: Do you feel that by the
government going down the route of specifically
asking Muslims they are actually going to get not a
broad view like you have but maybe a slightly
unrealistic view?
Mr Khelya: Some will have that view, yes.

Q274 Anne Main: Because it is targeting one group
by faith, not even by country or background.
Mr Clews: On the representation of diVerent
communities with Project Safe Space, young people
from a variety of diVerent backgrounds were invited
to the National Steering Group for Project Safe
Space. It was not solely exclusive to the UK Youth
Parliament. For example, we do have
representatives from the Young Muslim Advisory
Group. We also have representatives from loads of
diVerent organisations like the Advisory Helpline. It
just shows that we were not targeting groups in
particular. It was open to everyone and it was fair.

Q275 Anne Main: Of course community cohesion is
a strong part of that, some people might say, by
ignoring young white youths who might get involved
potentially or, as Lisa was saying, Traveller youths
who are disaVected because of potentially being
stigmatised by communities. Would you say that
your group has more views to oVer than potentially
one Muslim group?
Mr Clews: Yes.

Q276 Mr Betts: The evidence we have taken from a
whole variety of groups is that one of the things that
has come out from criticism is, by its very nature,
when government engages in whatever form in
whatever process, it tends to be what are called the
usual suspects who get involved. In some ways, you
are a bit like part of the establishment, are you not?
You might feel it is a comfortable way for you to get
your view across but those who do not see
themselves conforming very much are probably not
going to engage with you in this process. Is that a
concern to you? Have you any ideas how we might—
Mr Clews: I see that as a criticism of you guys
because there are not any opportunities for young
people from those backgrounds to get involved in
events like this and Project Safe Space. We did one

conference in Slough and the opinions we got there
from the young people were very diVerent from the
opinions we got in the north east and the north west
of England. They are not given the same
opportunities as us because we are going into those
communities but we are not getting the funding to
continue doing that work, giving those young people
youth leadership opportunities and stuV like that.

Q277 Mr Betts: One of the things I suppose we are
trying to get at as well is whether you can necessarily
get at people who may have some extremist views
that could eventually turn those people into
performing acts of terrorism and extremism and
whether they will ever engage in these processes, or
whether you do need things like the Channel Project,
which you are probably aware of. If it becomes
known to someone that there is an individual
expressing extremist views that might give rise to
concern, they should report that to authorities in
various ways. Do you think the Channel Project
should operate in parallel with what you are doing or
is it something that you would be very worried about
getting involved in at all because people might think
you are just informants to the police? Have you any
ideas about that?
Mr Khelya: It could lead to that. In the UKYP
survey we did online, 60 per cent of 1,000 people said
they would not attend the conference if the police
were there, so obviously it means something if young
people are running it for young people.

Q278 Alison Seabeck: On this Channel Project
which is designed to identify young people who are
at risk from a range of sources, how comfortable do
you feel that for example teachers are looking at
notebooks and looking for stories, comments, that
could be potentially considered extreme? Clearly one
of the bombers who came down from Leeds had
made his views very clear in his school notebooks.
Would you have concerns about that sort of
intrusion or do you think that is appropriate if a
teacher gets concerned?
Mr Clews: I am going to relate it to something. I
went to the Copenhagen Climate Change
Conference in Copenhagen and one of the
comments coming from young people was that they
did not want to have decisions being made about
them without them. It seems to me that these
questions are questions that should be targeted at
teachers to gather their thoughts, rather than to us,
because they are the ones who are meant to be
participating in this project. I can give you my
personal interpretation of Operation Channel and
whether it is going to be working or not.

Q279 Anne Main: I would welcome your view.
Mr Clews: I do not think it is the right way of going
about it. You should be openly challenging these
ideologies and having a debate in a safe
environment, which is what we advocated last year.
Without that you are not going to get anywhere. I do
not think teachers feel comfortable giving that kind
of information to the police.
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Q280 Anne Main: All the evidence suggests that the
evidence is not going to the police. Of the 220-odd
people who have been highlighted, it has not gone to
the police. It has been taken up and dealt with in
house by teachers or taken to a slightly wider, more
expert group to have that sort of debate. In that
scenario, are you content because the evidence does
suggest it is not actually going to the police. Would
you be happy with that response if it is in house,
dealt with by the teachers in school, or not?
Mr Clews: It is kind of going beyond what they are
required to do. Teachers are there to teach young
people. They are not there to snoop for the police
and that is the way it is perceived by young people.
It is the way it is perceived by youth workers. It is the
way it is perceived by teachers. If that is the way it
is perceived, then you need to address it rather than
talking about who is it going to.

Q281 Chair: Some witnesses have put to us that this
is a form of child protection. Just as for example a
teacher who thought from evidence that was in a
student’s work that they might be at risk of sexual
abuse would feel that it was their duty to act on that,
the same sort of reasoning would apply if they were
gaining the impression that the young person was

Witnesses: Ms Nahid Majid, Convenor of the Tackling Extremism Together Working Group on Regional
and Local Strategies, and Mr Arun Kundnani, Editor, Institute of Race Relations, gave evidence.

Q283 Chair: Can I start oV by focusing a few
questions on where government has been getting its
advice from on the development and delivery of
Prevent and in particular the research evidence base?
Can I ask each of you whether you think the
government is getting its advice from the right
people and whether you believe that all the
important advice and research has been taken on
board?

Ms Majid: Initially, when the Preventing Extremism
Together Working Group was set up in 2005, we had
a whole range of people, about 50-odd people, from
seven working groups and there was a whole range
of skills and knowledge base on an international
level to domestic issues, to local issues. In that sense,
I think it started oV very much on a positive footing.
Unfortunately, a year and a half later that it took to
get to the Prevent strategy in 2007, I think there was
not enough thought perhaps on why particular
recommendations were taken up. There was not
enough dialogue at the time between why particular
groups of people and particular forms of ideology
were taken forward, so why the other
recommendations for example were not taken up.
On the second part of the question in terms of
evidence, the work that I have been doing in the last
four or five years as a DWP (Department for Work
and Pensions) senior oYcial on evidence research
has provided a number of researchers on labour
market conditions, demographic, discrimination—
there are a number of facts for example about
demographics in the labour market, the fact that

likely to be going oV and blowing up other people
and obviously blowing up themselves as well. Do
you have any sympathy with that viewpoint? If you
feel you cannot answer it, that is fair enough.
Mr Clews: I feel I can answer it. I just question the
morals of Operation Channel when it does not tell
the young people the reason why these teachers are
going to be talking to them about their extremist
ideology. It is not very moral.

Q282 Anne Main: Do you think maybe Channel is
formalising something too much and that the in loco
parentis role of a teacher already does? I used to
teach. Many teachers would pick up on something
that they were concerned about, whether it was even
abuse of that child in their home, and take it through
the appropriate channels. Do you consider that this
is a formalisation of something and that is what is
making you uncomfortable?
Mr Clews: I suppose so. It is a question for the
teachers. I was in a room when a member of Avon
and Somerset Police was talking about Operation
Channel to teachers and youth workers and they
were using language such as “a covert operation”
and it makes me feel uncomfortable.
Chair: Thanks very much indeed. We have noted
your views about the DCSF, as I am sure they have.

2008 labour force market statistics show that there is
about a 74 per cent employment rate. If you compare
that to Pakistani and Bangladeshi people, it was
around 54 per cent. If you look at demographics, the
fact that there is a younger generation of Muslims,
the average being 28 compared to 41; if you look at
child poverty rates that have been researched by
Lucinda Platt, that was commissioned. It looked at
child poverty rates between particularly ethnic
minority communities and that was saying
something like 20 per cent of white children live in
poverty compared to something like 70 per cent of
Bangladeshi children and 60 per cent of Pakistani
children. It goes on to discrimination. Testing DWP
has recently done has seen discrimination testing in
the summer of 2009 which provided clear evidence of
discrimination. In terms of that research, I do not
think we have taken that into account in terms of
dealing with grievance issues.

Q284 Chair: The government would not dispute that
there is discrimination. The issue is whether that
discrimination is at all relevant to Prevent, which is
a slightly diVerent question.
Ms Majid: It is but it is looking at the causes. We
have been looking at the symptoms rather than the
causes.
Mr Kundnani: A lot of expertise based at both the
national and at the local level has been bypassed. I
agree with what Nahid has said about the value of
that early part of the process, where a very wide
range of views was expressed. I think what happened
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after that was that a particular, quite ideological
interpretation of the problem took hold in
government.

Q285 Chair: Where did that come from?
Mr Kundnani: Partly it was from particular think
tanks.

Q286 Chair: Which ones?
Mr Kundnani: I think Policy Exchange played a
significant role. I think it was the wider political
climate in the media at that time that wanted to
emphasise religion and religious ideology as the
overwhelming factor, whereas the people who were I
think more expert in these issues locally were talking
about a much wider range of factors. The truth is, in
terms of radicalisation in Britain, the number of
people that we are talking about is quite small. A lot
of people will tell you they know what radicalises
people. The truth is no one really knows for sure.
People have a lot of ideas. In that scenario, there is
a value to having as wide a range of views to engage
with and influencing policy, especially if you present
Prevent as a policy that is meant to be driven by
community engagement, bringing in and involving
the community. You have to allow people in the
community to bring their expertise to bear which
certainly has not happened to the degree it should
have happened.

Q287 Chair: Can I specifically ask you about
whether you think government has a role at all in
countering extremist religious ideology and, if so,
how it should do it?
Mr Kundnani: I think government has a role in
empowering communities to combat violent
extremism in all its forms. If it takes a religious form,
it obviously needs to be combated in that form as
well. The emphasis on the religious element has been
overdone. Certainly I do not think there is no need
for some kind of Prevent like policy that empowers
communities to combat violent extremism. The
problem with the way it has been done is that it has
focused entirely, up until recently, on Muslim
populations of the UK. The definition of violent
extremism has not been objective and clear. It has
not empowered communities so much as, in my view,
dictated a certain approach from central
government that communities had to follow. That
has kind of undermined the objective.

Q288 Mr Slaughter: In the light of the report which
you wrote for the IRR, is it your finding there that
quite a significant part of the Prevent programme
has involved the soliciting of information from
individuals of a general nature rather than specific
oVences by the police and other agencies? Is that
right?
Mr Kundnani: One of the findings was that a part of
Prevent was the identification of individuals who
were considered to be at risk of extremism on the
basis of their religious and political opinions and
drawing in a range of agencies involved in Prevent to

be a part of that process of identification and that
that information was then shared with local
counterterrorism units of the police.

Q289 Mr Slaughter: We are not talking about
passing information to the police or other
authorities about somebody intending a specific
illegal act. Are we talking about individuals who are
already identified and trying to get information on
them or are we talking about a more general fishing
expedition?
Mr Kundnani: We are talking about a more general
attempt to identify people on the basis of their
opinions rather than on the basis of the likelihood of
them being about to be involved in a criminal
activity. For example, some of the cases that I have
come across are of youth workers or teachers who
have passed details of an individual to the local
Prevent board, which would include the police,
because that individual expressed a view about the
legitimacy of using violence in the Middle East or the
legitimacy of using violence in Afghanistan. I do not
believe that holding those views crosses the line to
the point where those people should be identified to
the police as someone who is about to commit a
crime.

Q290 Anne Main: Do you think that is a form of
McCarthyism?
Mr Kundnani: No. I do not think that kind of
historic analogy works specifically on this. I think
there are elements of some of the things that are
happening in Britain that can be compared to
McCarthyism to some extent in relation to the war
on terror. But I think it is a serious human rights
issue that people are being identified to the police
simply on the basis of expressing opinions that some
of us are uncomfortable with, but which are legal
opinions to hold. I think for that reason the Channel
Project in particular is deeply flawed and should not
be in existence in the way it is at the moment.

Q291 Mr Slaughter: To what extent do you think this
is happening? First of all, you say people in authority
are passing this on—youth workers or whoever—to
the police. Is that because they have been specifically
asked to do so and have agreed to do so, or is it
simply that they believe it is part of their general
responsibilities?
Mr Kundnani: In some cases it is one; in some cases
it is the other. For example, one youth worker that I
interviewed told me that the police had asked him to
ask a series of questions to the young Muslims he
worked with which were questions that were
designed to test the opinions of these young people
on a range of political issues. There, the police were
directly soliciting this kind of information.

Q292 Mr Slaughter: You say that is a specific
example. Is it your view that it is widespread— i.e.
that this is almost endemic—or a built in part of the
Prevent project?
Mr Kundnani: I think it is fairly widespread, yes. I
interviewed around 32 people for this research who
were involved in Prevent work and I had a focus
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group with around 24 people and stories like that
were fairly common and familiar to most of those
people. From all the conversations I have had since
we published our research and with other youth
workers who have come forward, this does seem to
be fairly common. The police are putting pressure on
people who are involved in working with young
Muslims to pass this kind of information to them. It
seems to be a lot of people’s understanding that this
is exactly what the Channel Project is meant to do.

Q293 Chair: Can you turn it round? What sort of
thing do you think it would be legitimate for a youth
worker or a teacher to report to the police as
indicating somebody might be about to become
involved in violence?
Mr Kundnani: If a youth worker or teacher thought
that a student or young person that they were in
contact with was about to commit a criminal act and
that there was a clear picture there that that young
person was preparing for some kind of act like that,
of course that would be something that they would
urgently need to talk to the police about. The law is
defined quite widely in relation to terrorism so that
the definition of a criminal act is actually very wide
as it is. This is, to me, a diVerent kettle of fish.

Q294 Mr Slaughter: Do you see it as inextricably
linked with the Prevent programme which is either in
the instructions that are going through from the
police downwards or the perception that people who
are involved in the Prevent projects that you do not
get what might be the other benefits of Prevent unless
you also have the element of surveillance and
supervision?
Mr Kundnani: That is certainly the perception of
some of the youth workers I have spoken to, that the
surveillance element was tied to the other work they
wanted to do and the funding was tied in that way.

Q295 Mr Slaughter: You say “perception” but is that
because that is what they think or because that is
what they have been told?
Mr Kundnani: It is obviously very hard to
substantiate that as a clear cut thing. Certainly I
have seen funding applications that have been
submitted for example for a youth centre where this
youth centre was targeted at young Muslims. The
plan was for all of the computers to have some kind
of surveillance built into them so that which websites
young Muslims were looking at could be recorded.
This intelligence gathering aspect of it was written
into the funding application. That was an
application to the Home OYce. No doubt the
response may well be that we never solicited that
kind of project but it certainly seems to be
commonplace in the way that people working on the
Prevent project understand their work.

Q296 Mr Slaughter: Monitored by whom?
Mr Kundnani: The intention in the funding
application was that that information would be
available to the police.

Q297 Alison Seabeck: You clearly seem to have the
view that some of the measures to more
mainstreaming means and mechanisms for tackling
or identifying extremism through local authorities
you feel are a better use of public money, a more
productive use of public money. Can you explain
why you feel in your evidence that moving away
from mainstreaming would be better in practice than
the Prevent programme?
Ms Majid: In terms of clarity, in terms of Prevent and
cohesion, one does not follow necessarily to the
other. The government is right to deal with terrorism
but perhaps it is something that the Home OYce
should be focusing on as opposed to CLG and CLG
focusing on issues of extremism. Yes, in
mainstreaming, I know that was a large part of the
work that we did when I was in government about
mainstreaming ethnic minority politicians within
generation issues, within the empowerment agenda
that Denham is pushing forward.

Q298 Alison Seabeck: Because it is broader based, it
causes an outstanding variety of views.
Ms Majid: It does not single out any community.

Q299 Alison Seabeck: Some of the evidence we have
received said we do not have enough detail about
what makes up a Muslim community. Is it important
we have that or should we disregard that on the basis
of what you have just said and just treat them as an
amorphous whole? The evidence we heard on our
visit to Birmingham was that they are not an
amorphous whole and therefore should not be
treated as Muslims. Local authorities need to drill
down more. Do you have a view on that?
Ms Majid: The issue of faith has become much
stronger in terms of identity now and I think it is an
important issue for local authorities to address.
From my experience in terms of employment, we did
a lot of work on Muslim women and perception in
work for example and why women did or did not
want to work. It discounted a lot of work at the time
which said that actually Muslim women did want to
work and parents did try to encourage them. I think
there is this cultural factor that needs to be taken
into account.
Mr Kundnani: One of the things that has happened is
that, with the situation around community cohesion
policy, there was a kind of critique of this idea that
you can engage with a community through a small
number of community leaders or gate keepers and
that you hoped that they were as representative of
that community as possible and then you would be
okay. That would be your engagement. I think that
was an important lesson that you cannot do that.
You cannot have this small number of community
gate keepers. But Prevent has brought that back
because with Prevent local authorities suddenly say,
“We need to make sure we have somebody reliable to
talk to. We do not want to just throw the door open
widely and bring in a lot of voices because we do not
know who they are.” You have fallen back to
precisely what was problematic and what was
critiqued by community cohesion.
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Ms Majid: I am a Muslim but I do not know
everything I need to know about being a woman. In
the DWP we have an ethnic minority employment
advisory group and they are not all ethnic minorities.
They are professors and a huge range of diverse
people, from business to the voluntary sector, who
gave excellent advice. I think that is something
which should be accommodated into the model.

Q300 Mr Betts: On this issue of community cohesion
and Prevent, the Secretary of State made a speech
before Christmas when he tried to clarify what the
government’s thinking was. Do you think he did
clarify it?
Mr Kundnani: No, I do not think he did. It is not an
easy area. The problem is that at the early stages in
relation to preventing violent extremism there were
here and there some positive projects which thought
that the way to deal with this is to try and build
bridges between diVerent communities and not just
focus on Muslims alone. They were gradually put to
one side and forgotten about as the thing unfolded
and as it became clearer that to the government, this
was all about Muslims. In a way, there was a bit of
quite progressive and useful community cohesion
thinking at that early stage in Prevent. That was lost.
Gradually also, Prevent had become more and more
about this idea of promoting shared values and
Britishness, which borrows the worst part of the
community cohesion agenda, because that part is
incredibly alienating to people and is seen as a
complete distraction from how you prevent violent
extremism in practice on the ground.

Q301 Mr Betts: Why?
Mr Kundnani: Because, instead of focusing on a
specific problem of individuals who may be on the
path of violent extremism, you are trying to bring
about a cultural shift across a whole community.
That is what has happened in practice. Some of the
government policy and language, more so under
Hazel Blears, was about the idea that, in order to
tackle the issue of terrorism and prevent terrorism,
you need to bring about a complete cultural shift in
the Muslim population, which was rightly seen by
many Muslims as a distraction because that is a kind
of attempt to change the whole population’s
behaviour when really you are focusing on a very
small number of people.

Q302 Mr Betts: Should we be trying to separate out
community cohesion and just say, “If these are good
things we should be doing them”, whichever
community it happens to be, and if there is a need to
pursue, identify and deal with certain individuals
who may be at risk of becoming engaged in
terrorism, that ought to be part of the Pursue
strategy, not the Prevent strategy?
Mr Kundnani: I think that process of identifying
people who may be on the path of violent extremism
should be a part of Pursue. It should not cross over
into anything that is about community development
and cohesion.

Ms Majid: This is about roles and responsibilities
and getting clarity of what Prevent is about. Is it
about cohesion? Is it about extremism?

Q303 Chair: Can I just press you on that? What
evidence have you that improving community
cohesion would have any eVect on the level of violent
extremism at all? Ms Majid, it seemed to me in your
earlier responses you were eVectively suggesting that
improving community cohesion—and none of us
would argue against improving community
cohesion—is an end in itself. You were eVectively
arguing, from saying that all the information you
were giving about deprivation, that on attacking
community cohesion, by improving community
cohesion by reducing exclusion, you would prevent.
What is the evidence?
Ms Majid: If we look at them, there have been
various reports that we have done about inequality
and deprivation with previous Secretaries of State
looking at the link between inequality, poverty and
crime in Northern Ireland for example. Indeed, we
believe that work is the best form of community
cohesion. If you look in America for example, when
you have very strong procurement legislation and
positive aYrmation—

Q304 Chair: Violent extremism is not the same as
criminality. It is a form of criminality but it is not the
same as criminality or drug crime, or are you
suggesting that they are all pretty interchangeable
really?
Ms Majid: No, not at all.

Q305 Chair: Just focus on violent extremism. With
respect, given that British society is very diVerent
from American, I am not sure you can easily
extrapolate from one country to another. What
evidence is there that improving community
cohesion reduces violent extremism and therefore
should be a part of Prevent?
Ms Majid: I do not know of any evidence that
specifically relates to it. I know that what evidence
we have about engagement in terms of work relates
to better cohesion within communities.

Q306 Chair: That is a diVerent answer.
Ms Majid: That is diVerent to violent extremism,
yes.
Mr Kundnani: The evidence that came out quite
strongly in my research from youth workers in
particular was that the root cause of violent
extremism is quite complex and multi-faceted. No
one thing is necessarily going to knock it out. But
there does seem to be a strong view amongst a lot of
people I have spoken to that a key part of it is a sense
of political disempowerment and a sense that the
British political system is pointless and does not
listen to them. Therefore, violent alternatives
become plausible. If that is even a part of the truth,
then what youth work used to be more about, which
is about empowering young people—particularly
people on the margins of society—and giving them a
sense of genuine engagement in our society’s
institutions is going to be incredibly useful as one
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part of preventing violent extremism. Unfortunately,
too much of the way Prevent is thought about now
is not about empowerment but about behaviour
modification.

Q307 Dr Pugh: Just pressing you on this community
cohesion point, which is very important to the
inquiry, profiles that have been done of people who
have engaged in violent extremism are quite detailed.
We will know quite a bit about their background. On
the evidence you have seen, does it suggest that
people who become violent extremists come from
less cohesive environments than people who simply
crumble and get on with life, as it were?
Mr Kundnani: I think you would be hard pushed to
find a clear cut picture such as that, where you can
correlate—

Q308 Dr Pugh: You could put them up as a sub-
group and you could set them against the average
Muslim population of the country. You could say
that what these people seem to like more than most
is membership of a cohesive neighbourhood.
Mr Kundnani: I would be surprised if you could
make that correlation in that way.

Q309 Dr Pugh: The link between cohesion and
violent extremism is unproven then?
Mr Kundnani: If you put it like that but I think the
argument I would make is that there are strong
reasons for thinking that empowering young people
is going to be an important part of preventing violent
extremism. That is not something that you can
statistically evidence in the way you are proposing
because there are just not enough cases and there are
not enough clear ideas of what empowerment should
look like in our society in any case. I am not sure that
you can evidence this in the way you are looking for,
I am afraid.

Q310 Dr Pugh: There are many cases of terrorists,
are there not, who come from environments which
are very standard environments, probably more
cohesive than other kinds of environments. You
have young Muslims who come from westernised

Witnesses: Rt Hon John Denham MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, and
Mr Shahid Malik MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary, Department for Communities and Local
Government, gave evidence.

Q312 Chair: Can I start oV, Secretary of State, by
asking if you could explain as clearly and
pragmatically as possible what diVerence you see
being made in the Prevent programme as a result of
your speech before Christmas?
Mr Denham: What I hope will happen—and I hope
I can say at the beginning this does not mean this is
not happening at all at the moment—is that it will
strengthen at local level the understanding of
Prevent partners about how the activities that they
fund are intended to have an impact in the real world
on the central objective of Prevent, which is to
prevent people being drawn in to the type of

homes. I would have thought that was a good
counter example really and you would expect people
from very entrenched homes where English is not
their natural language to produce more terrorists if
cohesion is a factor.
Mr Kundnani: As I think I have said already, the
process of radicalisation is very complex and multi-
faceted. I do not think you are going to be able to
reduce it to the kinds of correlations that you are
looking for in order to back up particular policy
suggestions in that way.
Ms Majid: The socio-economic factor is not the
factor; it is one of a whole range of factors. Of course
some terrorists do come from quite well integrated
backgrounds and so on but studies like the Home
OYce have done and I have done about pathways
into terrorism and extremism show that people come
from diVerent sorts of pathways and backgrounds.
People who are disenfranchised tend to become
disengaged from mainstream societies, but I think
that is why I am saying you have to not discount the
evidence and the research that tries to determine the
causes of that.

Q311 Chair: Do you think that the risk factors that
are identified in CONTEST are the right ones,
taking on board the fact that it is a complex
constellation?
Mr Kundnani: The risk factors that are there in
CONTEST over-emphasise religious ideology. The
idea of a conveyor belt from particular forms of
religious belief to terrorism I find does not stand up
as a total picture of how people become radicalised.
There is a lot of quite interesting argument for
example from the French scholar of Islamism,
Olivier Roy, who thinks that religion is totally
irrelevant. It is a kind of window dressing on other
things that are going on, whether they be
psychological or political. As I was saying earlier, the
point is that we are not going to find one model of
radicalisation that is going to be the one we need to
go with. We need to have a wide range and the
problem with the way things are at the moment is
that one particular ideologically motivated picture is
being put forward as the only model.
Chair: Thanks very much indeed.

extremism that advocates the use of violence. In
other words, it is understanding the cause and eVect
that is expected. Prevent will inevitably fund, as the
Committee will have seen, a wide, very diverse range
of projects up and down the country. What we
wanted to do was to set out very clearly what we
expected them to achieve. That is why the speech in
December was intended to put the focus on
preventing crime taking place. The second thing that
I hoped would happen as a result of the speech in
December was that a number of myths that may
have hampered the involvement everybody would
have liked in Prevent may be tackled with increasing
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success at local level. Two I have obviously
highlighted. I am sure we will come on to these in
discussions. One is the idea that there is a
surreptitious, secret information gathering
programme which has made people worried about
participating. A second is that in some ways Prevent
itself goes wider in challenging people’s views of
international aVairs and things of that sort than it
actually does. It comes back to the central point: it
is about trying to ensure that crimes are not
committed.
Chair: That does cover a load of questions we were
intending to ask which is excellent. I am going to
alter the order in which we were going to ask them
as well. I would quite like to set to one side for the
moment the big question of how exactly you prevent
crime if that crime is violent extremism, which is
what we are talking about at the moment, and just
concentrate for the moment on the myths tackling
bit. Andrew, could I ask you to deal with myths
tackling as it relates to whether Prevent was just a
cover for secret information gathering?

Q313 Mr Slaughter: We have just had the benefit of
hearing from Mr Kundnani. You will be aware of his
report that was published recently. There are certain
perceptions and in some cases he says he has
documented the reality that in many Prevent funded
projects there is an attempt to elicit from a fishing
expedition information which relates to political
views and general views, and this might point in a
generalised sense towards extremist views. That may
be interpreted as leading to some form of violent
behaviour. Is that your view and is it the intention of
the programme that that should happen?
Mr Denham: No. That there is a perception or belief
is obviously true in some quarters, not least because
of reports like the one that you refer to. That is an
issue that we acknowledge. It is not any part of the
aim of Prevent projects to carry out generalised
information gathering on the political views or other
views of people involved in the Prevent programme.
There is a legitimate aim, which I would say would
be recognised in all sorts of crime prevention areas,
of trying to identify particularly young people who
may be in danger of being drawn into more serious
crime. It is something that would be absolutely taken
for granted if we were looking at gun and knife crime
or other areas of crime. The attempt to identify those
who are vulnerable and steer them in one way or
another is a legitimate aim. In terms of that
particular report, the response of these two ministers
and also of the Home Secretary to the initial report
was to say to the oYcials, “Check this out. This is
quite a decentralised programme. Let us try to
investigate those instances given in the report that
can be tracked down to real places or real events.” I
have to say none of the claims was found to be
founded. Not all of them were capable of that type
of analysis because they were too vague to identify,
but all the ones we could we identified. There were
some areas of misunderstanding. It is the case in
most—I am not sure I could say all—crime
reduction partnerships at local level that there are
information sharing protocols between diVerent

organisations about people who might be vulnerable
or be drawn into crime. What were sometimes
presented as things specific to the Prevent
programme were simply information sharing
protocols which had been in place, in most cases, for
many years before the Prevent programme had been
established.

Q314 Chair: Are you saying that the instances that
were given were not part of Prevent or that they did
not happen or that you could not verify that they
happened?
Mr Denham: All of the ones that were in the report,
which I think were all Prevent cases that we can
identify, were investigated and the claims were found
not to be substantiated. I have to say that the view
of the Home Secretary and myself was not to rubbish
the report the first moment it came out and say,
“This is completely wrong.” We can never be entirely
sure that things have not gone wrong out there
somewhere and that is why we did ask oYcials to go
and investigate, to check them out, and that was
what was done.

Q315 Mr Betts: We have had examples given to us in
the course of our evidence taking that youth workers
have been asked as part of projects with Prevent
money to ask certain specific questions to identify
the views of young people. One particular example
was given earlier today, that computers would be
funded by the Home OYce for a project involving
young Muslims as long as there was a monitoring
system to identify which websites they were looking
at. There were specific examples given which
certainly concerned us I think in terms of that very
organised arrangement to monitor people’s
activities. Would it be possible now for oYcials to
have a specific look at these allegations that have
been made to us, because they are quite important?
Mr Denham: Of course we would look at any specific
cases that have been made. I think there is a more
fundamental point here which I made in the speech
in Birmingham, which is that there should not be any
information gathering exercise—as I said at the
beginning, we are trying to identify young people
who may be at risk; I do not know about this
particular case you raise—and some of that work
does involve real risks which are there from the
internet. That is an issue where we have to tackle the
risks that are there, but there should not be any
information gathering processes which cannot be
openly discussed. Part of our problem in this one is
that there has not necessarily been a sharing of
information about why information may be
gathered, how Prevent operates, what the purposes
of it are. We have said very clearly there is no reason
for that to be in any way obscure or secret. It is the
sort of thing that should be openly discussed with
Prevent partners. To me, that principle of
transparency seems to be the key principle to focus
on going forwards.

Q316 Mr Slaughter: Those are examples, not
answering the question, “Did they take place?” but
answering the question, “Would these be suitable
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ways of information gathering for a Prevent
project?” One, allowing computers provided they
were used to monitor the websites used and, two,
police oYcers were asking youth workers to pursue
a line of questioning.
Mr Denham: I would be very uncomfortable—and
we will check this out because I do not know if the
case took place—about a secret project aimed at
putting computers into people’s hands to see where
they went. That would seem to me to be setting up
something for one purpose and doing another. We
are all familiar with the idea that there are dangers in
the internet of paedophilia and pornography. When
we work with young people on IT projects, we raise
awareness about them and we seek to keep young
people safe. I think if you are doing an IT project
with young people who may be targeted over the
internet—and we have many documented cases of
internet radicalisation—then building that into that
programme is a perfectly reasonable thing to do. The
crucial issue here is are we straightforward and
transparent about how things are done.

Q317 Mr Slaughter: At the other end of the
argument, we have heard from a number of
witnesses who have worked with young people on
Prevent projects who thought they were good
projects and they need some funding but, because
they are tainted by the idea that there is a
surveillance or security or derogatory purpose as
well, that devalues them, makes them suspicious and
makes people rather intimidated. Do you think that
is a problem and, if it is a problem, do you not feel
that it would have been better to disaggregate those
two aims?
Mr Denham: The diYculty is this: if you take Prevent
projects with young people, they are funded because
the government has an aim at the end of the day.
That is to reduce the likelihood of a terrorist attack
taking place. That is why they are funded. They are
not funded as general, youth work projects which
happen to go to a particular community. There is an
aim behind funding for Prevent. If you entirely
separate out the reason you are funding them in the
first place with the aim that you want to achieve, you
might just as well take the sum of money and put it
into mainstream youth work provision or things of
that sort. What I think we are very used to is the idea
that for example, in many urban areas, there are
extensive projects aimed at dealing with youth gangs
and guns and knife crime. None of us has the
slightest reservation about saying, “We want to work
with these young people because we think that in
aggregate there is a risk—and a real risk to some of
them—that they will get drawn into a more serious
type of crime which could cost them their lives or the
life of somebody else.” We do youth work with them
with a clear idea of diverting people away from that
risk. It is not a perfect analogy and Mr Malik always
tells me it is not a perfect analogy, but the analogy is
there that a Prevent project has that aim of avoiding
somebody being drawn into crime. The vast
majority of people never would have been but that is
the aim of it. The crucial thing is to have the honest
discussion with those youth workers that says, “This

is actually why we are doing this. This is how we
make you feel comfortable about your role. This is
what we need to share with you and you need to
understand.” Where projects have been funded
where that discussion has not taken place in such a
straightforward way, we may be in a more diYcult
position.
Mr Malik: When the allegations were first made in
The Guardian, shortly afterwards as John said we did
not dismiss them. We wanted to explore them. Once
we started to realise that we could not find anything
to corroborate what was being said, I spent about
half an hour on the Islam Channel. There are about
1,000 or so Prevent projects across the country.
Obviously the Islam Channel is something up and
down the country that will be in many homes and
living rooms of Muslims and indeed non-Muslims as
well. I said that if anybody has any information
whatsoever, if anybody feels uncomfortable about
something that has taken place, if they feel there is
some kind of spying going on that ought not to be
going on, then please come forward. I also said that
I do not believe it is the role of the police to be asking
youth workers to spy on young people. I also said
that I had no evidence that that takes place. If there
is any evidence, please come forward. I have been on
at least half a dozen visits across the country and met
many diVerent people from many diVerent projects
and I always ask them the question: “Do you feel
that Prevent is infringing on your rights? Is it about
spying?” etc. Indeed, many people felt that the
allegation had made their job much more diYcult.
There was a young chap in Bristol who was running
a very, very successful Prevent project and he was
extremely frustrated and angry because, all of a
sudden, something that he had been doing which he
felt was making a real diVerence to the community
in Bristol was tainted.

Q318 Chair: We have had evidence across the piece
even before the report came out that there were very
significant numbers of groups within the Muslim
community across Britain who would not
participate, would not seek money from Prevent,
because they felt that it was tainted in any case. Do
you accept that and do you accept that the
department needs to do more now to remove that
taint, to make it clear what the purpose of the
programme is?
Mr Denham: That was something we acknowledged
quite early on in August, which is when Alan
Johnson and I wrote saying, “If you are finding
locally the use of the label ‘preventing violent
extremism’ is a problem, then do not use it.” In fact,
in many places, people had already stopped using
that as a label, so we entirely acknowledge the
sensitivity of language and labelling and the need to
be very open and transparent about the issues that
we are talking about at the moment. I think we have
moved things on and the impression I have is that
those messages from central government have been
recognised, although we have some way to go.
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Q319 Mr Betts: From what we heard in evidence
from the Chief Executive of Leicester when we were
in Birmingham, I think Leicester has moved along
that line. They have abolished the labels and
eVectively they have a holistic programme where to
some extent what they are doing is putting money
into mainstream community activities, which a few
minutes ago you said you were not quite sure was the
right way to go. Is there some conflict around there
because we see that very up-front and very successful
policy not following what you are asking them to do?
Mr Denham: What you need to be able to do is to say
how if you invest the money in this purpose you
expect it to have an outcome that reduces the
chances of people getting involved in this very
serious crime. If people simply took the money and
just devoted it to mainstream community or
community cohesion activities those values might be
of immense value in their own right but they might
not be hitting the objectives of Prevent, of
identifying and supporting vulnerable individuals,
of enhancing the ability of communities to resist the
ideas and arguments and organisation of those who
would promote al-Qaeda-type terrorism in this
country, so what we are saying to people is not that
you should not absolutely do those organisations
but you need to understand the connection between
what you are investing in and the crime that you are
attempting to prevent. We have tried to go some way
to set out why Prevent and community cohesion are
not identical. They are not interchangeable words.
There is often an overlap between the two of them,
and some activities will hit both objectives, but
people need to be clear about what they are funding
and why.

Q320 Mr Betts: We have heard the concern raised
with us before that because of this confusion you
have just been referring to it taints the programme
and means that some very active groups of people
will not apply for Prevent money when they could
usefully use it for good purposes and that it might be
better to take certain elements of the programme,
particularly the Channel project, out of this whole
arrangement and put it into the Pursue strand of
the policy.
Mr Denham: You could always talk about where the
boundaries lie. The Channel part of Prevent comes
under those bits of Prevent which are led by the
Home OYce, and there is of course a spectrum here,
but what would be a mistake, I think, would be to
remove from Prevent those aspects of the
programme which are designed at increasing the
ability of communities to resist the dangerous ideas
and to support not necessarily those young people
who will get drawn directly into the Channel
programme, who, by definition, will have been seen
to have advanced quite a long way into the area of
risk, but that broader group of young people who
may be at risk of being drawn into this area. I think
it would be a mistake to remove those key areas of
the Prevent programme and say we will just call that
“community cohesion” and not necessarily address

those issues or we will just have Pursue and Channel.
That strategy would be leaving a big gap in the work
of Prevent at the moment.

Q321 Mr Betts: You also drew an analogy a few
minutes ago with programmes to deal with
disaVected youths who might be engaging in some
sort of criminal activities, and then you went on to
say that your colleague Shahid Malik had sometimes
cautioned you about drawing that analogy because
it might not be quite the right one. Why was that
caution around? Was it because there are some
diVerences?
Mr Denham: Because what we have usually debated
is that, in practice, there are diVerences between a
type of crime which has at its heart a particular type
of violent ideology and the nature of the crime which
is involved in gun crime. That is the diVerence.
Mr Betts: Thank you.

Q322 Dr Pugh: Just before I get on to the subject of
local authorities, which is my main theme, as it were,
we spent some time in Birmingham last week and we
were shown YouTube videos which apparently show
to the background of rap music things like American
troops being attacked by the Taliban and so on.
Clearly there are cases where if a young man is
actually visiting websites about bomb-making
equipment he ought to be reported by any self-
respecting youth worker, but if a young man was
found to be looking at these YouTube videos, which
are apparently quite common and easily available,
should the youth worker report him?
Mr Denham: I think the Channel system operates on
the basis of referring to people to decide what needs
to be done. It is diYcult to know, knowing so little
about the hypothetical context, but I think what it
does back is the investment that Prevent is making,
and I have seen this myself in Tower Hamlets, in
increasing the awareness of young people about
what is on the internet.

Q323 Dr Pugh: The youth worker has to make a
decision and what I want to know is if you were that
youth worker and you understood what the strategy
is meant to achieve, would you report it?
Mr Denham: Again, it is impossible to know without
the circumstances. What I would hope, though, Dr
Pugh—and this is a challenge for us—is that the
youth worker first and foremost would have received
some proper training in the dangers that are there on
the internet and how to respond appropriately. My
guess would be that in the vast majority of cases
there would be absolutely no reason to think about
reporting somebody. This is the same issue, if you
think about what then happens, as pornography and
paedophilia on the net. It is understanding what is
out there, understanding the discussions and being
confident enough in the issues to have a discussion.
Youth workers deal with these issues all the time
with young people in all sorts of diVerent contexts.
DiYcult issues come up. That is why we have youth
workers. I would honestly say that the real answer to
your question is rather than have somebody who
does not know what they are doing getting into a
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panic and saying, “I think I must rush oV to the
authorities,” let us make sure at local level, and I
hope this happens, that Prevent partnerships have
equipped youth workers with the skills necessary to
deal with those circumstances. I would be pretty
certain that that would do the trick in the vast, vast
majority of cases. If you then have greater reasons
for concern it might be diVerent. I think what we
have got to do is get ourselves out of this headline
that the whole idea of the programme is some great
vast pyramid where everybody gets reported up the
system; this is about enabling people to deal with
these issues confidently and eVectively.

Q324 Dr Pugh: So you are expecting the youth
worker to make a very nuanced decision to take
account of the context and not just a particular
episode?
Mr Denham: If a youth worker, for example, comes
across a situation—and I deliberately choose a
diVerent context—where they are aware that a
young women in a youth club is getting involved in
an internet conversation with somebody who might
not be suitable, we expect youth workers to make a
judgment. There would be circumstances where the
judgment might be that you are going to deal with
that as an individual conversation about what is
sensible and what is not sensible and all the rest of
it. There might be circumstances where the judgment
would be: “I am very worried about this person’s
vulnerability, somebody is talking about leaving
home and I need to do something about it.” We are
generally confident in the ability of our professional
workers with young people to exercise those types of
judgments. I do not see any reason why with the
proper training and support we cannot have a
similar confidence in this context as well. Therefore
it is more nuanced but this is what professional
youth workers do. I think we need to train them,
support them and then have confidence in them to
make the right judgments. That will be across the
spectrum, I think.

Q325 Dr Pugh: You referred to the whole scheme as
quite decentralised a few minutes ago. Suppose a
local authority decides that they do not really know
what to do in order to prevent, other than to persist
with community cohesion initiatives which seem to
be good initiatives in themselves; is there a
problem there?
Mr Denham: If people have really looked at all of
their circumstances locally, they have got to make
the best judgments, and if people have absolutely
established that there are no issues to be dealt with
or whatever, that they are going to move towards the
community cohesion end of things that may well be
what happens but you would want to have suYcient
challenge in there to say have we really looked at all
of the possibilities. The issue that we have just been
talking about, the possibly isolated group of young
people who are not at risk from anybody locally
because nobody locally is pushing dangerous
extreme violent ideas but may be at risk on the

internet, is something that that sort of group might
look at and say, “Have we covered all of the
possibilities in this particular area?”

Q326 Dr Pugh: In terms of what local authorities are
currently doing, looking at a range of programmes
under your Department, where do you think the key
gaps are at the moment?
Mr Malik: I think the reality is that there are some
authorities that are quite advanced. They have been
doing work for many, many years, work around
diversity, work around community cohesion, and
that means that they are well-placed to actually take
work forward on Prevent. There are other
authorities that have no real experience whatsoever.
One of the reasons for having the national
conference on 8 December where some 1,200 people
turned out to Birmingham was really to try to share
some of the good practice. There are some local
authorities which are doing some extraordinarily
good work. Some of the projects they have invested
in are being well-utilised and eVective. There are
others that are learning. There are authorities that
are at diVerent levels and the gap probably is to try
to ensure that the good practice that does exist is
disseminated as far as possible right across the
spectrum thereby giving people the opportunity to
learn from others.

Q327 Dr Pugh: You mentioned authorities but
organisations within authorities have diVerent
experiences and one of the things we got from our
Birmingham visit was the allegation that some
organisations are very good at bidding for whatever
pot of money was around at the time, and therefore
could quite easily buy into the Prevent agenda, or
whatever agenda was there, and other organisations
who might be capable of doing better work simply
did not know how to get those funds or did not want
those funds in the first place or did not see how those
funds applied to their work. How do you deal with
that phenomenon?
Mr Malik: I used to be one of those organisations so
I know exactly what you mean! Listen, I think
unfortunately it is always going to be the case that
you have local authorities who are perhaps risk
averse and they go to what you might term the
“usual suspects” who they know have got all the
finance and administration side of things in place
where there are not too many risks with the
resources, and they are broadly good eggs, and they
run with them. I do think, however, that the whole
point of Prevent funding to an extent is to think
outside of the box. It is quite clear that there will be
some people who are doing good work that has a
positive impact in terms of the Prevent agenda. If
you look at some of the work that we have done
centrally, we have looked at areas where there are
gaps, so young people and women where there are
big gaps, and at a national level we have got the
Muslim Women’s Advisory Group and the Young
People’s Advisory Group. If you look at a local level
a lot of Prevent partnerships now are starting to
develop things around young people and women
because traditionally those are the stakeholders
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within that community that really have not been
enfranchised. I think some of the national stuV we
are doing links with some of that local work. There
is no excuse really. We have got guidance as well at
the end of the day. You asked a question about if an
organisation is not too clear, there is this national
guidance that they can turn to. They have got the
Regional Government OYces. Within each
Regional Government OYce there are people who
have expertise in this area, who work with local
authorities, so there is a field of expertise out there
that can support them and there is not really, I do not
suppose, an excuse for local authorities not to be
spreading some of the resources perhaps a bit wider,
only for the sake of increasing the eVectiveness
because at the end of the day this is not about
making people happy.

Q328 Dr Pugh: It is interesting you said about
women’s projects. One of our witnesses in
Birmingham made the obvious point that all young
terrorist males have mums, and in a sense to set
yourself out on a terrorist route is to somehow turn
your back on the family environment, and there
needs to be, therefore, some thought about how the
family environment deals with the situation. If you
looked at all the local authority projects and you
decided that actually the most eVective way to spend
money combating terrorism in this country was to
give it to another department of government,
because obviously cultural factors are a big element
in encouraging extremism of one kind or another,
and you decided that local authorities just did not
know how to do the job, would you own up to that
or are you already owning up to that?
Mr Denham: I am never particularly defensive about
the boundaries of the Department, Dr Pugh, but the
diYculty would be, I think, that if you say your local
authorities are not capable of leadership in this area
as a permanent state of aVairs, you have then got to
say who else is likely to be at a local level? There is
really only one national agency which I think would
come forward as an alternative and that would be
the Police Service. I think there are real issues, as
everyone has recognised in all of the questions, and
there is a spectrum of activity here from areas which
are clearly in the Pursue area, which is people who
are already involved in this crime who need to be
tracked down, stopped and all the rest of it, through
to those who are really on the verges of it, that is the
Channel project, to those who may be at risk, to the
issues you do in the communities that may be about
resilience, like the work for example with mothers,
which is a key part of quite a number of local Prevent
projects up and down the country. I believe that
currently that work is best done within my
Department and the leadership of that work is best
led by local authorities because they are better
placed to have the level of community engagement
that is necessary. There is a caveat there. This is a real
challenge for most people in local authorities to
whom, as for most of the rest of us, these issues were
entirely new just a very short period of time ago. We
have expected local authorities to move very, very
quickly to understand perhaps more than they did

before about the dynamics of communities because
it was only a few years before the London bombings
that we were dealing with community cohesion
issues which were new to many local authorities to
address. We have also not just asked people to
understand the dynamics of communities but the
particular modalities of people who are trying to
promote terrorism. The answer is, as Shahid Malik
has just said, there are some local authorities who
have done extraordinarily well very, very quickly.
There are others that are not as fast at the moment.
I really come back to the point—if you take local
authority leadership out of the question—I do not
think you have an appropriate agency that exists
with national support that operates locally that can
lead on the broader areas of the Prevent strategy.

Q329 Alison Seabeck: We have heard powerful
evidence from young people, the Youth Parliament
as well as individuals in Birmingham, that the
Prevent strategy is distrusted. Part of that is borne
out in the evidence we have heard today, but it is in
part clearly because of the involvement of the police.
Given that you have success with knife crime and
other things where the police are involved with
young people, is there a diVerent aspect to this? Is it
because you are purely focusing on Muslims because
again our evidence across this investigation has
repeatedly come back to us and said it is too tightly
focused on Muslims and why does the Secretary of
State not open it out to other forms of potential
extremism?
Mr Denham: There are two parts to that question. I
am very well aware of the real dangers in the
perception which has been there that the only
dialogue of importance that takes place between the
Government and the Muslim community is around
terrorism and violent extremism. The point that was
acknowledged by the Home Secretary and myself in
August, and we have to continue to repeat it, is that
it has to be clear that we see the bigger, broader and
indeed more important relationship between the
Government and the Muslim communities of this
country as they are with all other communities. The
issues, firstly, that are of general interest—jobs,
housing, educational success, and all of those
issues—and, secondly, issues specific to that
community, in case of the Muslim communities the
religious discrimination legislation, the Sharia
finance instruments, all of those sorts of things that
we have done. Is there still a risk that this is perceived
both within government and outside government, in
the media and in the community as a one-
dimensional conversation? Yes, that risk is there,
and until we challenge that successfully, which we
must keep at all the time, then you will continue to
hear those sorts of concerns. The second part of the
question was other forms of extremism. We have this
year developed both a much more explicit message
and organisational focus on other forms of
extremism, particularly the dangers of white racist
extremism. The Connecting Communities
programme will shortly reach well over 100
communities where we are trying to undercut the
roots of that extremism too. It was really a choice of
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whether to run that as a separate programme or as a
single pot of money. The view that we have taken is
that there are quite significant diVerences, the
diVerences between the actual circumstances of an
international ideology promoted in the way that al-
Qaeda does and the way that operates, and the roots
of white racist extremism, which we are trying to
address in part of the Connecting Communities
message, and it was better as we developed the
programme to develop them as separate
programmes nationally. However, we are very clear
that we would want people at local level to know
what their strategy was to deal with extremism, using
their mainstream money, any engagement they may
have with Connecting Communities or their
engagement with Prevent. There is an equally
important message here that we are opposed to
extremism wherever it comes from. In terms of sheer
ambition to create destruction and death, it is still
the case that al-Qaeda-inspired terrorism is the
single biggest threat and we just have to recognise
that but that does not mean that we are not going to
be actively opposed to all types of extremism.

Q330 Alison Seabeck: What more can be done to
reassure Muslims that the community as a whole is
not potentially at risk of potential radicalisation,
because huge distrust has been voiced during the
course of this investigation?
Mr Denham: In part I think it has to be that we just
keep repeating these same messages over and over
again. We engage other parts of government. We
constantly tell the story of the issues that we have
dealt with. Last week in a diVerent part of my job I
was talking about the transformation of the
educational achievements of young British Pakistani
and young British Bangladeshi boys, one of the great
educational success stories of the last ten years,
addressing an issue of real concern in communities
and in families, and we have got to keep saying we
are doing those things, we are making real
diVerences, and we will continue to do that.

Q331 Alison Seabeck: I hear what you are saying
about the message and that is terrific but one of the
other criticisms we have had, and it is not necessarily
just in this section in your Department, is that
because of the lack of continuity in oYcials,
relationships between the Department and people
on the ground chop and change and vary and people
feel that they need a sense of continuity, they need to
have a senior person to go to who has a long
understanding of the issues that they are facing, and
at the moment that is a genuine worry. It is to do with
the way the Civil Service career structure works
actually but it does not help.
Mr Denham: Yes, I am afraid we have probably both
faced that problem in every single department and
responsibility we have ever been in. What we have to
do is to make sure the sorts of messages that we have
been trying to give today and over the last few
months suYciently enter into—it is a jargon term
these days—the DNA of the system so they are what
we say all the time. If we do not do that and the

message fluctuates month by month or personality
by personality then we will not be successful; that is
undoubtedly true.

Q332 Alison Seabeck: Are you looking at all at the
way the formula is put together in terms of how
Prevent is allocated and the way in which it looks at
the size of a Muslim population in an area?
Mr Denham: We are quite open to looking at that. It
is hard in absolute terms to justify the way that it is
done at the moment other than it is hard, on the basis
of our knowledge, to come up with a diVerent system
of funding allocation. When one has an ideal
situation in mind it would be something that was
more clearly risk-based and something that was able
to take a coherent view at a local level on the relative
needs of cohesion funding and Prevent funding,
which, as you know, currently go out separately.
That would be the ideal. There are two real obstacles
to that at the moment, but I do not think they are
absolute and forever. One is that risk-based funding
clearly has a problem in that you are indicating
somebody’s assessment of risk and that has both a
presentational and practical problem.
Chair: Who would do the risk assessment?

Q333 Alison Seabeck: That is the second one.
Mr Denham: The diYculty with it is if you did a risk
assessment that was informed by for example the
police or other agencies, it is probably something
you would not want to share in public as part of your
funding formula. The problem with the formula we
have got—and I think we would both say the same
as Ministers—is it is pretty hard to defend until you
come to trying to actually construct a workable
formula based on other information. I am being
perfectly honest with the Committee. We would both
like to move the funding formula on to a diVerent
basis. If it were possible to have an approach that at
least was able to reflect at local level the relative
needs of cohesion and Prevent rather than being
separate exercises, I think there would be some
advantages in that. Dr Pugh’s question earlier
highlighted the fact that the balance between
community cohesion need and Prevent need may
well vary from one area to another. At the moment
we do not have a funding system for the two that
reflects that. Technically that is much harder to do
than to sit here and talk about it. I am not absolutely
wedded to this and I do not think there is an issue of
principle that I could defend behind what we do at
the moment.

Q334 Andrew George: How much has Prevent
prevented?
Mr Malik: I am happy to have a go. Let me just say
that 2007–08 was the first year we had the pathfinder.

Q335 Andrew George: Of course.
Mr Malik: It is a very, very new programme. We
have commissioned some national evaluation very
recently. We have also had the Audit Commission do
some work. If you were to ask me how many bomb
plots has it prevented, Prevent is one element of the
counter-terrorism strategy that we have. We know of
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at least 12 plots that have been thwarted. We also
know that some 228 people have been convicted in
the last eight years.

Q336 Chair: I want to try and get this a bit more
specific because we have had enormous quantities of
evidence about what one might call the theoretical
underpinning of Prevent and Pursue and, to be
blunt, I really do not want to go over again, which
some of our earlier witnesses were doing, just re-
quoting the academic evidence we have got for
things. If I may Mr Malik—and this becomes a slight
critique of the question—we all know that the point
of this exercise is to stop terrorist events and we can
all say that, thankfully, the number of terrorist
events that has occurred in this country has been
relatively small. With respect, I do not believe it is
possible for you or anybody else to demonstrate that
there is any cause and eVect (well, maybe some of the
stuV the police have done) in what Prevent is doing
that you can relate to a reduction in crime.
Mr Malik: I beg to diVer, Chairman, simply, for this
reason—and I always welcome the Chairman
intervening and criticising the questions!

Q337 Chair: It is the Chair’s prerogative!
Mr Malik: It does not happen often enough! Just to
say I think, broadly speaking, of course you are in
comfortable territory when you say that, but
without any shadow of a doubt whatsoever I can
confidently and comfortably say that we know what
some of the triggers are and we also know some of
the elements that can help to reduce the propensity
of individuals to engage in violent extremism. A lot
of the Prevent work that we do for example focuses
on enabling people to challenge violent ideologies. I
think it stands to reason. It is probably
commonsense that if you can persuade people using
Islam itself that a violent ideology that they are
flirting with is not the way of Islam, I think the
propensity of those individuals to engage in such
acts is much diminished. That is why we have funded
a Radical Middle Way project which has helped
about 50,000 young people in this country and they
have benefited from that. We actually also believe
that not muzzling and stifling debate is a really
healthy thing. I was in East London where they were
saying should we be debating about jihad for
example and it means. My view was that if we are not
in the mainstream debating what jihad means then
tucked somewhere else you have al-Muhajiroun
debating what jihad means in a way that mainstream
Islam could not understand. Prevent is doing a lot of
work but it is hard to quantify. I think you are right
there, when you get down to the quantifiables it is
hard to say what it has achieved, but I think we all
know from a commonsense perspective, from an
instinctive perspective that there is good work
taking place.

Q338 Andrew George: I do understand what the
Home OYce is doing in terms of the hard
infrastructure and the intelligence, et cetera, but
what we have been talking about is softer
community development processes. Really I

suppose what I was asking and I thought was really
contained in quite a deliberately short question
(because I thought that was welcomed here!) is if you
can give examples, perhaps confidentially to the
Committee outside this evidence, of how the work
that you have been talking about has contributed to
the 12 plots being foiled which you mentioned as
part of your answer earlier.
Mr Denham: It would be extremely diYcult to link
the vast majority of the Prevent programme or even
individual instances within those plots to a track
back from a Prevent-funded programme. This is
about developing resilience of communities. We
know that in the case of the young man in Bristol
whose name now escapes me—
Mr Malik: Andrew Ibrahim.
Mr Denham: Andrew Ibrahim. He was reported to
the police by members of the mosque. You cannot
say whether it was something about the Prevent
programme that led a mosque to say, “We have got
concerns about this individual, we are going to
report them,” because in the nature of this
programme looking at that direct causal trail is not
going to be easy. The second thing is that there have
been since 2005, as I am sure the Quilliam
Foundation said to you, big ideological shifts within
the world of radical Islamism with many more
people, including former supporters of al-Qaeda,
contesting the al-Qaeda ideology. It is quite hard to
distinguish those international ideological events
from things we have done here. This may be too
vague for you but I was the Chairman of the Home
AVairs Select Committee when we did an inquiry in
2005-06. At that time we got huge amounts of
evidence that said that there was not a problem. The
bulk of the evidence said lots of people have been
arrested, no-one has been convicted, this is all got up
by the Government and the security services. That
debate that there is not an issue has been silenced
over the last few years. There is a debate still about
what you best do about it but almost no-one comes
forward now and says, “This is in the imagination of
the security services or the Government who are out
to get us.” It has changed partly because of the
arrests and convictions and partly because of what
has actually happened including the London
bombings. Prevent has helped. Prevent has not had
to go out and change the minds of most people but
where people wanted the confidence to say we are in
a position to deal with that, I think we have been able
to. There is support for the independent MINAB
(The Mosques and Imams Advisory Board) on
mosque management which has helped to
strengthen the management of many mosques to
give people more confidence about ensuring they are
run in ways where they are not likely to be taken
advantage of by extremist groups. Again, you
cannot honestly say, “And we can plot this in this
particular location and the cause and eVect was so
on and so on.” If you say what did we set out to do—
which was to strengthen community institutions to
have activities which can divert people away from
trouble and so on—we have funded a lot of those
activities and it will be some time before you can
look back and say, “And therefore the following
happened.”
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Q339 Chair: Secretary of State, can I follow up on
that and feed back some of the evidence that we have
been collecting during our inquiry. You said that it
would be necessary for local authorities to
understand the connection between the projects that
they are putting forward and their eVect on Prevent.
We were given ample evidence of, as people
described them, “Mickey Mouse” projects and “nice
dinners” that had been funded by the Prevent
programme in various places. Presumably those
local authorities genuinely felt that they were
somehow related to Prevent. What we would be
interested in knowing is how rigorous the
Department is being in challenging those, given that,
as you said at the beginning, we are all on a discovery
path here. It is not that local authorities are being
deliberately obstreperous but they may genuinely
not know what they should be doing in their local
community to prevent.
Mr Denham: That is a fair point, Chairman, and it
is one that we touched on again in the speech to the
Birmingham conference in December. I think in the
coming year we now have suYcient knowledge of
practice up and down the country and the particular
stuV (although we cannot be absolutely certain) that
appears to be working well that we can be more
proactive in promoting good practice, really pushing
things, not imposing a narrow template on every
community, because I do not think that would work,
but actually saying these are the areas of risk that
people have identified in various places; have you
looked at these here? These are the types of activities
that seem to be particularly successful at engaging
people. There is a lot more in the way of good
practice and there is the promotion through the
regional Government OYce Network that Shahid
was talking about earlier. I think over the next
year—and I have said this to the oYcials in the
Prevent team—we need to have much more
proactive promotion of good practice where we find
it and of challenge to those areas where we cannot
work out what people are doing and they cannot
either.

Q340 Chair: How do you identify what is good
practice when we would all agree that you cannot do
the usual rigorous accounting of saying, “There were
this many likely terrorists last year and there are that
many this year”? How do you assess whether a
project is working or not?
Mr Denham: Let me give you an example,
Chairman, of one project that I visited, which I
mentioned earlier, which is a Tower Hamlets project
aimed at increasing young people’s understanding of
the internet. It is very diYcult to say therefore five
potential terrorists decided not to become terrorists,
but in terms of having a group of young people
whose understanding and ability to discuss what gets
put on the internet, how propaganda is used, what
might be motivating people, how to respond to it, is
undoubtedly it is a real educational success within
that community. When we have tried to produce
good practice, the good practice guidance that was
produced before Christmas, I think ten projects, are
marked by the fact that they were not, “Here is a

project and people did so-and-so”. There is an
analysis. It is like a school experiment in a way, “This
is what we set out to achieve; this is what we did; this
is how we assessed what worked.” It is that quite
rigorous, analytical view of what projects are about
that we as a Department are trying to promote in the
work that we put out amongst the Prevent partners
and that is what we will continue to do.

Q341 Mr Betts: Can I follow up with an issue, and I
think local authorities do find this very, very diYcult
to deal with, as to whether there is any good practice
around that you can disseminate which might be
very helpful. It was interesting what you were saying
about the mosques previously and how they have
come forward and identified someone who might be
a potential threat. Some young Muslims came to see
me from not just my constituency but from around
SheYeld. They were in their 20s and 30s and said
they were really worried about young people getting
an extremist message and being indoctrinated with
it. When the authorities in general look at who to
talk to they go to the mosque and talk to elders.
What happens when it is the mosque which is the
place where this extremism is being perpetrated and
they are doing nothing about it and the radicals are
using it as their base to actually contact these
young people?
Mr Malik: I have got to say from my own experience
seldom is the mosque the hub of this type of activity.
It is extremely rare although there are some notable
exceptions—Finsbury Park, et cetera. I personally
do not recognise that. Everywhere I have been they
have really gone out of their way to not exclude
almost the first generation, if you will, but to
definitely include younger people and indeed women
as well, recognising that those are two groups, as I
said earlier, that have, for various reasons, been
excluded, and so I do not actually recognise that.
What I would recognise is the point that was made
earlier about local authorities quite often going to
delivery agents that are the delivery agent of choice,
if you will. I think that is more prevalent than
anything to do with a mosque as such. We are
constantly looking at our guidance. Our
Government OYces are constantly in contact with
local projects and initiatives, constantly trying to
share some of this good practice. Of course there are
going to be cases where it is less than perfect but we
just hope that we will persevere and get beyond some
of that. This funding in the grand scheme of things is
Mickey Mouse. In the grand scheme of public sector
funding where you are talking about billions of
pounds, it is very, very small. The real challenge is to
make sure that the mainstream funding and the way
that mainstream programmes operate for the longer
term actually take stock of a duty to deal with issues
of extremism, whether it is extremism in the name of
Islam, or white supremacy, or whatever it might be.

Q342 Alison Seabeck: Picking up both those points
in a sense, you have already talked about local
authorities relying on people they trust, the good
eggs and so on, but, equally, we have heard evidence
that some of those good eggs are running courses
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which are superficial, where there is no feedback, as
a result of whatever has happened, and so people
turn up, there is a lot of enthusiasm and interest and
they get nothing and do not know where it is going
and do not know whether their views are being
passed on, or what the government response might
be. How are you working with local authorities to
ensure that they are not just making assumptions
about the work being done because the people they
are using are people they know?
Mr Denham: I would say two things. We have
certainly published very clear guidance to local
authorities on how to evaluate what they are doing.
I am sure the Committee has copies of that. We have
tried to produce the guidance that enables people to
assess what they are doing. The second thing I think
we need to say, Chairman, is neither of us have come
here to say that every single Prevent-funded project
is exactly the way we would like it to be. I do believe
that huge numbers of projects are very, very good. It
is very important not to rubbish the whole
programme because we can all find cases where it is
not working in the way that we would like it to do.
What I hope the Committee would accept is what I
have said, which is over the next year we very clearly
have said as Ministers, after a period of time in
which because everyone is feeling their way we have
allowed a great variety of activities to develop and
for people to choose what seems to be best at local
level, we now really need to be looking much harder
at what appears to be working and what risks need
to be covered and how we deal with those. If I could
take Mr Betts’ point, if there really is a case where
you have a group of young Muslims coming forward
saying, “We have a voice, we are part of it,” and there
is no space for them within a local Prevent strategy
to hear that voice come through, something needs to
be addressed at a local level because you would not
wish to waste the contribution that people are
wanting to make and the insight they have.

Q343 Mr Betts: We have addressed the issue of it
should not just be the usual suspects and we should
try and reach out to a wider range of people, but how
far do you take that wider range of people? Do you
take it to the point where there should be active
engagement with people who may not be advocating
blowing people or buildings up but who are flirting
with the edges of extremism and extremist views.
Should we try to engage with those people as part of
the strategy or simply refuse to talk to anyone who
is not unambiguously against violence?
Mr Denham: Unambiguous opposition to the use of
terrorist violence and the breaking of British laws
has to be an absolute on the Prevent programme.
Beyond that, there will be people who take very
diVerent views, say, to the British Government on
international aVairs or people who would be labelled
as socially conservative that people may have other
disagreements with, but the test is are they very
unambiguous on their opposition to al-Qaeda-
inspired terrorism. That cannot be negotiable, in our
view, for the Prevent programme. Beyond that
though there would be a wide range of opinion with
which you would expect people to engage locally

because there will be people who might disagree with
some aspect of British foreign policy but who in
terms of their own young people and their own
community will be absolutely unambiguously
opposed to violence and are therefore allies in the
key aim which is of preventing crime.

Q344 Mr Betts: That view was challenged by a quite
interesting presentation we had in Birmingham with
a young man there who had been engaged with and
presented a diVerent view about his role as a Muslim
in British society and the history of how Muslims
historically had fought in the British Army in two
World Wars, a young man who we were told was
actually flirting on the edge of supporting violence
and indeed thinking of going out to Afghanistan to
fight with the Taliban and had had his views changed
by being engaged with in a process. If we took the
view that we should not talk to people like that are
we not in danger of letting them go oV in their own
way?
Mr Denham: If people or individuals are in that
position there are parts of Prevent, and the Channel
programme indeed, that are designed for them as
individuals, but I think probably to bring in an
organisation that was actually flirting with
promoting al-Qaeda-type violence here in the hope
of winning some converts out of the debate, there is
a point at which you cannot go across that path, so
parts of the Prevent programme are undoubtedly
designed to help those types of individuals but we
have been very clear that organisations that would
promote al-Qaeda-type terrorism cannot be part of
the Prevent programme.

Q345 Mr Betts: There is a distinction there between
giving organisations which are advocating violence
money as part of the Prevent programme and a
programme trying to deal with disaVected young
people who may have extremist views as individuals
and trying to actually engage with them and stop
them getting into violence itself?
Mr Denham: If we went to a diVerent area, because
there is a crucial issue here, Mr Betts, about funding,
when I was in my previous job at Innovation,
Universities and Skills we produced the guidance on
Prevent issues and higher education. There we did
say that a proper role for universities is to provide a
forum in which diYcult and uncomfortable ideas are
properly analysed, debated and discussed, so there
would be circumstances where that might provide a
forum for discussion of some of these issues. We
drew a very clear distinction between people who
would abuse the space that is oVered by universities
to promote illegal activities behind the scenes. There
is, though, still a crucial issue about funding of
organisations that would be beyond the pale as far
as we are concerned and we are absolutely clear that
cannot be one of the things that is funded by Prevent.

Q346 Mr Betts: What do you do then with the Youth
Parliament’s evidence that we had earlier where they
were saying that because they were perceived not to
be part of a framework where any views that were
expressed as part of their strategy of having a
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number of meetings up and down the country with
young people, that they were not part of an
organisation which could pass any concerns directly
on to the police, that young people felt the freedom
to come forward and express their views and have a
genuine dialogue. They thought they got far more
out of that and young people who might not have
engaged with any sort of process before were
confident to come forward into that sort of
environment?
Mr Denham: No-one is trying to prevent people
doing particular types of activity or provide forums
for properly structured debate. The original
question, as I interpreted it, was who would Prevent
actually fund and under what circumstance and we
have to have some lines there. I would be fairly
cautious about some of the extremist organisations
that are out there obviously such as Islam4UK,
which is now being proscribed, and having a
conscious strategy of drawing them into a polite
Prevent debate. There are many people who are out
there who can discuss these issues in a way without
involving those people.

Q347 Mr Betts: I am still trying to get at whether it is
not funding organisations that promote violence or
allowing an organisation to have a strategy of trying
to engage with individuals who might be on the point
of getting into violent activity that might be drawn
back from them by allowing that space and
opportunity to be influenced and to have a
discussion.
Mr Denham: Perhaps I have not made myself clear.
A part of Prevent is about being able to engage with
those young people who may be flirting with these
ideas. There is a range of activities, including the
Channel programme, which is aimed at working with
those young people and giving them an alternative
view of the world, so it is not about a refusal to
engage with young people who might be putting
those views forward. There is a distinction between
that and engaging with organisations whose
rationale is to provide the ideological basis even if
they are not actually organising themselves on an
ideological basis for terrorism.

Q348 Chair: Can we just get on the record, Secretary
of State, what the current understanding in your
Department is about the risk factors for
radicalisation and, in particular, the mix of religious
factors, socio-economic factors and anything else?
Mr Denham: Yes, I will probably refer you, if I may,
Chairman, to the formal evidence that we put in
which we listed those risk factors. I am fairly certain
it is there and if not I will follow that up with a letter.
In round terms, although one does tend to have a
combination, it is individuals who may be
vulnerable for some reason, a group of people who
are actively propagating the ideas, an apparently
attractive narrative about why this is the solution to
a particular problem, and an environment in which
those ideas are not actively challenged. I hope that is
a reasonably accurate summary of what we put in
our evidence to you.

Q349 Chair: You have talked briefly about
university campuses but prisons are the other place
where there seems to be very ample evidence that
many young people are recruited to extremism. Is
work there entirely within the purview of the Home
OYce or is that partly CLG as well?
Mr Denham: The Home OYce leads on the work
within prisons and the Prevent part of the strategy
there.
Mr Malik: As a former Prisons Minister-type bloke I
am perhaps best-placed to respond to that. The MoJ
(Ministry of Justice) has an Extremism Unit. Every
single one of our prisons has at least one Muslim
chaplain, if not two. In terms of the quantum of the
challenge in prisons, I am not sure whether we have
actually got an accurate picture of that. It is
sometimes exaggerated in the media, it has to be
said, but we are very conscious and the MoJ is
obviously very conscious that it is a challenge. We
have prison oYcers who are trained and imams who
are trained. I spoke to many of them who have
actually got engaged in de-radicalisation, if you will,
not of people who became extremists within prison
but were convicted under terror legislation. It is an
area of concern. I would tend to say that sometimes
perhaps it is exaggerated in the media. I do not think
anybody underestimates the challenge that exists but
there is training in place. There are Muslim chaplains
in every one of these prisons. The MoJ has an
Extremism Unit that works very closely with the
Home OYce, so it is something that is being
addressed.
Mr Denham: The Department does have a broader
responsibility in a variety of situations for work with
chaplains which will include imams working in
public institutions including in prison, so that is an
area of responsibility for us. It is an area on which we
are actively working to ensure that we can support
the highest possible standards of work. I am not in a
position to say too much more about that because
the work is not completed at the moment, but we will
certainly let you know if there are any further
developments.

Q350 Chair: Just finally on the contribution of socio-
economic factors to radicalisation, would you
accept that they do contribute?
Mr Denham: My understanding of the evidence is
that there has been little evidence per se of socio-
economic factors having a direct contribution to
radicalisation. To the extent that either in this
country or around the world Muslims are perceived
as being economically disadvantaged, that may be
something that is exploited in the story that is told by
those who wish to push the most radical and violent
ideologies, but my understanding, and again I will
come back to you Chairman if I get this wrong, is
that the linear link that had been assumed perhaps
in the early days of this exercise between individual
poverty and radicalisation has not been backed up
by the evidence.

Q351 Chair: From the evidence that we have been
given I would agree with you. It is not necessarily
individual deprivation but a perception that the



Processed: 23-03-2010 18:56:04 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG5

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 71

18 January 2010 Rt Hon John Denham MP and Mr Shahid Malik MP

community to which they belong is deprived and
excluded. I want to press you when you talk about
community cohesion and its contribution towards
Prevent, are you talking, eVectively, about tackling
exclusion and disadvantage or are you talking about
getting diVerent communities talking to each other
and feeling nicer about each other?
Mr Denham: I think we have to be talking about
tackling that whole set of issues that was identified in
the Cantle Report after the riots in 2001. It is worth
making the point that even if there had been no al-
Qaeda, no 9/11, no London bombings, the issues in
that report would still have been there to tackle, and
nobody has suggested that those issues were really
the cause of any of the problems we have had. What
do they identify? They identified a whole set of
issues—of class, deprivation, faith, race and
geographical separation of communities. Tackling
community cohesion means not reducing
community cohesion to any one of those issues. The

biggest danger in the community cohesion debate, in
my experience, is people who say, “It’s all about race
though, isn’t it” or “it’s actually all about faith, isn’t
it” or “it’s all about poverty”. Actually it is the way
that they work together that creates the challenges
for community cohesion. When I am talking about
community cohesion I am talking about strategies
that deal with all of those issues, and that is what is
necessary. Promoting shared values and a sense of
belonging is an enormously important part of that
but you have to deal with all of those issues. We have
to do Prevent because of the risk of the damage that
could be done by a relatively small number of
people. For our society community cohesion is
actually the broader and more ambitious and more
long term and important challenge which we will
have to deal with.

Q352 Chair: Thank you very much.
Mr Denham: Thank you very much indeed.
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Q353 Chair: Good morning, Mr Farr. As you will be
aware, this is coming right at the end of our
investigation so we have rehearsed a great many of
the issues with previous witnesses and yesterday had
a session with the Secretary of State and Mr Malik.
We want to concentrate on the areas which are
particularly within your expertise rather than
ranging over the whole piece. I would like your
comments initially about your understanding of the
rationale of the Prevent part of the counter-terrorism
programme and, in particular, whether it is aimed at
the whole Muslim community or whether it is
targeted.
Mr Farr: The rationale for our Prevent strategy is, in
a sense, a very simple one. We do not believe that we
can, as previous Home Secretaries have put it, arrest
our way out of the terrorist threat we face, and nor
do we think we can protect ourselves physically to
the point where the threat is mitigated entirely. We
believe that we need a strategy to stop people
becoming terrorists in the first place. That is the
fundamental rationale for it which is one, I think, in
my experience shared by most other countries in
Europe and, of course, by the United Nations
reflected in the United Nations’ own counter-
terrorist strategy.

Q354 Chair: I think the diYculty we have got is what
evidence there is that it works, that the Prevent bit
works.
Mr Farr: Shall I answer the second part of your first
question on who it is aimed at?

Q355 Chair: Yes.
Mr Farr: I think Prevent, so far as CONTEST is
concerned, is clearly aimed at al-Qaeda related
terrorism. That is what it is aimed at. That is the
problem we face. I do not think it is aimed really at
Muslim communities or parts of Muslim
communities, that is not our starting point, our
starting point is the threat. The threat we face at the
moment clearly comes principally from al-Qaeda
inspired terrorism and it is that, and the activities of
people associated with al-Qaeda, that we wish to
disrupt. It is a simple statement of fact that al-Qaeda
tends to focus for its recruitment operations on
people in Muslim communities of a variety of
diVerent kinds and, of course, not just in this country
but in every other country in Europe and across the
world. Inevitably, if you start with al-Qaeda you
tend to begin to look at the constituencies that they
focus on, and that means Muslim communities. One
has to qualify that immediately by saying that it does

not imply that Muslim communities are somehow
universally vulnerable to al-Qaeda because clearly
they are not. Muslim communities, like any other
community in this country, are clearly and explicitly
opposed to al-Qaeda and what it stands for.

Q356 Chair: Can I just clarify. CONTEST is
essentially focusing on al-Qaeda related terrorism,
but who is focusing on the other sorts of terrorism?
Mr Farr: CONTEST is, and has been since the
Government set it up in 2003, focused on
international terrorism. It does not, as the published
guide of March 2009 states, focus on domestic
terrorism or Irish terrorism, which are the subjects of
separate government strategies. Within CONTEST
we believe that al-Qaeda terrorism, associated
terrorism, is the key threat we face and statistically
that is the case. It is not the only threat we face and
I certainly would not want to suggest that al-Qaeda
is the only organisation that we focus on.
CONTEST, however, is a strategy about
international terrorism.

Q357 Chair: Is there not a tension there with what
the Secretary of State said yesterday where he
seemed to be suggesting that the Prevent part of
CONTEST could also be applied to other forms of
extremism, particularly Far Right extremism?
Mr Farr: CONTEST is not a strategy about Far
Right terrorism.

Q358 Chair: The second issue is, is there any
evidence that is what being done under Prevent has
actually reduced al-Qaeda related terrorism in the
UK?
Mr Farr: I am satisfied that in a number of key areas,
even within the relatively short length of time that we
have been working on a revised Prevent strategy, ie a
little over two years, we can already see that we have
identified and reduced the threat of international
terrorism in this country, yes.

Q359 Chair: Can you be slightly more specific than
that?
Mr Farr: I think I would take as the clearest example
the third objective of the Prevent strategy which, as
you know, is about supporting vulnerable
individuals, although I think one can make a claim
for the other objectives too. The work on vulnerable
individuals, which is owned by the Home OYce and,
therefore, by OCST, for which I am responsible, has
led to us creating support networks, for want of a
better term, which can identify people who look as
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though they are being drawn into the world of
violent extremism and providing them with some
sort of intervention which would discourage them
from doing so. I think as of today there are over 200
people in one of those programmes. I am not for one
moment suggesting that had we not intervened with
those 200 individuals they would necessarily have
engaged in terrorism, but what I am saying is that
those 200 people were at risk of doing so and,
therefore, the interventions that we are conducting
are already, even at this early stage, reducing that
risk. That is merely one part of one objective. There
are plausible claims that can be made for our work
in prisons, our work in schools, our work on
challenging ideology through a number of
organisations and, indeed, our work, primarily
CLG’s work of course, under the fourth objective of
the Prevent strategy which is very much about
building up community resilience.

Q360 Alison Seabeck: You talked about a group of
around 200 that you have identified and are working
with, but what percentage of those are Muslim?
Mr Farr: I do not have that oV the top of my head.
Channel is an exception to the norm that I referred
to because Channel does have people on it people
who are getting drawn into the world of Right-Wing
terrorism, as you may know. However, that is not the
majority. I can give you the exact statistics and
break down.

Q361 Mr Betts: I want to get down to specifics so we
can get a feel for how things actually work. We have
been given the figure of 200 and presumably they are
individuals in diVerent circumstances to a degree.
Can you give us a feel for how individuals might
typically be drawn to your attention, how you then
might make contact and how you then might engage
and support in a framework with them?
Mr Farr: I would say that we are about to publish
some Channel guidance to local authorities and
local police who are, of course, the primary owners
of this programme which I hope will answer your
question in more detail. You may have seen this
document1 which does answer some of the questions
you have, but in the meantime let me try and explain.
First of all, the Home OYce is not involved in the
referral process. This is run and managed at a local
level using a template which we provide from the
centre. We suggest what the organisations should
look like and local authorities with their police
colleagues will put that into action in the light of the
specific circumstances in their own area. Typically
you would have a range of what I would call referral
organisations. From my point it is important that is
as wide as possible and it will involve statutory
partners and non-governmental organisations. They
will meet regularly to consider possible areas, sectors
if you like, where there may be vulnerability. An

1 Mr Farr was referring to the 2009 Prevent Local Delivery
Brochure available at http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/
news-publications/publication-search/general/updated-
guide-for-local-partners.html

obvious example might be recent asylumees arriving
in this country. They will then make it their business
to identify potential people from some of those areas
in the course of the normal business who will then be
referred to—I cannot remember the exact name we
give it but it is in the literature—a Channel referrals
panel at which point the individuals will be looked at
in more detail to ensure that we are not sucking into
the Channel programme people who are entirely
inappropriate for it. I am sure you will have seen
discussions about whether people of too young an
age are being drawn into Channel. I do not think
those allegations are correct but it is the sort of
concern that we might have and which we want to
guard against. Having looked at the people in the
Channel referral programme that programme will
then be responsible for identifying a support
network which might help that specific individual.
The nature of the support and the provider of the
support will vary very much depending on the type
of person and the sorts of issues that they are coming
to terms with. If the person concerned, for example,
is looking at or grappling with an issue of theology
or ideology then it may be appropriate for a local
partner organisation working in one of those areas,
typically a mosque, to oVer some support. If, on the
other hand, the issues that someone is grappling
with, an asylumee may be an example, are much
more social and ideological then the support might
come from someone else. You have a data capture
process, a referral process and an identification of
support process strung together owned by local
authorities with the local police.

Q362 Chair: Before we explore this a bit further can
I just go back to what you were saying in answer to
the question about whether it worked or not and the
numbers of vulnerable individuals that you have got
on the Channel programme. Do you appreciate that
is a bit of a circular argument? You are essentially
suggesting that because you have identified those
individuals and they are on a support programme,
and presumably none of them have actually moved
on to violent terrorism, that demonstrates the
programme is working, but you cannot possibly
know that any of them would have indulged in
violent terrorism anyway.
Mr Farr: Indeed not. It requires a much longer
period of time with much closer work, which is
ongoing. We have a whole team of social scientists
working on the Channel programme to evaluate the
quality of the interventions and the outcomes. I do
not think it is easy to evaluate the Prevent
programme as a whole in the space of two years. It
is a very challenging area and a very challenging
range of programmes. I simply pick that out because
to me it is a good example of something very tangible
and practical that is already happening: 200 people
identified and put through a support network. I
entirely take your point that we do not yet know
quite what the long-term outcome is going to be and
we do not know quite what would have happened
had we not intervened. I have focused on a very
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specific issue but I am very happy to talk about the
wider way in which we are trying to evaluate the
programme as a whole if that would be helpful to
you. I gave that as a very specific example.

Q363 Chair: I think it would, yes, and then we will
come back to some of the other issues that have
been raised.
Mr Farr: I would start by saying that every country
in Europe that has a Prevent programme, which is
the vast majority of course, is grappling with the
issue of measurement. We compare notes regularly
at the EU Working Group on this issue and we are
in as good a position as any, but I would not claim
for one moment that anyone has got the complete
solution. I think I would start by saying we evaluate
the performance at a number of diVerent layers. At
the local authority level we have what we call, as you
know, N.I. 35, which is fundamentally in my
judgment an output-based series of measures. In
other words, it evaluates performance in terms of
knowledge of engagement with Muslim
communities, knowledge of engagement with the
Prevent programme, the quality of actions and the
Prevent interventions that are being proposed.
Given the timing, that is we drafted N.I. 35 at the
very beginning of our programme, it does not look
yet at outcomes. I have got no doubt that as we
develop N.I. 35, if we can, that is where we will go.
There is a separate set of measures for police
performance which relate to N.I. 35 and to some
extent incorporate N.I. 35 but go beyond it too. We
are happy to share those measures with you if that is
of interest to the Committee. N.I. 35 and the
measures to evaluate the progress of police Prevent
work feed into the work we do on PSA26, which is
the PSA which governs counter-terrorism run by
OSCT in the Home OYce. It is a new PSA, we have
never had a PSA on counter-terrorism before, and it
is only two years old. We have some details about it.
It is a classified PSA, inevitably, given in the back of
CONTEST, and you may have had a look at that. It
has got a number of indicators on which we measure
our performance across counter-terrorism as a
whole on Pursue, Protect, Prepare and, of course, on
Prevent. There are four main indicators on Prevent. 2

The first is, are we changing community attitudes
and how are communities responding. The second is
about the work we do in prisons and are we making
an impact in prisons, are we reducing radicalisation
in prisons. ******************************3.
The fourth is about our Prevent work overseas. I am
happy to go into the detail on any of those. I do not
want to waste your time. I would say broadly that we
have teams of people, social scientists—I referred to
those earlier—and colleagues from other
government departments working on how and
where we measure the quality of the progress we are
making within each of those four areas. I can only
say by way of conclusion at this point that I think a

2 There are three main indicators on Prevent. These are about
building: resilience in domestic communities; sectors and
services; and overseas priority countries.

3 This sentence has been redacted by OCST and the CLG
Committee

huge amount of work is going into this and the
Treasury themselves, of course, would demand that
even if the Home Secretary responsible for the whole
programme was not demanding it too.
Chair: That gives us lots of issues to explore. Can we
first go back to the issue about identifying vulnerable
individuals because this is an issue that has been
raised with us by a great many witnesses and what
they feel are the negative side eVects of it.

Q364 Alison Seabeck: Coming back to that, and
particularly young people, we have had a lot of
evidence from the Youth Parliament and others who
have a perception that all this is very much police
driven, they do not get a sense that it is community
driven and it certainly is not being driven by young
people in any way, shape or form. As a result,
therefore, they do not trust projects and places which
are identified with Prevent. In your view, what could
be done to allay those concerns particularly?
Mr Farr: You are talking now about Prevent as a
whole rather than Channel in particular?

Q365 Alison Seabeck: Prevent as a whole, yes.
Mr Farr: I recognise the concern, and of course it has
been expressed to us directly and to the police. As
your evidence may have indicated, the police
recognise it as well. I think my starting point would
be that neither we nor the police want the police to
have ownership of the Prevent programme. It is very
important. It nowhere says that in the strategy. We
think policing has a key role to play, but it is a role
alongside a number of other authorities who I think
the police would say, and I would certainly say, need
to be in the lead. I do accept, and the police will
accept, that has not always happened and in the first
two years of Prevent I have no doubt at all that the
police, who are experts on rapid delivery, have
gripped this problem and have made a lot of
progress, but the price of that has sometimes been
that they have become, as it were, the shop front of
Prevent to a greater extent than they would like, or
than we would like or, I suspect, our colleagues in
CLG would like.

Q366 Alison Seabeck: Certainly in Birmingham they
had a police oYcer heading it up and that
immediately would have an impact.
Mr Farr: That is right. I would say if I go round
police forces, and I do a lot in all capacities, a regular
theme is that they do not want ownership of Prevent
and local authorities must do more to assume the
role that we expect of them.

Q367 Alison Seabeck: Can I come back to the
relationship between the police and local authorities
before coming to Channel because there is a
contradiction between some of the Channel
criticisms and the local authorities. Local authorities
are saying, “Police will not share enough critical
information with us”. How would you respond to
that? Have local authorities lobbied you, for
example, to say, “These are the pieces of information
we aren’t getting and on which, therefore, we can’t
act”? Has that come across to you?
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Mr Farr: When we started the revised Prevent
strategy at the end of 2007 one of the most frequent
concerns was the one that you have just described:
local authorities saying, “Well, you are approaching
us to deal with Prevent but you aren’t telling us really
what the problem is, you are telling us what you
think the solution should be”. We have spoken
extensively to the police and the security service
about this issue and we have come up with a range of
written report products which as a matter of course
should now go to local authorities and, as far as I am
concerned, are going to local authorities. We call
these reports a variety of names but most of them are
referred to as Counter-Terrorism Local Profiles—
CTLPs for short. They are drafted by local police
with input from the security agencies and are
intended to inform local authority people on the
context in which Prevent needs to be delivered. I do
not have any doubt that the early iterations of those
products—and it is quite an ambitious undertaking
because, after all, there are over 30 boroughs in
London alone and we are doing one for each
borough—are not always entirely right, although the
feedback I have from local authority colleagues in
many areas—Luton is the one that springs to
mind—is that they have already transformed the
way they are doing Prevent. I have said to local
authorities that we will completely support the
requirements and demands they are placing on their
police and security colleagues to produce further
iterations of the CTLP in the future. That is one of
the key things about this entire programme.

Q368 Alison Seabeck: If you then go to the bottom-
up you have got an awful lot of local authority based
employees who are being expected to manage and
look at the Channel programme. It is a range of
organisations but certainly the local authorities can
more easily do that and unless they are getting some
clear messages in that way which do not make them
feel—this is the feedback we have had from youth
workers and all sorts of people—that they are being
asked to spy, because that in turn filters down to the
people in the wider community, there is a real tension
there. It is about communicating from top to
bottom, is it not, so that the Channel programme is
not perceived by local authority workers,
community workers and women that they are being
asked to spy on friends and family?
Mr Farr: Perhaps I can answer that question in
general and then in the context of Channel in
particular. The CTLPs that I referred to earlier are
about providing information to community
partners. They are not about sucking information
out of community partners. The allegations about
spying—I know the Communities Secretary dealt
with this yesterday—are completely unfounded and
we have looked at them in some detail. I am happy to
share a report with you which explains exactly what
conclusions we have reached about those
allegations. In fact, the truth is almost entirely the
opposite. The direction of the information,
intelligence if you will, regarding the Prevent
programme is from the police and from the security
agencies into local authorities. That is how we have

configured it and that is how it must be. The Channel
programme is clearly inherently sensitive and the
process that I described earlier would illustrate that.
You are asking statutory partners to look at
vulnerable individuals, named individuals at a
certain point of the process, to consider what are at
some point intensely personal details about those
individuals and to consider whether support should
be provided to them. We take our responsibilities for
the protection of personal data which is exchanged
in that process incredibly seriously. We are governed
by the Data Protection Act and we are governed by
information sharing protocols that apply to other
areas of crime prevention in local authorities and
policing and we have built upon those protocols. I
am completely sure in my own mind that the law
prevents us doing what some organisations think we
are doing. Channel is not a mechanism for spying.
We do not need a mechanism for spying of that kind,
and it is the last thing the security or police services
would want to do.
Alison Seabeck: There are lots of organisations
which are outside of the Prevent programme and
have chosen to stay outside the Prevent programme.
We spoke to a number of people in those bodies in
Birmingham privately and pressed them and said,
“If you saw a burglar outside your building you
would say something. If you knew somebody was
being assaulted outside your building you would say
something. You are not in the Prevent programme
but would you pass on information if you felt that a
fellow Muslim specifically was giving cause for
concern?” The worrying answer I got on two
separate occasions—only two admittedly—was
“no”. It is very diYcult because they have chosen not
to be part of Prevent because they see it as being very
police based and they certainly would not want to go
to the Channel programme. How do you cope with
that?

Q369 Chair: Actually one of the organisations had
taken Prevent money and still was not going to pass
the information on.
Mr Farr: There is a range of issues there. I recognise
the scenarios that you have described. I try and
spend as much time as I can talking to people who
want nothing to do with the Prevent programme,
which seems to me as important as talking to people
who want to engage with it. I have to say that an
awful lot of time I find the reasons for their not
wanting to engage are rooted in the
misrepresentations which Prevent suVered from
notably in the articles that the Guardian ran, to some
degree based on the IRR report by Kundnani, who
I think you took evidence from yesterday. We
provided a point by point rebuttal of every
allegation in the Guardian and every allegation in the
IRR report. I might add that we have had a reply
from neither of those two organisations. When we
talk to people who do not want anything to do with
Prevent I find that they do not want anything to do
with a mythical construct of Prevent which does not
exist and is not part of the strategy. Frankly, if I ask,
“Have you read anything about Prevent?” usually
the response is that they have read something in the
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Guardian. They have not read this4 and,
understandably, they have not read the ten pages in
here. We have, therefore, a major communications
challenge which it would be silly for us to deny. I am
sure other people who have given evidence have not
denied it either. That is why we are trying to put more
and more weight on direct communication often, I
have to say, at personal meetings between senior
oYcials responsible for the programme who can
rebut some of the wilder allegations made against it.
I find that when we do this, when we demonstrate,
when we provide the evidence, with most
organisations we can find common ground, which is
what we are trying to do after all. They still might not
want to take Prevent money, and I can often
understand the reasons for that, they may think it
ties them to government in a way that they do not
want and they would not take government money
whatever it was called.

Q370 Alison Seabeck: There is value in the money
going down this stream rather than mainstreaming
some of these into diVerent services?
Mr Farr: I do not have any doubt whatever about
the value of the money we are spending on Prevent.
It is a very, very small percentage of the total CT
spend. You could put a very credible case for saying
we should spend more rather than less but, of course,
we cannot at the moment because we do not yet
know what the outcomes of the work are, which goes
back to the Chairman’s earlier question.

Q371 Andy Slaughter: I am hearing your frustration
but the surveillance issue, if I can put it like that, has
been a major theme of the evidence we have heard
and clearly that is something we will have to consider
in our report and, therefore, it is important we
understand that, whether it is the reality or a
perception. Are you saying that surveillance or
intelligence gathering, ie proactively, does not form
part of the Prevent programme?
Mr Farr: It does not really matter what I say, I think
ministers have made that point absolutely clear. I
have got copies here of the point by point rebuttals
of all these allegations and I am very happy to share
them with you. For the avoidance of doubt,
surveillance is not part of the Prevent programme
and intelligence gathering is not a feature of the
Prevent programme. It does not say so in the strategy
and does not say so in our guidance documents.
What we have said is what you get.

Q372 Andy Slaughter: On the other hand, you did
talk about building resilience and Channel as part of
it could throw up intelligence.
Mr Farr: It is not the purpose of the programme.

Q373 Chair: Supposing you have got this mythical
youth worker who is getting a bit disturbed by what
some of the young men are saying and the websites
they are tapping into, does that youth worker then

4 Mr Farr was referring to the Government’s CONTEST
strategy—http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-
publications/publication-search/general/HO—Contest—
strategy/index.html

report it to the Channel working party or whatever
it is called locally? That surely is surveillance and
passing on information.
Mr Farr: I am not quite sure I recognise that. No, I
do not believe it is that. Let me try and make a
distinction here. If someone involved in Prevent or,
I would hope, a member of the public not involved
in Prevent comes across someone who is engaged in
illegal activity, we would hope that those people are
reported to the police, and action is considered
against them. That might happen in any context,
Prevent or not, it does not mean that it is the purpose
of the Prevent programme. If it happened during the
Prevent programme we would hope that the Channel
services were open to enable them to do so. It is not
why we are doing Prevent.

Q374 Andy Slaughter: I do not think we are talking
about that. There may well be people who do not
think that even those sorts of allegations or
suspicions should be passed on, but I think there will
be a general understanding that if anybody comes
across in any circumstances people who are engaged
either in criminal activity or conspiring in what
could be criminal activity that should be passed on.
What we are talking about is perhaps what Alison
Seabeck referred to earlier where there is loose talk,
perhaps worrying things are said, but it does not
amount to criminal activity or even point towards
criminal activity, but raises alarm or concern
amongst people who hear it. People who have given
evidence to us believe there is an expectation that
that is information that would be gathered and
passed on.
Mr Farr: Clearly if someone is involved in activity
which suggests they are being drawn into the world
of violent extremism, such as the Chairman’s point
about browsing a chat room or operating in a chat
room, which is clearly one of those which encourages
violent extremism, if that activity stops short of
something which is illegal under the Terrorism Acts,
notably TACT 2006, that is the sort of person we
would expect to get referred to Channel, not to
criminalise them but precisely to avoid them
criminalising themselves. That process by any
reasonable definition of the term “spying” and
certainly by the definition in UK law does not
amount to spying. Spying defined by the Security
Service Act makes it absolutely clear who does
covert operations. Channel enables the referral by
people for the purposes of crime prevention to a
group comprising of local authority and police
members. That person is not then, as it were, subject
to surveillance, they are provided with support
which is precisely intended—I repeat—to stop them
being, as it were, drawn into violent extremism and
thence into the criminal justice system.

Q375 Andy Slaughter: Perhaps not “spying”, but
honey trap would be the word in the sense that an
environment is being created using public funds to
encourage people, particularly Muslims, to
participate in something which may draw out
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information which can then used to refer them to
Channel or possibly later into the criminal justice
system.
Mr Farr: I have two points to make. First of all, as
I said in answer to the earlier question, it is not just
about Muslim communities, Channel operates on
Right-Wing communities. We will give you, if we
can, a breakdown of the 200 people I spoke about
earlier and the balance between the two. I continue
to consider that the term “spying” is a misnomer for
what is a crime prevention programme of a kind that
operates in rather diVerent worlds: drugs, guns and
gangs and, indeed, in domestic violence.

Q376 Andy Slaughter: Going back to Alison’s point,
you say that the emphasis should be on local
authorities fulfilling this role rather than the Police
Service.
Mr Farr: Yes.

Q377 Andy Slaughter: Do you think they are (a)
qualified and (b) feel comfortable with that role?
Mr Farr: Those are very important questions. I
think my answer would be on (a) not always and (b)
not always. It is part of the Prevent programme to
certainly provide local authorities, and it goes back
to the earlier question, with the information and
expertise to enable them to do the role and to address
some of the concerns which they have, like others,
about the nature of this programme, and I hope to
put their minds at rest about some of the articles and
allegations that they have read.

Q378 Andy Slaughter: I appreciate that for the best
of motives you are putting a lot of professional eVort
into it but you have got the people who should be
delivering the service uncomfortable or not qualified
to do it and the people for whom the services are
being delivered at the very least with substantial
misapprehensions about it. Is that not a fatal flaw of
the Channel programme?
Mr Farr: I do not recognise your characterisation of
the Channel programme. From memory, I think
Channel operates across 12 police forces around the
country and there are over 200 people through the
system. I do not have any doubt that some people in
some communities and local authorities will have
reservations about Channel. I hope we can address
those and resolve them, and where we cannot I hope
we can learn from them. It is not the case that the
Channel programme is paralysed by concern
amongst its delivery agencies.

Q379 Andy Slaughter: There does seem to be
confusion nevertheless, and it may be that you are
doing your absolute best to avoid that, between
what the aims and, indeed, the procedures used in
Prevent are. Were you starting again now, would you
do it diVerently? Would you be more explicit about
the more active parts of it even if it is simply
challenging and building resilience as opposed to
perhaps the softer side of it which is simply
community engagement and supporting
communities through sums of money going into
capacity building?

Mr Farr: With the benefit of hindsight we would
have wanted to be even clearer than we were about
the very complex relationship between Prevent and
cohesion, which is dealt with at some length on page
84 of the CONTEST strategy which defines those
terms very precisely and explains to local authorities
how we think the distinction between programmes
under cohesion and Prevent should be constructed.
However, few people read this document, I am
realistic about that, and few people, if they read it,
remember it. Therefore, I think we underestimated
the degree to which we had to constantly make key
points about the relationship between the two
complex policy areas. There are a host of other
learning points that one could point to, but that is
the one I would highlight in relation to the particular
questions that you are asking.

Q380 Mr Betts: I am still trying to get my head round
what actually happens in practice. I can see that
there may be vulnerable individuals who are
expressing views that are concerning, and it might be
in mosques, and we will come to that point later on,
or local authorities through their arrangements or
projects or dealing with issues of social deprivation.
Amongst those 200 people that you referred to
before there must be some individuals who give you
such cause for concern that they are subject to
surveillance. There cannot be one group of people
who are dealt with in Prevent and another group
who the security services are monitoring.
Mr Farr: That is precisely the case.

Q381 Mr Betts: So there are no individuals who are
dealt with by both?
Mr Farr: No. We would never get ourselves into a
situation—let me be completely clear about this—
where someone was put forward and agreed and
nominated on to a Prevent programme whilst they
were being subject to surveillance by the security
authorities. To do so would be completely improper,
precisely not what we want to achieve with Prevent.
We need, and this happens at the Channel referral
process, to understand the individuals being
referred. If it is clear that they are engaged in activity
which is right on the edge of legality, ie are associated
with people who may be engaged in terrorist activity,
then it would be wrong to put them on any sort of
Prevent programme.

Q382 Mr Betts: So if they are getting near to the
point where they may start to get engaged in illegal
acts they would not be part of Prevent, they would
be referred for surveillance?
Mr Farr: That is correct.5

Q383 Mr Betts: How do you exchange information
with local authorities? This was one of the issues that
came up in our discussions because clearly some of
the activities you might then be involved in in terms
of surveillance are very sensitive, very private. If the

5 Clarification: such people would be referred to a Police
Counter Terrorist Unit who would take whatever
appropriate action was required, this may or may not
include surveillance.
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local authority has someone on their Prevent
programme, do you simply tell them they are oV it
now and explain why?
Mr Farr: I understand the question. That would be
a matter for the local police, which is why the
relationship between counter-terrorist policing,
particularly in the big hubs, and I know you have
been to Birmingham, and local authorities is
absolutely key. In making the points I made earlier
about the relative balance between the two, we
should not lose sight of the fact that they need to be
talking very closely together. This is an example of
why. Clearly you cannot have one bit of a local
authority, say a housing department, referring
someone up to a Channel programme because they
have noticed they are engaged in illegal activity and
for that person to be put on the Channel programme
only to discover that another bit of the apparatus—
the police—has them under surveillance6. Clearly we
do not want that to happen. To be precise, people
will not get referred on to a Channel programme if in
the judgment of local partners, predominantly local
authority and the counter-terrorist police, they are
so far down the line that they need to be the subject
of an investigation for possible breach of the law.

Q384 Mr Betts: Local authority oYcers would
know that?
Mr Farr: Local authorities would be told something
and it would be up to the counter-terrorist police to
work out what it is wise to tell them.

Q385 Mr Betts: There was another point made to us,
and I think it was made in Birmingham but
elsewhere also, that because of that approach there
are some young people who may hold very extreme
views and may be on the point of tipping over into
illegal activities, maybe going to training camps in
Afghanistan or even thinking of fighting the Taliban,
who are then given up on in terms of any attempt to
dissuade them from that course and presenting
alternative role models, say, of British Muslims and
Muslims who have fought with our Armed Services
and we ought to be engaging with them even if at the
same time somebody ought to be watching what they
are doing.
Mr Farr: That is a real challenge and it would be silly
to deny it. I do think the solution to that challenge
has to be local. We recognise it, but it is for local
partners, the local counter-terrorist police, to
evaluate how close this person is to illegality, if
indeed they are not already involved in illegal action,
and therefore whether the focus should be on a
Pursue type intervention or a Prevent type
intervention. We all recognise, and it has now
become part of the jargon on counter-terrorism, that
there is what we call an overlap between Pursue and
Prevent, and what you are really talking about is
what we do at that point of overlap. We understand
it, we try to scope it out, we have written memoranda
about it, the police have looked at it extensively and
we have talked to local authorities about it. I do not

6 Clarification: If someone is engaged in illegal activity they
should be referred to the police.

think there are easy solutions but I would want to
emphasise that it is a problem of which we are well
aware.

Q386 Chair: Can I just pick up on this issue about
sharing information with local authorities. I am not
talking about sharing information about specific
individuals at this point. One of the questions that
we asked the Secretary of State yesterday was
whether it was sensible that the funding was dished
out simply in relation to the number of Muslims. The
transcript is not available yet.
Mr Farr: I have seen some notes.

Q387 Chair: Essentially, if I can paraphrase, he said,
“No, it is not a terribly good way of doing it, but if
we did it in relation to risk assessment we would have
to say what the risk assessment is and we do not
really want to make that public”. I think most of us
can understand that. However, if we are talking
about local authorities being key partners in the
Prevent part of CONTEST then it is presumably
essential that individual local authorities,
particularly in areas where there has been assessed to
be a very high risk for whatever reason or at least
somebody within those local authorities has an
understanding that their particular local authority
area is a hotspot or a high risk area and what the
nature of that risk is, whether it is one or two key
individuals or something to do with the
demography, socioeconomic set-up in their area,
otherwise they are not going to be able to play a
positive role in Prevent, are they?
Mr Farr: I completely agree, which is why we
introduced the Counter-Terrorism Local Profile
system and why every chief executive in areas
receiving significant Prevent funding has already got
one. The CTLP will not yet be in its final form but
the intelligence product—it is not just intelligence,
some of it is just overt information—will improve
over the next year. I absolutely agree, and so do
ministers clearly, that chief executives and elected
councillors, wherever possible, need to have that
information otherwise when we show up saying,
“We would like you to do the following Prevent type
work”, they will turn round to us and say, “Why?”

Q388 Chair: Just to push that to the ultimate, in a
place like Barking and Dagenham, for example,
would that be shared with all the councillors?
Mr Farr: No.

Q389 Chair: Whose decision would it be who it was
shared with?
Mr Farr: A combination of police, depending on the
sensitivity of the material, the chief executive and
possibly the senior elected councillor, if I can put it in
those terms. I think what we have said, and certainly
what ministers in the Home OYce have said, and
David Hanson in particular has been very clear on
this, is the default must be to push it as far as we can
through elected councillors, and that is what we
want to do. I would add, if I may, that not all elected
councillors want anything to do with this
information, so it is not just a question of push, there
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is a bit of a pull issue as well. In principle, we want
to refine CTLPs over the next year, we want to
improve the quality of information, we want to
improve its use for local authorities and we want to
extend its distribution at least a little bit wider than
it is at the moment.

Q390 Alison Seabeck: Can I ask what reasons are
local councillors giving for not wanting to have this
information?
Mr Farr: I think it goes back a little bit to the earlier
question. The engagement of elected councillors with
Prevent is patchy. That is indisputable. In my view
there is a raft of reasons for that. Some of it is
unfamiliarity, some of it is because people do not
think there is a problem in their local area, and some
of it is about the political controversy that has been
created around Prevent. I think elected councillors
are absolutely vital to the successful delivery of the
programme.

Q391 Chair: Can I pick up on another two points you
made at the beginning and cover them one by one.
You did mention about theology and this brings in
interactionwithmosquesandwhatnot.CanIstartoV
by asking do you think it is proper for government to
get involved in theological discussions? Would we do
it in any other case than Islam?
Mr Farr: My starting point is what causes
radicalisation.Wehave setout in some detailwhatwe
think is driving radicalisation in this country and we
have said that ideology, though not the only driver, is
clearly one driver amongst many. In my experience,
looking at people who have been convicted for
terrorist oVences in this country since 9/11—over
200—ideology is always an influence. Therefore,
when we come to construct a Prevent strategy
designed to stop radicalisation we need to do
something to challenge the ideology, and we
sometimes call it the single narrative, that terrorist
organisations deploy around the world in a variety of
diVerentmedia forms to influencepeopleandto try to
recruit them to their cause. That is our starting point.
Itdoesnot followfromthat that thechallengingof the
ideology should be done by government and in many
areas it is clearly unwise to do that, and this
Government has made that clear, particularly when
matters of theology are at stake. What this
Government has tried to do is to accept that
challenging the ideology needs to happen, but to
encourage other organisations to be doing that
challenging for themselves and sometimes, but not
always, providing them with the funding to enable
themtobetterdoso.That iswhere I think thesolution
to this lies. I would only add that looking at how the
ideology of violent extremism gets circulated and
where it comes from, it seems to me that this is not a
UK issue, it is an international issue. The influences
on communities in this country are not very often
people based here, they are people based in many
other countries around the world—it is probably not
necessary to name them—and, therefore, this has to
beaninternationaleVortwithothergovernmentsand
international organisations and international
community organisations.

Q392 Mr Betts: Some individuals came to see me a
few months ago, young Muslim men in their twenties
and thirties, saying theywere reallyworriedabout the
growthofextremist ideasamongst someof theirpeers
and they did not think they had the wherewithal to
challenge some of what they were being taught. Some
of that teaching was actually linked to one of the
mosques so the challenge was not going to come from
themosque.WearetalkingaboutHizbal-Tahrirhere.
How is that going to be dealt with as part of this
programme? I suppose you could say if they were
people following Islam4UK they are now illegal so
you would deal with them in that particular way, but
Hizb al-Tahrir are not illegal although they have
probably got some ideas that most people would feel
uncomfortable with.
Mr Farr: We have just had a long conversation which
I characterised as being about the overlap between
Pursue and Prevent, and ina diVerent way I think you
are on the same issue. There is a bit of the Prevent
strategy set out in the document which is about law
enforcement activity in the very traditional sense of
the term. Some organisations are undoubtedly
glorifying violence, which is a criminal oVence under
theTerrorismAct2006.Where that is thecase theyare
clearlyhavinganadverse impact inPrevent termsand
the solution is law enforcement activity to stop them
and to prosecute them wherever we can. My first
question faced with a scenario of the kind that you
have described is has a criminal oVence been
committed, have the police looked at what has been
said.ThehistoryofHizbal-Tahrir in this countryand
our considerationsand ministers’ considerations and
government considerations about whether to
proscribe it are well-known and it is our view at the
moment there are no grounds to proscribe Hizb al-
Tahrir.

Q393 Chair: There are or there are not?
Mr Farr: There are no grounds to proscribe Hizb al-
Tahrir, at least under the existing legislation.
However, of course, one needs to look at the scenario
you have described in much more detail: what are the
individuals saying? That is my starting point. Faced
with the scenario you have described, my second
question is what organisations exist to promote an
alternative message, who is out there at the moment,
do those organisations need support and what sort of
support. Is it support thatwecanprovide, is it support
thatanothercommunityorganisationcanprovide,or
is it support that can come from an international
partner. I think I recognise the scenario and it is
about, if you like, the overlap between Prevent and
PursueandIhopethat the strategiesandprogrammes
we have in place enable us to answer that sort of
challenge. If they do not then, to be blunt, the
programme is not right.

Q394 Chair: Who would be the international
partners in that sort of scenario as opposed to the
international players who are thumping out
unhelpful propaganda?
Mr Farr: There are some community based
organisations that are emerging in the States and
Europe which have an international reach, or could
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reach out to other organisations in this country. We
are very interested in facilitating that wherever we
can. I do not want to overstate it, this is in its infancy
and it is a minority of the organisations that
obviously have an impact on Prevent in this country.

Q395 Chair: Do you think that the role of religion
has been overplayed as many of our witnesses have
suggested?
Mr Farr: I do not know exactly what they have said
to you. I come back to our starting assumption that
it is very dangerous to reduce the causes of
radicalisation to single issues, be they religion or
foreign policy. The truth is much more complex than
that. Radicalisation happens for a range of reasons
varying from country to country and almost city to
city in some areas, but it is never just a matter of
religion, no, and it is never just a matter of foreign
policy either by the way. It is not a matter just of
ideology.

Q396 Chair: Is one of the factors socioeconomic
and/or alienation?
Mr Farr: Definitely alienation. Whether that
alienation has been driven by socioeconomics is
another matter. The direct correlation between
people in prison for TACT oVences in this country—
terrorism oVences—and deprivation is not strong.
There is no direct correlation which would really
show out in a particularly pronounced way.
However, I think the situation is a little bit more
complicated than that. Deprivation can be a driver
for radicalisation amongst those who are not
themselves deprived. In other words, people do tend
to look around the world and can get motivated
towards radicalisation by a perception of the
treatment that Muslim communities are receiving. It
is a rather more complex nuanced interpretation of
socioeconomics as a driver. My only other point, and
I said it was complex, is I think what I have said
might not apply if you went to Afghanistan or Iraq
or Somalia or possibly Yemen where
socioeconomics can be a much more direct driver of
radicalisation into extremist organisations.

Q397 Chair: Just to return to this country, your view
would be that those Prevent projects which are
eVectively tackling exclusion and deprivation do
contribute to the aims of Prevent or not?
Mr Farr: I think that Prevent projects which deal
with exclusion and alienation, which can happen
after all for reasons other than socioeconomics, are
very, very important. Tackling deprivation as such is
not what Prevent is about.

Q398 Mr Betts: In terms of exclusion and alienation,
one of the things that was said to us in Birmingham
was that there was concern that if people came
forward with very strong views, say, about the
Middle East and the right of the Palestinians to fight
against the Israeli occupation, then immediately
they would be characterised as people that you
cannot have anything to do with. When we had
discussions with people in the Youth Parliament
yesterday they were saying that having an inclusive

arrangement where people could come and speak
openly without fear of being reported anywhere was
what they thought made their sounding board
process a success and they had got young people who
would not engage with them willing to come
forward. How do you deal with that?
Mr Farr: I have heard the allegation that people—I
am thinking of something that was in the Guardian
or IRR report—who expressed views in support of
Palestine, Hamas, Gaza, are somehow excluded
from the Prevent programme and even, of course,
put under investigation. I have yet to see any
evidence for that. It is not part of the strategy. I
would be very surprised if it was happening and if it
is no-one has proven it to us. The fact is we want to
encourage this debate for precisely the reasons that
you have said and a key part of Prevent is to do
precisely that which is why the Foreign OYce is
going round this country in a way that it never has
before using its ambassadors overseas and its high
commissioners to have community meetings, to
explain what our policy is, to address some of the
concerns people have about it, and to debate it. That
is part of Prevent. So far from excluding people
because of the views they hold, part of the purpose of
Prevent is to bring them into these programmes and
allow them to express those views in the way that
they would want.

Q399 Mr Betts: How do we deal with the university
campus situation? We all agree that universities are
about young people expressing views and
developing ideas and engaging in debates as well as
a place of learning, but obviously there have been
some concerns expressed to us about the way some
of that debate amongst some young Muslims is
going at university and they are actually feeding each
other some very extreme views. How do you fit that
into the programme?
Mr Farr: The work that is being done in higher and
further education is driven by BIS. I am not sure
whether you have taken any evidence from them. We
work very closely with them in developing Prevent
strategies in higher and further education. I think in
very simple terms what we need to do in higher and
further education is three things. Firstly, we need to
sensitise people to issues about radicalisation in the
same way as bits of government sensitise higher and
further education to issues about other forms of
criminality as well. Radicalisation is potentially
another form of criminality; it leads to another form
of criminality. We want to talk about it and we want
to enable university authorities to understand what
we are on about and what we have written about.
Secondly, we want to make it clear that the law in this
country prohibits the glorification of violence and
terrorism and whatever one’s commitment to free
speech it does not presumably extend to permitting
the glorification of violence in a way that is contrary
to the Terrorism Act. We see that is a very clear
headline and there is not much ambiguity about the
outer perimeter and, therefore, we hope that people
seeing or observing glorification of terrorism as
defined in the Act will report it. The third point is
that for activity which stops short of criminality, and
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we have referred to that more than once in this
session, we would like there to be specific support
networks in higher and further education to which
students can turn, should they wish, for advice and
support. There are some really good projects around
which are already operating. I do not know whether
you have come across the Muslim Youth Helpline,
which is an outstanding bit of work, an outstanding
programme run by deeply committed people. One’s
only concern about it is that it is not big enough.
That is an example of a support programme to which
people can turn if they find themselves in diYculty,
if they see someone else in diYculty, and we would
like to see something like that available in higher and
further education establishments across the country.

Q400 Mr Betts: How do you find out that these
groups of young Muslims, who may not be
proselytising out on the main campus but may be
having small meetings, are engaged in discussions
with views that some people may not hold but others
would that are criminal, and others in that group
start to get into the glorification? How do you find
out about them?
Mr Farr: I think it is for the police working with the
universities to ensure they are aware of activity
which is illegal on a campus. There will be diVerent
ways of doing that in diVerent places and it is not
really my job to judge how best it can be done. It is
for universities and student unions in particular to
construct the sort of support networks which allow
interventions to support students who are engaged
in something short of that criminal activity.

Q401 Mr Betts: That was what was at the back of the
question I asked before where you get this grey area
where you can have some people engaged in
discussions in groups who you would want to be
helping and supporting and engaging with and
others who may be on the fringe of criminality.
Mr Farr: I do not see any way to eliminate the grey
area, it is a reality of the world in which we work. We
have now identified things that occupy that grey
area. There is a bit of Channel which is in that grey
area and there is a bit of universities’ work which is
in that grey area. I think and hope that the police are
sensitive to this overlap and that universities and
higher and further education are aware of it too and
it will be addressed by regular dialogue between
the two.

Q402 Chair: Can I take you back to something you
said at the beginning when we were talking about
measuring the eVectiveness of Prevent. You said that
one of the questions would be are we changing
communities’ attitudes. Can you be more slightly
more specific? What do you mean by changing
communities’ attitudes?
Mr Farr: Let me correct my earlier wording and say
are communities’ attitudes changing because clearly
there will be a number of drivers for evaluation of
communities’ attitudes to violent extremism and
what government does is only one of those. It seems

to me right, and this is a CLG issue rather than my
issue, that if you are thinking about measuring the
outcome of Prevent at some point you have to look
at what people think about violent extremism and
how that is evolving. If, for the sake of example, we
determined that people were turning more and more
to violent extremism, self-evidently that would
indicate that the Prevent programme was not
working.

Q403 Chair: If you are looking at the attitudes of
people as opposed to numbers actually involved in
violent extremism, are we talking about people who
would express the view that certain forms of violent
extremism in this country are acceptable?
Mr Farr: Correct.

Q404 Chair: Not people’s views about political
situations abroad necessarily?
Mr Farr: We have absolutely no interest in that, so
there would be no purpose in us asking that.

Q405 Alison Seabeck: My question is about the use
and circulation of YouTube and various other bits
and pieces. We spoke to people in Birmingham who
had been identified because they were busy showing
friends although clearly there were not averse to
what they were seeing in these pictures, beheadings
and various other things. How easy is it for you to
monitor the production of those types of films? Is
there much evidence that any of these are being
produced in the UK rather than overseas and being
brought back here?
Mr Farr: Some starting observations from me. The
internet is a factor in almost all that we do on Prevent
and arguably almost all that we do on counter-
terrorism more broadly. It has changed the counter-
terrorism landscape and has particularly changed
the way in which radicalisation is happening and, of
course, the number of people to whom it might
happen. Therefore, any coherent counter-terrorist
strategy and Prevent strategy has to have a very
coherent strategy for working on the internet.
Unfortunately, that is much easier said than done. I
think we have got and are working on an internet
programme which has a number of components and
perhaps I could highlight one or two of those. It is
really important that violent extremist networks are
not unchallenged on the net itself. It is sometimes
easy to get the impression they are the only thing that
is out there and we need to correct that impression.
We want to do that by encouraging other
organisations to operate on the net too. I hope that
is partly what organisations might use government
funding to do. I hasten to add, it is not the role of
government, and ministers have said this, to design
their websites, but it is the role of government to
encourage them to contest this space so that violent
extremist groups do not go unopposed. There are
4,500 plus or minus violent extremist websites
operating in or around this country and, to answer
your question, very few of them based here. We need
to challenge them more than has been the case. That
is part of our programme.
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Q406 Chair: How many of those 4,500 are funded
by foreign governments?
Mr Farr: I am not aware that any are. The second
thing we have got to do, which is exciting if we can
pull it oV, is challenge the content on the violent
extremist websites themselves. There are two ways
that you can do that. You can actually intervene
on the sites or you can intervene with what we call
communication service providers if the content of
that site is either illegal or otherwise undesirable. I
think it is partly government’s job to intervene
where we see illegal content, but we want to
encourage community organisations also to do
some of that challenging. We are setting up a
process which we hope will facilitate that. We had
quite a large meeting in the middle of last year,
speaking from memory, with a range of community
organisations to discuss how it might work. In
short, if you look at the internet you need to
contest the internet space, promote websites from
organisations, ie the majority of organisations in
this country, who are challenging violent
extremism, and you then need to challenge the
context on violent extremism websites themselves
through a variety of ways, and we are working our
way through that.

Q407 Mr Betts: I suppose this whole programme
depends on a lot on the working together of a
number of organisations, but what happens where
you get a local authority that says, “We don’t really
buy into all this end objective of Prevent. There is
a lot of government money there, we can have it
for some good community projects”, and that is
what they go oV and do and the rest of it is left as
a void. How do you deal with that sort of situation,
or have you experienced it?
Mr Farr: First of all we would want to know it was
happening, of course, which is an issue in itself. I
hope that the relationships we have with regional
oYces, government oYces in the regions and local
authorities would enable us to understand where
that is happening. Secondly, we would want to go
and talk to the oYcials who are concerned about
Prevent. Thirdly, we would want to go and look at
the projects which are being funded using Prevent
money. I hope and believe that if at the end of that
process we found that Prevent money was simply
being used for community cohesion projects we
would do our utmost to stop that because that is
not the purpose of Prevent funding allocated by
Communities and Local Government or any other
government department.
Mr Betts: What would you do to fill the vacuum?

Q408 Chair: Given that it is not actually ring-
fenced, how would you stop it being spent then
because in the end it is a grant?
Mr Farr: That is a task—I do not wish to pass the
buck—for Communities and Local Government in
their discussion with that local authority. We hope
that we would come to agreement on the purposes
of Prevent, which are very clearly set out in this

guide, The Prevent Strategy: A Guide for Local
Partners, which sets the parameters for
programmes which we think should be funded and
if the funding is being used for something else, and
particularly if it is being used for something else but
still being badged as Prevent, that is a mistake. I
do not have any doubt that has happened in a
number of cases and we are trying to correct that.

Q409 Mr Betts: How would you deal with the void
if the local authority still does not want to engage?
Mr Farr: A void left on Prevent?

Q410 Mr Betts: Yes.
Mr Farr: I would hope that by a process of
discussion, a sharing of the CTLP, a sharing of our
risk assessment, our explanation of why we really
think this work is necessary for the future stability
and safety of people living in that region that we
would come to an agreement that we could move
ahead.

Q411 Mr Betts: And if you do not?
Mr Farr: That then is a matter for CLG.

Q412 Alison Seabeck: How comfortable are you
with local authorities who choose to take the
money, use it in a Prevent way but do not brand it
as Prevent? Are you relaxed about that?
Mr Farr: I am entirely relaxed about that so long
as your qualification applies, in other words that in
not calling it Prevent it is specifically geared
towards the objectives of Prevent and does not drop
into a much wider set of work which is vital on
community cohesion.

Q413 Andy Slaughter: You mentioned prisons as
one of your areas.
Mr Farr: Yes.

Q414 Andy Slaughter: Is there anything discrete
about the work that is going on in prisons and how
successful is the work you are doing there?
Mr Farr: Around the world prisons are a
radicalisation problem, there is nothing particular
to the issues that we identify in the UK. They have
become a problem because countries around the
world have arrested and convicted in varying
numbers people for terrorist related oVences and
most countries put those people into prisons where
they mix with other inmates. We are all engaged in
understanding how, firstly, to control that process
and, secondly, of course, to try to talk to the people
convicted and ensure that when they are eventually
released from prison, and of course some people are
released quite quickly for some terrorist oVences,
they do not recommit when they return to the
community. I think NOMS, who lead on this within
the Ministry of Justice—the National OVender
Management Service—have done a great deal of
work and we have funded them to do so. They have
recently begun to produce rather expert work on
de-radicalisation initiatives inside prison and we
think that work stands comparison with any
internationally. It is based on discussion with
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colleagues overseas. We are beginning to wheel that
programme out. We do not yet have a programme
entirely in place of the kind that we would want
and that does not seem to me to be surprising, and
it is certainly not meant to be a criticism, it is a
reflection of the relatively short time on which we
have been focusing on this.

Q415 Andy Slaughter: Do you think that in areas
which are more targeted or demarcated, whether it
be prisons or higher education institutions—it
probably makes it more diYcult—it is easier to
formulate what you are going to do than in
communities generally?

Mr Farr: Yes, undoubtedly. Prisons should be the
easiest of all to the extent that you are dealing with
a defined population in an institution under
government control where you have whatever
powers you want. However, I would say against
that that you are also dealing with oVenders who
are almost by definition completely committed to
the cause of violent extremism and, therefore,
whilst your access may be much easier, the
interaction you are going to have is often very
much more challenging. In communities the reverse
is often the case. Your fundamental assumption
is right.
Chair: Thank you very much.
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Memorandum from the Federation of Muslim Organisations (FMO) (PVE 02)

Preventing Violent Extremism

The Federation of Muslim Organisations (FMO) is an elected umbrella body in existence for over
26 years. It is the eVective voice of the Muslim community and currently holds an aYliate membership of
186 Mosques and Muslim bodies across the sectarian divide. I serve as the Public Relations OYcer and as
the co-ordinator/trainer on “Prevent”.

My own experience in Leicester includes liaising closely with a dedicated police oYcer responsible for
faith/cultural issues as they arise in the community. I also observe police during the training I provide,
developing an understanding of central Muslim institutions within the communities they would be working
with. I am fully aware that Terrorism is one main issue that can divide our communities. As a country I
understand that we do face many challenges.

I know that the Muslim community has always fully supported the underlying principle that terrorism is
something that is not to be tolerated and that Islam has no support for any act that brings about human
suVering and is committed in supporting the fight against terrorism anywhere in the world.

I would like to reinforce my communities’ commitment in contributing on this critical and important issue
and to thank you for giving us an opportunity to comment.

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

The label “Prevent” has become a barrier in some parts of the country because of its connotations and
links with one faith community (Muslims). The recent arrest and conviction of the far right terrorist did not
receive the same attention yet far right activity is on the rise. There are also many comments made within
other faith communities that Muslims are benefiting from the fund at the expense of others.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

There has previously been a neglect of foreign policy when assessing the impact domestically. The last
example being Gaza which I believe has put the Prevent strategy back a few years. However, I recognise the
good work which the UK is doing not least foreign aid but the message is being lost.

3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is — or should
be — aimed?

This is a highly problematic area for a number of reasons:

Advisors to Government tend to come from one particular school of thought

Organisations not rooted in local communities and which have not got a track record of local delivery,
seem to be funded and contracts awarded without thorough assessment of outcomes and credibility.

There is a tendency to only speak to those who are London based and/or media friendly.

There is a fear that a change of Government will lead to a new direction for the strategy.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

This would depend on the depth of knowledge of the local authorities.

We understand that this evaluated through National Indicator 35 (Building Resilience to Violent
Extremism).

5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

In our experience of training and advising prison oYcers, probation, police, government oYce and council
staV, there is a lack of knowledge and grasping of the agenda. Policies are formulated for communities with
whom they have little or no eVective contact with.

Understanding of Islam, Muslim schools of thought and the single narrative is very poor amongst
statutory organisations.

6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

In some cases yes but more work needed to identify key influencers and responsible voices.
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7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

It would always be diYcult to measure success due to the nature of the potential subject.

Good value for money, concern on future funding/continuation.

Reactions to the programme in our opinion not been suYciently measured.

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

No, still a lot of confusion between the Prevent and Community Cohesion/Integration agenda, clear
guidelines are needed to avoid tensions between faith communities that have surfaced.

One issue that has always appeared prominence during our many conversation with the community is a
belief that radicalisation is strongly linked with international events and foreign policy. Also in particular,
the ways the media portray some events often trigger a line of enquiry that often germinates into a more
radical political outlook. Extreme views become more attractive and young minds and will inevitably
become more susceptible to extreme and radical opinions. This is of course does not mean that such people
go on to commit atrocities.

In June, I took part in a weekend residential titled “Operation Nicole” I was really inspired by the concept
and I deeply felt that it may be worth replicating something similar in more cities.

I know that we would have to extremely cautious and sensitive in the way that this is presented to the
community. This event would have to be run independently because of the need to attract delegates from
across the community. I want to make sure that we can create a “safe” place where people can ventilate their
feelings and views. In order to achieve this I feel that we may need to present this programme as a mixed
programme covering other issues such as:

— Public speaking

— Presentation skills

— Understanding the terrorism legislation

— Citizenship

— CONTEST/PREVENT

I am also aware that the Act NOW! exercise exists and would be extremely useful for groups. This can be
tailored for local audience instead of having consultants parachuted in from elsewhere. Based on the
soundings that I have taken I am confident that a local programme created at a local level is more likely
to succeed.

I am involved in this area of work and delivering training around the PREVENT strategy in Leicester to
police oYcers and other stakeholders. I am concerned at the way the CONTEST strategy is been rolled out;
besides senior police oYcers and chief executives of local authorities we must have input from the
community. This is important when deciding if an individual needs intervention at an early stage.

September 2009

Memorandum from the Board of Deputies of British Jews (PVE 03)

Summary

— This submission is made by the relevant bodies of the Jewish community which have particular
concerns about violent extremism and the Government’s strategy to defeat it.

— The understanding across Government of the contemporary factors that lead people to become
terrorists is improving, but remains incomplete and patchy, in particular the understanding of
Islamism’s ideologies, long term strategies and the diVerences and similarities between those that
advance this cause primarily through political means, and those that do so primarily through
violence.

— Local authorities seldom have suYcient expertise to determine who is extremist and who is not.

— Evaluation processes are insuYciently robust to ascertain if Prevent schemes provide value for
money.

— There is insuYcient clarity over the Prevent programme, and its purpose, and other closely related
policy frameworks.

— There should be a wider discussion around the notion of government engagement with those
Islamists who promote a divisive message that disparages the liberal democratic values that
underpin British society.
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Introduction

1. This submission is made by the Board of Deputies of British Jews, the representative body of the Jewish
community in the UK, and the Community Security Trust, which provides defence and security services and
advice to the Jewish community.

We have made joint submissions to several inquiries concerned with counter-terrorism and counter-
terrorism legislation in the past.

2. The Jewish community has a particular concern over terrorism, in the UK and elsewhere. Our
community is threatened as citizens in the same manner as other citizens, but we face an additional threat,
as Jews. The threat comes from diVerent directions: from Al Qaeda and the Global Jihad Movement; Iran
and its surrogates, notably Hizbollah, and from extreme right activists.

3. Space does not permit us to explain the continuing threat to Jewish communities at greater length, but
it is suYcient to note recent specific threats to Jews (and not Israel and its institutions in Israel or abroad)
by: Ayman al Zawahiri on 24 March 2008 and again on 2 April 2008; by Sheikh Yousef al Qaradawi on
9 January 2009.

It could be argued that Al Qaeda now has little capacity to initiate, plan and fund terror attacks in the
West, but the wider Global Jihad Movement, which articulates the same Salafi Jihadi ideology, has proven
on many occasions that it has absorbed the ideology and has a continuing capacity to stage successful
attacks against a range of targets.

Successful anti Jewish attacks resulting in loss of life have recently been made against Nariman House
(Chabad Centre) in Mumbai in November 2008 by Al Qaeda associate Lashkar e Toiba and plots were
discovered against a Jewish community centre near Madrid in March 2004 (as a sequel to the Atocha railway
bombings), against Jewish institutions (as part of the wider plot against the Bluewater shopping centre and
night clubs) by the Crevice conspirators, and against a Jewish community leader (as a consequence of his
friendship with the Prime Minister). These plots underscore the serious and continuing terror threat to
Jewish communities, including in the United Kingdom.

4. Counter terrorism and the Prevent strategy are not static initiatives. They need to evolve continuously
as the government learns from its experiences in what is a “high stakes” and novel environment. We
acknowledge that the Government seeks to enhance its knowledge, and that it is willing to consult
knowledgeable and responsible non governmental organisations.

We acknowledge that the revised approach is cross departmental, multi disciplinary and avoids the pitfalls
of the previous “silo” approach, where information was not shared willingly between departments and
agencies.

5. The Government’s pioneering and thoughtful approach was recently summarised as follows:

“the United Kingdom has established the most diversified and energetic oYcial outreach program
to Muslims, largely reflecting concern about home grown terrorism since the July 2005 London
attacks British police have made a conscious decision to seek the co-operation of non-violent
radicals even while political authorities have encouraged former radicals and Sufis to speak out
against hardline political Islam.”

(Dennis C. Blair, Director of National Intelligence, Annual Threat Assessment of the Intelligence
Community for the US Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 12 February 2009).

6. At the same time it must be recognised that both the US and our own government considers that a
substantial current terrorist threat comes from radicalised British citizens of Pakistani or other origin who
are able to enter the USA under the visa” with either our, or their, security services.

Similarly both the USA and the UK security services recognise the potential threat from the large numbers
of Somali and other African asylum seekers in the UK.

Both the US and British services have foiled terrorist plots by Somalis who have returned to Somalia, or
Sudan, for terrorist training.

Analysis of the Radicalisation Process

7. Radical Islamist groups have common origins. The founders and followers of the Muslim Brotherhood
and the Jamaat e Islami sought both a return to the beliefs and practices of the early followers of the Prophet
as they perceived them, and reacted against the development, and perceived failures, of the political
movements in the post First World War era. In doing so they necessarily were attracted to and adopted core
aspects of the totalitarian ideologies of the time; communism, fascism and Nazism. Their proposals were
not democratic as it was and is understood in the West, but focussed on the concept of religious belief and
practice as the only form of governance for a modern Muslim state (Sharia). While there have been
modernising trends in Islamism’s core beliefs, adherents still believe that Sharia is ultimately the only form
of governance, although opinions diVer within Islamism about how this can or should be applied.
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8. The diVerence between followers of Islamist parties, such as the Muslim Brotherhood and Jamaat e
Islami, and Salafi Jihadists, is their attitude to violence. The former believe that they will prevail though long
term political work, although there are many examples of followers of these two parties using violence in
certain circumstances; the latter believe their aims can only be achieved through violent insurrection and
violence against exterior forces, initially against those perceived to be occupying Muslim lands.

9. In the immediate aftermath of the London bombings, the Government sought to work through
Muslim umbrella groups, such as the Muslim Council of Britain and the Muslim Association of Britain,
which are led by radical Islamists. It appointed leading members of these and other Muslim groups to a set
of working groups with the task of finding solutions themselves under the rubric of “Preventing Extremism
Together” (PET). Various working groups were established but disbanded after reporting amid some
criticism by both sides. The Muslims who were involved with the groups charged the government with failing
to do enough; the government responded that it was up to Muslims themselves to take forward their own
recommendations.

10. Although not all the people appointed to the PET groups were Islamists, there appeared to be an eVort
to use non–violent Islamists to act as a bulwark against those who openly advocate violence. The failure of
the PET working groups led the government to recognise what many external observers had pointed out;
that it had been naive to use radical Islamists to undermine the terrorists’ message, when their political
narrative, expressed grievances and end game were too similar.

11. The government was therefore correct to switch the focus of Prevent towards Extremism. Violent
Extremism is an outcome of the radicalisation process that leads people to become violent extremists and
it is the earlier stage that needs to be addressed if the latter is to be defeated.

12. The government therefore adopted a new approach, which focussed resources of Prevent on
strengthening the views of the moderate majority while isolating and undermining the minority of
extremists. This necessarily involved dealing direct with local Muslim groups rather than approaching them
via umbrella groups, which in fact represent Islamist ideologies.

Any future engagement with umbrella groups such as the Muslim Council of Britain must be contingent
on them representing a greater range of views than those of the Islamists, and firmly rejecting violence in all
circumstances, including in overseas conflicts; especially those that involve British forces in peacekeeping or
other roles.

Those groups and individuals who, in certain circumstances, support and promote the idea and practice
of violent jihad overseas, cannot be reliable partners in tackling the impact of violent jihad here in Britain.
Individuals from the Muslim Council of Britain, North London Central Mosque and East London Mosque
all signed the Istanbul Declaration, which contained within it implicit threats of violence against the Royal
Navy or warships of UK allies, against Israel and against British Jews in the UK. There is no long-term value
in building partnerships with those whose attitude towards violent jihad is contingent upon circumstance.

13. The government can only support a world outlook which the majority of British citizens can accept,
rather than the narrow one oVered by Islamist controlled or influenced bodies.

14. The government however has yet to deal robustly with the gateway organisations which promote
extremist views and, which evidence indicates, often provide the route into terrorism. The majority of British
born jihadist terrorists have followed this route. The government has also failed to provide a consistent
message, and gateway groups which have been banned have merely waited 12 months and then reappeared
under a diVerent name.

15. The government should aim to address local Muslim grievances, rather than attempt to address global
grievances. Many of these are beyond the Government’s capacity to address, and are a form of escapism
from the real, day-to-day problems of Muslim communities. It is not for a minority of British citizens to
determine foreign policy, however strongly they may feel.

Foreign policy must be determined in the interests of the United Kingdom as a whole.

16. The emphasis on grievances as a measure of community cohesion and a factor in government policy
encourages diVerent communities to compete for patronage by each emphasising their own grievances. This
divides communities, sets them against one another and encourages polarisation around the more extreme
positions within each community.

17. The United Kingdom continues to be criticised by our allies for failing to deal adequately with bodies
that raise funds for foreign terrorist groups.

This is inconsistent with Government’s professed strategies and our responsibilities under international
agreements.

Government’s Strategy for Engagement

18. Local authorities to whom this has been devolved will be able to respond to this in a more
knowledgeable fashion, but there is evidence that while they may know what is going on in their local areas,
they may not have the expertise to determine the religio-political ideology of applicants for funding, and
thereby assess whether they are capable of helping combat violent extremism, or assist in building
community cohesion.
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Communicating Prevent

19. The Prevent Strategy: A guide for Local Partners in England and Preventing Violent Extremism: A
Strategy for Delivery explain the government’s latest strategy eVectively. Taken together with previously
published guidance, which seek to explain the government’s purpose such as The United Kingdom’s Strategy
for Countering International Terrorism (March 2009), Preventing Violent Extremism Learning and
Development Exercise (October 2008) they provide an adequate explanation of the government’s evolving
strategy on counter radicalisation.

20. We have concerns that recent immigrant and asylum seeker communities may not be adequately
targeted and addressed by the Prevent agenda.

21. We understand that RICU has been evaluating the Government’s revised messaging and the eVect
that it is having on both those likely to be radicalised and those who seek to prevent it. We look forward to
the publication of this evaluation.

Achieving the Goals of Prevent

22. However what appears to be missing is an assessment of how eVectively the strategies are being
communicated to target audiences. We are unaware of any published evaluation of how eVective the
messaging has been at grassroots levels, although we understand that the OSCT is examining this with a
view to providing regular assessments.

Regular polling and other mass assessment evaluations, which should be of both a quantitative and
qualitative nature, might address this gap.

23. We are aware that government representatives have visited other countries to observe and evaluate
their counter terrorism and de-radicalisation programmes. We are also aware of the considerable
international exchange of information and cross fertilisation. This process must be maintained so that the
Government has access to the latest and most eVective advice from a variety of sources governmental and
non governmental.

Evaluating Prevent

24. We are unaware of published evaluations and it may still be too early to properly evaluate the
eVectiveness of Prevent. It is to be assumed that local authorities, who are responsible for providing grants
under the Pathfinder scheme, are undertaking local regular value for money assessments. However they may
not have the necessary expertise to determine if local applicants are suitable recipients of funding, or whether
they in fact promote radical, violent or divisive ideas alongside their other work.

Accordingly we believe that there should be a central government evaluation facility for both making
grants and evaluating the eVective use of the money.

25. This need not necessarily preclude imaginative initiatives aimed at young people and women’s groups,
which are intended to broadcast their messages in modern and appropriate fashion.

Prevent, Cohesion and Integration

26. There is insuYcient diVerentiation between the de-radicalisation Prevent), cohesion and integration
policy frameworks. Indeed we believe that there may well be confusion in the minds of many over what
each entails.

The primary purpose of Prevent is to confront violent extremism. It does not necessarily follow that
integration and a propensity for violent extremism are inversely proportional.

Many Muslims may not be integrated, and may promote ideas that are antithetical to community
cohesion, but are non-violent and are repelled by Islamism and Salafi Jihadism. It is well to remember that
the lead members of the 7/7 and Operation Crevice conspiracies came from well integrated backgrounds.

Neither is speaking English or wearing the veil the real issue. The issue is confronting an extremist and
alien political ideology which promotes the supremacy of Islam over other faiths and democratic political
systems, a core belief in antisemitism and the use of violence to achieve its ends.

There are examples of groups or individuals who promote a divisive message, for instance one that is
highly disparaging of liberal democratic values, secular society or individual freedoms, but who have been
used as partners in tackling violent extremism. A clear discussion needs to be had about whether this is an
acceptable strategy, or whether in tackling the immediate problem of violent extremism, it is storing up more
long-term problems of communal and social division.

September 2009



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:08 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 89

Memorandum from the Network of Sikh Organisations (NSO) (PVE 04)

Preventing Violent Extremism

This submission is made on behalf of the Sikh community by the Network of Sikh Organisations (NSO),
Britain’s largest representative body of Sikhs

Summary

— The Prevent Strategy is seriously flawed as it does not address the root causes of religious conflict
and extremism.

— The government’s engagement with religious communities is badly skewed by over-focussing on
Islamic extremism. This has produced a sense of unfair targeting within the Muslim community,
and a corresponding sense of marginalisation among those of other faiths. Sikhs are particularly
conscious of the negative rebound of Islamic extremism on many turban wearing Sikhs and our
places of worship.

— The old story about “crisis in theatre-government to act”, has now been replaced by “crisis in
religion-government starts preaching”. Government and local government are not experts on
religion and should avoid the temptation to lead and direct the faith agenda. This leading is
currently being done by the deployment of government and local government funding to favoured
projects and groups on the basis of questionable criteria. The role of both government and local
government should be confined to ensuring all communities are given equitable treatment on the
provision of goods and services and that all people of diVerent faiths and cultures respect the norms
of civilised society.

Detailed Concerns

1. Skewed Consequences of Prevent

1.1 Sikhs are extremely concerned that the “Prevent” strategy and similar well-meaning government
initiatives aimed at reducing violent extremism are based on a highly questionable premise: that funding
initiatives aimed at general community cohesion will address deeper underlying causes of extremism. These
initiatives, aimed at the Islamic community, rather than tackling underlying issues are producing a sense of
“victimisation among Muslims and a growing sense of resentment and marginalisation in other religious
communities.

1.2 While the Prevent Agenda and similar initiatives aimed at the Muslim community are designed to
assist it to combat extremism, these are interpreted by many Muslims as their faith being singled out and
blamed as the source of all extremism, and evidence of widespread Islamaphobia.This sense of alienation,
however misplaced, plays into the hands of those in the Muslim community with an extremist agenda.
Importantly, it also feeds and gives cause to right wing extremists in a way that can lead to a measure of
civic unrest.

2. Root Causes of Religious Extremism

2.1 The view of the UK Sikhs is that extremism, religious or otherwise, arises from a desire of those
involved to push their beliefs onto others, even by threat of force; the rationale behind this being that their
views carry unique truth and legitimacy. An added reason for religious extremism is an arrogant assumption
that “this is what God wants us to do”.

3. Combating Bigotry

3.1 What commonly passes for religion is a mix of ethical teachings mixed, often beyond recognition, in
questionable culture and superstition. In most faith groupings, Sikhs included, perverse cultural practice
that inhibits community cohesion is sometimes given more importance than ethical teaching.

3.2 Those seeking power in religious communities often misrepresent or distort religious teachings and
blur the distinction between cultural practices and ethical teachings to suit their own ideological agenda. A
true “Prevent Agenda” should tackle such distortions with the active involvement of religious leaders. The
experience to date is that most Muslim leaders, other than providing occasional lip service, have done little
in this direction. They, and their counterparts in other faiths, should actively condemn attempts by zealots
to push their views onto others. We all have the right to believe what we want, but any attempt to push our
views on others seriously undermines the cause of true community cohesion. This is particularly serious on
university campuses, where, despite Sikh, Jewish and Hindu concerns being relayed to government
ministers, extreme Islamic proselytising, including the crude denigration of other faiths, continues unabated.

3.3 It is more than a year since the publication of the government’s “Preventing Violent Extremism”
which correctly recognized that “violent extremism is most likely to occur where extremists can act
uncontested, away from mainstream voices and competing ideas. This can apply both to ……. prisons,
universities…”.The evidence to date is that little has been done on university campuses to combat increasing
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radicalisation and extremism and, despite a vast increase in funding, it is the view of the Prison Chaplaincy,
including the Muslim Adviser, the situation in prisons has become worse with aggressive and intimidating
behaviour being shown to those of other faiths.

4. Conclusion

While a small measure of superficial community cohesion can be gained by funding initiatives to reduce
disadvantage and encourage diVerent faiths to meet together in social and cultural activities, underlying
tensions can only be dissipated by open and honest dialogue to show the essential beliefs and aspirations
of diVerent communities have much in common. Focussing on such commonalities while at the same time
addressing root causes of extremism will add considerable strength to the Prevent Agenda.

September 2009

Memorandum from Iqbal Wahhab (PVE 05)

— PVE has got oV to a good start

— Important to understand links between urban deprivation and radicalisation

— PVE units need greater powers to achieve their goals

— More communication needed with Muslim communities

1. I am a restaurateur in London who undertakes a number of non commercial activities. Among those
of relevance here are that I chair the DWP’s Ethnic Minority Advisory Group and I also sit on the board
of The Prince of Wales’s charity Mosaic which focuses on British Muslims. For Mosaic I am leading a project
on Muslim prisoners. This submission is presented, however, in a personal capacity.

2. The Government has rightly placed funds and personnel into tackling violent extremism and it is timely
for this initiative to be reviewed. It is a hugely complicated arena and it would have been unrealistic to get
the project 100% right from the outset.

3. From my experience with the DWP, we can clearly see that British Muslims are amongst the most
significant economically disenfranchised communities in the UK. Muslims are three times more likely to be
unemployed than the rest of society, two thirds of Muslim children in Tower Hamlets live in poverty. These
are undoubtedly contributing factors in the alarming statistic that 11% of all inmates in British prisons are
of declared Muslim faith.

4. Government has been reluctant to see a link between urban deprivation and extremism but it is only
a small step away from recognising a causal relationship between economic inactivity and social cohesion.
It is unacceptable to point at the profile of an active terrorist as being lower middle class and likely to be in
work as a legitimatisation for not accepting it has to bear part of the responsibility for the rise of violent
extremism. To point at Pakistan and Afghanistan cynically diverts attention away from some closer home
truths.

5. If British society and the British economy were played out on an even field, we would certainly not be
in the position we are today. In the USA, where they have for decades had aYrmative action policies in place
to minimise the ethnic penalties we see here, American Muslims have more of a buy-in to the country that
houses them. The country that leads on the bombing of Iraq and Afghanistan does not see its Muslim
citizens plot to bomb its major cities.

6. The work of PVE is to be applauded and would have more eVect if ministers would have the courage
to admit that for successive governments to have failed its ethnic minority citizens and in this case its Muslim
citizens, they are partly to blame for where we are today. By admitting to and recognising this fact, we will
go a long way in strengthening PVE’s work in the future.

7. I would like to see PVE have a stronger role to play in the field of education. I know of one university
where there is rampant recruitment of moderate Muslim students towards radicalisation and extremism and
where the local PVE unit has been in to brief the university’s leading members on the severity of the situation
only to come across fierce resistance from teaching unions who fear that by assisting PVE work they will be
conspiring against Muslim students.

8. The issues at stake here—namely the security of the country—have to be our primary concern. This
may be well meaning on the part of the teachers but is ultimately misguided and dangerous. PVE units
should be enabled with greater powers to overcome this kind of resistance. Schools, colleges and universities
are currently easy prey for radical Islamists and this needs to be stopped.

9. I am unaware of how PVE messages are being presently communicated to British Muslim
communities. My impression is that the work to date has concentrated on institutions and organisations. If
this is correct, my recommendation for the next phase of this work would be to extend its reach. Like many
others, I am sceptical of following the obvious routes of engaging with mosques or the majority of Muslim
organisations.
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10. I cannot admit to knowing what the best routes of communication would be and if those appropriate
channels do not currently exist, they can be created. This is how Mosaic was formed; a group successful
business people and professionals who happened to be of Muslim origin were invited to join a programme
to mentor young British Muslims who weren’t faring so well in life as we had. The project is about a year
old and is already very successful. Part of its success is that it engaged people who had little oYcial
connection with British Muslim organisations.

11. On the wider political and social agenda, cohesion and integration need to be addressed within the
context of this debate. From Bradford to Brick Lane, British Muslims can go days, weeks, months without
ever talking to a single white person. This is unhealthy for our social fabric. It is within these pockets of
isolation, where our radar is inevitably weak, that radicalisation and extremism have a happy home. It is no
good for our claim of multi-culturalism and now increasingly, it is no good for our safety.

September 2009

Memorandum from the Islamic Human Rights Commission (PVE 07)

Summary

— The Prevent strategy is doomed to fail in its objectives of preventing violent extremism unless and
until it solves a number of inherent flaws.

— Firstly, its entire premise is that all Muslims are potential terrorists. Such an Islamophobic
assumption serves to legitimise and validate the views of the Far Right and other Islamophobes.

— Secondly, the Prevent agenda unhelpfully conflates the issues of community cohesion and
community services delivery with issues of intelligence gathering and counter-terrorism. By doing
so, the Government adopts a position that the British Muslim community can only be viewed
through the single prism of counter-terrorism eVorts.

— Thirdly, the Prevent strategy fails to suYciently engage with the primary motivations behind the
actions of terrorists—an unjust and oppressive foreign policy and instead, it focuses on periphery,
if not irrelevant, issues of democratic participation, education, and the role of women in the
community.

— Fourthly, the Prevent strategy documents fail to define emotive and loade(FIRE 33)d terms such as
“violent extremism”, “extremism”, and “radicalisation”. Such failures when coupled with intensive
pressure on local authorities to produce results of projects designed to have tackled these concepts,
have resulted in these concepts being defined at the whim of individuals within councils, with their
biases, prejudices and lack of understanding. This has manifested itself in a McCarthyite spying
culture being implemented in councils, university campuses and even primary schools, as part of
the mainstreaming of Prevent.

— Fifthly, the terminology of “violent extremism” completely ignores the very real and dangerous
threats and actions by Far Right groups and racist and Islamophobic individuals, whose violent
extremism is of rapidly growing concern to all communities.

— Finally, the Government’s eVorts to create an alternative narrative to the Al-Qaeda brand have in
essence been a cynical experiment in social engineering. Through its creation, promotion and
financing of new organisations, who have no connection to the majority of Muslims and whose
beliefs and practices contradict core teachings of Islam itself, the Government has further isolated
the vast majority of Muslims in the UK, who are clearly not taken in by such tactics.

Background

1. On 5 April 2007, in a document entitled “Preventing violent extremism—Winning hearts and minds”,
Ruth Kelly, Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government (CLG), announced a “new action plan
to step-up work with Muslim communities to isolate, prevent and defeat violent extremism”.1

2. As part of this agenda, a Home OYce fund for community cohesion, in place since the Northern cities
disturbances of Summer 2001, was transformed into a Preventing Violent Extremism “Pathfinder fund”.
The 2007–08 PVE Pathfinder Fund delivered £6 million in funding to around 70 local authorities to work
with partners and communities to deliver a community-based response to violent extremism.

3. Eligibility for the fund was based on concentrations of Muslim population with 5% or more and
funding was distributed according to an assessment carried out by CLG of the need and ambition of the
proposals brought foward.

1 “Preventing Violent Extremism—Winning hearts and minds”; http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/communities/pdf/
320752.pdf
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4. In June 2008, the Home OYce decided to mainstream the Prevent agenda and announced the
availability of £45 million in new funding to “local authorities, schools, community groups and police to
tackle violent extremism.”2

Critique

5. There are a number of problems with the current Prevent strategy which, unless remedied, will
ultimately lead to its complete failure, counter-productive results, and a waste of the taxpayer’s money.

6. Firstly, the entire premise for the strategy is the incorrect and Islamophobic assumption that every
member of the Muslim community is a potential terrorist who needs to be reprogrammed to renounce
terrorism and violent extremism. In doing so, it legitimises and validates the negative stereotypes propagated
by Far Right and Islamophobic groups that Islam and Muslims are synonymous with terrorism. This in turn
can lead to even further marginalisation and isolation of the Muslim community.

7. Secondly, the Prevent agenda unhelpfully conflates the issues of community cohesion and community
services delivery with issues of intelligence gathering and counter-terrorism. By doing so, the Government
adopts a position that the British Muslim community can only be viewed through the single prism of
counter-terrorism eVorts.

8. There is no evidence to link areas that have a high proportion of Muslim inhabitants with terrorism.
In their book “Sleepwalking to Segregation?” Challenging Myths About Race and Migration (pp.107—8),
Nissa Finney and Ludi Simpson analyse the data for the districts of origin of Muslims charged with terrorist
oVences. They write:

“If ‘segregated areas’, where there are the largest concentrations of Muslims, were hotbeds of
terrorism … then one would expect more to be charged in these areas. Seventeen of those charged
in the period August 2004 to October 2006 were residents of Bradford, Luton, Newham or
Wandsworth, four of the seven most Muslim districts where 18% of the population is Muslim. But
just as many lived in other areas; for example, 16 lived in districts with on average only 1%
Muslims, coming from Breckland in Norfolk, Doncaster, Bournemouth, Reigate in Surrey, Bexley,
Brighton and Hove, Aylesbury Vale and Greenwich. The only set of districts where more Muslims
were charged than others was those with the second-lowest concentrations, including Crawley,
Lambeth, Wycombe and Manchester. So, Muslims living in highest concentration Muslim areas
are not more likely to be terrorists than Muslims living in any other type of area. There is no reason
to link particular levels of concentration with terrorism.”

9. Thirdly, the Prevent strategy fails to suYciently engage with the primary motivations behind the
actions of terrorists—an unjust and oppressive foreign policy which has caused and continues to cause
immense suVering throughout the Muslim world. Instead, it focuses on periphery, if not irrelevant, issues of
democratic participation, education, and the role of women in the community.

10. Fourthly, the Prevent strategy documents fail to define emotive and loaded terms such as “violent
extremism”, “extremism”, and “radicalisation”. When coupled with intensive pressure on local authorities
to hit targets, such failures to define have resulted in these concepts being defined at the whim of individuals
within councils, with their biases, prejudices and lack of understanding.

11. The matter has been further complicated by indications as to what is unacceptable behaviour but not
definitively “violent extremism”. For example, in a speech at the London School of Economics, former
Secretary of State for CLG Hazel Blears included the following behaviour as unacceptable aspects of Islam:

“A belief in the supremacy of the Muslim people, in a divine duty to bring the world under the
control of hegemonic Islam, in the establishment of a theocratic Caliphate, and in the
undemocratic imposition of theocratic law on whole societies.”3

12. In February 2009, a draft version of Contest two leaked to the press proposed labeling as “extremist”
anyone who advocated a caliphate of Muslim nations, promoted Sharia’ah law, believed in jihad or armed
resistance anywhere in the world, including Palestinian armed resistance against the Israeli military, argued
that Islam prohibits homosexuality and that it is a sin against Allah, and failed to condemn the killing of
British soldiers in Iraq and Afghanistan.4 Although the final Contest two document did not include any
such specific definition, the hysteria created by the leaked report was enough to flag up what local authorities
should be looking out for.

13. Essentially, in its eVorts to “stop people becoming terrorists”, the Government has eVectively
criminalised all forms of political opinion, expression and involvement by Muslims. This has manifested
itself in a McCarthyite spying culture being implemented in councils, university campuses and even primary
schools, as part of the mainstreaming of Prevent.

2 Strategic issues—Preventing Violent Extremism; LGA OYce Holders Item 2a 16 April 2008 http://www.lga.gov.uk/lga/aio/
480450

3 Many Voices: understanding the debate about preventing violent extremism, Hazel Blears speech at LSE, 25 February 2009.
Available at http://www.communities.gov.uk/speeches/corporate/manyvoices

4 Anti-terror code “would alienate most Muslims”, The Guardian, 17 February 2009 http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2009/
feb/17/counterterrorism-strategy-muslims
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14. One example of this is the Government’s toolkit for schools entitled “Learning together to be safe”
which provides guidelines to schools on preventing violent extremism, by which teachers are expected to
report any child they suspect of harbouring extremist views. Within these guidelines are included advice from
the Quilliam Foundation about danger signs which teachers should look out for including “Political
ideology—use of political propaganda that describes political systems and countries as ‘Kufr’ or anti-
Islamic, and expressing the need to replace them with ‘The Islamic system’, or ‘Caliphate…’ Suspended
morality…; Conspiratorial mindset and ‘westophobia’…Ultra conservative outlook…”5 As the An-Nisa
Society has stated, such advice is highly simplistic and subjective and raises a number of questions:

— “What are the ‘appropriate mechanisms?’

— What will happen to a child identified as a ‘potential terrorist’?

— Where are the Muslim voluntary sector agencies that will ensure that the child is dealt with
appropriately?

— What safeguards are there to ensure that a child or young person is not wrongly labelled for life?

— Who will make these agencies and schools accountable?

— Where are the Muslim voluntary sector support services that can help Muslim families placed in
such a situation with, for example, counselling, advocacy and legal help and so on?”6

15. As part of its strategy, the Government has used a quantitative measure of “resilience” to so-called
violent extremism—termed National Indicator 35 (NI 35). This is an assessment framework that evaluates
the eVectiveness of Prevent related work programmes. Local authorities were asked to sign up to these
performance indicators which would assess and measure how well they were tackling extremism. However
there was and continues to be much resistance and concern. Some local authorities have resented this
reporting requirement, because it makes them an arm of the police or of the security.

16. According to the LGA OYce Holders, “The Home OYce (HO), via the OYce for Security and
Counter Terrorism (OSCT), have produced a ‘heat map’ which identifies 30 areas with a high risk of producing
violent extremists and are seeking a good take-up of NI: 35 across this group. Around nineteen areas across
the country have indicated that they will pick up the indicator in their priority 35 set. The HO believe that local
authorities that do not select NI:35 are not prioritising PVE and concluding that little or no PVE work is being
undertaken. To persuade local authorities to select NI:35, the HO is applying pressure via the Police, and senior
oYcials during LAA (Local Area Agreements) negotiations which has had only limited success… Local
authorities are reluctant to pick up the indicator because the term “violent extremism” could alienate
communities, undermining cohesion work and are extremely cautious about making public statements around
PVE. There is also concern about the measurability of the indicator.”7

17. The Chief Executive of Bradford Council and leader of the Conservative Group Kris Hopkins too
raised his disquiet with the PVE campaign when responding to questions from Channel 4 reporter Darsha
Soni (10 September 2008) and stated:

“What they said was that if we were willing to go out and monitor the Muslim community and use the
resources of the local council to do that they would release an amount of money to us. The local council
should be there to promote education, caring for elderly people, making sure they are in a safe place
and not become a wing of the security services.”8

18. When asked what the Government’s response was to his statement that he was not prepared to sign
up to NI35, Hopkins replied that a whole procession of people, both oYcers and politicians, had come to
Bradford to tell them that they were “soft on terrorism.”

19. In June 2009, Reading Conservative councilor Jamie Chowdhary said of NI 35: “If ever a document
qualified for the charge of inciting racial hatred, then this is it.” He said it would “isolate, stigmatise and
alienate one community, my community”.

20. Fifthly, the terminology of “violent extremism” completely ignores the very real and dangerous
threats and actions by Far Right groups and racist and Islamophobic individuals, whose violent extremism
is of rapidly growing concern to all communities.

21. Since the election of BNP leader Nick GriYn to the European Parliament and his comments to
Channel 4 News describing Islam as a “cancer” that needed to be removed from Europe by
“chemotherapy”,9 the threats and actions of Far Right extremists against Muslims has rapidly escalated
in both in frequency and severity. Numerous mosques, Islamic centres and even the Glasgow oYce of the
Islamic Relief oYce have been subjected to arson attacks. In Loughton, Essex, where the BNP has been
advocating a “No Mosques in Loughton” campaign, community leader Noor Ramjanally’s home was

5 http://www.teachernet.gov.uk/wholeschool/violentextremism/quilliam/
6 “Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) & PREVENT: A Response from the Muslim Community”, An-Nisa Society (Feb

2009)
7 Strategic issues—Preventing Violent Extremism; LGA OYce Holders Item 2a 16 April 2008 http://www.lga.gov.uk/lga/aio/

480450
8 http://uk.youtube.com/watch?v%vNYiVXAWnwI
9 “BNP’s GriYn: Islam is a cancer”, Channel 4 News, 9 July 2009 http://www.channel4.com/news/articles/politics/

domestic politics/bnpaposs!griYn!islam!is!a!cancer/3257872
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torched, his family threatened before he was abducted at knife-point. In South London, there has been a
spate of attacks against Muslims outside mosques during Ramadan, one of which resulted in the murder of
a 65 year old man.

22. The last six months has seen a growing number of virulently anti-Islam marches and demonstrations
organised by Far Right such as the English Defence League (EDL) and Casuals United. The
demonstrations, in which fascists have chanted “We hate Muslims” and “No more mosques”, have been
allowed proceed in areas with high Muslim populations such as Luton and Birmingham. During a march
in Luton, fascists attacked and vandalized the homes, businesses and property of the Muslim population in
scenes reminiscent of Mosleys Brownshirts in the 1930s. Rather than crackdown on such blatant fascism,
the attitude of the government has been one of silent acquiescence.

23. Beyond demonstrations, Far Right extremists are plotting deadlier attacks against Muslims.
Numerous terrorist plots have been foiled this year including one in July when an international network of
Far Right extremists with access to 300 weapons and 80 bombs was uncovered by counter-terrorism
detectives in what was described as the “largest seizure of a suspected terrorist arsenal since the IRA
mainland bombings of the early 1990s.” In another recent case not linked to those arrests, detectives seized
maps and plans of mosques from the homes of suspected Far Right supporters.

24. Most recently, white supremacist Neil Lewington was convicted of planning a terrorist bombing
campaign against those he considered non-British. In a raid on his home, police discovered what was
described as a “bomb-making factory” as well as racist propaganda and videos of neo-Nazi terrorists.

25. Earlier in April, Neil MacGregor was convicted after admitting to threatening to blow up Scotland’s
biggest mosque and to behead one Muslim a week until every mosque in Scotland was shut down. Curiously,
MacGregor was never charged under any anti-terrorism legislation or tried in the High Court as would be
expected. Instead, he was charged and tried with mere breach of the peace in the Glasgow SherriV Court
where he was sentenced to only three years’ probation. One need not ask the inevitable question, “what if
he had been a Muslim?” For several cases in recent years have answered that question—draconian sentences
of between eight and 40 years splashed on the front pages of all print media with 24/7 coverage of the
perpetrator’s background, his family, his community, and his religion.

26. 0This growing threat to Muslims and other ethnic communities led to Commander Shaun Sawyer of
Scotland Yard’s counterterrorism command telling a public meeting of Muslims in July that the police feared
a “spectacular” terrorist attack by the Far Right extremists designed to kill and to stoke racial tensions.
Sawyer added that more of his oYcers needed to be deployed to try to thwart neo-Nazi-inspired violence.
Senior counter terrorism sources also admitted that the Counter Terrorism Unit in Leeds was currently
investigating “just as many” far right plots as al-Qaeda conspiracies.

27. If Prevent is sincere about dealing with violent extremism, it must tackle this growing menace to
society.

28. Finally, the Government’s eVorts to create an alternative narrative to the Al-Qaeda brand have in
essence been a cynical experiment in social engineering. Through its creation, promotion and financing of
new organisations, who have no connection to the majority of Muslims and whose beliefs and practices
contradict core teachings of Islam itself, the Government has further isolated the vast majority of Muslims
in the UK, who are clearly not taken in by such tactics.

29. In its document, “Preventing Violent Extremism—Winning hearts and minds”, it unequivocally
stated that

“It is not for Government to intervene in theological debates. But there is a role for Government in
providing support where it is sought or needed. We will support the development of strong faith
institutions and leaders capable of engaging eVectively with all members of Muslim communities”.10

30. Since the launch of the Prevent strategy, the exact opposite has been the case and the Government
has made every eVort to intervene, directly or indirectly, in theological debates and discussions central to
the Islamic faith. It has in particular sought to marginalise those Muslims who are vociferous in their
political beliefs and instead embarked on a mission to create, promote and fund groups whose version of
Islam is more in tune with the Government’s own beliefs. These groups hailed as the true representatives of
the Muslim communities include the Sufi Muslim Council (who did not exist prior to their launch by Ruth
Kelly in the Houses of Parliament in July 2006), the British Muslim Forum (BMF), and the Quilliam
Foundation. All have received and continue to receive the highest amount of funding11 to promote their
version of Islam which advocate supporting the Government’s domestic and foreign policies without

10 “Preventing Violent Extremism—Winning hearts and minds”. Ibid n1
11 The SMC received £160,000 in Government funding in 2006–07, over £80,000 the following year and £150,000 more was

awarded to it for 2008–09. 1. In 2006–07, the BMF received £115,000 in funding. In 2007–08, this rose to almost £195,000.
Another £125,000 has been budgeted for the next three years.
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dissent.12 The Quilliam Foundation in particular fails to attract more than a miniscule number of
supporters and has been by and large condemned by Muslims across the faith spectrum for their attempts
to distort the true teachings of Islam.

31. In its latest document in June 2008, Preventing Violent Extremism: A Strategy for Delivery, the OSCT
lists certain key activities it seeks to achieve including supporting the establishment of a board of leading
Muslim scholars to articulate an understanding of Islam in Britain.13 It is diYcult to think of any clearer
way to try and change the teachings of a religion than by establishing a board of Government appointed or
approved scholars to teach the people their religion.

32. IHRC wishes to remind Prime Minister Brown what the UN Special Rapporteur on Freedom of
Religion or Belief, Asma Jahangir, said in her report on the UK last year:

“The Special Rapporteur would like to emphasize that it is not the Government’s role to look for the
“true voices of Islam” or of any other religion or belief. Since religions or communities of belief are
not homogenous entities it seems advisable to acknowledge and take into account the diversity of
voices. The Special Rapporteur reiterates that the contents of a religion or belief should be defined by
the worshippers themselves …”

33. Rather than deal with those creatures of Government who will tell it what it wants to hear, the
Government should engage with those groups and individuals with whom they may disagree but who will
provide them with a more accurate and realistic viewpoint of how it is actually perceived at the grassroots.
Over expensive and cosmetic projects may make good press but will not “prevent violent extremism” in any
community.

September 2009

Memorandum from the UK Youth Parliament (PVE 08)

1. Introduction

1.1. This submission is made in response to the call for evidence from the Communities and Local
Government Committee on 21 July 2009 into “Prevent”, the Government’s programme for preventing
violent extremism.

1.2. This submission is based on a two year project—Project Safe Space—undertaken by young people
from across England and their findings from nine regional youth led conferences on terrorism and violent
extremism and its eVect on young people.

1.3. Project Safe Space is a national initiative implemented and delivered by young people from the UK
Youth Parliament (UKYP) (a registered charity) in partnership with other regional and local youth
organisations. The programme was funded by the Department for Children, Schools and Families, the
Home OYce (OYce for Security and Counter Terrorism) and the Association of Chief Police OYcers
National Community Tension Team (now incorporated into the ACPO Prevent Delivery Unit).

1.4. The regional conferences were co-ordinated by a National Steering Group of fourteen young people
representing Regional Steering Groups of young people in each of the nine regions.

1.5. The steering groups were asked to deliver a conference—a safe space—for any young person from
any community to discuss their concerns and views about terrorism, violent extremism, youth leadership
and working with the police. Adults supported the delivery of the conferences but all formats, presentations,
podcasts, drama and facilitation of workshops was designed, agreed and delivered by young people.

1.6. A national report on the findings from the project was published by young people in July 2009 and
it is on those findings that this submission is based. Where relevant, references are included in this submission
to the national report. A copy of the national report is included with this submission, and further hard copies
are available if required.

1.7. This submission is structured around the eight questions raised by the Committee but draws on the
findings of the national report to represent the composite views of young people. This submission has been
drafted by staV and advisors to the UK Youth Parliament and agreed by young people from the Project Safe
Space National Steering Group.

12 The SMC’s spiritual leader Shaykh Hisham Kabbani has previously thanked the British government for its role in the Middle
East and also has links with the Neocons in the US and the repressive Karimov regime in Uzbekistan, positions at odds with
those of most British Muslims. The BMF have encouraged young British Muslims to join the British army and supported
proposals to raise the maximum time limit for detention without charge from 28 days to 42 days. See Join the British Army
and become a martyr, say Muslims, The Sunday Times, 10 December 2006 http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/
article666527.ece and UK’s top Muslim backs “42 days”, The Sun, 10 June 2008 http://www.thesun.co.uk/sol/homepage/
news/article1270796.ece

13 http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/prevent-strategy/preventing-violent-extremism?
view%Binary
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2. Summary

— The Government programme for preventing violent extremism has failed to engage eVectively with
young people who are fearful of discussing extremism and distrustful of the Government approach.

— Where young people are concerned about extremism within their own communities they want safe
spaces to raise issues or concerns at local level with people they trust such as teachers and youth
workers.

— Young people have a broader understanding of extremism within a local context and do not
understand what Government mean by terrorism and violent extremism. They believe that the
current Government definitions unfairly target the Muslim community and Islam. They believe
that this bias is also reflected in media coverage of the issue.

— Young people have not been consulted directly by Government because they have no leadership
role in local communities unless adults have created one for them. Consequently the voices of
young people are not being heard, and where they are being heard they are not being listened to.

— Young people see a direct link between community cohesion and extremism, the latter being more
prevalent in less cohesive communities. Therefore Government initiatives should focus on
developing positive relationships within and between diverse communities to provide local
environments that can challenge extremism.

— Current Government initiatives are “top down” and consequently have little relevance to young
people. The Prevent programme should be developed involving young people in youth led
initiatives at regional level, whereby young people become the best advocates of the Prevent
programme to their peers.

— Despite this Government are best placed to develop and deliver a multi agency national Prevent
Strategy and young people are ready, willing and able to support Government in that task.

3. Our Response

3.1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are their better
ways of doing it?

3.1.1. Project Safe Space has identified a fundamental need for a coherent Prevent strategy co-ordinated
by Government but including all key agencies and organisations involved in preventing terrorism and
violent extremism. Whilst there is an overarching Contest Strategy to counter terrorist activity, the UKYP
experience of developing this project is that there appears to be little co-ordination between Government
departments, regional government, local government, the police and other agencies. Each department or
agency appears to have developed their own strategic approach with regards to the Prevent agenda with their
own desired outcomes and goals. This is complicated still further on a regional and local level, where staV
empowered to work on Prevent projects are unaware of opportunities to link up activity. Young people for
example have clearly identified a link between community cohesion and extremism. Yet it appears that the
DCLG have the Government lead for community cohesion and the Home OYce have the lead for preventing
terrorism yet the two approaches appear mutually exclusive.

3.1.2. Whilst there is a fundamental need for a Prevent programme the Government approach is very
much “top down”. In terms of young people, this manifests itself in Government identifying what the
“prevent” issues are for young people and then delivering strategies in response. Project Safe Space has
identified that the Government Prevent programme has little impact on young people as it has no context
at a local level or the day to day experiences of young people. In addition, there are variations in these
experiences between regions with young people in London for example being more aware of extremism and
its eVects than young people in other regions.

3.1.3. In terms of the Prevent environment and young people, there was a genuine fear14 that any
discussion about terrorism or extremism within communities would be seen as suspicious by the police and
authorities (hence the Project name Safe Space).This fear included those working with young people such
as youth workers and teachers. The fear was linked to a distrust15 of Government and its approach.
Therefore those very people from whom the Government and police need support are fearful of giving it.
Any Prevent programme must have at its core strategies to create an environment of trust and confidence
between young people, the police and Government. This point cannot be overstated, and will require a clear,
co-ordinated, joined up and long-term community partnership strategy to bring about the appropriate
impact.

3.1.4. Any Government Prevent programme must include young people directly in its development and
implementation. Young people have shown through Safe Space that they are innovative and responsive
when given the space and support to do so. By involving young people in a genuine reciprocal partnership
then they can become the best advocates of a Government prevent strategy amongst their peers.

14 Project Safe Space National Report (2009) UKYP p.18, p.25,
15 Ibid p.23, p.43
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3.2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

3.2.1. The perception of young people from across all diverse groups is that the Government Prevent
strategy is focused on the Muslim community and Islam. The focus was negative supported by an anti
Islamic press and yet young people were keen to “challenge the prejudices and stereotypes, indicating that
everyone is capable of terrorism”.16

3.2.2. This perception should be seen within the context of young people’s wider discussion about
extremism within their own communities. Within that context examples of extremism for their part, included
groups advocating animal rights, fathers for justice, the British National Party, the IRA. Young people also
made the point that extremism could be a force for good.17 Consequently within the broader definition of
extremism given by young people a perceived Government approach focused on the Muslim community was
seen as inappropriate.

3.2.3. Viewed within an international context and with regards to the origin of the current threat from
terrorism and extremism it is understandable that the Government Prevent agenda focus on extremism that
exploits the Muslim community and Islam as an excuse for criminality. However that perspective is diYcult
for a large number of young people to visualise locally within their communities, as expressed by young
people in one region “the event identified a real concern both prior to and after the Conference that terrorism
and violent extremism had nothing to do with young people in the North East of England”.18

3.3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has
the Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

3.3.1. If you were to view young people as a community then the Government’s strategy has been
particularly ineVective in reaching the vast majority of young people. The focus appears to have been on
those working with young people such as teachers, University staV and local authority youth services as
opposed to young people themselves.

3.3.2. There is also a great deal of youth engagement undertaken within the voluntary or third sector
either through independent youth clubs and projects or uniformed organisations yet the voluntary sector
has not been widely consulted. Project Safe Space’s openness ensured participation from a wide cross section
of statutory and non statutory organisations. The DCLG Pathfinder funding programme was seen as
inaccessible by many local groups and organisations as they didn’t meet the criteria, or they felt that funds
were already earmarked by local authorities for well established or known organisations and groups.

3.3.3. One of the NSG requests for Project Safe Space was that it included provision to discuss youth
leadership. This was in direct response to a view from young people that they had diYculty getting their
voices heard and that agendas and debates were always controlled by adults. As the report notes “leadership
was perceived as an adult role and that often where young people performed leadership roles they felt
overpowered or relegated to a dominant and adult viewpoint. More than often adult community leaders did
not represent the views of young people and the young people needed to be in a position to challenge the
adult view”.19 Young people were also expected to engage within frameworks devised by adults—ie:
committee meetings, agendas, chairmen etc and yet Safe Space showed that young people managed to
organise and deliver nine successful conferences using online forums, residential workshops, text messaging
et al. There is a need for adults to consider engaging with young people within frameworks and structures
developed and managed by young people themselves.

3.3.4. The Government Prevent agenda should not seek to determine who has been aVected by, or who
is vulnerable to extremism. Project Safe Space has been developed with a focus on who has been aVected by
extremism from a young person’s perspective. This has ensured participation from across a wide section of
communities, including a young person from the Gipsy and Traveller community on the NSG. For example,
whilst it is accepted that the Muslim community within the context of the current terrorist threat may be
viewed as especially vulnerable, targeting that community albeit in the best possible interest merely
reinforces to others that extremism is only an issue for the Muslim community. Project Safe Space has shown
that extremism is an issue for young people across all communities.

3.4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

3.4.1. Local authorities have an important role to play in implementing and evaluating the Prevent
programme especially as they are able to do so from that local perspective. However there are Prevent
activities and programmes being developed across the third sector of which Project Safe Space is one, which
are beyond the scope of local authority implementation and monitoring. These initiatives, including Project
Safe Space, have developed because of community and local need and therefore consideration should be
given to local authorities working in partnership with local community youth groups and youth

16 Project Safe Space National Report (2009) UKYP p.29
17 Ibid p.29
18 Ibid p.21
19 Project Safe Space National Report (2009) UKYP p.6
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organisations to develop community based initiatives. The best advice and expertise will come from young
people themselves yet currently as outlined in Section 3.3.3 above there are barriers to local authorities in
accessing that advice.

3.4.2. However as a result of Project Safe Space there is an NSG of fourteen young people from across
England, and nine regional steering groups all of whom have experience and knowledge of the Prevent
programme and extremism within their own communities. They also have access to wider networks of youth
organisations at national, regional and local level. The NSG adequately resourced can provide local
authorities access to advice and expertise on an ongoing basis.

3.5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

3.5.1. Communication of the prevent strategy to young people is poor, the biggest issue being how the
Government defines terrorism and extremism. As the report states “There was little understanding of the
terms “terrorism’ and ‘violent extremism” amongst young people as they developed research for their events.
Young people identified multiple and conflicting definitions of both terms. What became apparent was that
almost all information relating to terrorism was obtained through the media, television and radio and the
internet. Young people felt that little information on terrorism and extremism came from the police and
Government”.20

3.5.2. The other issue was the means of Government communication, with young people’s reliance on
new media such as the internet, online social networking sites and mobile telephones. At the events
themselves young people used a variety of methods to make their point—drama, podcasts and radio to name
but a few. One of the report recommendations is that Project Safe Space “develop a range of new media
options that support the Government and police Prevent strategies and it is recommended that they are
supported to develop a national youth led new media communications strategy”.21

3.6. Is the Government seeking and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the Prevent
programme?

3.6.1. UKYP are of the view that young people are able to give advice in their own right and that
Government should develop this to ensure the Prevent goals are met.

3.6.2. Having been successfully delivered, it is now somewhat frustrating to young people on the NSG
that they cannot get continued Government support to continue their work with other young people and
in particular to deliver three additional Safe Space events in Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. The
NSG are now being approached by local authorities to deliver youth based Prevent based initiatives and yet
Government appear not to be utilising advice and expertise that they have previously funded and is readily
available.

3.7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

3.7.1. In terms of Project Safe Space the project was monitored on an ongoing basis by the DCSF, there
was no ongoing monitoring from the Home OYce OSCT.

3.7.2. The evaluation of Project Safe Space by the Government from the UKYP perspective has been non
specific in terms of working with young people to see how the project could be developed to support the
Government Prevent agenda. The reaction to Project Safe Space from beyond Government in terms of
ACPO, local police forces and local authorities has been positive and local initiatives are being developed.
There has been little response from Government with regards to the 21 recommendations from young people
contained within the report. While Ministers backed the initiation of the project, they have yet to meet
representatives from the NSG to discuss their findings and recommendations.

3.7.3. In addition, youth workers have asked for training in preventing extremism and ideas for a youth
worker training package was being developed by UKYP, the Federation of London Youth Clubs and the
National Youth Agency. The Government through the DCSF had oVered to consider a bid for funding this
package but recently that oVer has been withdrawn without explanation. UKYP are exploring external
funding options to develop such a package.

3.7.4. It would appear that an initial emphasis and focus on Prevent by the Government has now been
overtaken by other priorities and the impetus initially shown has been lost. This is despite the fact that when
local communities are engaged on their own terms around these issues, they both welcome the opportunity
and are actively calling out for more.

20 Project Safe Space National Report (2009) UKYP p.5
21 Ibid p.37



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:08 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 99

3.8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

3.8.1. As outlined in the Summary, young people see a direct link between community cohesion and
extremism and feel the Government should create environments where extremism has little opportunity
to thrive.

3.8.2. Young people want the Government to support more inter cultural and inter faith events to
promote mutual understanding between and within diverse communities. This is not to promote one religion
or culture above another but to bring communities together as the report notes “where young people from
diVerent communities had a better understanding of each others cultures and faiths, they found it easier to
reject extremist views as their personal experiences and relationships undermined the extremists
narrative”.22

3.8.3. Whilst it is understood that distinct policy frameworks exist between diVerent Government
departments, there must be a coordinated approach through a multi agency Prevent Strategy that
encompasses them all with common outcomes as advocated in section 3.1.1 above.

4. Conclusion

4.1. Whilst the tone of this submission could be seen as negative, we feel it is appropriate to reflect
accurately the views collected during the project and would reiterate that the willingness of over 1000 young
people across England to give their time voluntarily to Project Safe Space is an indication of the need to
involve young people in discussions about extremism and those developing policy around it.

4.2. Young people are ready, willing and able to support Government in developing and delivering their
Prevent strategy. Young people from the NSG would also welcome the opportunity to support the
Committee’s Inquiry by providing oral evidence to the Committee if required.

September 2009

Supplementary submission from UK Youth Parliament (PVE 08A)

Thank you so much again for inviting us to present verbal evidence at the Select Committee. I spoke with
the young people at length last week and there were a few issues raised about which they wanted to add
clarity. They are as set out below.

DCSF and DCLG

While we made some specific comments about DCSF, we omitted to say that DCLG were in fact a partner
in our work. The work we have been delivering has involved DCLG, DCSF, the Home OYce and ACPO.
However, rather than that working as a strength, it’s been our experience that the inter-departmental
arrangements are actually a major weakness. We made reference to this in the written evidence we submitted,
and would again underline our view that the muddled way of working between departments is perhaps one
of the major barriers to operational success. It was simply never clear who was in control, who could make
decisions, and what the key drivers were. So while many of our conversations were directed at DCSF, DCLG
oYcials were definitely part of the work.

Engagement with young Muslims

You asked for clarification on the numbers of young Muslims we engaged with as part of our broader,
cross-community Safe Space project. We involved 730 young people directly in the conferences, and 33% of
that group were young Muslims.

One clear point we want to make about reaching out the specific groups of young people—and those who
have most to say on the subject and are perceived to be at risk of radicalisation—is that there is a far greater
chance of success if youth groups and young people are empowered to undertake this outreach instead of
the police or any other Government agency.

Many of the young people who attended our conferences were fiercely vociferous about many aspects of
the Prevent programme, and in particular the relationship with the police which in essence is at the heart of
any endeavour to build community confidence. Not only would those young people not wanted to have
shared those views if the police had organised the conference, they would not even have been there. While
supported by the Association of Police Chief OYcers, we jointly made an early decision not to publicise this
part of the partnership.

Again, we stress the great importance of investing in those best placed to deliver this work, rather than
creating entirely new models from scratch.

As a supplementary point, there also needs to be greater understand of the varying levels of young people
involvement you are likely to attract and support. We see there being four key groups:

22 Project Safe Space National Report (2009) UKYP p.6
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1. The positive leaders

This is the growing group of young people who may have an interest in the subject and are willing to take
the lead in organising discussions, listening to others, engaging with oYcials and lobbying for change. We
consider ourselves part of this group.

2. The expressive contributors

These are young people who may not want to commit huge amounts of time to this agenda, but may have
something valuable to say and be willing to contribute ideas useful to the development of policy. These are
the type of young people who attended our Safe Space events and contributed to our surveys. Depending
on where they come from these young people may also pass on the views of peers from their community,
some of whom may come from the next group.

3. The marginalised, expressive source

Some young people perhaps on the road to radicalisation (behaviour identified in Government guidance)
may do so in a vocal way, which will be picked up by their peers and others in the community.

4. The non-expressive source

These are young people—perhaps on the road to being radicalised but also maybe just with no interest in
the subject—who will not engage with any Prevent programmes at all.

It is our view that—in thinking long-term how to address this issue, simple solitary targeting of that final
group will not be successful. While obviously still putting eVort into accessing that group, just as much
energy needs to be invested in the other groups—in a joined up fashion. This will counter broadly-held myths
surrounding terrorism and violent extremism, and build platforms for further engagement and challenging
of extremism views, supported by facts and balanced understanding. Again, the more this is led by young
people in the community themselves (with support from agencies), the more likely it is to succeed.

The Channel Project

We would like to re-iterate our statements that we do not feel it is appropriate for teachers to be asked to
spy on young people in a covert manner. A far better way would be to support and encourage them to have
open discussions with young people, based on sound reasoning and using facts to dispel many of the myths
which we know are prevalent in society. We know this is also an aspiration of the broader Prevent programme
and would encourage greater focus on this.

We have direct experience of witnessing ACPO representatives discussing the Channel project with over
a hundred youth workers at the UKYP Annual Sitting last year, and we can report that youth workers were
extremely hostile to the very idea, so much so that association briefly threatened to cloud the good work we
were trying to undertake on the issue. Awareness of the Channel project runs a huge risk of further damaging
trust between the community and the state, and for us that trust is all-important to the ongoing success of
any Prevent programme.

Youth Workers

Later on in the day we listened in to the Secretary of State’s evidence, and would like to pick up on one
point. He said that he very much wanted to provide greater support and guidance for youth workers to
enable them to tackle these issues confidently. We would like to ask what evidence there is of that. Spurred
on by the sessions we delivered with youth workers in every Government OYce region, we pushed for many
months for an extension of youth worker guidance, built on the firm foundation of the evidence we had
gathered and the specific appeals from youth workers for more information. We tried to push this idea
forward with DCSF oYcials for many months, but in the end were told that there was no resource in place
to make this happen. We have written separately to John Denham highlighting our keenness to engage on
this issue. However, it is another example of a lack of clarity on issues shared across departments.

As a final point, he also said that he wanted to provide continuity and share examples of best practice.
We have to report that that is not our experience.

Memorandum from the Institute of Race Relations (PVE 10)

Summary

Our research has shown that there are strong concerns among community organisations that the
Preventing Violent Extremism programme may be seen as:

— constructing the whole Muslim population as a “suspect community”;

— lacking transparency and local accountability;

— fostering social divisions;
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— inducing corruption and tokenism;

— facilitating violations of privacy and undermining professional norms of confidentiality;

— degrading local democracy;

— potentially counter-productive in reducing the risk of violent extremism.

We recommend a radical rethink of the government’s “communities-led” approach to preventing violent
extremism towards one that focuses on democratic engagement across communities.

Main Text

1. The Institute of Race Relations (IRR) was established as an independent educational charity in 1958 to
carry out research, publish and collect resources on race relations throughout the world. Today, the IRR is
at the cutting edge of research and analysis on issues such as community cohesion, multiculturalism, the
impact of anti-terrorist legislation on human rights, deaths in the custody of the police and prisons, racial
violence and the human rights of those detained or removed under immigration laws. Its work covers
Britain, Europe and race relations internationally.

2. Over the last six months, the IRR has been carrying out a research project on the government’s
Preventing Violent Extremism programme (hereafter “Prevent”). The research project draws on existing
policy and academic work, freedom of information requests, a programme of interviews and a roundtable
discussion. During the course of the project, thirty-two interviews were conducted with Prevent programme
managers in local authorities, members of local Prevent boards, local authority workers working on Prevent-
funded projects, voluntary sector workers engaged in Prevent work and community workers familiar with
local Prevent work. Half of these interviews were conducted face to face, with the rest done over the
telephone. Respondents were guaranteed confidentiality in order to encourage a frank expression of views.
The interviewees were spread across the following towns, cities and areas of England: Birmingham,
Bradford, Brent, Enfield, Islington, Leicester, Newcastle, Oldham, Preston, Reading, Rochdale, Walsall,
Wakefield, Wellingborough and Wycombe. In July, a roundtable discussion event with twenty-four
participants was held in Bradford to explore in more detail some of the issues that had been raised in the
interviews. This submission is informed by the material collected in the course of this research project. It
focuses solely on the Prevent programme in England. The IRR will be publishing a major report based on
its research on Prevent in October 2009.

3. The largest funding stream which the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)
has made available to carry out Prevent work is its area-based grants, totalling £45 million over three years.
The IRR has correlated the allocation of Prevent funding through these grants with data from the
2001 Census. This shows that funding has been allocated to every local authority area with more than
2,000 Muslim residents. Moreover, the size of the grant is closely proportional to the numbers of Muslims
in the area. This indicates that, rather than targeting Prevent funding on areas according to identifiable risks,
it has simply been imposed in direct proportion to the numbers of Muslims in an area. Moreover, it implies
that the allocation of Prevent funding has not been driven by a local decision-making process in which local
agencies identify their own needs and access central government funds accordingly. This blanket approach
to funding creates an impression that the Muslim population as a whole needs to be the focus of work to
prevent violent extremism, rather than specific groups or localities, and irrespective of the views of local
stakeholders.

4. In our research, a number of interviewees noted that, far from being “communities-led”, as the
government claims, Prevent decision-making lacks transparency and accountability. It is likely to be driven
by the demands of the police and central government rather than the views of local people. Decisions were
seen as taking place “behind closed doors” rather than in consultation with the voluntary and community
sector. Despite the statutory “duty to involve” local people in the setting of priorities for Local Area
Agreements, many of our interviewees felt that NI35, the national indicator on “building communities
resilient to violent extremism”, had been imposed on communities without a proper discussion or awareness
of the issues involved. Rather than engaging local people democratically, many local authorities seem to take
the view that decisions over Prevent are best made away from public scrutiny. Some local authorities were
reluctant to share with us details of what their Prevent programme involved. A number of youth workers
on Prevent-funded projects are reluctant to let the young people they work with know that their project is
Prevent-funded.

5. Our research into what work local authorities are actually carrying out with Prevent funding suggests
that, in its early stages, most of it has been “targeted capacity building of Muslim communities”, focusing
particularly on young people, women and mosques. There is no doubt that the need for community
development among Muslim populations is great. But serious problems arise when deprived communities
with many needs are told that their voluntary sector organisations can only access the resources to meet these
needs if they are willing to sign up to a counter-terrorism policing agenda. Moreover, if organisations are
forced to accept Prevent money to survive, in spite of the concerns of the communities they work with, then
there is a danger of alienating the very people that need to be won over and the whole exercise may become
counter-productive.
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6. Community cohesion has had a number of meanings since it was introduced as a policy programme
following the riots in Oldham, Burnley and Bradford in the summer of 2001. The government rhetoric with
which it was associated at birth indicated that it was a declaration of the end of multiculturalism and an
assertion that Asians, Muslims in particular, would have to develop “a greater acceptance of the principal
national institutions” and assimilate to “core British values”. At a local level, however, the language of
community cohesion has occasionally been used for more progressive projects that united across
communities to address shared issues of deprivation.

7. Prevent has undermined any progressive element within community cohesion and absorbed from the
cohesion agenda those parts which are most problematic. Initially, Prevent funding allowed some projects
to continue doing progressive cross-community work. But, more recently, Prevent, with its focus on a single
group, has undermined this aspect of the cohesion agenda. Often the relationship between a local authority
and its Muslim citizens is conducted through the very same structures of ‘community gatekeepers’ which the
community cohesion agenda had identified as being problematic and divisive. The developmental needs of
Muslim communities are, it appears, being trumped by the need for “reliable” partners in relation to Prevent.
While cross-community work in the name of cohesion has suVered, the ideas of “shared values” and
Britishness—a powerful strand within the cohesion agenda—have been strengthened by Prevent. This has
been especially the case since the publication in March 2009 of the government’s revised counter-terrorism
strategy, Contest 2. This aspect of the community cohesion agenda, which is seen as a one-sided demand to
assimilate to ill-defined values of Britishness, has alienated many Muslims.

8. Many of our interviewees asked why there was not a wider programme of preventing extremism across
all communities. In our research, we have been unable to document any evidence of practical Prevent work
at community level that is not directed at Muslims. In August 2009, updated guidance for local Prevent
partners was published by the government which seemed to signal a recognition that “violent far right
groups” should also be taken seriously. It remains unclear what form this shift in emphasis will take in
practice. In a bid to gain acceptance, some local authorities already present their Prevent programmes as
working across communities to create “cohesion”. One local authority, for example, has rebranded its
Prevent programme as “Building a stronger and united West London: working with Muslim communities”.
Whatever the wording, so long as the projects funded are actually directed at Muslims, with other
communities involved only insofar as it is necessary to support the core objective of a “hearts and minds”
campaign among Muslims, the fundamental problem of a discriminatory agenda will remain.

9. There is strong evidence that Prevent-funded services are being used for information gathering by the
police and that the line between the Prevent strand and the investigative “Pursue” strand of the government’s
Contest counter-terrorism strategy is being blurred in a way that is counter-productive. In practice, a major
part of the Prevent programme is the embedding of counter-terrorism police oYcers within the delivery of
other local services. The primary motive for this is to facilitate the gathering of intelligence on Muslim
communities, to identify areas, groups and individuals that are “at risk”, as well as more general police
engagement with the Muslim community to manage perceptions of grievances. The extent to which counter-
terrorism police oYcers are now embedded in local government is illustrated by the fact that a West
Midlands Police counter-terrorism oYcer has been permanently seconded to the equalities department of
Birmingham City Council to manage its Prevent work.

10. Prevent-funded voluntary sector organisations and workers in local authorities are becoming
increasingly wary of the expectations on them to act as providers of information to the police. Many of our
interviewees were unclear as to who had access to the data they collected in their Prevent work. A youth
project manager we spoke to said: “If there are specific individuals at risk you would support them anyway
out of a duty of care. But the local Prevent Board is asking for a more general map of Muslim communities.
I make confidentiality promises to young people, which I shouldn’t break unless it is a matter of child
protection or a criminal act.” As a number of interviewees pointed out, the imposition of information
sharing requirements on teachers and youth, community and cultural workers undercuts professional norms
of confidentiality. Moreover, it will be impossible to generate the trust that the government sees as one of
the aims of Prevent if there is any suspicion that local services have a hidden agenda.

11. A key aspect of Prevent is the cultivation of “moderate Muslims” through “targeted capacity
building” and government backing. The aim is to elevate “moderate Muslims” to becoming the strongest
voices in Muslim communities, able to lead a campaign of promoting “shared values” and isolating the
“extremists”. For Muslim organisations that are able to present themselves as “moderate”, significant
financial and symbolic resources are being oVered by central and local government. The danger is that the
distinction between “moderate” and “extremist” is flexible enough to be exploited, either by government,
to castigate anyone who is critical of its policies, or by voluntary sector organisations, to access resources. In
the former case, government, by designating critics of Prevent as themselves “extremists”, ends up counter-
productively creating “extremists” where previously there were none. In the latter case, opportunities for
corruption and tokenism become rife. We found many examples of both problems in our research.

12. An additional problem arises from the perception that the government is sponsoring Muslim
organisations on the basis of theological criteria—for example, holding Sufis to be intrinsically more
moderate than Salafis. Such an approach violates the secular separation of “church” and state, even though
such a separation is itself upheld by the government as a marker of “moderation” which Muslims should
aspire to. The use of government funding to promote a “correct interpretation” of religious texts is fraught
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with dangers, irrespective of the theological merits of any such interpretation. As Asma Jahangir, the United
Nations’ Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Religion or Belief, pointed out in her 2008 report on the UK,
“it is not the Government’s role to look for the “true voices of Islam” or of any other religion or belief. … The
contents of a religion or belief should be defined by the worshippers themselves.”

13. The government has failed to adequately consider analyses of radicalisation which downplay the role
of religion. For example, the leading French scholar of Islamism, Olivier Roy, has argued that violent
radicalisation has little to do with religious practice, while radical theology does not of itself lead to violence.
It is more productive, he says, to understand al Qaida in Europe as a modern youth movement that
radicalises through a narrative of heroic violence and anti-imperialist politics rather than a religious
ideology. On this view, it is irrelevant to counter radicalisation by providing an ideological or theological
alternative. To promote a “moderate” Islam against al Qaida’s “bad Islam” would be counter-productive
as it elevates al Qaida’s narrative to a religious phenomenon.

14. The Prevent agenda is tightly integrated with a policing agenda and so the allocation of the DCLG
area-based grants to every area with more than 2,000 Muslims amounts to a form of religious profiling that
is inconsistent with commitments to racial and religious equality. In focusing on all areas with more than
2,000 Muslims, because it wants to mobilise all these persons against “extremism”, the government is
constructing the Muslim population as a “suspect community”. The failure of Muslim individuals or
organisations to comply with this mobilisation makes them suspicious in the eyes of the counter-terrorist
system. In fact, Muslims may want to avoid participating in the government’s Prevent programme for a
number of reasons which have nothing to do with support for extremism—for example, concerns about
surveillance, transparency, accountability or local democracy.

15. The atmosphere promoted by Prevent is one in which to make radical criticisms of the government
is to risk losing funding and facing isolation as an “extremist”, while those organisations which echo back the
government’s own political line are rewarded with large sums of public money. A number of our interviewees
argued that the problem with this state of aVairs is that it undermines exactly the kind of radical discussions
of political issues that would need to occur if young people are to be won over and support for illegitimate
political violence diminished. The current emphasis of Prevent on depoliticising young people and restricting
radical dissent is actually counter-productive because it strengthens the hands of the extremists who say
democracy is pointless. What needs to happen is that young people feel that there are democratic spaces
where radical criticisms can be productively made.

Recommendations

16. “Extremism” is a vague concept that is easily exploited to demonise anyone whose opinions are
radically diVerent. The real issue is support for, or use of, illegitimate violence to achieve political ends. As
a first step, there needs to be a recognition that this is a problem across all communities that takes many
forms, including white racist violence.

17. Teachers, social, youth and cultural workers must have the integrity of their professional norms
protected against the expectation that they become the ears and eyes of the counter-terrorist police. It is
wholly counter-productive to turn public services into instruments of surveillance. Such an approach only
serves to alienate young people from institutional settings that would otherwise be well-placed to give them
a sense of trust and belonging.

18. The specific needs of diVerent communities for local services and community development should be
recognised as valid in their own right and met on their own terms. Muslim citizens should not be forced into
accepting a discriminatory and divisive counter-terrorist programme as a condition for enjoying their rights
to access basic services.

19. The government should refrain from any attempt to promote one particular interpretation of Islam.
The interpretation of Islam is a matter for Muslims themselves and government should not promote
particular sectarian or theological interests over any other through “targeted capacity building”.

20. The focus of Prevent work on all areas with over 2,000 Muslims is discriminatory and counter-
productive. Instead central government funding should be available to any local area which, through a
genuine process of local decision-making, independently identifies a need to win individuals away from
support for illegitimate political violence.

21. Al Qaida-type violence should not be arbitrarily separated from other problems of violence among
young people. Solutions to the problem of youth violence/extremism will be most eVective and fair if they
meet the following conditions:

(a) Young people need to be empowered to engage politically and contribute to society, not made to
feel that their opinions have to meet with oYcial approval. The creation of spaces for genuinely
open discussion about diYcult political issues is crucial.

(b) The impact of racism, Islamophobia, social exclusion and everyday violence on the well-being of
young people needs to be recognised. The terrors that young people experience in their everyday
lives involve bullying, taunting, victimisation and harassment from peers at school, local gangs,
police, community support workers, the media and, in some cases, members of their own families.
The threat of “international terrorism” is real. But to reduce terror and extremism to al Qaida
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alone, and to skew the whole status of Muslims in Britain into responding to it, is likely to be seen
as an unwarranted and arbitrary choice of central government, rather than something that is
democratically rooted, let alone “community-led”.

(c) The minutes of all decision-making meetings in the local authority, local strategic partnership or
Prevent Board should be published along with exact details of what has been funded, which
organisations are carrying out the work, what funds they have been allocated and how it will be
evaluated.

22. The credibility of empowerment work with young people can only be ensured if there is a separation
of activities of this kind from the police, including obligations to share information beyond the basic
requirements of child protection and prevention of specific criminal acts.

September 2009

Memorandum from the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham (PVE 11)

CLG Committee into “Prevent”

Summary

— The nature of the Prevent agenda has meant that new strategies and interventions have had to be
developed at speed.

— The Government’s approach in supporting locally-relevant strategies is welcomed, but it must be
accepted that this reduces the potential for standard or easily measured outcomes.

— Consequently, the evaluation framework for this programme is perceived as being under-
developed.

— Considerable care should be taken in communicating messages relating to the Prevent agenda, and
in particular when attempting to rebut “myths”—experience has shown that this will not be
achieved by simply circulating key messages.

— Further work is required to place Prevent work more eVectively within the community cohesion
agenda.

1. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

1.1 The Government has rightly recognised that the bulk of its engagement with communities in relation
to the Prevent agenda can only be carried out at a very local level, through local government and its partners.

1.2 The benefit of this approach is that it can be targeted towards local need and circumstances. The
unavoidable risk is that there is a lack of visibility as to whether all relevant groups are being engaged with.

1.3 This is further complicated where communities are rapidly changing. In authorities such as Tower
Hamlets and the northwest and east where muslim communities are well established, the profile of local
communities is well known and can be readily understood. In a borough such as Barking and Dagenham,
where it is estimated that the BME population has increased from approximately 15% in 2001 to around
25% at present, to be able to identify and engage with the relevant communities is highly challenging. More
up-to-date demographic information than that provided by the 2001 census would assist in this work.

2. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

2.1 When the Prevent strategy was first launched there was very little advice and expertise available on
the implementation of the programme. Over the last 18 months this provision has developed, but it is still
limited, and is not always relevant to local circumstances, since most advice is forthcoming from areas which
have experienced significant PVE challenges. The development of a proportionate, risk-based approach
therefore remains a challenge.

2.2 Very limited advice and expertise has been forthcoming in relation to the evaluation of PVE
programmes. The recent self-assessment framework for National Indicator 35 was very usefully
supplemented by guidance produced by a London Borough and shared more widely.

2.3 Greater clarity from the Government about the objectives of the Prevent programme has emerged
over the last 18 months, which has assisted in achieving a greater focus on required areas of work, but, due
to the nature of the objectives, it will remain diYcult to demonstrate a clear link between cause and eVect—
particularly that by employing X interventions, no violent extremism has emerged from a particular locality.
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3. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

3.1 The objectives of the Prevent agenda have now been communicated eVectively to those oYcers who
lead its implementation (this was not always the case).

3.2 However, there remains the question as to how eVectively the objectives of the Prevent agenda have
been communicated to the muslim and wider communities. Recent eVorts by the Government to represent
and refocus the Prevent agenda are unlikely to overcome negative impressions about the programme already
implanted in both muslim and indigenous communities.

3.3 In Barking and Dagenham we have done considerable work to understand the prerequisites of
eVective conversations with local residents—which includes building up trust, empathy and respect, before
one can hope to discuss “myths” on any topic. The Government’s continued tactic of disseminating briefings
which state the Government’s position on matters relating to the Prevent agenda are unlikely to change the
opinions of anyone who is not already favourably disposed to the Government on this matter without
considerable work to build that trust.

3.4 Furthermore, guidance on good practice in mythbusting, which has been borne out in light of
experience in Barking and Dagenham, shows that stating and re-stating the facts is not only ineVective, but
can be counter-productive in an environment where there is disaVection and alienation, and extremist
politics are gaining traction.

4. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

4.1 Please see the response given at paragraph two above to the availability of expertise on how to
evaluate the programme. From a local authority perspective, there has been little visibility of Government
evaluation of the eVectiveness or value for money of the programme, or reactions to it.

5. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

5.1 There is clear diVerentiation between Prevent work and cohesion and integration frameworks. The
concern is rather at the lack of joining-up across policies: many of the problems which have arisen from the
Prevent programme could have been addressed if the Prevent work had been considered in light of the wider
cohesion agenda from the beginning. Similarly, as the Prevent strategy is developed, there is no sign that it
is developed in light of developing cohesion guidance or initiatives.

5.2 The lack of joining-up is also an issue within the Prevent agenda: what appear to be arbitrary security
restrictions on documentation have acted as a barrier to information sharing and joined-up working with the
police in the context of otherwise excellence collaborative working between the police and local authority.

September 2009

Memorandum from Oxfam (PVE 12)

Oxfam submission to Department for Communities and Local Government new inquiry and call for
evidence issued in the session 2008–09, dated 21 July 2009

1. Oxfam is responding to the inquiry into Prevent, the Government’s programme for preventing violent
extremism, its eVectiveness to date, and likely eVectiveness in the future. Oxfam wants to see greater
awareness of the unintended negative impact of Prevent, which we evidence below, and a greater focus in
underlying cohesion policy on tackling poverty and deprivation.

2. As a humanitarian organisation mandated to alleviate poverty and suVering, Oxfam opposes any
violations of civilian human rights, including through conspicuous atrocity such as terrorism. We speak out
strongly against extremism because it is likely to generate hatred. Oxfam works to overcome poverty in the
UK in three ways. We develop projects with people living in poverty to improve their lives and show how
things can change. We raise public awareness of poverty to create pressure for change. And we work with
policy makers to tackle the causes of poverty. Oxfam works with ethnic minority communities, particularly
women’s groups in the North of England and has recently been awarded £500 thousand from Communities
and Local Government to support the empowerment of poor BME communities.

3. The risk of being in poverty is higher for BME communities than it is for the majority white population
in the UK. It is highest for the Bangladeshi and Pakistani population (59% of whom are in poverty, and most
of whom are Muslim) compared to 19% of the white population.23 This poverty remains persistent, caused
by structural barriers and discrimination experienced by ethnic minorities in the labour market, with low
financial assets, living in areas of deprivation.

23 Financial Inclusion and Ethnicity, Runnymede Trust, 2008
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4. Oxfam is responding to this inquiry because we believe that the unintended poverty consequences of
Prevent and wider cohesion policy are significant and widespread, increasing the sense of injustice felt by
BME communities, the inequality they experience, and make their poverty worse. Our submission explains
the dimensions of these unintended consequences and how they work. Our knowledge is based on our
programme experience, and on research conducted together with our partners24 on the negative impact of
community cohesion policy on their beneficiaries. In Oxfam’s view competition for funding, and failure to
tackle public perceptions can contribute to lack of cohesion and provide the breeding ground for discontent
and extremism.

5. The unintended eVects of Prevent fall into three areas. The first is the impact of cuts in funding to
organisations working in poor ethnic minority communities, as part of a shift away from “single group”
funding and towards community cohesion. The second is the discrimination experienced by ethnic minority
communities because of the targeting of Muslims by Prevent. The third is the way in which ethnic minority
women may become more vulnerable because Prevent and cohesion policy puts more power and authority
into the hands of religious leaders and interfaith networks.

6. In the first area, Oxfam is concerned about the impact of cutting funding to race equality organizations,
such as those supporting Pakistanis and Bangladeshis, as part of the move to community cohesion and
Prevent policy. In a series of interviews in Oldham Peacemaker revealed that funding was diverted to
mainstream organizations who did not pick up the support needs of those communities when the race
equality organizations closed, leaving people from deprived communities worse oV, heightening their
poverty and exclusion.

“The Afro-Caribbean project worked to meet the needs of the community in Oldham for many years,
working with service users to overcome the disadvantage and poverty they faced. The project was very
successful in getting black boys into education, training, and even jobs. Now funding has been cut and
no-one is providing that comprehensive service to young black boys in Oldham”.25

The Bangleshi community is one of the poorest in the borough and the association oVered a range of
advice and support services to the community with appropriate language support and cultural
understanding which enabled the association to meet their needs. “What has happened to all those
needs? They are just not being met by other services.”26

7. In the second area, Oxfam believes government should be alert to the way in which cohesion policy
has multiple detrimental impacts on the BME community. Muslim communities feel that both the problem
of extremism and its solutions are laid at their door. The way the public perceive Muslims as a result adds
to the racism and discrimination they experience, deepening their sense of alienation when combined with
the experience of living in poor areas and receiving poor services, which fail to target “unemployment,
segregation and poor achievement in schools, and access to housing in mixed developments”.27

8. BME communities in Bradford, for example, reported in research by Just West Yorkshire, feel that the
Prevent agenda carries with it a limited view failing to encompass the activities of right—wing white
extremists. The Just West Yorkshire research for Oxfam found that people from white estates in Bradford
have little or no knowledge of community cohesion or Prevent policy, and do not believe it applies to them.
By focusing primarily on the perceived threat from Muslims, the Prevent policy has unwittingly created a
strong sense of injustice that is likely to run counter to the involvement of BME communities within the
Prevent agenda which the government seeks.

9. In the third area, Oxfam is concerned about the negative eVects of the Prevent agenda on BME women.
Our partner Southall Black Sisters researched the impact of community cohesion policy on their
beneficiaries experiencing domestic violence. The way in which the Prevent and community cohesion agenda
funds religious organizations, accompanied by cuts in funding to specialist women’s organizations, increase
the vulnerability of BME women. Interviews conducted by Southall Black Sisters report how women feel
caught between the demands of religion and family. They need advice from professionals to secure their own
safety and rights to protection as women under British law, and the role of specialist women’s organizations
in getting them out of danger, is critical. In Oxfam’s view the risks for vulnerable women in cutting funding
is an unacceptable result of cohesion and Prevent policy, and warrants further research and examination.

10. Oxfam believes that the government should ensure that Prevent is adequately monitored and
evaluated to achieve a better picture of its impact on communities. Government Departments acknowledge
this,28 stating that defining and measuring success in Prevent is an “under-developed” area. Oxfam has been
unable to identify published information on what indicators of success are being used for Prevent, or any
evidence of significant evaluation. We urge national and local government to commission solid work on
evidence baselines for anti-extremism initiatives that focus on poverty and deprivation as well as perceptions
of who works well together. We would like to see a thorough evaluation of the impact on communities, both
intended and unintended, of Prevent.

24 Peacemaker, Just West Yorkshire, and Southall Black Sisters
25 Oxfam Interview with community leader in Oldham, facilitated by Peacemaker
26 Oxfam Interview with community leader in Oldham, facilitated by Peacemaker
27 Perspectives on community cohesion in Bradford: a comparative analysis of two neighbourhoods, Ratna Lachman and Alyas

Karmani, Just West Yorkshire, 2009
28 Preventing Violent Extremism: learning and development exercise, October 2008, HMIC and Audit Commission
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11. The police acknowledge that information from communities accessible to public bodies is patchy. The
most recent guidance from Communities and Local Government on mainstreaming cohesion across public
services indicates that there is still insuYcient connection between mainstream services (housing, funding
for leisure facilities, jobs etc), and cohesion initiatives. This failure to gather the right information, or to join
up services, leaves a question mark over the eVectiveness of the £100 million investment in the Prevent
programme, both in its own terms, and in relation to the unintended eVects outlined here.

12. Oxfam suggests that if this money was invested in mainstream services for deprived areas and groups
with better and more housing, improvement to public spaces, and employment services, this would make a
measurable diVerence in addressing the causes of extremism which often lie in poverty and legitimate
dissatisfaction.

13. Oxfam is concerned that as part of the Prevent agenda, local decision-makers are not talking to the
right people and therefore may not be getting the information or advice they need to support anti-poverty
work. Our connection with BME organizations leads us to believe that better connections need to be made
with organizations working directly with communities in poor areas, and that government should be more
aware of the damage to its own reputation in these communities caused by Prevent. As a result some
organisations with relevant and timely information could be unwilling to share this with the relevant
authorities.

14. In conclusion, Oxfam wants to see greater awareness of the unintended negative impact of Prevent,
and a greater focus in underlying cohesion policy on tackling poverty and deprivation. We have provided
evidence here that this is the case, and will be happy to give further evidence. Community cohesion policy
has the potential, to reduce conflict and increase of the well-being of BME communities. However the
Prevent agenda, with its primary focus on rooting out extremism, is increasing mistrust and a sense of
grievance in BME communities.

September 2009

Memorandum from Dr. Paul Thomas, University of Huddersfield (PVE 13)

Summary

This Submission argues that, as it is currently constituted, the Prevent programme is not the most eVective
way of addressing the undoubted problem of the attraction to violent extremist ideologies of a minority of
young people, and that, indeed, there is real likelihood of Prevent having a counter-productive impact
through working in contradiction to the overarching policy goals of cohesion and integration. Here, it is
argued that there should be less distinction between Prevent and Cohesion, rather than more, in terms of
educational interventions with young people. This argument is based on significant primary research around
work with young people in West Yorkshire and Greater Manchester, not only around Prevent itself, but also
around the impact of community cohesion programmes, the understandings of “Identity” held by young
people, and previous attempts to operationalise “anti-racist” educational programmes amongst white young
people attracted to violent racist ideologies. This primary research shows Prevent programmes to be working
with large numbers of Muslim young people in monocultural settings without eVectively engaging with the
actual issues and perceptions driving the groundswell of support for extremist ideologies. Not only is this
counter to the goals of, and positive evidence around, community cohesion programmes, but it runs the real
risk of creating a further “backlash” amongst some alienated white young people. Here, the recent decision
to “extend” Prevent to far-right “extremism” is helpful, but still does not address the root problems of a mis-
constructed policy (‘Government ‘Prevent” strategy widened to combat rightwing racism”, The Guardian,
9 September, 2009).

Background Details

I am a Senior Lecturer in Youth and Community Work at the University of Huddersfield, with many of
our Youth Work students working and living in key areas, such as Dewsbury and Batley (Kirklees), Halifax
(Calderdale), Bradford, Leeds, Oldham and Rochdale. My previous professional roles have included being
a Youth Policy and Campaigns oYcer for the Commission for Racial Equality in the north of England, and
work with white young people and football fans around racism and violence. In particular, this submission
summarises evidence from the evaluation I carried out of the initial phases of the Prevent Pathfinder activity
in Kirklees (Thomas, 2008), my wider examination of Prevent activity (Thomas, 2009), my recent research
in to the understandings of national and personal “Identity” held by young people in Oldham and Rochdale
(Thomas and Sanderson, 2009), and my in-depth examination of the impact of Community Cohesion
programmes with young people in Oldham (Thomas,2007).

1. It is clear from my own local evaluation (Thomas, 2008) and national mapping (DCLG, 2008) that the
initial phases of Prevent work aimed at young people have worked with significant numbers of Muslim
young people on a monocultural, “single group” basis only—this is a programme aimed at Muslim young
people. Whilst agreeing that suggestions of blanket bans on any type of “single group” funding or activity
was an unhelpful and clumsy interpretation of the Commission on Cohesion and Integration’s discussions
(DCLG, 2008), I feel this approach of Prevent is problematic in a number of ways. The problems and
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possible unintended consequences of such “single group” educational programmes are explored below, as
are problems with the actual content of these programmes. In contrast, the submission suggests that we
already have clear evidence about the success and eYcacy of Community Cohesion work aimed at ethnically
and socially-mixed groups of young people in terms of helping to build positive attitudes and more inclusive,
over-arching identities, but Prevent work nationally is currently ignoring this evidence, and is so working
in contradiction rather than in coherent partnership.

2. It is clear that the Government’s underpinning strategy (Home OYce, 2005) on belonging and identity
is rightly working towards the strengthening of common and inclusive national identity and aYliation that
overlays any specific community, faith or ethnic identities and aYliations, but this perspective is not
currently identifiable within Prevent work with young people. By working with Muslim young people only
in monocultural settings, all other forms of identity and connection with others are eVectively ignored. Our
own recent research on identity amongst young people in Oldham and Rochdale (Thomas and Sanderson,
2009) identified that young people of Bangladeshi and Pakistani origin do indeed overwhelmingly see
“Muslim” as the form of identity most important to them, but they also had positive local identities and
were very clear that Muslim identity is not incompatible with, or problematic, towards “Britishness”. This
is positive and important evidence, but we did also find that many of these Muslim young people were using
their faith-based identity to make very negative and prejudiced moral judgments on the lifestyles and
priorities of non-Muslims, with some of this expressed in crude and aggressive terms. Such feelings found
a clear parallel in many of the white young people we surveyed, who displayed a racially-based territorial
defensiveness and aggression to non-white “others”. These racialised, faith-based and mutually antagonistic
understandings of identities found in our research echo the Community Cohesion analysis (Cantle, 2001)
that has led to a welcome re-orientation of public policy over recent years, and leads me to have real concerns
that the type of monocultural approach of Prevent could harden and re-enforce the negative and
antagonistic aspects of singular Muslim identity for young people living in tense and divided areas. Such
programmes are taking place in a public context where many young Muslims rightly feel that their faith and
communities are being stigmatised by outsiders, with the danger that a programme squarely targeting them
solely as young Muslims will fuel such feelings.

3. The problematic nature of the monocultural Prevent programme is exacerbated by the fact that
currently the programmes do not focus squarely on issues, concerns and events that seem to be driving some
young Muslims towards more extreme ideological interpretations, or even to violence. Whilst the more
recent “Channel” programmes of developing work with individuals deemed to be at risk of radicalisation
are a welcome and targeted addition to policy approaches, the more broad-based programmes are avoiding
discussion of local or international political issues, or of religious interpretation, instead opting for what is
often simply general youth activities but for Muslims only. Such avoidance is understandable for a number
of reasons. Firstly, there is clearly great concern amongst Muslim communities around any programmes
that, in name or content, imply that their community or faith has a generalised problem with “violent
extremism”. My own research has found a studious avoidance of use of terms like PVE, something now
accepted by recent government guidance, but which heightens the dangers of such programmes appearing
to be dishonest and disingenuous about their real purpose and funding source. Secondly, my research
(Thomas, 2008) clearly found that practitioners and managers feel unskilled and unprepared to engage with
young people around such controversial and emotive subjects, as well as feeling that they have not been
authorised to engage with young people and communities on such subjects. Such a finding echoes findings
of previous research carried out by the University of Huddersfield (CRE, 1999; Thomas, 2002) that many
teachers and youth workers charged with carrying out programmes of “anti-racist” educational work with
white young people avoided such engagement, or adopted a “do as I say” approach, because they personally
felt ill-equipped and unconfident about such work in the face of sometimes overt racial prejudices and
opinions from some young people. There is clearly a disjuncture between the stated national aims of the
Prevent educational activity and the reality of much of its content—much of it is positive and diversionary
youth activity, but it is not Prevent activity in any meaningful sense and contains the problematic
contradictions explored in this submission. This has been exacerbated by the very limited external evaluation
of the programmes (DLCG, 2008) to date. Whilst more recent guidance on evaluation (DCLG, 2009) is
helpful, it arguably still understates the importance of genuinely independent evaluation by the many
agencies such as Universities equipped to do such research.

4. As well as the possible impacts the current Prevent activity is having on the self-identity of young
Muslim people, there is a real risk that the programme is adding further fuel to feelings of “unfairness”
amongst some white young people and their communities. This feeling has been well-documented by
academic researchers such as Hewitt (1996; 2005) over the past 15 years, with the sometimes clumsy
implementation of well-intentioned equal opportunities policies and anti-racist educational measures
provoking a “white backlash” from some white working class young people who feel that there is little regard
or respect for their own backgrounds and community traditions. A key element of this has been perceptions
around funding schemes dedicated specifically to ethnic minority communities, with such, often unfounded,
beliefs in favouritism seen as a crucial ingredient in the 2001 violent, racially-charged disturbances in the
northern towns and cities of Oldham , Burnley and Bradford (Cantle, 2001;Ritchie, 2001). The resulting
discussion around “single group” funding has been highlighted above, but it is clear from my own research
in Oldham and Rochdale that perceptions of “funding favouritism” run deep amongst some white working
class young people at a time of very diYcult economic circumstances and of active agitation by far-right
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political groups whose stock-in-trade is lies and half-truths about governmental approaches to non-white
ethnic minority communities. In this context, the extension of Prevent to white communities aVected by far-
right political extremism is a welcome recognition that violent political extremism is not confined to one
ethnic or faith group, as witnessesed by the number of explosives and conspiracy charges involving far-right
activists over recent years. However, monocultural work with white young people only would repeat the
failing of existing Prevent work with young Muslims detailed above, and do little to help young people re-
examine the “taken for granted” views, identities and assumptions within their communities, as well as make
all sorts of questionable assumptions regarding what actually drives and causes any sympathy they
apparently have for extremist and racist right-wing positions.

5. In contrast to the very questionable assumptions underpinning much of the current Prevent
educational work with young people, and the very scant evidence regarding positive impacts flowing from
such work despite significant national funding streams, there is clear and positive evidence at a local level
about the positive impacts on young people’s attitudes and behaviour from programmes of Community
Cohesion work based around cross-ethnic contact and work. A more general discussion around Community
Cohesion is not the focus of this call for evidence, but the Committee did pose the question, “Is there
adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the priorities
that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?”. The evidence
discussed above of the monocultural nature of Prevent work argues that Prevent activity is not just
diVerentiated but contradictory to community cohesion activity. My own in-depth study of the impact of
community cohesion youth work activity with young people in Oldham, Greater Manchester (Thomas,
2007) highlights the very significant changes to the assumptions and priorities of youth work brought about
in Oldham by this new policy priority of cohesion, and the extremely positive response to cohesion from
both youth workers and young people of all ethnic backgrounds. This positive evidence suggests, I would
argue, that we need to question whether any meaningful distinction between cohesion and Prevent work
with young people is actually helpful and eVective. Bluntly, if community cohesion is rightly a key policy
priority, and actual community cohesion work with young people in racially tense areas is successful and
well-received, which my research suggests it is, what is the evidence base for suggesting that monocultural
work with significant numbers of Muslim young people is an eVective way of addressing violent extremist
attitudes and actions of a small number of those young people? To date, much Prevent work has produced
no meaningful evidence of success on its own stated terms.

Youth Work agencies in Oldham have reacted to the post-2001 focus on Community Cohesion by re-
casting their priorities and work plans. My research found that they had prioritised cross-ethnic contact
amongst young people in all the work they did, not just in projects focussed on equality and diversity, but
in all their mainstream, arts, sports and outdoor activities. Their aim here has been to make contact with,
and respect for, diversity of all types central to all their work with young people, utilising “twinning
arrangements” between youth projects, residential trips, and regular town-wide youth festivals and projects.
The focus has not only been on improved contact between white and Asian young people, but between able-
bodied and disabled/learning disability young people, rural and urban areas, and diVerent geographical
areas seen as having “territorial” disputes between their respective young people. In doing this, this new
community cohesion-based youth work has utilised the key principles of what is known as “contact theory”
(Hewstone et al, 2007). Here, none of the young people have been asked to deny their existing community
identity, with vital preparation done in their own local, monocultural settings. The cross-ethnic contact has
been carried out regularly and over time, to allow relationships to build naturally and safely, with fun and
shared youth activities used as a platform to enable dialogue about diVerence and identities to develop
informally and naturally, rather than “forcing” it through programmes overtly about “racism” or “violent
extremism”. Both youth workers and young people involved have reacted positively because this process
works on the basis of what they have in common as young people living in Oldham, with common interest
in having fun and new experiences. In particular, youth workers have welcomed this community cohesion
work, with its emphasis on commonality and fun, as being much more eVective then previous programmes
of “anti-racist” work , which were delivered in monocultural settings and which appeared closer to formal,
school-type lessons, in stark contrast to the enjoyable and challenging experiential community cohesion
activities shared with others.

In conclusion, this submission argues for a significantly reduced diVerentiation between current Prevent
educationally-based activities and community cohesion activity. Smaller-scale, targeted work with young
Muslims viewed at risk of radicalisation, through the “Channel” approach, is undoubtedly needed, but
large-scale, unfocussed and monocultural work with significant numbers of Muslim young people is not only
not eVective, but arguably counter-productive in terms of actually strengthening separate identities and
damaging eVorts to promote community cohesion. Instead, the submission draws on a range of recent
empirical research by the University of Huddersfield to argue that the helpful extension of the programme
to include far-right violent extremism should be used as an opportunity to fundamentally re-cast Prevent
activities towards a cohesion basis, whereby opposition to and collective resilience against violent political
extremism of all kinds is built through funding youth activities that develop cross-ethnic contact, dialogue
and respect, and which strengthen common local and national identities.
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September 2009

Memorandum from International School for Communities, Rights and Inclusion, University of Central
Lancashire (PVE 14)

1. This submission draws on ISCRI’s recent academic work29 specifically on the Preventing Violent
Extremism agenda in England. Key points include:

— Alienation of Muslim communities by the single-community focus of Prevent.

— Counter-productive eVect of increasing vulnerability to radicalisation of such a focus.

— Unreliability of religiosity as an indicator for radicalisation.

— Need for accelerated work on community cohesion and identity as a viable tool versus
discrimination and radicalisation.

— Factors in some individuals’ vulnerability: discrimination, socio-economic disadvantage,
intellectual radicalisation.

— An invigorated drive to tackle deprivation and disadvantage reflect changes in the thrust of U.S.
policy to combat violent extremism globally.

— Need for intervention by trusted local social capital—both religious and community with street
credibility.

— More meaningful use of credible local social capital which is also capacity built and supported.

— The state, local authority and their partners should provide community with advice and support
but avoiding a dominant lead in mobilising community contributions.

— Treat and present the problem of violent radicalisation as part of the wider crime and community
safety agenda around which all communities share common ground and those vulnerable can be
targeted more eVectively by credible community intermediaries.

— Focus by the police in Pursue rather than Prevent.

29 References are cited in this submission to provide supporting evidence of key points which we hope prove helpful, rather than
a distraction to the flow of the narrative.
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2. Evidence is provided from two principal sources. First, a detailed and major research-engagement
programme (Community Engagement Pathfinder Programme) in London, commissioned by the
Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and led by ISCRI itself; and second, academic consideration of
Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) and associated issues from published critiques more widely. Together
this evidence reinforces significant criticisms of the Prevent programme to date and includes some remedial
suggestions.

3. The review acknowledges how Prevent seeks to achieve substantial and productive interaction and
engagement with citizens for the purposes of prevention, as part of the government’s wider counter terrorism
strategy, which is articulated in Contest (HM Government, 2009).

4. However, ISCRI research and review would indicate that in important respects this has been flawed in
its inception and unsuccessful in both design and implementation. The Prevent strategy has proven
unpopular and indeed, counter-productive in alienating the very community that it seeks to engage and
influence positively, unwittingly heightening potential vulnerabilities to radicalisation by terrorist
propaganda.

5. Evidence from the ISCRI managed research programme in London (McDonald et al, 2008),30

commissioned by MPS, illuminates a set of issues, critical to the Prevent agenda. First, the source of primary
data from within aVected communities themselves is particularly important, given the acknowledged
tendency on counter-terrorism research for reliance usually on state-based perspectives and secondary
sources (Breen Smyth, 2007; Jackson, 2007).

6. ISCRI led this programme in 2007-08 in five London Boroughs in order to get a better understanding,
particularly of Muslim and other faith communities in the capital, their needs and concerns around issues of
policing, crime and community safety. In-depth qualitative primary data was gathered from over 1,100 local
people from Black and minority ethnic communities, conventionally deemed as “hard-to-reach” by
authorities but who took part enthusiastically in the project through ISCRI’s model of engagement; the
cohort of respondents’ average age was under 30 years with a roughly 50:50 male-female split. Respondents
highlighted violent extremism as a particular concern and in-depth testimony was gathered on this specific
issue, using community peer-led research methods, with a model of engagement pioneered by ISCRI, from
10 diVerent Muslim ethnicities. In leading and supporting the research programme, ISCRI had to overcome
significant obstacles in providing communities with the confidence, capacity and willingness to participate
in what they considered at the outset as an especially sensitive and controversial field of enquiry for them
and concerns about involvement in a police originated project. This serves to highlight the richness and value
of the evidence derived from those directly aVected by Prevent and as a source to inform policy.

7. Community respondents provided opinion individually and anonymously both on factors that
underpinned vulnerability to recruitment/attraction to causes of radicalised violence; and their
recommendations for mitigating and preventing that recruitment/attraction. Muslim respondents
acknowledged the problem of Al-Qaida influenced terrorism, at the same time as universally condemning it.

8. Their testimony pointed to how no single causal factor predominated and that there was no simple
stereotype of a terrorist recruit—factors can influence diVerent individuals in diVerent ways but with a
similar outcome. Contributory factors to vulnerability included:

— Long-standing structural factor of deprivation.

— Persistent experience of discrimination.

— Increases in Islamophobic attacks and hate crime.

— Causes were not always around issues of poverty or poor integration in mainstream society.

— Frequent mention was made of two specific tools used by extremist recruiters: a focus on perceived
injustices associated with western foreign policy; and, a focus on a perceived distortion of the
Islamic faith to suit personal and political agendas.

9. The ISCRI programme had a strong solution focus to the engagement programme and community
participants oVered the following as recommendations for mitigating and preventing recruitment into causes
of violent extremism:

— Consistent support for an all-community approach to the problem rather than one which even
implicitly focused predominantly on the Muslim community(ies).

— A focus on commonly held values of tolerance, citizenship and cohesion was one which demanded
an all-community rather than a singular-community emphasis.

— The threat from violent extremism was a criminal act that needed diVusing from what respondents
saw as inappropriate religious connotation and one that aVected society as a whole.

— The challenges and causal risk from discrimination and Islamophobia demanded an all-
community response.

— The challenges and causal risk from deprivation and lack of social/economic opportunity also
demanded an all-community response.

30 Reports enclosed with submission to CLG Select Committee.
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— Advocacy for citizenship and cohesion to be promoted in Islamic contexts rather than as secular
concepts and consistent with the dynamics of Muslim communities.

— Faith-based interventions to challenge extremist messages according to diVerent community
preferences.

— Facilitation of internal debate, discussion and involvement for all communities.

— Genuine engagement of grass roots community infrastructure with trust and access to provide safe
space and opportunity.

10. The report was strongly critical of police intervention as a tool for prevention of violent extremism.
The testimony stressed how trust and confidence in the police was low, largely unmitigated by the albeit
emergent “safer neighbourhoods” programme for neighbourhood policing and too great to be a productive
or welcomed Prevent instrument, whilst everyday community concerns about safety and policing styles and
performance still remained poorly addressed.

11. The findings also highlighted significant weaknesses inherent in local authority, police and community
safety partnership structures for achieving meaningful and eVective engagement of Black and minority
ethnic communities in the capital in the conduct of crime and community safety policy and initiatives.
Existing structures lacked genuine representation from minority groups and were seen as mechanisms to
impose top-down agendas rather than meet communities’ own determined needs and priorities.

12. Respondents readily acknowledged the problem posed by Al-Qaida influenced terrorism but
expressed despair at how Prevent represented public sector victimisation of Muslims as a whole faith
community, that further fuelled feelings of isolation, vulnerability and was, hence, counter-productive.

13. Consideration of sources more widely reinforces the thrust of these findings and their importance for
a re-assessment of Prevent policy.

14. The spectrum of opinion on community engagement to reduce the terrorist threat is described in Birt
(2009) as alternating between two main schools of thought: a “values based” approach that sees the Al-
Qaida threat as the promotion of theological error which needs to be delegitimised by the promotion of
partnership with Muslim moderates, stressing the compatibility of mainstream Islam with mainstream
liberal/secular values; and, second, a “means based” approach that seeks to isolate the impact of Al-Qaida
as a socio-political movement by closer engagement with the vulnerable by partnering those who can most
credibly work with them. The second approach highlights personal social, emotional and psychological
factors that can attract young people to Al-Qaida. This “twin track” analysis presents an interesting
interpretation, though the two approaches should not be considered mutually exclusive.

15. Muslim community disaVection with and muted support for Prevent as an unpopular intervention
by the state is well documented (eg Cantle, 2009), as are reservations from other non-Muslim communities
and some local authorities (eg Khanna, 2009).

16. Turley (2009) contends the strategy is counter-productive in heightening the vulnerability of
individuals to being radicalised by fostering community alienation and a recurring theme in sources is the
disadvantage of a strategy that has fuelled notions of an undiVerentiated “suspect”, and so demonised,
Muslim community. This reinforces feelings of alienation which in turn prepare a “hunting ground” for
terrorist recruiters (McDonald et al, 2008a, p. 7) from evermore withdrawn, defensive and disaVected
communities.

17. The validity of treating religiosity as a reliable indicator of radicalisation or a lack of patriotism are
also notions challenged by recent international research (eg Alvensleben von, 2008; Change Institute, 2008;
Gallup Inc, 2009). Similarly, Hillyard (1993) and Sen (2006) have reinforced the damage from single-
community approaches and limiting, narrow definitions (often faith-assigned) of community identity.

18. The need for Prevent to move away from an exclusive focus on the Muslim community towards a
greater focus on community cohesion is a theme tracing through the progression in the recent literature (eg
Cantle, 2009; McDonald et al 2008b; Turley, 2009). The preference for accelerated cohesion activity (eg
Thomas, 2009) is based on a number of factors.

19. These include:

— disquiet by some (including Muslim and non-Muslim communities and local authorities) at an
inherent moral injustice of a single community focus;

— public policy contradictions (eg Thomas, 2009; Turley, 2009) of a Muslim-specific focus in Prevent
within a longer-standing community cohesion agenda; and

— the unintended stimulus a single-community focus gives to discriminatory attitudes against
Muslims, and fuelling hate crime, Islamophobia and right wing extremism (eg McDonald et al,
2008a).

20. Community cohesion is seen as a relevant, focused and sharp tool in the reduction of those vulnerable
to extremist radicalisation and recruitment. One of the consequences of such a change in emphasis would
be for less exclusive concentration in Prevent on Muslim youth and more on accelerated community
cohesion work with all communities. Addressing hate crime across all communities would also be a measure
to tackle extremist radicalisation.
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21. The rationale for an emphasis in Prevent on a single “suspect community”, and resulting attempts at
what is seen as clumsy social engineering, have been challenged in various sources.31 The “values based”
approach (Birt, 2009) is sometimes seen as unjustified religious/civil interference with communities, based
on flawed assumptions about vulnerability through their Islamic faith per se (see para17).

22. However, critiques variously acknowledge that some individuals are indeed vulnerable in Muslim and
other communities. Three factors interlink and help explain this vulnerability:

— discrimination: Islamophobia has already been mentioned earlier in this submission; other
communities can also be aVected by a singular focus in Prevent on the Muslim community,
hardening attitudes amongst white communities (eg Thomas, 2009);

— socio-economic deprivation and disadvantage: the emphasis needs to focus on recognising and
identifying genuine need and tackling disadvantage, marshalling32 eVorts in education, training,
skills development, access to employment for purposes of social justice rather than for purposes
seen as disproportionate, intrusive community surveillance; and

— protection against intellectual radicalisation: commentaries agree on the influence of a persuasive
ideology in the radicalisation process (eg Burke, 2007) with Al-Qaida’s objectives couched in
religious language and imagery. Sources assert the uncertainties about identity, shared especially
by Muslim young people, as a risk factor in vulnerability to radicalisation and terrorist recruiters.
Antidotes lie both in the provision of opportunities to debate, explore and understand issues about
faith and identity and also to discuss controversial foreign and social policy in inclusive community
contexts (eg Thomas, 2009).

23. Recent announcements from the United States government (eg Assistant to President Obama for
Homeland Security and Counterterrorism) point also to a revised policy for combating violent extremism
which emphasises the importance of addressing socio-economic issues:

addressing…upstream factors [economic, social, political] is ultimately not a military operation
but a political, economic and social campaign to meet basic needs and legitimate grievances of
ordinary people (Brennan 2009, p. 8)

24. Addressing these factors as tools against violent extremism came through strongly and consistently in
ISCRI’s Pathfinder Programme, funded by the MPS (McDonald et al, 2008). Islamophobia and hate crime
featured as notable community concerns, nurturing resentment and vulnerability to radicalisation, were
persistently under-reported and ineVectively communicated to the police and authorities because of
community perception of flaws in and the concept of third-party reporting mechanisms, for example.

25. Sources variously stress the value of virtuous religious intervention in intellectual discussion and de-
radicalisation processes. Indeed, the need to engage and foster the Islamic faith and a better understanding
of the religion in these processes is seen as a pivotal remedy.

26. Such intervention is dependent on the involvement of local community figures with religious and
street credibility (eg Lambert, 2007); the use of trusted community intermediaries rather than organisations
and groupings that may alienate the same communities by their status as being created and controlled by
the state, centrally or locally (eg Ghannoushi, 2008); and an opportunity to debate and share issues of
concern on an all-community basis. The “means based” approach to Prevent, outlined in Birt (2009) finds
expression here.

27. The use of genuine, grass-roots social capital of communities, including the Muslim community, is
crucial in confronting threats of radicalisation. International studies (eg Change Institute, 2008) assert the
generic value of vibrant “civil society organisations”, themselves providing alternatives to violent radical
narratives, and often enjoying understanding of the issues and access across dense, local, horizontal, social
networks. The autonomy of such civil organisations is crucial to their community credibility and
eVectiveness. McDonald et al (2008b) also assert the value of such organisations and individuals articulating
to Muslim audiences issues of cohesion and citizenship in the context of Islamic teaching.

28. This can be undermined by “risk averse” authorities who have turned away in the main from engaging
with progressive yet stigmatised local groups (eg Lambert, 2008) who actually themselves condemn
terrorism (eg Salafi and Islamists) in favour of those deemed “moderates” but who lack credibility and the
knowledge (often religious) to counter Al-Qaida propagandists. Work with communities by trusted grass
roots practitioners, including women and young people, is crucial.

29. Aspirations by local authorities to acquire more influential roles (eg Turley, 2009), to lead initiatives,
to control agendas and deploy funding to augment their own internal capacity, rather than that of credible
and more eVective community organisations, work against eVorts to engage wider community support
against radicalisation.

31 The flaws in a single community focus also find echoes a decade ago in the Macpherson report (Macpherson, 1999) and its
concerns about racist stereotyping and discrimination within state services, together with the statutory requirements of the
Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 by public authorities to promote good race relations and combat institutional racism.

32 Often referred to as “mainstreaming”.
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30. Consideration needs to be given to community preferences for a diVerent balance in partnerships:
state bodies such as local authorities and their partner agencies should provide support and expertise in
advisory but not in lead capacities that are so obviously dominant (eg McDonald et al, 2008). This imbalance
in the community-state power relationship has been a factor in the unpopularity of the Prevent strategy and
programme with such communities hitherto.

31. Finally, and importantly, the process of violent radicalisation needs to be treated as an act of
criminality perpetrated by individuals who may be either, vulnerable, malevolent or both; rather than as a
social deficit of a whole community deemed to require disproportionate, social engineering by the state.
Rather, the problem should be seen as one important issue of crime and community safety amongst several
community issues— an issue that can be identified by the community itself (eg Keane, 2008) amongst other
concerns and needs, and around which all communities can find common ground.

32. From review and consideration of a wide range of sources,‘ Prevent as currently constructed, remains
a government programme, conceived and applied centrally without community consultation or mandate
and which is inherently contradictory in its objectives and methods to engage community support in the
prevention of violent radicalisation. Such a centrally imposed programme steepens the spiral of silence
whereby a Muslim community, often already disaVected and withdrawn, is made to feel even more isolated
and disengaged from mainstream civil society, thereby increasing its vulnerability to the risks of violent
extremist propaganda and sympathy.

33. Indications from government to widen Prevent’s brief to include forms of extremism other than Al-
Qaida influenced terrorism (eg RICU, 2009) are positive steps forward but evidence as presented points to
the need for other significant changes too. Tensions persist between “values” and “means based” approaches
and how they have been applied but careful consideration now needs to be given how to better appreciate
and engage the integrity and contributions which can and need to be made by Muslim communities:

trusting the talents, know-how and insights of British citizens who happen to be of the Muslim faith will
prove to be invaluable (Birt, 2009, p. 57)

34. The brief from CLG Committee requests reference to be made in submissions to seven specific
questions. In light of the detail provided above, our summary response to these would be as follows:

(i) Robustness of government analysis of factors leading to recruitment into violent extremism:

The causal link between recruitment and underlying socio-economic conditions leading to
vulnerability seem to have been included but not emphasised adequately by government in its
approach, preferring to focus on security and religion. Problems of discrimination, hate crime,
deprivation, identity and the impact of an unpopular foreign policy need greater emphasis. All
these factors make the vulnerable more susceptible to ideologies of violence and add to feelings of
disconnection from the state and a government failing to meet needs.

(ii) EVectiveness of government strategy in community engagement:

Rarely do genuine and trusted local community groups, who can reach and influence those most at
risk and the young and vulnerable, appear engaged. Instead, the strategy appears to communicate
through a “values based” approach with the whole Muslim populace as an undiVerentiated and
stigmatised social grouping (causing resentment); or, it establishes, or is guided by “arms length”
entities the government itself has created but which in the main have poor local credibility and lack
genuine community understanding and relevance. Despite often good intentions, bodies such as
the Young Muslims Advisory Group, Muslim Women’s Advisory Group, Quilliam Foundation
and Sufi Muslim Council all share these disadvantages.

(iii) Advice and expertise availability to local authorities on implementation and evaluation:

The social capital of trusted local community groups needs to be engaged and supported more
intensively. Evaluation through NI35 fails to deal with Prevent interventions that in the main
struggle to reach the truly vulnerable, rather than the “whole” community.

(iv) EVective communication of Prevent to those at who it is aimed:

Communication about Prevent tends to be construed as a government initiative that unfairly and
disproportionately targets the “Muslim” community as being “suspect” about which intelligence
needs to be gathered overtly in projects or covertly through the recruitment of informants.

(v) Government benefiting from appropriate advice:

See point (ii) above. Advice seems to have derived from those with poor local community
understanding and credibility, often promoting their own kudos, personal reputations or agendas.

(vi) EVectiveness of the programme:

See point (iv). and generally.

It is accepted that engagement of communities is needed to tackle the terrorist threat and cannot
be tackled by military means alone. However, Prevent has not hitherto been eVective in recognising
and engaging the integrity of domestic Muslim communities in these eVorts which will be crucial
to success.
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(vii) DiVerentiation between Prevent, cohesion and integration:

Terminology is not merely decorative but crucial for the development of a successful approach
which can more eVectively address the upstream factors that underpin future risks of violent
radicalisation:

— Improvement can be achieved by treating such risks as part of a crime and community safety
agenda (alongside other concerns by many communities aVected by, eg gun crime, gang crime,
drug related crime etc). This can be an eVective approach in targeting policy at vulnerable
young people, at risk of being criminalised (eg BASIAN, 2009);

— The labels of PVE and Prevent are largely unhelpful and the problem of radicalisation into
violence needs articulating more in terms of crime and safety, rather than as an assumed (and
unproven) social deficit within a so-called single community;

— Accelerated work on community cohesion, addressing discrimination and hate crime would
help counter risk; emphasis on tackling socio-economic deprivation should also be reinforced
but, as with cohesion work, not as part of a Prevent agenda (or using its terms and perceived
objectives to gather intelligence as part of a hidden agenda) but as one trying to meet genuine
community needs and aspirations on a just and equitable basis;

— Some aspects of Prevent, especially the identification of individuals at risk, would be more
helpfully articulated as Pursue objectives. This would mean the police moving away from
Prevent work where their roles are viewed suspiciously by communities, seen as seeking to
recruit informants and gather intelligence and, hence, counter-productive in alienating the very
community whose support the Prevent strategy seeks to achieve. Conflation of the police’s role
in Pursue with Prevent may also damage the police’s neighbourhood policing eVorts and
integrity.

35. Such adjustments would allow local communities themselves—their social capital—to contribute
much more eVectively to addressing some of the causes of such intentions and acts of criminality, and with
greater fairness and enthusiasm. An approach is needed that recognises genuine need for certain individuals
to be protected from violent radicalisation, alongside addressing structural socio-economic problems of
broader vulnerability, acknowledging the integrity of the wider Muslim community(ies) and engaging their
social capital (religious and community) properly in the strategy without stigmatisation.
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Memorandum from Institute of Community Cohesion (iCoCo) (PVE 15)

1. Introduction

1.1 The Institute of Community of Community Cohesion (iCoCo) is an independent not for profit
partnership set up to promote community cohesion as a modern framework for race and diversity focussed
on practical action, based on research and evidence.

1.2 iCoCo has unrivalled experience in the area of engaging all sections of Muslim communities and we
have undertaken reviews of these communities in many parts of the Country, often as part of more broadly
based reviews of community cohesion.

1.3 See website for further details of iCoCo (www.cohesioninstitute.org.uk)

2. Summary of Our Views

2.1 In summary, our views about the Prevent agenda are:

2.1.1 We fully support the need for an anti-terrorist strategy, and believe the present approach should
be developed to tackle all threats from extremists that preach hatred and are prepared to resort
to violence.

2.1.2 We fully support the need for a preventative agenda which seeks to undermine the allure of violent
and anti-democratic means of change and as a means of developing resistance to such appeals.

2.1.3 However, the present single-minded focus on Muslims has, to some extent, been counter-
productive in that the association with terrorism has been strongly resented by the majority Muslim
community and has damaged relations with Muslim communities and created divisions within and
between them.

2.1.4 The association of the Muslims with terrorism and extremism has also become stronger in the eyes
of the majority, as well as other minority communities

2.1.5 Muslim identity, paradoxically, has also been narrowed and reduced to a simple faith persona,
rather than building upon and providing wider experiences for people of Muslim heritage.

2.1.6 Further, we question the eYcacy and value for money of many of the schemes developed under the
Prevent agenda.

2.1.7 We therefore propose that the Prevent agenda be de-coupled from the counter-terrorist strategy
and that all future preventative work be positioned within the community cohesion strategy (with
changes in departmental responsibilities) and re-branded and widened to deal with all risks of
violence by extremists on a common basis, which is proportionate and informed.
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2.1.8 In so far as subsequent preventative work focuses on Muslims (or any other specific community)
we propose that they be engaged through multiple channels, as employees and employers, parents,
neighbours, sports players, students, mothers etc. rather than solely through their Muslim faith
identity.

2.1.9 Finally, we have to tackle the underlying causes of hatred and intolerance and that means doing
more to tackle the poverty and deprivation within Muslim and other disadvantaged communities
to ensure that they have better educational outcomes and employment opportunities and that they
can more fully integrate and engage in a wider range social and economic activities. We also have
to build social capital across faith, ethnic and other divides (“bridging” social capital), ensure that
there are many more schemes to promote educative experiences, democratic renewal and a shared
sense of citizenship. This will depend upon a new process of community cohesion “proofing” of all
related programmes, in the public, private and voluntary sectors.

3. Perceptions and Realities of Prevent

3.1 During the course of our research and working with Muslim communities throughout the Country,
we are aware that there has been a consistent and growing concern, about the Prevent agenda. There is a
widely held perception that the Prevent agenda in the current form, demonises Muslims and attaches guilt
by association. This is not the stated aim of the policy and the Government has been anxious to avoid such
accusations, but the iCoCo team frequently meets groups which simply refuse to engage with the Prevent
agenda. It is not just Muslim-led organisations that are unhappy with the present arrangements—many
diVerent groups, both other minority and majority groups, also express strong reservations about what they
see as the inherent unfairness of focussing attention and resources on one community. Local authorities have
also been critical of the general thrust of this policy and have been less than enthusiastic about using the
funding and developing programmes.

3.2 No one seriously doubts the need to prevent terrorism, so we need to ask why the Prevent agenda in
its present form has been so controversial.

3.3 Anxiety has grown partly as a result of the Government’s latest version of the CONTEST Strategy
(The UK’s Strategy for Countering International Terrorism, March 2009). This suggests that those who stop
short of advocating violence, but express “extreme” views, will now be targeted:

3.4 This appeared to create a further and unequal level of special treatment for Muslims—ie they may be
targeted for expressing views that stay within the law. Many Muslim and other commentators have
suggested that, as a consequence, most Muslims would be identified as extreme simply because they do not
share the Government’s foreign policy objectives.

3.5 This approach further isolates Muslims, already feeling under siege from the general association of
everything Muslim with terror, at least, in the usual discourse of much of the press and media. Many
Muslims have also been subject of verbal abuse, and attack. For example some Muslim women have
reported having their hijab forcibly removed in public places, on buses and in supermarkets.

3.6 However, concern was evident before the new version of CONTEST as the overall approach also
appeared to ask Muslims to choose between those who express strong and inflammatory language to
demand justice for the Muslim community to end victimisation; and those who support western values and
a democratic engagement in wider political life.

3.7 Whilst this may sound a reasonable choice to some people, it misunderstands the complex range of
perspectives across Muslim communities. And within those communities there is a widespread belief that
an anti-Muslim set of policies operates across the world, including the invasion of Iraq, resulting in a distrust
of western values. In addition, some Muslims (as with other faith groups) are theologically opposed to
democratic engagement on the grounds that man made systems/rules should not rival faith based doctrine.
However, this does not mean that they do not associate themselves with Britain and such a choice is therefore
unhelpful and far too simplistic. It could even encourage some Muslims to be more inwardly focussed and
be counter-productive, facilitating more support for “extremist” views.

3.8 The views of Muslim communities are, like any other community, subject to change, but change is
more likely with fuller engagement to discuss concerns openly, particularly international policy. Tackling the
day to day concerns of Muslims (much of which are shared with other communities including deprivation
and poor educational attainment—see below),will also foster a greater sense of respect, trust and inclusion
and help to demonstrate that democratic participation is not at odds with Muslim theological values.

3.9 The Prevent agenda includes elements designed to provide an alternative (and moderate) counter-
narrative at least in terms of the use of violence, but this has been focused on Muslim theology—which to
some extent reinforces the notion of anti-Muslim agenda. However, all extremist arguments should be
openly challenged and defeated. We must demonstrate that such challenges are applied fairly across all
communities and to all extremist views. Similar mistakes with the Far Right: in the past it was argued that
they should not be given “the oxygen of publicity”, but sympathisers can then argue that they are silenced
because society is “afraid of the truth” and win support on the basis that “political correctness” is at play.



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:08 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Ev 118 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

We believe the Far Right needs to be challenged more openly. This is a tough option, but debating any
extremist point of view is essential to change attitudes and beliefs, rather than simply contain behaviour, it
is likely to be more successful in the longer term.

3.10 So there is a real problem here—if we brand “extremists” as potential law breakers, the really
dangerous people may retreat to the shadows, beyond challenge, capitalising on their suppression and wider
sense of grievance, (even assuming that there is in fact an empirical basis to support the claim that extremists
tip people over the edge into violent actions).

3.11 The CONTEST strategy is much wider, and in overall terms, impressive and comprehensive. It has
four components:

— Pursue: stopping terrorist attacks.

— Prevent: stopping people becoming terrorists or supporting violent extremism.

— Protect: strengthening our protection against attack.

— Prepare: mitigating the impact of attacks.

3.12 Generally no one would argue with any of these strands and we must all be prepared to work
together to avoid any violence or further loss of life.

3.13 We believe that situating Prevent within the CONTEST strategy has however been unfortunate, as
it is the one area that relies upon community involvement and support, yet essentially links that
community—and only one community—to terrorism.

3.14 The Government introduced its revised Prevent strategy in October 2007. The strategy is based on
trying to understand what causes radicalisation (defined as the process by which people become terrorists
or lend support to violent extremism). It has five objectives:

— To challenge the ideology behind violent extremism and support mainstream voices.

— Disrupt those who promote violent extremism and support the places where they operate.

— Support individuals who are vulnerable to recruitment, or have already been recruited by violent
extremists.

— Increase the resilience of communities to violent extremism.

— To address the grievances which ideologues are exploiting.

(The are also two supporting objectives—communications and intelligence.)

3.15 There is very little direct reference to “Muslims” in this strategy, but nevertheless, this is almost the
entire focus. The Government has allocated substantial funding for Prevent to a wide range of agencies and
Departments to develop these objectives.

3.16 Most of the money is directed through local authorities and other statutory agencies, but
programmes are generally implemented by Muslim-led organisations, some of which have only recently been
established to gain funding, and is generally wholly applied in Muslim communities.

3.17 Not surprisingly, “Prevent” and “Preventing Violent Extremism” has simply become synonymous
with Muslims.

3.18 This therefore has all the problems of “single group funding” which the Commission for Integration
and cohesion (CIC) warned about and which the Government supported to a large degree. It has certainly
reinforces the separateness of the Muslim community.

3.19 There is also scepticism about the way in which Prevent money has been allocated with suggestions
that money is “being thrown at a problem”, or even inappropriately “thrown” at particular organisations.
Meanwhile, some Muslim organisations will not, on principle, apply for such funding. This scepticism seems
to be shared by many Local Authorities concerned about alienating their Muslim communities, by
associating them with terrorism especially as some schemes are perceived as “spying on the Muslim
community”, thus developing a further sense of alienation and distrust.

3.20 Those schemes which are established—and to some degree supported by sections of Muslim
communities willing to utilise the funding—are diYcult to target. Firstly, the groups which do accept funding
are generally, almost by definition, moderate and do not influence those most attracted to extremist
arguments. In any event, those most at risk of radicalisation do not have an outwardly identifying label as
“potential terrorist”. The most alienated young people are also unlikely to be drawn into community events
where they may be identified.

3.21 Unsurprisingly, local authorities and community organisations have used a fair degree of innovation
to develop schemes which address some of these concerns, and iCoCo frequently works with local
authorities that are genuinely trying to build an approach which creates a common purpose, believing that
this is much more likely to achieve better results in the longer term.

3.22 However, there needs to be a strong dose of practical reality associated with this agenda; even the
best local authority, university, health trust or school, is simply unable to understand the intricacies of
Muslim (or any other) community. Except for a very small number of staV, this role will always be ancillary
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to their main function. Whilst they all need to do more to reach out to all sections of the community, this
debate makes them even less confident and willing to tackle increasingly diYcult issues and feel that we
should focus on capacity building community cohesion teams.

4. The Narrowing of Muslim Identity

4.1 iCoCo’s fieldwork supports the view that the Prevent’s sole focus on Muslims through their faith
identity is limiting, rather than broadening, their perspectives. This view is supported by academic and other
commentators. For example, Gary Younge writing in the Guardian (30 March 2009) pointing out that :”the
government continues to approach Muslims as though their religion defines them”. Younge draws upon
Amartya Sen to suggest that the present approach has been paradoxical in its eVect:

“The confusion between the plural identities of Muslims and their Islamic identity is not only a
descriptive mistake, it has serious implications for policies for peace in the precarious world in which
we live”, “The eVect of this religion-centred political approach, and of the institutional policies it has
generated … has been to bolster and strengthen the voice of religious authorities while downgrading
the importance of non-religious institutions and movements.”

Amartya Sen: Identity and Violence.4.2 These appear as sharp criticisms, but the former
Community Cohesion Minister, Sadiq Khan, has in fact made a very similar point in his Fabian
Pamphlet, Fairness not Favours and drew out his own personal experience:“

I did not come into Parliament to be a Muslim MP ..Just as ordinary citizens have multiple identities,
so do MPs… The people of Tooting elected me and those voters came from all faiths and of none. But
no matter how hard I try not to allow my faith to define me as an MP—no matter how many times I
ask not to have my religion precede my occupation when I am introduced or described—the fact is
that others do often define me by my faith.”4.3 We must recognise that any programme aimed at a
particular community tends to create and/or reinforce a stereotyped and homogenised view of that
community. That is why iCoCo is particularly proud of its commissioned work in many parts of
the country to “understand and appreciate” the diversity of Muslim communities. Like all
communities no one group can represent all ethno-national, theological or political strands let
alone the many diVerences associated with generational, gender and other lines. The iCoCo
approach has developed a series of local and national studies based upon “understanding and
appreciating Muslim communities”, which has helped to develop new engagement strategies. (We
have begun to apply this same approach to other faith communities including disaVected White
working class groups).

4.4 Another problem is that Government also addresses PVE as though local and community concerns
will make the diVerence to the sense of grievance felt by many Muslims, whereas there is no doubt that many
Muslims are less concerned by local issues and continue to believe that Muslims around the world are
under attack.

4.5 Meanwhile, we must not forget that the poverty and deprivation are very real in some sections of
Muslim communities and that many will find it diYcult to develop a meaningful sense of engagement and
a real stake in society.

4.6 This therefore all points towards the need for a broader approach, using multiple aspects of the
identities of Muslim communities and to integrate the work into that of other communities where the
potential for violence is also a concern.

5. Prevent and the Community Cohesion Agenda

5.1 We are concerned that the Prevent agenda has been run as part of a counter-terrorism national
programme. This appears to be because of a lack of trust in the mainly local authority community cohesion
programmes which are seen by some Government departments as “soft and fluVy”. We reject this view—as
do most local authorities and other agencies—and would point out that changing attitudes and values is
generally much harder than controlling behaviour. Further, local authorities and their partners are able to
see all threats to cohesion in the round and have the same governance, policy and practice in place to reach
across the spectrum. Indeed, it is not practical or cost eVective to set up separate teams. An inclusive
approach enables them to maintain a working relationship with their Muslim communities.

5.2 The real problem with the Prevent agenda is simply that it is presently situated within a counter-
terrorism strategy and implemented by a team dedicated to counter-terrorism and is therefore viewed
through this lens with suspicion and apprehension; there is a strong belief that the community will be spied
upon, wrongly accused and treated unfairly; or simply that the community is made guilty by association with
terrorism.

5.3 If Prevent were to be positioned with the remit of community cohesion practitioners a more inclusive
and proportionate approach could be taken, working across communities, dealing with all forms of
extremism, in which ever community is most at risk. We would point to the growth of the Far Right and
whilst some Far Right groups are legitimately contesting democratic elections, it is also the case that these
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groups are often accompanied by a dangerous fringe element who are prepared to resort to violence and
practice intimidation and promote hatred. Even Far Right democratic parties often demonise communities,
exacerbate tensions and intimidate sections of our community.

5.4 The link between the Far Right and the Muslim community is plain to see—many of their campaigns
promote negative images of Muslims, fringe elements sponsor hate campaigns which just happen to coincide
with elections and more recently and more worrying the Far Right are embarking on a campaign of
provocation against Muslim communities—as evidenced by the recent events of Harrow and Birmingham.
All extremism is therefore inter-connected and in this case, the intimidation of Muslim communities is bound
to heighten their fears and apprehension and, in turn, push them towards their own extreme elements who
persuade them that this is simply indicative of the underlying western anti-Muslim campaign. Community
cohesion local teams and practitioners will necessarily have to adopt common approaches and provide
interventions which are cross—community, to bridge divides, dissolve tensions and widen experiences and
identities.

5.5 We therefore propose that the Counter—terrorism (CONTEST) strategy should focus on the largely
reactive and responsive elements most closely aligned with the emergency services and that the “prevent”
element be widened, re-named and incorporated into generic and local cohesion programmes dealing with
all aspects of community relations, including the tackling of issues of poverty and alienation and promoting
common interests and shared experiences.

5.6 None of this is to suggest that Government should remove its very sharp focus on the combating of
terrorism, but rather it is more eVective to engage people through all of their life experiences and roles, rather
than simply through their faith identity. It exposes them not only to a wider variety of voices and influences,
but also to members of many other communities too—and of course has the added benefit that non-Muslims
begin to see what they have in common with themselves. This would also enable a closer alignment with
other Government strategies to promote active citizenship and community empowerment, which are
generally ignored under the current narrowly focussed work of Prevent.

5.7 Community cohesion programmes are more able to tackle the underlying issues that breed
resentment, fear and hatred and to provide the skills to enable communities to learn to live and prosper with
diVerence. This requires a wide range of approaches including both formal and informal education
programmes (and the new schools duty has been a very welcome development), active citizenship and
volunteering schemes, sports, arts and social care schemes, to build social capital and to encourage people
to look out for one another across ethnic, faith, age and other boundaries. This needs supporting with a
drive to ensure that public services are cohesion “proofed” so that all policies and programmes support
“bridging”. This also needs to include procurement and the funding of schemes in the voluntary and
private sectors.

5.8 We believe this new approach will be much more likely to broaden peoples’ horizons rather than
reducing them, and be seen to be more open and fair, addressing extremism and risks on a consistent and
proportionate basis. This will gain a wider acceptability and will be more sustainable in the longer term.

September 2009

Memorandum from Quilliam (PVE 16)

Quilliam is the world’s first counter-extremism think tank. Located in London, our founders are former
leading ideologues of UK-based extremist Islamist organizations. Quilliam stands for religious freedom,
human rights, democracy and developing a Muslim identity at home in, and with the West.

Quilliam welcomes the “Prevent” programme as one strand of several in the government’s counter-
extremism policy but believes changes are necessary, including to certain of its underpinning assumptions.

— Taking preventative measures against violent extremism is vital but the Prevent programme needs
a sharper focus on preventing violent extremism as a debate about ideas. In other words, the
government should recognise that violent extremism is always preceded by political and religious
extremism. Prevent’s work should serve to bolster liberal democratic values against such extremism
rather than being distracted by youth sporting activities.

— When looking at radicalisation, Prevent should address the complex identity issues stemming from
a failure to access a shared British identity, a failure which leaves some people vulnerable to
radicalisation.

— Prevent should move away from talking about separate faith “communities” and “community
cohesion” and instead focus on creating national cohesion whereby every British citizen is
considered primarily as a British citizen, not only as a member of an artificially constructed “faith
community”, which homogenises identity and denies individuality.

— Many civil servants working both in national and local government lack the necessary advice and
expertise to properly understand the complex ideological and theological issues surrounding
extremism and therefore to properly support the Prevent programme. Assessing whether a group
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or speaker propagates dangerous ideas should be carried out centrally by people with experience,
expertise and the executive power to transparently and accountably disrupt extremist groups’
gatherings.

— Whilst cases like that of Andrew Ibrahim demonstrate that there has been some success in involving
mosques in aiding the Prevent programme, many of the people most important to Prevent are yet
to be impacted by it.

— The government must communicate better the goals of the Prevent programme. This is a process
which has been undermined by some government partners who have misrepresented Prevent and
its objectives to the public.

— Prevent must foster a sense of belonging amongst all British citizens by developing an
understanding of shared values. The struggle to prevent all kinds of extremism must be understood
as the struggle to create national cohesion through developing an accessible British identity based
on shared universal values, principally freedom of speech, equal rights for all, accepting that no
one religion has a monopoly on influencing law in our secular public space and that sovereignty is
for the people. Fostering such an identity and defeating extremist ideologies of all types is the best
preventative measure against violent extremism.

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

(a) Prevent is a vital strand of Britain’s strategy to prevent violent extremism but this role is being
undermined by its unfocused implementation. The only way in which violent extremism can be eradicated
is if the ideas and ideologies which justify it are defeated. This will only occur through debate and so the
Prevent strategy must support that side of the debate which stands for shared universal values antithetical
to violent extremism.

(b) The fact that this is a debate about ideas means that Prevent must have a sharper focus on supporting
those individuals and groups who promote shared universal values. Kickboxing classes and football leagues,
however well intentioned, do not help to propagate the crucial ideas which can undermine and defeat violent
extremism. Prevent should take as partners organisations committed to furthering this debate about ideas
and, in particular, encouraging belief in those ideas which tie people together in modern Britain.

(c) Choosing partners on the basis of their claim to represent all members of one group tends to empower
only politically active, male, middle-aged members of a diverse population. It also undermines parliament
as a body which represents us all as equal citizens. This is of particular importance at present as the new
secretary of state for Communities and Local Government, the Rt Hon John Denham MP appears to have
shown some sympathy for the politics of “community representation” in the past.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

(a) Whilst it is to be welcomed that Prevent acknowledges that there is no single cause of radicalisation,33

its emphasis on real and perceived grievances34 heavily outweighs the more fundamental question of
identity35. In the video he recorded before carrying out the 7/7 suicide bomb attacks, Leeds-born
Mohammad Sidique Khan addressed the British public saying: “Until we feel security, you will be our
targets. And until you stop the bombing, gassing, imprisonment and torture of my people we will not stop
this fight.”36 The fact that Sidique Khan felt no loyalty or connection to other British citizens, identifying
only with Muslims, was crucial in allowing him to murder innocents.

(b) The argument that radicalisation is driven by grievances, in particular about foreign policy and the
idea that of a “War on Islam”, is a popular one but one that is undermined by a comparison between Britain
and America. If British foreign policy feeds into a narrative of a “War on Islam” then America’s foreign
policy must also equally or more so. Yet, despite American Muslims sharing British Muslims’ concerns
about a “War on Islam”,37 America has seen nothing like the home-grown 7/7 attacks. This can be explained
by the greater accessibility immigrants to America have to a shared identity built on universal values than
is granted to immigrants to Britain.

(c) Furthermore, the idea that violent extremism is driven by concerns about foreign policy is belied by
how such violent extremism occurs. Targets in Britain chosen by Islamist terrorists have included nightclubs,
airports, underground trains and buses—none of which have any connection to foreign policy. Thus, whilst
radicalisers exploit such grievances to manipulate vulnerable members of society and to justify violent
extremism to those who do not share their ideology, the radicalised were vulnerable to manipulation because
of their failure to access a British identity based on shared universal values. Changes to British foreign policy
would not eradicate the existence of extremist ideologies which legitimise and encourage violence.

33 Contest 2, 5.19, p41.
34 Contest 2, 5.20–5.23, pp41–42.
35 Contest 2, 5.24, p42
36 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/4206800.stm
37 Christian Leuprecht, Todd Hataley, Sophia Moskalenko and Clark McCauley, “Winning the Battle but Losing the War”,

Perspectives on Terrorism, 3:2 (August 2009) Terrorism Research Initiative, p27.
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3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

(a) The question of “engaging with communities” is the wrong premise for countering violent extremism.
We need to look at a wider “national cohesion” rather than more limited “community cohesion”; the British
society which we would hope to build and which would be truly resilient to violent extremism is not a
Balkanised one of separate communities existing apart within the same country like the Ottoman millet
system. Rather, we must build a society where all citizens are equally integrated and involved through the
democratic structures of the state.

(b) The idea of engaging with any single Muslim “community” or even separate Muslim “communities”
within Britain is part of a narrative which suggests that there can be “community leaders” and “community
representatives”. Giving them a voice occurs at the expense of integrating individual Muslims fully into
British society through the democratic structures of the state. This is not to say that Prevent should not
operate with partner organisations; groups like Radical Middle Way, the Mosques and Imams National
Advisory Board and the British Muslim Forum facilitate access to and communication with large numbers
of mosques and Muslims around the country without claiming to speak for them. However, these bodies
tend to lack the organisational infrastructure of a group like the Muslim Council of Britain whose
leadership, in claiming to speak for all Muslims in their dealings with the government, actually co-opt and
deny individual Muslims’ voices.

(c) In terms of gaining access to and influencing those people who are most at risk of radicalisation,
Prevent has seen little success. For example, three groups which are particularly vulnerable to radicalisation
(students, prisoners and Somali youths) have seen little benefit from Prevent spending, partly as a result of
unfocused approaches to identifying priority areas for activity. For example, when deciding which
universities should be prioritised for attention as part of the Prevent strategy, the decision is made purely
according to the size of the establishment’s local Muslim community.38 Thus prioritisation for Prevent
attention is decided not on the basis of evidence of radicalisation occurring nor even on the basis of the
number of Muslims studying at the establishment but on a much more arbitrary basis. Durham is an
example of a university with few Muslim students and few local Muslims yet Hizb ut-Tahrir is very active
on campus there. Prevent is a very important and delicate programme which necessitates a focus on the most
vulnerable people in society and on establishments where radicalisation is occurring, not aimed carelessly
at areas which simply have many Muslims resident in them. This strategy risks alienating British Muslims by
playing into the hands of groups which claim that Prevent is aimed against all Muslims, not just extremists.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

(a) The Prevent strategy is concerned with addressing complex ideological and theological issues which
local authorities are ill-placed to understand. The recent case where Kensington and Chelsea Council did
not prevent the broadcast of a video message by Anwar al-Awlaki, an English-speaking jihadist preacher
who advocates an al-Qaeda worldview, at Kensington Town Hall until his appearance was highlighted by
politicians and campaigners shows that local authorities lack the advice and expertise to implement the
government’s commitment to disrupting radicalisers and making it harder for them to operate in the places
they use.39

(b) It is therefore vital that central government provide clear guidance and advice to prevent such a
situation arising in the future and to help with identifying suitable partners for “Prevent” who are committed
to shared British values. Furthermore, decisions about whether a certain speaker should be allowed a
platform in council premises should be taken centrally where experience and expertise in counter extremism
exists whilst clear advice and guidance must be given to local authorities and police about how to choose
partners who promulgate shared universal values. At present, the Department for Communities and Local
Government is funding local authorities’ Prevent work with £45 million over three years but how this money
is spent remains in the hands of local authorities which lack the expertise to choose partners eVectively. This
leads to the situation where money is handed out by the local authorities with no means to assess whether
it is furthering the Prevent agenda or not.

(c) Of the £12 million already distributed by local authorities to fund community group run Prevent
projects, around £850,000 has been given to aYliates of the Muslim Council of Britain, whose deputy
director-general signed a declaration supporting Hamas and understood by some to advocate attacks on the
Royal Navy.40 £38,000 was also allocated to the Cordoba Foundation, only £4,000 of which was
withdrawn41 despite the Cordoba Foundation sponsoring the recent event at Kensington Town Hall which
was supposed to feature a video message from Anwar al-Awlaki, and the fact that it has also hosted Dr
Abdul Wahid, UK chairman of Hizb ut-Tahrir. Bristol council gave £3,180 to the 1st Bristol Muslim Scout
Troop for “camping equipment”42 and large sums of money have been distributed by Enfield43 and other

38 Contest 2, Footnote 148, p172.
39 Contest 2, 9.22, p89.
40 http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/mar/08/daud-abdullah-gaza-middle-east
41 http://www.taxpayersalliance.com/prevent.pdf p1
42 http://www.taxpayersalliance.com/prevent.pdf p10
43 http://www.taxpayersalliance.com/prevent.pdf pp18–19
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councils to fund purely sporting groups. How such projects contribute to combating the ideologies which
justify and promote violent extremism remains unclear. Systematic measures must be taken to ensure that
such lapses do not occur and that all money spent on Prevent contributes to preventing extremism.

5. Are the objectives of the ‘Prevent’ agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

(a) Prevent has certainly seen some successes; the case of Andrew Ibrahim, whose plans to launch a
suicide bomb attack with a homemade device were discovered after his local mosque reported that he had
burn marks on his hands and arms,44 demonstrates this to be the case. However, other opportunities were
missed to identify Ibrahim as a threat including his college failing to take further the concerns of a visiting
lecturer after Ibrahim asked questions about “the best” biological agents for killing people. This shows that
the objectives of the Prevent agenda are still not being eVectively communicated to all necessary people.

(b) This situation has been exacerbated by misinformation about Prevent, in particular Contest 2, which
has been spread by some individuals and organisations, some of whom are government partners. Figures
associated with prominent organisations like the Muslim Council of Britain have misrepresented Contest
2 to the public by continuing to organise public meetings about an imaginary version of Contest 2, published
in the Guardian and alleged to be a draft but which did not become part of the Prevent agenda.45 To avoid
the alienation of those whom Prevent aims to support, measures must be taken to ensure that Prevent
partners are giving Muslim and non-Muslim members of the public accurate information about it.

6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

It is impossible to say whether or not “the Government” as a whole is receiving appropriate advice on
achieving the goals of Prevent as diVerent departments appear to be applying diVerent standards to their
choosing of partners in the Prevent programme. Whilst the Foreign and Commonwealth OYce and Home
OYce both appear to have implemented measures to ensure that it is seeking advice on Prevent from partners
who promote shared British values, Communities and Local Government continues to cooperate with
Saudi-funded and Islamic Forum Europe and Jamaat-e-Islami dominated East London Mosque.
Furthermore, leading politicians from both the Labour and Conservative parties have paid uncritical visits
to East London Mosque, with then Communities Minister Sadiq Khan visiting the mosque in February of
this year46 followed by Conservative mayor of London Boris Johnson in September.47

7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

At present it is diYcult to see what measures have been taken by government departments to evaluate the
eVectiveness of their programmes. Certainly, without rigid systems for careful monitoring of how money is
distributed to Prevent partners and how those partners contribute to countering extremist ideologies, some
would argue that the government is failing in its duty to British tax-payers to check that results are being
achieved from spending public funds.48

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

When looking at the Prevent programme it is vital to remember that violent extremism cannot be defeated
except by defeating the underlying issues which encourage it to develop and the ideologies which feed on
those issues. This entails fostering a sense of belonging based on shared values, principally to freedom of
speech, equal rights for all, accepting that no one religion has a monopoly on influencing law in our secular
public space and that sovereignty is for the people. “Cohesion” and “integration” should be understood in
reference to these values rather than more superficial matters such as clothing, work or speaking English.
Thus groups and individuals who are committed to these values should be understood to be “integrated”
whilst those who reject these values should not, even if they show superficial signs of integration. People who
reject these values, although they are not being criminalised, must be recognised as undermining national
cohesion and thereby the objectives of the Prevent programme.

9. Conclusion

The government’s strategy for defeating terrorism is made up of four strands, Pursue, Prevent, Protect
and Prepare. There is no debate about the necessity of continuing Pursue, Protect and Prepare yet the most
important of these strands, Prevent, is in disarray. Nearly five years after the suicide bombings of London
Underground and buses the government is yet to set in place eVective preventative measures against the

44 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/5851168/Terrorist-Andrew-Ibrahim-was-turned-in-by-the-Muslim-community.html
45 Daud Abdullah, deputy director general of the Muslim Council of Britain spoke at an event called “Putting Contest 2 in

Context” in Hounslow on 11 July 2009. Flyers for the event made reference to “leaked drafts” of Contest 2 rather than to
Contest 2 in its published form.

46 http://www.eastlondonmosque.org.uk/?page%news archive sub&news id%148
47 http://www.eastlondonmosque.org.uk/uploadedImage/pdf/Boris%20Johnson%204.9.2009.pdf
48 This argument was recently made by the TaxPayer’s Alliance in “Council Spending Uncovered”,

http://www.taxpayersalliance.com/prevent.pdf p1.



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:08 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Ev 124 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

radicalisation of British citizens. Indeed, some money allocated for Prevent has actually undermined
national cohesion through promoting separatism and thereby preventing the creation of a British identity
based on shared universal values. There is also little evidence that the government has acted on its
commitment to “challenge those who want to work against our shared values.”49 It is vital that Prevent
money be used only to support shared values

September 2009

Memorandum from the Institute for Policy Research & Development (PVE 19)

Executive Summary

— The Government’s understanding of extremism inadequately analyses the core social factors
behind violent radicalization, seeing these factors as separate and contingent, rather than as
mutually interdependent dynamics of a single failed social system that has (1) marginalized the
majority of Muslims from British civil society; and (2) thereby facilitated the capacity of Islamist
extremists to mobilize on British soil. This has meant that the Government’s capacity-building
programmes have insuYciently addressed key structural problems at the root of radicalization
processes.

— The Government’s unwillingness to engage with Muslim communities on terms other than related
to counter-terrorism has exacerbated widespread distrust and apathy toward Government, and
discouraged communities from supporting the “Prevent” agenda, which is often viewed instead as
a self-serving tool of political control by the very communities that most require Government
support.

— The following factors by themselves each constitute necessary (but not suYcient) conditions for
violent radicalization; their cumulative interaction creates a mutually-reinforcing positive-feedback
system, acting in totality as a suYcient condition and causal basis for a minority of British Muslims
to experience violent radicalization:

— Social structural inequalities and institutional discrimination have generated a groundswell of
social alienation, civic exclusion, and political impotence that fuels psychological instability
and vulnerability to identity crises in many Muslim communities, including those which are
more upwardly mobile.

— This is reinforced by Islamaphobic media reporting, which in turn has fuelled social
polarisation between Muslim and non-Muslim communities in Britain, contributing to
Muslim vulnerability to separate self-identification through negative reflected appraisal, and
increasing the ability of extremists to operate among both communities.

— Foreign policy grievances exacerbate this condition and provide a focal point and critical
catalyst for a sense of generic victimization that potentially undermines attachment to British
national identity.

— While the preceding items highlight “push” factors, the key “pull” factor comes in the form of
Islamist extremist ideology50 operating through organisations which exploit all these
circumstances of exclusion, which navigate the groundswell of potential discontent to identify
vulnerable individuals for recruitment into various forms of ideological indoctrination as a
means to resolve their identity crises. Some such groups, particularly al-Muhajiroun, provide a
radicalizing social network opening material prospects for individuals to participate in violent
activities that potentially threaten public safety, at home and abroad.

— The radicalizing activities of such groups in turn serve to feedback into the previous processes
of social and civic exclusion, negative perceptions of Muslims, and so on, processes which
become further intensified in the aftermath of terrorist attacks or plots by associated
individuals.

— The Government’s “Prevent” programme has focused on trying to build the capacity of Muslim
communities to counter extremism without properly addressing these social factors and their
mutual reinforcement. Urgent interventions are therefore required to holistically address all these
fronts to dampen, and eventually extinguish their positive-feedbacks (see Recommendations).

Introduction

1. Dr Nafeez Ahmed is a political scientist and counter-terrorism expert at the University of Sussex who
has published widely on international terrorism and al-Qaeda, including The London Bombings: An
Independent Inquiry (Duckworth, 2006). He is the Executive Director of the Institute for Policy Research &
Development (www.iprd.org.uk), a London-based non-profit research organization analyzing violent

49 Contest 2, p87.
50 The term “Islamist” here denotes simply the mobilisation of Islamic language and symbolism to legitimize a specific political

ideology, often (but not always) involving violent action, and should not be assumed to be co-extensive with Islam.
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conflict in the context of global ecological, economic and energy crises. He has testified in US Congress
about his research on security policy toward Islamist extremist groups, which was also used by the 9/
11 Commission.

2. Currently, the “Prevent” agenda is in danger of criminalizing Muslim communities by labelling them
as “at-risk” from violent extremism. The scope of risk-assessment is rendered potentially unlimited by the
assumption, recently espoused by the MI5 Behavioural Science Unit for instance, that there is no “typical
pathway to violent extremism” for British Muslim terrorists who fit “no single demographic profile”—all
genders, classes, ages and localities of British Muslims may therefore potentially be “at-risk”.
Categorizations of being “at-risk” from violent extremism could include anything from holding foreign
policy grievances or expressing disillusionment with the parliamentary system, to holding religious beliefs
assumed to contradict an as yet amorphous and contested conception of shared values—“symptoms” which
have no proven relationship to a propensity for violence.

3. For example, surveys show that while between 30 and 40% of British Muslims would support the
introduction of Shariah Law in some form by British authorities into some areas of public life; the number
of British Muslims who believe terrorist attacks against civilians in the UK are justifiable is between 1 and
2%. There is therefore no causal correlation between the adherence to certain beliefs suspected of
undermining shared values, and actual vulnerability to terrorist recruitment. Thus, the promotion of shared
values, while clearly critical for community cohesion, should not be conflated with countering violent
extremism. These are overlapping, but nevertheless distinct, areas of work.

4. Over the last decade, the Government has consistently expanded the powers of police and security
agencies, and broadened the scope and definition of what constitutes terrorist activity. This trend of
“widening the net” has meant that huge amounts of public funds are being expended on apprehending and
pursuing greater numbers of normal citizens to discern evidence of violent extremism. This is an approach
that focuses on surveillance to deal with symptoms, and is therefore bound to fail by way of largely ignoring
the key “push” and “pull” factors, and their relation to root structural causes.

Social Structural Factors Behind Violent Extremism

5. Rather than a diverse “range of causes” being responsible for violent radicalization, as the
Government argues, violent radicalization is the culmination of a hierarchy of interdependent causes
operating as a mutually-reinforcing positive-feedback system, which needs to be addressed holistically,
necessitating not just a targeted and focused counterterrorism strategy, but intensified Government eVorts
to revitalise the social contract with British Muslim citizens on its own terms.

6. Social exclusion and institutional discrimination by themselves do not explain the phenomenon of
violent extremism in the UK, but they are primarily responsible for a weakening of a sense of British national
identity and citizenship, particularly amongst some ethnic Muslim communities in Britain that are most
marginalised.

7. The majority of Muslims in the UK are socially excluded. Studies show that 69% of British Muslims
of Pakistani or Bangladeshi ethnic origin live in poverty, compared to 20% of white people. Unemployment
rates for Muslims are higher than those for people from any other religion, for both men and women.
Muslims aged 16 to 24 years have the highest unemployment rates, and are over twice as likely as Christians
of the same age to be unemployed. Two-thirds of ethnically-South Asian Muslim children in Britain are
impoverished. In families with at least one breadwinner, 60% of ethnic Bangladeshis and 40% of ethnic
Pakistanis are in income poverty, compared to just over 10-15% of white people.

8. Social exclusion is linked to institutional discrimination. Another survey found that 80% of British
Muslims had experienced discrimination, up from 45% in the late 1990s. These findings are corroborated
by a Minority Rights Group International study documenting deteriorating conditions in British Muslim
“access to education, employment and housing” along with a “worrying rise in open hostility” from non-
Muslim communities.

9. The social exclusion of the majority of British Muslims is a disturbing phenomenon preceding the
phenomenon of Islamist terrorism, and worsening in its aftermath, representing the systemic discriminatory
violation of the inalienable social, civil and human rights of one of the United Kingdom’s largest religious
minority groups.

10. The combination of social exclusion and institutional discrimination contributes to a general
collective sense of marginalisation, disenfranchisement, and disenchantment; a sense of being excluded from
civil society, which thus exacerbates the experience of a separate or segregated identity to mainstream
Britain. This sense of civic exclusion is reinforced primarily by a perception of blocked social mobility and
discrimination, rather than individual socio-economic status, which erodes confidence in the British socio-
political system, and consequently negatively aVects the sense of belonging to Britain. Thus, extremist
groups like al-Muhajiroun are able to recruit largely from upwardly mobile groups, such as university
students, who retain a consciousness of Muslim socio-economic disenfranchisement in Britain which is
buttressed by perceptions and experiences of a discriminatory system which they feel prevents the realization
of their full potential.
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11. Only a minority of British Muslims are likely to respond by negating their sense of British identity and
citizenship, becoming vulnerable to a powerful sense of civic exclusion. While only half the general British
population identifies strongly as British, 77% of Muslims in the UK identify very strongly as British, with
82% aYrming themselves as loyal to Britain. Although employment levels for British Muslims are at only
38%, British Muslims have a higher confidence in the judiciary than the general public, and 67% of them
want to live in a neighbourhood that has a mix of ethnic and religious people, compared to 58% of the general
British public.

12. Trends are less heartening regarding non-Muslim perspectives of Muslims in Britain, which are
increasingly negative. A YouGov survey found that the number of non-Muslim Britons who believe that “a
large proportion of British Muslims feel no sense of loyalty to this country and are prepared to condone or
even carry out acts of terrorism” had nearly doubled from 10% after 7/7 cent to 18% a year later. The number
of non-Muslims who believe that “practically all British Muslims are peaceful, law-abiding citizens who
deplore terrorist acts as much as anyone else” fell from 23% to 16% in the same period. Further, 53% of non-
Muslims said they felt threatened by Islam (as distinct from fundamentalist Islamism)—up from 32% in
2001. Overall, only 36% of the general population believes that Muslims are loyal to Britain.

13. These increasingly negative perceptions of Muslims by the general population play a fundamental
role in the formation of British Muslims’ self—and social-identities, serving to reinforce a sense of exclusion
from British society. Yet these perceptions are largely fueled by reactionary and irresponsible reporting in
the mass media, catalysing processes of social polarisation. An independent study of UK press coverage of
British Muslims from 2000 to 2008, found that: “Four of the five most common discourses used about
Muslims in the British press associate Islam/Muslims with threats, problems or in opposition to dominant
British values.”

14. Ironically, then, the media has served to reinforce the sense of blocked social mobility, discrimination
and alienation experienced by many British Muslims, while simultaneously stoking widespread paranoia
about Islam amongst non-Muslims and promoting the views of Islamist extremists as representative of
British Muslims. These factors interplay to create an environment that undermines the notion that Muslims
belong intrinsically to British society, culture and values as citizens, and even negatively aVect the formation
of British Muslim social identity.

15. Exclusion and discrimination are known to be key causative factors in mental health problems, and
there is little doubt that these processes have detrimentally aVected British Muslim mental health, raising
the question of the link between mental illness and young Muslims’ vulnerability to identity crisis. Although
there are insuYcient studies of this, one survey found that 61% of British Pakistanis believed that negative
perceptions of them by the media and society had damaged their mental health, but were reluctant to seek
help due to lack of community-based or women-based faith—and culturally-sensitive mental health
services.

16. By themselves, the social factors described above do not lead to violent radicalization, even while they
do undermine community cohesion. However, they generate a climate in which British Muslims are
vulnerable to identity crisis. It is at this sociological moment that the “pull” of Islamist extremist
organisations becomes significant. These extremist groups exploit conditions and perceptions of
disenfranchisement fuelled particularly by grievances over British and Western foreign policy, to recruit
British Muslims who due to a convergence of personal, psychological and social reasons linked to their peer-
networks, family environment and so on, may find a potential resolution of their identity crises in these
organizations.

17. The organization of most concern is al-Muhajiroun, founded by Syrian cleric Omar Bakri
Mohammed in 1996. The Centre for Social Cohesion reports that 15% of convicted terrorists in the UK were
either members of al-Muhajiroun or knew members of the network. In the last decade, “one in seven
Islamist-related convictions” have been linked to al-Muhajiroun.

18. Al-Muhajiroun’s primary function is neither logistical nor operational, but consists of providing a
radicalizing social network that employs ideological techniques to indoctrinate and motivate recruits, as well
as providing access and connections abroad through which recruits may receive opportunity to undergo
terrorist training with groups associated with al-Qaeda. Al-Muhajiroun exploits grievances about both
perceived discrimination in Britain, and British foreign policy in Muslim-majority countries, and is often
the first time recruits will come across a detailed presentation of ideas associated with Islam. An April
2004 joint Home/Foreign OYce report concluded that among the factors attracting young Muslims to
extremism is “a perception of ‘double standards’ in British foreign policy, where democracy is preached but
oppression of the ‘Ummah’ (the one nation of believers) is practised or tolerated eg in Palestine, Iraq,
Afghanistan, Kashmir, Chechnya; a consequent sense of helplessness over the situation of Muslims
generally; the lack of any real opportunities to vent frustration.” This frustration is galvanized to inculcate
an “Us” and “Them” mentality in which violence against “Their” (Western) civilians is justified by
misappropriation of Islamic language and symbolism as a response to “Their” killings of “Our” (Muslim)
civilians abroad.
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Recommendations for “Prevent”

19. The Government’s focus on capacity-building to undermine violent extremism purely under the
rubric of the ‘Prevent’ agenda is highly counter-productive, and communicates to Muslim communities that
the only line of engagement between them and their government concerns terrorism (ie Muslims as either
conducive or a hindrance to terrorism). It is necessary to widen the terms of engagement beyond the
“Prevent” remit so that the Government addresses Muslims as British citizens with inalienable social, civil
and human rights (not simply as potential terrorists), even if some of the outcomes of doing so would fulfill
that remit.

20. Citizenship is a two-way social contract between Government and citizens, involving mutual rights
and duties enshrined in the rule of law. The entrenchment of social exclusion of Muslims in Britain
undermines this social contract, and is indelibly linked to the identity crises that render a minority of British
Muslims vulnerable to Islamist extremist indoctrination and terrorist recruitment. This illustrates a serious
failure at the heart of Government social policy towards its Muslim citizens—of which continued
Governmental insistence on addressing British Muslim citizens solely in relation to counter-terrorism is itself
symptomatic. The “Prevent” agenda requires urgent eVorts to revitalize the social contract between
Government and British Muslims outside this agenda, on its own terms. This will generate renewed trust,
confidence and good faith between British Muslims and their Government that will impact directly on
“Prevent”.

21. New long-term social policies must be devised to address the severe social inequalities faced by the
country’s majority of Muslims, particularly in terms of unemployment, housing, and education, to open up
opportunities for social mobility. In the near-term, this can be kick-started by mobilising civil society
organisations, particularly Muslim community groups and charitable bodies, to develop opportunities for
young British Muslims especially in deprived regions linked to a wide variety of professions and skills. This
should be accompanied by establishment of more community-based faith and culturally-sensitive local
services, particularly in the health and social care sectors. Further, new research is needed to understand the
link between British Muslim social exclusion, mental illness and identity crisis.

22. This should be pursued in tandem with stronger legislation and procedures to tackle institutional
discrimination against Muslims, especially in the form of Islamophobia. Such measures should be extended
and enforced in relation to Islamophobic media reporting, which violates journalistic obligations to report
with honesty and integrity, and implicitly encourages hate-crimes. This should include establishing
transparent and enforceable professional standards to avoid demonization of Muslims as a group, as well
as ensuring more equal representation of Muslims as journalists, editors and commissioners in media
institutions. Such standards need not be established solely for Muslims, but should be developed to protect
the safety of all ethnic, religious and racial groups.

23. Tentative acknowledgement by Government of the centrality of British foreign policy as a recruiting
sergeant for extremists is welcome, but should be supplemented by greater inclusion of Muslim community
stakeholders in the consultative processes by which foreign policies for Muslim-majority countries is
formulated. This should include cultivating formal institutions for sustained consultative dialogue between
security agencies and British Muslim civil society organisations concerning the extent to which these policies
genuinely conform to the national interest. These should provide space for meaningful grievance platforms
providing opportunities for Muslims disaVected with foreign policy to critically engage with policymakers.

24. More focused counter-ideology measures should be adopted against Islamist extremist organisations
to de-legitimize violent extremist ideology. Rather than being so broad-based as to potentially demonise
common Muslim religious beliefs whose relation to British shared values is contested, focus should be on
actively de-constructing and de-legitimizing the specific Islamist “jihadist” theological, ethical, and socio-
political interpretations mobilised by al-Qaeda, and adopted by groups like al-Muhajiroun. This also
requires the cultivation of alternative progressive interpretations of Islam—particularly regarding the key
issues such as jihad, voting, women, Shariah, and so on—that remain authentic, traditional and scholarly,
while also dynamic, modern and British, so as to be truly appealing to grassroots British Muslim
communities. This inclusive, progressive vision for British Islam needs also to provide a positive outlet for
positive political activism commensurate with British civil society, such as social welfare, ecology &
environment, human rights, and so on. Such a dynamic and vibrant vision of Islam as indigenous to Britain
and supportive of progressive values shared by all citizens, is not only possible, but an inherent requirement
of authentic traditional Islamic scholarship. However, this cannot be truly achieved simply by importing
foreign scholars from the Middle East and Central Asia, but requires eVorts to nurture an indigenous,
inclusive British Islamic discourse and scholarship, supported by grassroots British Muslim communities
themselves.

September 2009
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Memorandum from Muslim Women’s Network UK (MWNUK) (PVE 20)

1. Having operated for four years under the umbrella of the Women’s National Commission, the Muslim
Women’s Network UK (MWNUK) established itself as an independent national organisation in 2007,
registering as a Community Interest Company.

2. Since 2007, membership has expanded threefold and the MWNUK now has 140 members. These
include academics and students; workers in voluntary sector support services; health professionals; experts
in women’s rights, diversity policy, disability, and refugees; businesswomen; local government and law
enforcement oYcers; and artists. Membership is diverse in terms of age, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and
location.

3. MWNUK has an elected Board which consists of 13 members, some connected with the network since
its founding, and some drawn from newer members. MWNUK has two part-time staV, an inter-active
website (www.mwnuk.co.uk) and an oYce located in central Birmingham.

About the Views in this Report

4. Prior to writing this report, the members of MWNUK were consulted for their views. This submission
also includes the views of the author of this report, Shaista Gohir, Executive Director of MWNUK as she
has considerable experience in “prevent” work. She is an accredited specialist peer for the Improvement and
Development Agency—a role that involves developing and sharing best practice with local authorities on
preventing violent extremism (PVE). She has also worked as a PVE consultant with local authorities which
has involved engaging with Muslim communities, facilitating workshops, developing commissioning
processes, assessing projects for funding, project evaluations, assessments for the NI35, developing action
plans, advising on schools tool kits. Shaista also sits on various local authority and police PVE boards.

Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

5. The current approach of targeting the entire Muslim community while trying to address the problem
of violent extremism is morally wrong. The far reaching implications of the “Prevent” agenda for the Muslim
community have been totally ignored by government. There is little evidence of recognition by the
government on the massive harm done by their emphasis on policies relating to preventing violent
extremism. The main concerns that have been expressed about this programme are:

All Muslim are being stigmatized

5.1 The “prevent” agenda is too broad as it stigmatizes the majority of Muslims who are law abiding
citizens. Even those Muslims who find the current prevent programme as an acceptable approach to tackling
extremism, feel uncomfortable in the way that it is being promoted and labeled eg usage of words such as
“preventing violent extremism.” Anger has also been expressed in other usage of language in the “prevent
stategy” as it implies all Muslims have the potential to become violent extremists. For example, prevent
objective 4 is about: “Increasing the capacity of communities to resist violent extremism.” Page 31 of “The
Prevent Strategy” explains this objective as follows: “strong, organized and empowered communities are
better equipped to eVectively reject the ideology of violent extremism…….” This description suggests that all
Muslims will be tempted towards violent extremism unless action is taken to build their resilience.

Hatred of Muslims is increasing

5.2 Many Muslims believe that stereotyping all Muslims as potential terrorists in the “prevent” strategy
is resulting in the increase of racist attitudes and Islamophobia within the media, amongst the general public
and service providers. Resentment also includes from other minority communities who feel that Muslims
are being given special treatment by having funding targeted towards them. There is also great concern that
right wing groups such as the British National Party are taking advantage of the anti-Muslim sentiments
and fuelling further hatred of Muslims. There is fear that Islamophobia has become so acceptable that even
school children are becoming involved in verbal and physical abuse.

Right wing extremism is being ignored

5.3 There is resentment in Muslim communities that to date the “prevent” funding by local authorities
has not been used to tackle the rising violent threat from racists and fascists. This approach has led to the
further alienation of Muslim communities. Although the new Communities Secretary John Denham has
recently stated that the “prevent” programme will now also focus on rightwing extremism, it remains to be
seen whether that translates to projects on the ground by local authorities.

Muslim are being put under surveillance by mainstreaming “prevent”

5.4 There is a new drive to mainstream the “prevent” strategy in core council services and other statutory
agencies so that it is embedded in the delivery of services. The government has not shown that it has
considered the impact this part of the strategy will have on how Muslims are viewed and treated by service
providers. There is a fear that “prevent” will exacerbate the problem of discrimination already faced by
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Muslims when accessing services. This part of the strategy also emphasizes information sharing amongst
agencies which is being perceived as “spying” on and monitoring of Muslims who use public services. This
is likely to alienate Muslims further.

5.5 Concerns about mainstreaming the “prevent” agenda are also shared by service providers. For
example, many schools in the UK are resisting applying the guidance in the school PVE toolkit launched
by the Department of Children, Schools and Families. The toolkit is aimed at helping schools to contribute
to the prevention of violent extremism. The government says that many of the recommendations within the
toolkit are in line with what schools are already working (on eg to develop equalities and anti-bullying
practice, community cohesion and the PSHE and Citizenship curriculum). The fact that separate guidance
has been produced especially to deal with PVE puts majority of the law abiding Muslim pupils under the
spotlight. According to research carried out by various teachers unions, the problem of faith-based bullying
in schools and colleges has intensified in recent years, particularly in the case of anti-Muslim prejudice
and racism.

5.6 Services and school are also expected to refer vulnerable young people to the police “Channel”
project. The project takes referrals from a number of sources on individuals that may be vulnerable to
becoming involved in violent extremism. The referrals are likely to be subjective and may result in
inappropriate referrals of young Muslims bearing in mind the anti-Muslim sentiments that have increased.
It appears that Muslims are under surveillance in every aspect of their lives and such a strategy will be
counterproductive.

Data Collection on Muslim communities

5.7 The national indicator 35 (NI 35) is an assessment framework which evaluates the eVectiveness of
Prevent related work programmes on a 1–5 scale against four main criteria. One of the four criteria is:
understanding of and engagement with Muslim communities. Page 55 of “The Prevent Strategy,” states that
local authorities should have: “the sophisticated understanding of local Muslim communities including strong
knowledge and their make-up including diVerent ethnic groups, denominations, social and economic status,
elected representatives, community leaders, knowledge of location and denomination of mosques, awareness of
community groups.”

5.8 This part of the strategy highlights the amount of scrutiny that Muslim communities are under. The
government has not showed how this extent of the mapping of Muslim communities is going to help it in
its counter terrorism strategy. This blanket approach towards whole Muslim communities highlights that
the “prevent” strategy is not targeted towards individuals who are perhaps on the fringes of violent
extremism. No other community has been subjected to this level of information gathering.

No Policies and Actions to tackle Social Injustices faced by Muslim communities

5.9 There is concern that government actions are not matching their rhetoric. For example the
government promotes “shared values” but policies and actions are not addressing problems such as the rise
in incitement of hatred against Muslims which is resulting in increased verbal and physical attacks. Many
of the PVE projects funded by local authorities focus on capacity building rather than deradicalising
extremists and bringing them back from the brink of radicalization. Such projects therefore do not need to
be linked with preventing violent extremism. Instead these should be a part of a broader attempt to tackle
inequalities. A priority area for government should be policies and action to tackle the discrimination
against and inequalities faced by Muslim communities. Due to the high levels of deprivation faced by
Muslims communities, the government could justify building the capacity of communities without having
to link such a policy with the “prevent” programme. The relationship and trust between the government and
Muslim communities would be strengthened if it helped Muslims in Britian achieve social justice.

6. Recommendations

6.1 Prevent should not be the only strategy used to tackle violent extremism. The government should
explore alternative strategies and/or review and amend the current “prevent” strategy and take into account
the concerns raised by Muslim communities, academics and other professionals who have knowledge or are
working in this field of work.

6.2 The language in the prevent strategy should be reviewed and some research carried out on the impact
that the usage of the negative language has had. Research should include an analysis on how the “prevent”
programme has impacted on the opinions of non-Muslims about Muslim communities.

6.3 The government should ensure that where right wing extremism is a problem, there are projects which
tackles this issue.

6.4 The government should weigh the costs of mainstreaming the “prevent” programme against any
tangible benefits eg will service providers realistically be able to spot potential violent extremists?
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How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

7. The government lists many factors that lead people to violent extremism which includes racism,
discrimination, inequalities, lack of social mobility, unemployment, and criminality. Foreign policy remains
the main grievance yet the government analysis down plays this fact often describing this grievance as
“perceived” implying that it is not justified. In fact, “prevent objective 5” in the “prevent” strategy is about
addressing grievances. However, projects addressing this objective tend to focus on providing space to
express grievances rather than actually dealing with them. Despite the government’s analysis of factors
leading people to violent extremism, it has not shown how any of these grievances are being addressed or
taken into account in policy decisions.

8. Recommendation

The government should not just to create space for debating grievances but actually implement policies
and take action to tackle the grievances.

How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is-or should be-
aimed?

9. Concerns regarding “who” the government is engaging with and “how” they are engaging with Muslim
communities have been expressed as follows:

Muslim women are being used by government

9.1 Concern has been expressed about the use of Muslim women in the “prevent” agenda. Muslim women
are one of the most deprived groups in Britain today who should be empowered anyway. There is concern
that the skills of Muslim women are being built up to “spy” on their families rather than participate fully
in society and overcome barriers they face. For example, Muslim women face multiple discrimination based
on their gender, ethnicity, faith and dress; highest unemployment rates; the poorest health; low educational
attainment etc, yet there appears to be no concrete policies to tackle these issues. In addition other faith and
secular women’s groups are hostile towards Muslim women’s groups as a result of the “prevent” funding
being targeted towards them.

9.2 As Muslim women are high on the government’s political agenda, the National Muslim Women’s
Advisory Group was set up almost two years ago. At the time, this appeared to be a good idea as Muslim
women’s voices are often not heard by policy makers. In the last two two years the women have had little
opportunity to influence policy. Instead the women have been involved in developing and overseeing the
delivery of three projects. However, this task could have been carried out by the myriad of the already
existing women’s groups. The government has missed a real opportunity to involve Muslim women in
decision making processes—something that even the Muslim communities are not doing.

Engagement not diverse enough

9.3 The government’s engagement with Muslim communities has improved since 2007 with more diverse
groups of Muslims being engaged with including women and youth. However, more still needs to be done.
The government and especially local authorities need to continue with eVorts to reach out to and engage
with more diverse Muslim groups and newer Muslim communities.

9.4 Some local authorities are only engaging with a handful of groups and individuals who they are
familiar with. There is concern that this is resulting in some hard to reach communities being ignored and
funding being given to organizations that have no access to people aVected by extremists therefore are
achieving little tangible benefits. There are also concerns that many grass root organisations are still unaware
of the PVE funding or have find it diYcult to access it as they are unsure of the agenda. This may perhaps
explain the lack of resistance from Muslim communities on “prevent” as they may not be fully aware of the
long term implications for them. However there are groups that are refusing to work under the PVE banner
as they fear losing credibility as the title ignores that the vast majority are law abiding citizens. Those that
have accepted the funding may not necessarily agree with the current strategy but may be viewing the
funding as an opportunity for empowerment and capacity building.

10. Recommendations

10.1 The National Women’s Advisory Group should be given more opportunities to influence policy.

10.2 Policies to tackle the empowerment of Muslim women should not be linked to “prevent.”

10.3 Government and local authorities should to continue seeking out more diverse voices in the Muslim
communities.

10.4 Local authorities should to ensure the PVE funding is accessible to a wider range of groups.
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Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

11. It is very diYcult to judge whether “prevent” has been eVective. The local authorities may feel that
their initiatives have been successful. But overall can we measure really the public is safer and the threat of
violent extremism has been reduced due to the “prevent” projects? If Muslims feel alienated by “prevent,”
can we really say that the strategy has been a success? Some concerns with regards to the handling of
“prevent” by local authorities include:

Lack of expertise

11.1 Concerns have been expressed that local authorities do not have suYcient guidance, expertise and
knowledge of Muslim communities to implement the “prevent” programme. In some local authorities there
is insuYcient staV to help deliver the “prevent” work and is added to the existing workload of staV. This
often results in too much pressure being placed on staV which must have a negative impact on the delivery
of the agenda. PVE budgets make up a tiny proportion of local authorities total budgets, yet this area of
work appears to be taking up a disproportionately large amount of staV time in terms of delivery, oversight
and feeding back to government etc.

11.2 There does not appear to be suYcient training and face to face opportunities for staV from diVerent
local authorities to share best practice or learn from each other’s problems. Although a website exists
through the Improvement and Development Agency to share good practice and experiences, staV are often
too busy to make use of this resource. Also the National PVE conferences that often take place involve
listening to selected speakers and do not give opportunities to staV actually delivering the strategy to discuss
good practice and problems amongst themselves.

Lack of transparency

11.3 The issue of lack of transparency has also been raised with regards to how projects are funded ie
whether impartial and robust selection procedures are being applied; the amounts of funding being awarded
to organizations; and evaluation reports. Where individuals have actually have tried to obtain this
information from their local authorities, they have been met with resistance. Some local authorities are also
accused of being too busy ticking “boxes” and achieving targets on paper that may not necessarily translate
to practical tangible results on the ground with real people.

12. Recommendations

12.1 Opportunities for staV delivering PVE from diVerent local authorities (such as away days) should
be created where they can share good practice and learn from each other’s problems and experiences.

12.2 There should be suYcient resource in place to deliver the “prevent” strategy and support provided
to local authorities where needed.

12.3 Local authorities should implement procedures to ensure there is transparency on funding awarded;
which groups receive funding; selection criteria followed on funding decisions; and on evaluations.

12.4 Local authorities should have procedures to ensure better communication with their communities.

Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively those at whom it is aimed?

13. Most groups that are being funded are unable to reach those vulnerable youth that are likely to be
drawn into violent extremism or have extremist attitudes. Also such individuals are unlikely to want to
engage with such mainstream Muslim organizations.

14. During the consultations the issue of the issue of citizenship education was also raised. There was
criticism that the rather than patronizing youth by educating them on what it means to be a good British
citizen, more eVort should be directed towards making young Muslims feel that they are fully accepted by
society as a British citizen through action such as tackling discrimination; raising educational attainment,;
tackling high unemployment rates; and tackling health inequalities etc. More need to be done to engage with
disaVected youth who are marginalized and excluded from decision making processes but not under the
“prevent” policy.

15. Recommendation

An analysis needs to be carried out on how many projects that have been funded to date actually engage
with youth who are on the fringes of extremism or have extremist attitudes compared projects targeting
Muslims generally.
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Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

Influence of Police

16. Concerns have been expressed about too much influence from the police on local authorities on
delivering the agenda which means some action plans for delivery have a heavy police bias and are insensitive
to Muslim communities.

Influence of Muslim Advisors

17. Concerns have been expressed that the Muslim advisors selected by government to advise on
“prevent” have had no or very limited contact with the Muslim communities whom they are advising on and
whom this strategy is having a considerable impact. The recent recruitment of Muslim advisors through an
application process is welcomed and is a step in the right direction. However, as the communities are diverse
and spread across the UK, their reach will still be limited.

Influence from Muslim communities

18. Concerns have been expressed that some local authorities are not consulting the local Muslim
communities with regards to the best way to achieve the “prevent” objectives especially as these communities
are considered vital in helping to deliver the “prevent” programme locally.

19. Recommendations

19.1 Recruitment of regional Muslim advisors who can feed concerns of Muslim communities to the
national advisors should be considered.

19.2 When delivering the “prevent” programme, local authorities should assess how the language and
actions relating to “prevent” is impacting on local communities.

19.3 There should be check and balances in place to ensure that police working with local authorities take
into account the impact their use of language; input; and actions are having on local Muslim communities.

19.4 Local authorities should carry out regular consultations with Muslim communities.

How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money which
is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

Lack of expertise

20. Local authorities are often under resourced in terms of staV to carry out “prevent work” and do not
have the expertise to carry out evaluations of projects. Local authorities therefore at times have to rely on
consultants for evaluations and support. As this is a new agenda, there are insuYcient experts in this field
of work. There is concern that some so called “experts” have little knowledge of the agenda or knowledge
of communities but are being used by local authorities who perhaps feel they have no choice as they need
the support and are under pressure to deliver the strategy locally.

Evaluations are not carried out or are not robust enough

21. Although local authorities have been visited by government auditors and some have even had
independent evaluations of their projects, such assessments are only as good as the criteria set for them.
During the consultation, there were suggestions that some local authorities “know” what to say to pass such
reviews. Also there has been criticism of some evaluations praising projects which the local communities
have felt have been wasted resources and have not fulfilled the “prevent objectives.” In most cases, where
independent evaluations and audits have been carried out, they have not been communicated to the local
communities and are not made accessible.

22. The government has selected certain “prevent” projects from around the country as best practice in
their national “prevent strategy.” However, there was no independent evaluation of these projects to verify
they were indeed good projects that were worth replicating elsewhere. The projects were simply chosen as
they were recommended by local authorities and regional government oYces. Some of these so called best
practice projects have received criticism locally.

Reactions to the projects not being gauged locally

23. The “Prevent” programme will only be eVective if it has the support of the local organizations and
communities. It appears that to date, the opinions of people on the ground have not been gauged after the
delivery of projects with regards to their eVectiveness and appropriateness. Although some local authorities
may be running community workshops where the reactions to their projects may be expressed, there is no
formal requirement to consult local communities to check the eVectiveness of the projects and local strategy.
Such feedback is important as it could help improve the local “prevent” strategy.
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24. Recommendations

24.1 Projects that are highlighted by government as best practice should be verified and evaluated first.

24.2 All evaluations should be more robust with improved measurement criteria.

24.3 Lists of experts in the field of PVE should be provided to local authorities by central government.

24.4 Local reactions towards projects should be measured.

Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

25. The engagement of Muslim communities is mainly occurring through “prevent” rather than any other
policy framework including cohesion and integration. However, as some of the aims of “prevent” overlap
the aims of integration and cohesion, some local authorities are packaging and delivering “prevent” under
the cohesion label to make it more acceptable to Muslim communities. The Integration and Cohesion
programmes should be separate entities with their own unique aims and goals as they are crucial issues in
a multicultural society. However, these policies also need to be reviewed as they have been reduced to the
failure of Muslim and other migrant communities themselves. The government therefore focuses exclusively
on changing the behavior of these communities. However, cohesion and integration involves a two way
process involving both minority and indigineous white communities. Unless the government acknowledges
that there is also an attitude problem among the white community, who maybe even more unwilling to
integrate, then any of the government’s policy frameworks will have a limited impact.

26. Recommendations

26.1 The “prevent” and cohesion/integration policies should be kept separate by local authorities.

26.2 The cohesion and integration polices should be reviewed and not just focus on attitudes of minority
communities but include the white indigenous communities as well.

September 2009

Memorandum from the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) (PVE 22)

Summary

— This response focuses on the following question only: How appropriate, and how eVective, is the
Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the Government been speaking to the
right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is or should be aimed?

— This response discusses the Inquiry’s questions, using evidence gained in a one year qualitative
research study noted in paragraph three below, that analysed grass-roots approaches to countering
terrorism in the London area.

— This response focuses on the importance of religious knowledge to successful partnership
approaches to countering terrorism, and the role that Muslim police oYcers play.

— Also discussed is the role that women and young people play, and some evidence of how they can
best be reached and engaged.

Background Information

1. The Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) welcomes this opportunity to respond to the
committee’s inquiry. This response does not include or necessarily reflect the views of the Department of
Business, Innovation and Skills.

2. The AHRC supports research within a huge subject domain from traditional humanities subjects, such
as religion, history, modern languages and English literature, to the creative and performing arts. The
AHRC funds research and postgraduate study within the UK’s higher education institutions.

3. The AHRC and Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) provide funding for the Religion and
Society Research Programme. One of the projects funded as part of this programme is entitled An
examination of partnership approaches to challenging religiously endorsed violence involving Muslim groups
and police.

4. The information in this response summarises the evidence found by the research team, led by Dr Basia
Spalek at the University of Birmingham. The research team includes an Islamic theologian, a criminologist,
a sociologist and a former head of the Metropolitan Police’s Muslim Contact Unit (MCU). This response
should therefore be viewed as a summary of the evidence gathered as part of an independent research study
carried out by AHRC/ESRC funded researchers, and not a statement of the AHRC’s and ESRC’s views on
preventing violent extremism.

5. The ESRC are submitting a separate response outlining some further research which is also supported
by the AHRC.
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Responses to the Inquiry Questions

How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities?

Community policing models can bring tangible results

6. Community policing models are increasingly being drawn upon under engagement activities within
Prevent as a way of building trust between communities and police. One such model is the “Neighbourhood
Policing” (NP) model in England and Wales which it is being argued that in responding to individuals’
routine security concerns around issues such as anti-social behaviour or crime, police oYcers will be more
likely to persuade community members of the benefits of assisting them in establishing the presence of any
suspicions about potential terrorist activities.

7. The MCU is a good example of successful, direct engagement with communities and those deemed “at
risk” of violent extremism. Working in a multi-agency environment, the MCU has succeeded in reclaiming a
mosque from hard-core violent extremist supporters and has introduced Muslim police oYcers into counter-
terrorism policing.

8. Initial face-to-face contact with police oYcers has developed into working relationships that involve
police oYcers working with community members on a host of areas related to counter-terrorism, from issues
in relation to community safety and cohesion, to Prevent work with young people and direct challenges to
violent extremist propaganda and structures.

Religious convictions can provide strong motivation for community members to co-operate with the police’s
eVorts to fight religious violence.

9. Individuals’ commitment to Islam may provide them with a feeling of moral responsibility or a duty
to help the authorities in counter-terrorism work, to form good relations with others and help people around
them. They “want to do good, but want to contextualise this ‘Islamically’ within the framework of their own
religious values”, to solve social justice problems and the issue of religious violence through an Islamic
framework. While engaging proactively, such community members also scrutinise the messages of violent
extremists, exposing the non-Islamic elements and rejecting the violent approach to political change
altogether. In doing so, they draw their answers from within, not without Islam.

10. Knowledge of, and experience in, the various ideologies of political Islam is an essential factor in
winning the ideological battle and driving preachers who have promoted this ideology out of influential
mosques. The success of earlier eVorts by some community groups has now resulted in a number of more
sophisticated and less conventional projects all based on preventing violent extremism by exposing the
illegitimacy of its ideological bases. It is important for community members to clarify that their religious
views and beliefs are not to be compromised as a result of their relations with the police and counter-
terrorism work.

The role of Muslim police oYcers within Prevent is also important to consider

11. It may be that some police oYcers are happy to talk openly about how their faith will feature in their
work and this can be a source of reassurance in developing open, respectful and equal relationships with
their community partners without requiring them to make unwilling compromises. Muslim police oYcers
not only may bring with them operational policing and community policing experience, but also social and
cultural capital that might enable police-community partnerships to be built, particularly with those sections
of Muslim communities who are generally distrustful of the police. Muslim police oYcers can play an
instrumental role in building bridges with members of mosques, developing trusting relationships with
mosque communities and then extending these relationships to non-Muslim police oYcers.

12. In order for Muslim police oYcers to access certain sections of Muslim communities they must have
credibility with those communities and respect for the religious identifications of community members. In
order to partner people for whom religion is important, it is often necessary for police oYcers who are
making initial contacts with community members to show religious sincerity and credibility. Interestingly,
the number of Muslim police oYcers engaged in community counter-terrorism work is extremely low—
27 individuals nationally at the time of writing, of whom two are women (NAMP & Demos 2008:8).

Has the Government been speaking to the right people?

13. Identifying which community groups are best placed to challenge the behaviours and attitudes of
individuals deemed at risk of violent extremism is a key issue. It may be that in some instances, it is important
for groups to have knowledge about, and shared experience, backgrounds and credibility of the people
vulnerable to or already engaged in violent discourse and action. Such a ‘street’ approach is invaluable to
this form of countering terrorism. Indeed, the street credibility of a community member or group, and their
in-depth knowledge of Islamic texts and jurisprudence can be crucial in fighting violent extremism on
ideological grounds. Groups who have less credentials, less knowledge or who are not trusted by others of
the same faith will be easily defeated in the ideological debate and will be unable to sustain the position of
a convincing alternative to extremism.
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Has its programme reached those at whom it is or should be aimed?

Women and young people are key groups in the Prevent agenda

14. Another purpose of engagement might be to build trust between police oYcers and Muslim
communities more generally, particularly when activities under Pursue and Disrupt may concern and aVect
some community members. Counter-terrorism is a context traditionally characterised by secrecy; therefore,
part of ongoing engagement between police and Muslim communities can be to dispel fears or suspicions
that people may have which may be preventing them from working more closely with the police.

15. In the case of young people, who are arguably facing the greatest levels of scrutiny in the counter-
terrorism arena, issues of trust and access are paramount. Working with youth workers who have the
credibility and expertise to tackle sensitive issues has proven to be highly successful, for example in allowing
for preventative interventions with young people both vulnerable to and in some cases already holding
violent extremist ideologies. This is not the remit for the vast majority of youth workers, but those
experienced at the street level, and with the drivers of violent radicalisation. These experts may have
particular theological aYliations and may have been through the process of radicalisation themselves.

16. Women are viewed as key stakeholders within the Prevent agenda, with initiatives such as the Muslim
Women’s Advisory Group well publicised. It could be argued that a number of barriers exist preventing
Muslim women at a grassroots level from engaging in Prevent and Pursue strands. Overcoming these
barriers would enable greater numbers of community members to engage, and specific to Muslim women,
allow for contact through key, experienced individuals with some of the most isolated and potentially
vulnerable community members.

There is a need to focus on individuals rather than whole social groups

17. Engagement that takes place under the counter-terrorism Pursue and Disrupt strands should be
specifically aimed at those individuals undertaking criminal activities rather than being targeted rather
diVusely at particular social groupings, in this case Muslim communities. This is because forms of
engagement that exist within Purse and Disrupt, if inappropriately carried out, may alienate and erode the
trust of the social groupings that are being targeted for intensified street policing or other intrusive tactics,
yet trust is crucial for obtaining community intelligence. It is important to establish the purpose of
engagement as this will influence decisions about who should be engaged. One purpose might be to provide
reassurance to Muslim communities with respect to issues such as racist or Islamophobic attacks,
particularly in the aftermath of an attempted or real terror attack. Here, engagement should have a fairly
broad remit, being inclusive of all members of Muslim communities.

September 2009

Memorandum from PeaceMaker (PVE 23)

About PeaceMaker

PeaceMaker began in 1997 as a voluntary organisation to challenge racism and overcome the fear,
prejudice, and segregation prevalent across Oldham. Since our inception, PeaceMaker has worked across
all communities, with a particular focus on children and young people from segregated communities, to
promote integration, build solidarity, forge positive relationships across communities, and collectively
respond to the challenges faced by deprived communities.

PeaceMaker aims to support the development of inclusive communities where people from all
backgrounds are encouraged to feel they belong and are able to contribute to the development of strong,
cohesive communities. PeaceMaker achieves its aims through creating opportunities for shared learning
where people can work together to challenge and overcome prejudice.

Since our inception, PeaceMaker has been working in segregated South Asian (Muslim) and white
working-class communities and has successfully developed a portfolio of initiatives that has built the
resilience of these communities to protect themselves from extremist influences. We have been engaged in
this work long before 9/11, 7/7 and the emergence of the PVE agenda.

Fundamental to success in our opinion, is the need to engage in these communities with a positive focus,
rather than the current emphasis where the rationale appears to be “we are here to stop you from becoming
bad.” We are active partners in the Prevent agenda, are committed to its aspirations, but do have reservations
about how it is currently being implemented and welcome an opportunity to help shape the Prevent agenda
to be more eVective at delivering its aims and outcomes.
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Summary

Our response is based upon actual frontline delivery of the Prevent programme across the ten Greater
Manchester local authorities and through providing training and consultancy services to voluntary and
statutory organisations involved in the Prevent agenda across England.

The key challenges that we have identified within the Prevent programme are:

1. The crude methodology used to allocate funding and identify communities of risk does not target
the Prevent interventions on those individuals and communities most at-risk.

2. Prevent funding is being used to replace general historical race equality funding and therefore fails
to target individuals and communities most at-risk.

3. The re-emergence of faith leaders as central to the agenda’s implementation and as representatives
of entire Muslim communities in the dialogue with government increases the marginalisation of
vulnerable community members who have not historically identified or engaged with these leaders.

4. The interpretation of faith as a primary motive of those who display sympathy towards Al-Qaeda
type groups has been over-simplified and over-emphasised by those leading the Prevent agenda.

5. The use of the word “prevent” as opposed to a more positive “resilience-building” creates extreme
challenges of communicating the Prevent agenda to Muslim communities who feel victimised. In
additiona, the almost exclusive focus on Muslim communities and the indiscriminate targeting of
all Muslim communities reinforce this sense of victimisation.

6. The failure of policy-makers to genuinely involve local Muslim communities in shaping the Prevent
agenda further reinforces this sense of victimisation and one-sidedness, thus increasing the
likelihood of communities not engaging with the agenda.

7. The failure to engage on the agendas and priorities identified by communities makes Prevent a
government-driven, government-enforced agenda, rather than a community-driven agenda. This
further increases cynicism among communities and the likelihood of enterprising individuals and
community groups to exploit Prevent funding for ulterior motives.

8. At delivery level, over 90% of activities delivered as Prevent projects, of which we are aware, are
nothing more than community cohesion projects delivered to Muslim communities and
individuals. It seems that the only criteria for a project to be delivered under the Prevent agenda
is that it work with Muslim people, regardless of the actual content of the delivery or the aims and
outcomes of the project. In any other context, these projects would merely be classed as community
development work.

9. There has been complete failure to evaluate the eVectiveness of Prevent projects and facilitate in
the sharing of good practice across the country. The Prevent agenda is over-localised in comparison
to the global rhetoric of Al-Qaeda influenced organisations.

10. There is a clear lack of understanding and confusion amongst policy-makers, politicians, and
frontline organisations over the distinction of policy frameworks including Prevent, community
cohesion, and integration.

11. There is also confusion between the roles of police, local authority, and frontline organisations
delivering Prevent, resulting in the side-lining and de-funding of frontline organisations that do not
agree to covertly gather intelligence for the police through Prevent projects.

The following paragraphs expound on the above-mentioned summary of emerging themes of our work
on the Prevent agenda:

1. The crude and clumsy methodology of distributing Prevent money in local authority areas that
have more than 2,000 Muslims, without taking into account additional risk factors, clearly
demonstrates the government’s ineptitude at defining risk, identifying vulnerability and targeting
resources at communities and individuals that are actually at risk. Additionally, it has a negative
impact on the sense of victimisation felt amongst Muslim communities and, in areas where
resources are hard to come by, it increases the grievance felt by other non-Muslim groups. Our
experiences are that both white working-class communities and traditional African-Caribbean
communities are increasingly hostile to allocation of resources exclusively for Muslim
communities. Whilst the rhetoric in some places talks about tackling extremism across
communities, the emphasis of the funding is exclusively on Muslim communities. The fundamental
problem with this is that funding is being allocated indiscriminately without an analysis of risk.

2. Traditional South Asian organisations are successfully accessing Prevent funding through
emphasising the Muslim aspect of their identity. This funding is being used to replace historical
race equality funding that has seen severe cutbacks with the emergence of the cohesion agenda.
Indeed, Prevent funding is being used to deliver activities that are anti-cohesion, and this is taking
us back at least five years in the way in which we engage and support community groups.

3. There is a clear discrepancy between organisations and communities that are engaging in the
Prevent agenda and those that are at-risk. The re-emergence of faith leaders as community
representatives will have far-reaching, long-term consequences on disaVected young people who
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have never nor will ever consider these faith leaders to represent their experiences or interests. As
in many other communities, there is a growing gulf in inter-generational relationships within these
communities, and the engagement of older traditional faith leaders as representatives of their
communities creates a vacuum of representation that makes it easier for extremists to exploit
vulnerable young people.

4. The placement of faith leaders in these positions of influence over-emphasises the focus on Islam
and the perception that violent extremism is caused through a misunderstanding of Islam. Many
young people, who we spoke to that held violent extremists views, did so for a plethora of reasons
of which faith was at best only one small aspect.

5. Since the inception of Prevent, prior to any outreach work conducted by local authorities or their
partners, politicised and indeed radicalised Muslims had already engaged in their communities
presenting their own interpretation of Prevent, which has hindered the acceptance of Prevent
within communities. Additionally, Prevent is a government-led agenda, perceived as being forced
upon communities, rather than as a response to a need identified by communities. As such, there
is hostility towards the agenda, and the language used in Prevent is only one factor of the hostility
towards Prevent within these communities. In our experience, the communities and individuals
engaging in the Prevent agenda are not actually at-risk of violent extremism.

6. On the whole, Prevent programmes have been developed in the abstract and behind closed doors.
We have also seen clear examples of patronage, where Muslim elected members have ensured that
organisations with which they are linked have received funding, irrespective of their capacity,
capability, or indeed the agenda of these organisations.

7. Prevent is not a community-led agenda and until it becomes a community-led agenda, it will be
exploited by individuals and organisations from within communities. We have seen a shift from a
reluctance to engage in the agenda to a situation in which people will take Prevent funding but will
use it for their own projects, irrespective of the aims of the Prevent agenda. Local policy-makers
are fully aware of this and indeed in some places are colluding with such activity. We have a fear
that tens of millions of pounds are at best being misdirected and at worst doing nothing to reduce
the likelihood of violent extremism.

8. Due to the hostility towards Prevent in communities, there is a reluctance amongst policymakers
to genuinely develop and deliver Prevent-focused activities. This has resulted in the funding of
watered-down activities. Additionally, there is a reluctance to genuinely challenge potential
extremist views for fear of upsetting and further alienating individuals and communities. We have
delivered commissions where analysis that we have made based upon robust methodology has had
to be amended in order not to upset certain people. This tiptoeing around the issue and not frankly
discussing notable findings is counterproductive.

9. Whilst partnerships may exist across local authorities at a strategic level, we have seen no examples
of sustained forums and networks supporting those involved in frontline activities. Local
authorities are competing against each other in their Prevent deliver, are not sharing their practice
with one another and, more importantly, are not accepting the good practice of others.
Unfortunately, these local territorial attitudes are up against a global agenda and rhetoric of violent
extremism that cuts across local authorities. Whilst local issues within communities increase a sense
of grievance that Muslim people may have, this on its own does not and will never result in them
becoming violent extremists without the global connection.

10. There is a whole host of complementary policy agendas that are diYcult to distinguish among.
Having said that, particularly amongst Muslim (South Asian) communities, the cohesion agenda
has weakened community infrastructure as we have seen a movement away from traditional race
equality work. From their perspective, they do not care if the policy context is race equality,
community cohesion, or indeed PVE as long as they can access funding for their projects. The lack
of clarity amongst policy-makers of the intricate distinctions between each of these agendas has
resulted in Prevent funding being spent on race equality and cohesion projects, rather than bespoke
Prevent projects that directly build resilience to violent extremism.

11. We have come across clear examples of the police attempting to use Prevent as a means to gather
intelligence and, where delivery organisations have resisted this, we have seen pressure put on the
local authority to distance themselves from these organisations. The Prevent agenda is not a Pursue
agenda, nor should it ever be a covert, intelligence-gathering programme for the police. We have
engaged with well-meaning professionals in organisations across England that have had similar
experiences with the police. The bullying tactics of the police are alienating the very organisations
that have the most trust within communities and are best placed to delivery Prevent.
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Recommendations

1. A more sophisticated, multi-layered process should be developed to identify communities in which
Prevent needs to be targeted. Using such a methodology will help ensure a wider dispersion of
Prevent funding to include other communities that are at-risk of violent extremism, such as far-
right extremism. PeaceMaker has developed a sophisticated screening process in partnership with
a leading professor that helps identify specific risk factors, and we would be willing to share our
work with DCLG.

2. Organisations that receive Prevent funding should receive training on the aspirations of the
government’s Prevent agenda and local decision-makers should ensure that their funded activities
have very clear and overt Prevent elements within them.

3. Local authorities should be encouraged to engage with individuals and communities on
community-identified priorities using more creative techniques, rather than engaging traditional
faith leaders and elected members in formal meetings. A multi-layered approach where engaged
individuals are encouraged to be gateways into their communities and are supported to more
eVectively engage with the hard-to-reach elements within their communities would help transform
this situation.

4. Safe spaces should be created and frontline staV trained to facilitate conversations around key
political issues that are the focus of Al-Qaeda type organisations, rather than over-emphasising
and misunderstanding the role that faith plays in extremism. Prevent needs to respond to the wider
issues that violent extremists exploit when recruiting and radicalising young people.

5. Prevent needs to be one aspect of a portfolio of interventions that are delivered in communities.
This portfolio needs to also include interventions that respond to community needs and priorities.

6. An open, frank and transparent series of conversations with communities needs to be encouraged
in localities that receive Prevent funding. Prevent funding should only be allocated where this has
already taken place and where there is clear evidence of communities shaping Prevent
interventions. The existing practice of allocating funding before these conversations or engagement
take place is counter-productive.

7. The above two recommendations will ensure that the agenda is community-driven rather than
government-enforced and will help create a climate of successful community ownership.

8. A clear Prevent strategy should be developed at local level prior to funding being distributed. All
funding should be commissioned based upon the strategy thus ensuring that funding will be used
to deliver Prevent,

9. Central funding should be allocated to develop a practitioners’ network that will share good
practice, aid localities in developing initiatives and evaluate and improve on these interventions.
We do not envisage that Prevent will be a short-term agenda and the quicker that this mechanism
is created, the less money will be wasted, the less mistakes replicated, and significantly we will see
a professionalisation take place within this area of work. All of these factors will contribute to the
better development, delivery, and sharing of good practice.

10. Government should produce clear guidance that demonstrates, both in the abstract and through
case studies, the overlap between diVerent policy areas and also the key distinctions between them.

11. A compact should be established that clearly defines the roles and expectations of key
organisations including the police, local authorities, and frontline organisations in the delivery of
Prevent. This will ensure that frontline organisations are not exploited and go a long way towards
strengthening trust within communities where Prevent is being delivered. This compact should be
signed by all Prevent delivery partners at a local level with a clear complaints procedure directly
to DCLG.

The Prevent agenda has had a challenging start. Without doubt, if developed and delivered in a more
appropriate manner, it has value in helping to build resilience within communities. Unfortunately, in our
experience to date, the Prevent agenda is not fit for purpose and is consistently failing in its remit to build
resilient communities. If a radical overhaul does not take place, then the government will not only continue
to waste money but increase the animosity held within the very communities that are most at-risk and make
it more diYcult than ever before to engage within these communities.

September 2009
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Memorandum from Birmingham City Council (PVE 25)

Summary

— Birmingham is committed to the Prevent programme, as it currently stands, and adopts its
approach to delivering the agenda in accordance.

— Our Delivery Plan utilises intelligence from West Midlands Police (eg Counter-Terrorism Local
Profile) in order to target funding and provision as necessary to support vulnerable communities
and institutions.

— Birmingham has governance structures in place to ensure that communities are represented at key
decision making levels regarding delivery of Prevent.

— Birmingham has access to advice and expertise on how to implement and evaluate Prevent, and
has used this provision as needed. Guidance issued has been very useful in producing the Delivery
Plan and planning for the evaluation that will take place regarding how eVective the plan is and
has been.

— Birmingham has systems in place to monitor Prevent delivery and make sure that any targets set
are being met. We also have an evaluation plan in place to look at short and long term impacts the
Delivery Plan.

— Birmingham delivers Prevent as its own programme (and has specific resources and governance
structures to do so), although we recognise links with other relevant areas such as community
cohesion and respond accordingly.

— The PVE Steering Group is able to bring together all funding streams thereby ensuring synergy and
no duplication.

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

1.1 Birmingham is committed to delivering the Prevent programme and believes that Prevent should
stand as it’s own strategy and not be combined with other related areas such as community cohesion
(although we recognise that these links do exist and respond accordingly). Our approach to delivering
Prevent therefore reflects this belief by having a direct approach with those it is engaging with, both partner
organisations and the community. For example, when tendering for new projects to deliver interventions all
applications must contain details of how their projects link in with the Prevent strategy and the specific areas
of delivery that we are looking at (eg “reclaiming Islam”). West Midlands Police Security & Partnership
OYcers work within communities, as part of the Counter-Terrorism Unit, to assist in delivering the Prevent
agenda. Their role is to provide an overt, visible and accessible link between the covert counter-terrorism
function, the Police, communities and partners.

1.2 Birmingham recognises that there is a threat and risk as borne out by terrorism arrests and convictions
within the area.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the ‘Prevent’ programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

2.1 Although there is no single profile of a violent extremist, or a single pathway that can lead to becoming
radicalised, Birmingham has based its Delivery Plan upon intelligence from West Midlands Police’s strategic
assessment and Counter-Terrorism Local Profile in order to target funding and interventions in appropriate
areas and institutions to strengthen their resilience to violent extremism. Projects and interventions being
delivered in such areas fall under the seven objectives defined in the Prevent strategy. As more interventions
are being set up and delivered, we are finding it easier to identify what works well and to also look at potential
areas to build upon (for example, mental health services) in order to further assist in building resilience and
supporting vulnerable individuals.

3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

3.1 Birmingham’s current governance structure in relation to delivering Prevent includes representation
from not only Local Authority and Police, but also from community organisations. Member from such
organisations sit on the PVE Steering Group, which has responsibility to ensure the programme delivers
within its agreed parameters (cost, timescale, impact), resolve the strategic and directional issues between
projects which need the input and agreement of senior stakeholders to progress the integration into
mainstream, and provide assurance. Members of community organisations sit on the Project Assessment
Panel, which review all Prevent-funded project applications and makes recommendations to the PVE
Steering Group. The Prevent Programme Manager also attends Local Delivery Groups in each of the
identified vulnerable constituencies within Birmingham, which includes representation from Local
Authority as well as local partner organisations that operate in the specific constituency, to ensure that
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Prevent agenda is included in discussions and any future plans for the areas. This therefore ensures that
communities within Birmingham are represented at key decision making levels in terms of how funding
should be distributed, and what areas of work need to take place to support vulnerable communities.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

4.1 Guidance from CLG has been helpful in producing Birmingham’s Delivery Plan and providing
resources to use in order to evaluate projects and the whole delivery plan. Birmingham will be using the
evaluation guidance to run a workshop with partners delivering projects around the resources available and
how to evaluate their projects accordingly. The evaluation guidance has also been used to produce an
evaluation plan to look at short-term, internal evaluation of the Delivery Plan in order to inform National
Indicator 35 self-assessment, as well as planning a longer-term evaluation to look at the whole three year’s
worth of delivery within Birmingham.

4.2 Guidance issued around National Indicator 35 has proved invaluable as it has provided the ability
to eVectively measure performance against the criteria and recognise gaps in delivery, which will enable
performance to improve.

5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

5.1 Please refer to answer to question three.

5.2 We also believe that other local authorities should recognise the threat/risk and embrace Prevent.
Only by tackling the issues “head-on” whilst simultaneously stating that the aim is to support Muslim
communities will we be able to prevail. Those LAs who refuse to accept Prevent, or through perceived
sensitivities do not discuss the issues with their communities and therefore divert funding to broader
community cohesion issues, make the task more diYcult for all of us.

6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

6.1 Advice need to be credible and moderate, though pushing at the boundaries of moderate. Young
people listen to those groups/individuals who have been “over the edge” and come back. The Government
has to diVerentiate about what is the “credible” element appropriate to—the Government or the audience—
and recognise that it should always be the audience.

6.2 The Government should be careful as to whom it openly endorses and engages, as this makes the
endorsed group not credible within the community.

7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

7.1 Birmingham have robust systems in place for monitoring project progress against Service Level
Agreements and have now produced an evaluation plan which covers the duration of the funding period
(2008–11). The evaluation plan includes both internal and external evaluation of the Prevent Delivery Plan
and will look at eVectiveness, value for money and community perception of Prevent, and will help to inform
future work to be undertaken within Birmingham. This will add to mainstreaming the delivery of Prevent
objectives, therefore making us able to defend any potential criticism due to our strict governance and
management of funding.

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

8.1 Birmingham delivers Prevent as its own programme (and has specific resources and governance
structures to do so), although we recognise links with other relevant areas such as community cohesion and
respond accordingly.

8.2 Although there are obvious links between Prevent and Community Cohesion, Prevent should remain
as a distinctly separate agenda. By integrating the two it serves to lessen the importance of Prevent in order
to appease Muslim communities. This may be viable and desirable in some local authority areas. In
Birmingham we have tackled the Prevent agenda head on, in that the Muslim communities are aware that
there is a very threat and risk from violent extremists (ie Operation Gamble and other terrorist arrests/
convictions), and that the LA and Police have a Prevent strategy which is there to support them. By being
very open and honest about our engagement and intentions this has helped to dispel any negative/adverse
feelings about the communities being stigmatised and spied upon. There is an element within the Paper
which mentions the threat of BNP/Far Right extremism which is not being addressed by the Prevent agenda.
In Birmingham we can say that we recognise the threat from BNP/Far Right extremism also, and as a result
have commissioned two PVE projects to look at this very issue in Kingstanding and Shard End.
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Memorandum from the Somali Family Support Group (SFSG) (PVE 26)

The nuance that the programme itself was carrying was very antagonistic and ill conceived. Positioning
a programme that denotes to fight violent extremism and help, support and capacity build Muslim
communities in one sentence spelt disaster from day one. Most NGOs dealing with Muslim communities
felt by working under the said programme, they were in agreement with the impracticality that Islam and
its followers were sympathetic terrorism.

On the Prevent programme our appraisal is as follows:

— We do not think it to be the way forward in addressing the problem of violent extremism. This is
because the government is tunnel visioned when it deals with its Muslim community and fails
dreadfully to get a peripheral view. In the context of the Muslim community, it is significant that
the government should develop a policy that is transparent, that alleviates the social injustice and
structural inequalities Muslims have endured in the last decades.

— The British foreign policy plays a crucial role in the way British Muslims identity themselves with
the Ummah, and the government needs to accept that this unhappiness with the foreign policy felt
by those at “risk groups” could be a potential for radicalisation. This especially rings true in the
Somali community regarding “Al Shabab” and piracy, propagated by the conflicts in Afghanistan,
Iraq & Palestine.

— Giving the charge of both funding and supervising the funded project to the Local Authorities (LA)
has worked well in some boroughs but not in others. Some local authorities use the money for other
purposes, especially since it is not ring fenced in the Local area agreement. We feel that the diversity
within the British Muslim communities is something that needs to be acknowledged as there is no
“British Muslim community” who can speak for all British Muslims. We feel that the government
should set up an impartial body who oversee the delivery, consultation and the dispensation to the
whole of the Muslim community. The programme must be widely promoted and application
process simplified. It is also very important to re-evaluate the objectives of the programme in to
what is potentially achieving and what is failing at.

— We believe that the LA do not have the necessary expertise to evaluate the governments’ targets
(especially since the targets are quantitative rather than qualitative on the Muslims) and perhaps
a steering group ought to be set up, made up of those within the diverse Muslim communities to
evaluate its eVectiveness. Such implementation has to follow a carefully thought through
programme on the aims and outcomes, and be transparent on all its dealings within the delivery
and commissioning of services.

— Many of the Muslim grass root workers who are respected and considered credible, prefer not to
apply for PVE money as they do not wish to come across as colluding with the idea that Islam is
an inherently violent religion. Many Muslims are disillusioned and therefore do not trust the
government’s intentions as they feel there is a institutionalised culture of double standards, a point
that the government must address.

— Another factor hindering the eVectiveness of the Prevent strategy is the perception of non Muslim
communities. There has been more funding going into Muslim communities ever since 9/11,
however there is a growing sentiment from other communities that this is almost like a reward for
“bad” behaviour, creating tensions and thus hindering eVective inter community partnerships.

— The dissemination of PREVENT agenda remains largely misunderstood, if not totally hidden from
the target audience; this is all stems down to a lack of diverse communication package that is
palatable to the audience its targeting

— By instituting the Local Authority as the main purser for this programme, the government has
failed to address issues with relevant communities. The programme became an exercise on ticking
boxes and achieving targets on paper that may not necessarily translate to practical tangible results
on the ground with real people.

— In this experience we consider ourselves to be a isolated within a smaller minority and we therefore
remain marginalised, institutionalised and secluded from all decision making policies that could
have imminent eVect on our way of life.

— Government must learn to consult a much wider group of Muslims as the British Muslim
community is one of a very complex web that encompasses multiple identities, diVerent cultures
and indeed diVerent historical backgrounds and this leads to the present objectives in our opinion
to be somewhat misguided. Especially among the African Muslims who are not consulted in most
of the government policies that aVect the local Muslim communities, thus creating a plethora
disenfranchisement from mainstream society.
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Memorandum from the Association of Police Authorities (PVE 28)

Summary

— The Prevent Strategy is welcomed as one of the ways of addressing violent extremism

— The funding formula for the allocation of Prevent resources needs to be reviewed to reflect
circumstances other than Muslim population figures

— Regional Government OYces should be encouraged to actively engage police authorities in
strategic discussions on Prevent

— The Comprehensive Area Assessment process should be utilised to ensure all relevant partners are
fully engaged in local Prevent partnerships and delivery

— A fundamental responsibility of the police in relation to Prevent is the development of local Prevent
partnerships and delivery of activity. However, it needs to be recognised that policing on Prevent
covers a breadth of activity requiring a range of diVerent partnership relations, from community
engagement at a neighbourhood policing level to the operational work of Counter-Terrorism Units
and Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Units

— Consultation and engagement with communities on matters of policing is a responsibility of police
authorities and local partners and Government OYces should be directed to include police
authorities in any proposed activity

— The APA believes that performance management in relation to Prevent is not suYciently robust to
ensure organisations can be held to account for their delivery

— The APA believes that approaches to Prevent and community cohesion should be better
distinguished in order to ensure that Government funding for Prevent is used locally specifically
for Prevent objectives

Introduction

1. The Association of Police Authorities (APA) is generally supportive of the Government’s approach to
Prevent, and has recognised the critical importance of Prevent in policing. The APA has established a
dedicated post of Strategic Policy Adviser on Prevent to support police authorities in delivering on Prevent,
and to represent the APA nationally.

2. Underpinning many of the responses to the consultation questions is the APA view that Prevent is an
extremely broad concept, and diYcult to consider as one notion. At one end of the spectrum it is about
communities and has real synergy with community cohesion, whilst at the other, it is hard edged,
operational, often bespoke to an individual, and can be at odds with community cohesion. We would suggest
that there needs to be more of an acknowledgement of the breadth of Prevent work.

3. It is important to draw to the attention of the committee that the primary concern of police authorities
in relation to Prevent is policing. Additional growth in police resources for Prevent has principally come
from Home OYce OSCT. However, police forces and Basic Command Units are engaged in partnership
activity at a regional and local level, many of them specifically in relation to CLG PVE funding. In addition
police authorities themselves often take on roles within the development and management of strategic
partnership’s that oversee Prevent and a number consult and engage with local communities specifically
on Prevent.

Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

4. Prevent is one of the ways of addressing the problem of violent extremism, along with other elements
of the CONTEST strategy, and also longer term work on cohesion. From a policing perspective there is a
fine balance to be sought between Prevent and Pursue, and the overall imperative is to stop terrorist attacks.

5. The delivery of Prevent is sometimes perceived locally as separate programmes of activity, with a
policing response and a local authority response, often not related to each other. In many areas that have
received PVE funding this perception of Prevent being either a ‘security’ response on one hand or a
“community” approach on the other has been a cause for diVerences in opinion. In some areas the delivery
of CLG funded Prevent work is separated from police Prevent delivery, with many local authorities believing
that because of Muslim community perceptions about being “spied” upon the involvement of policing has
a negative impact upon community confidence and cohesion. This may be compounded by OSCT ownership
of Prevent strategy objectives 2 & 3, and CLG ownership of Objectives 1,3, & 5.

6. Funding allocated to date through CLG has been based largely upon the size of Muslim population
within an area and not suYciently based on assessed “risk”. A number of areas that will not have received
funding according to this criterion have high potential risk of large scale national collateral damage. Whilst
recognising that this is to an extent a Protect and Prepare issue, future funding that was also based upon
potential target sites would be welcomed. In addition funding that also recognised risks associated with
other extremisms would be welcomed.
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7. There is a real sense amongst many police authorities that there is not a suYciently co-ordinate message
from central government departments. Regional Government OYces should be involving police authorities
in strategic discussions to ensure that wherever appropriate local Prevent activity is delivered, and perceived
to be delivered, in genuine partnership.

8. Reassurance is required that co-ordinate oversight ensures that relevant partners are contributing fully,
and that this oversight process exposes situations where this is not occurring so that they can be addressed.
The Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) process and an increased emphasis on the measurement of
councils in relation to NI35 and NI36 should be the cornerstone of Government OYces being able to
understand and address deficiencies in local delivery. Fundamental to this is the acceptance by partners that
Prevent is a shared responsibility and not a police led issue.

9. From the perspective of policing the perception of a “security versus community” approach to Prevent
is erroneous. Prevent policing extends from work embedded in neighbourhood policing, including
community engagement, gathering community intelligence and working with the most vulnerable groups in
communities, through to Special Branch and Counter-Terrorism Units and Counter-Terrorism Intelligence
Units, and necessarily covers all of the “Prevent spectrum”.

How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

10. It is generally accepted that there is not a single identifiable pathway to radicalisation and violent
extremism, and the APA acknowledges that there are significant practitioner and academic research projects
that have been initiated to gain a better understanding of this complex area. The Channel Project is one
example where this “imperfect” understanding of vulnerability to extremism is being applied in a practical
context. Equally, many local PVE funded projects recognise some of the socio-economic factors that may
give rise to a vulnerability to extremism, including lack of educational or employment opportunities for
communities, and have sought to address those. The APA supports an approach that does not adopt a
simplistic understanding of factors related to vulnerability and could potentially lead to individuals being
wrongly tagged with the label of extremist. We welcome approaches within Channel that seek to utilise
robust intelligence and adopt a safeguarding approach with the equal input of partner expertise into the
identification and referral process.

11. In terms of the targeting of the Prevent programme, much of the CLG work is felt to address broader
issues of cohesion and provision of opportunity through, for example, the establishment of Muslim women’s
groups or sporting activity for young Muslims. While this is considered valuable and has a relationship to
Prevent strategy objectives 1,3 and 5, many police authorities feel that it does not address or tackle the most
vulnerable or radicalised individuals. Prevent policing is more focused upon Prevent objectives
2 & 3 through, for example, Channel Project and CTU/CTIU activity.

How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

12. Police authorities recognise that there is a complex and densely occupied landscape in terms of
national stakeholders for government to communicate and engage with. Criticism is often levelled at
government for engagement with those that some consider not to share liberal democratic values, but
equally there has been adverse reaction to Government engagement with Muslim organisations such as the
Quilliam Foundation.

13. The government’s strategy to devolve engagement activity to a local level through CLG funding is
welcomed and considered the most approporiate response. More should be done through Government
OYces to ensure that this engagement is co-ordinate across a range of diVerent regional and local agencies,
including police, police authority, local authority, and other partners. A number of police authorities have
demonstrated significant levels of engagement that has subsequently informed the police in relation to
Prevent.

Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

14. It is recognised that significant amounts of guidance advice has been developed and distributed to
local authorities and other partners, and that significant learning and development work is ongoing around
Prevent. The APA also recognise the contribution of the LGA and IDeA in seeking to develop learning in
the sector. The APA has made its own contribution to enhancing the advice and expertise available to police
authorities through the appointment of a Strategic Policy Adviser on Prevent. The recent CLG guidance,
“Evaluating local Prevent projects and programmes” will prove useful for monitoring and evaluating local
projects and programmes.
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15. However, police authorities do feel that there are still gaps in relation to the performance management
of Prevent, with too little emphasis on outcome measures of success. We are aware of ongoing work looking
at success measures through various bodies such as CLG and ACPO, and would urge a concerted eVort to
jointly agree and develop robust performance management measures, in addition to National Indicator 35,
to allow organisations, and more importantly the public, to judge the success of Prevent activity.

Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

16. Central government has made repeated eVorts to communicate the objectives, and this is supported
on a day to day basis by RICU. Ultimately, many Muslim communities will not agree with the Prevent
agenda and feel that they are being targeted. Ultimately communications eVorts aimed at these sections of
communities may not be successful.

17. The APA believes that the level of Prevent activity in any area should be proportionate and tailored
to the levels and type of risk identified, be that Al-Qaida influenced ideology or other types of extremism,
and supports government eVorts to communicate this message eVectively

18. The notion that Prevent is about surveillance and monitoring of Muslim communities is deeply
ingrained in some communities and will be diYcult to shift. This particularly impacts upon policing in
relation to community engagement and neighbourhood policing.

19. More positively many communities have recognised that there are issues with extremism and have
actively responded to and participated in the Prevent agenda.

20. The APA believes that there is an ongoing need to raise awareness of Prevent, and CONTEST more
broadly, amongst all communities, both to reassure those communities and to facilitate eVective community
intelligence and the identification of risk.

Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

21. The APA is satisfied that the Government has sought the views and advice of a very broad range of
stakeholders in relation to achieving Prevent objectives. From a policing perspective there is input in to
cross-governmental policy and programme development through ACPO, APA and the NPIA

22. The APA would urge central Government to ensure that this broad representation of stakeholder
advice is replicated at a regional and local level.

How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money which
is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

23. This relates to the point above about eVectively measuring success, and the APA believes that while
output measures can demonstrate value for money aspects, there is at present no satisfactory outcome
success measure to adequately demonstrate value for money. Unfortunately, this has allowed organisations
such as the Taxpayer’s Alliance to publish relatively ill-informed reports on Government spending on
Prevent.

24. The issue of assessing eVectiveness and value for money is a particular problem for police authorities
in relation to ensuring that the police deliver an eVective and eYcient service in relation to Prevent.

25. Whether or not reactions to the Prevent programme were adequately predicted or gauged by
Government is a moot point. The important issue for the APA is that where specific concerns are raised by
communities about Prevent they are listened to and addressed at the appropriate level. Recent controversy
around Section 44 stops is a prime example of this.

Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

26. The APA is uncertain that there is general widespread understanding that Prevent has a specific
purpose in reducing the threat of violent extremism, and that this diVers considerably from broader cohesion
and integration objectives. Much of the PVE funded project work in local areas does not have a specific
enough focus upon preventing violent extremism, and many police authorities question whether, in practice,
there is any real diVerence between Prevent and community cohesion. We feel that any future plans to
submerge Prevent into broader community cohesion work are worrying. Some of the social science research
shows that this will miss those individuals who may already be on a radical pathway and who can only be
diverted by a bespoke individual intervention such as that provided by Channel projects.
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Memorandum from Leicester City Council (PVE 29)

1. Leicester—Context

1.1 Leicester is a very diverse, multi faith, multi ethnic city and is amongst the most diverse ethnic
minority communities outside of London. The city prides itself on this and the high levels of community
cohesion that exists within and amongst its communities.

1.2 This uniqueness has attracted much national and international public and academic interest in the
city and how it manages community cohesion.

1.3 Local intelligence indicates that approximately 60% of the city’s population is ethically white and 40%
have an ethnic minority background.

1.4 In terms of faith, Leicester has a unique mix of Christians, Hindus, Muslims and Sikhs. The majority
of the ethnic minority community are Hindu (approximately 61%), a quarter are Muslim (approximately
25%) and 4% are Sikh. (Leicester City Council estimates September 2009).

1.5 Faith seems to play an active part in the lives of many of Leicester’s communities. There are
approximately 150 places of Christian worship in the city, two Jewish synagogues, 36 mosques—majority
of which are Sunni mosques, 22 Hindu temples, seven Sikh Gudwaras and one Jain temple.

2. Leicester’s Muslim Communities

2.1 Two thirds of Leicester’s Muslim communities are of Indian origin.

2.2 Over recent years, particularly since the arrival of Somali communities from 2001, as well as asylum
seekers and refugees, the Muslim population in the city has significantly increased. This growth is expected
to continue as 26% of the school population is Muslim and 15% Hindu. (PLASC, 2006).

2.3 As well as our Muslim population increasing we have observed an increase in devoutness to the
Islamic faith with an increase in symbols, the wearing of the headscarf by Muslim women and religious dress.

2.4 Another interesting observation is that our Hindu and Muslim communities are very spatially
concentrated in Leicester: Hindus in the north of the city, and Muslims to the east of the city centre. There
are no similar concentrations observed for other religions.

3. Mainstreaming Moderation in Leicester

3.1 During 2007–08, Leicester was identified as a priority local authority and became one of the
government’s 70 Pathfinder areas.

3.2 Following the launch of the Prevent Strategy, the city was provided with additional three year funding
through the Local Area Based Grant in support of work to prevent violent extremism.

3.3 Leicester has questioned the government’s use of “Preventing Violent Extremism” (PVE) language
and has chosen to refer to it locally as a strategy of “Mainstreaming Moderation” which is more suited to
the to the city’s approach as it encompasses all forms of violent extremism.

3.4 We have built on the extensive work on community cohesion in the city, coupled with a focus on
developing and delivering targeted work with our diverse Muslim communities.

3.5 Over the past two years our focus on Muslim communities has concentrated on work to further
understand and engage our diverse Muslim communities, work with Muslim school-age young people and
women and supporting vulnerable individuals identified at risk of getting involved in violent extremism.

3.6 In Leicester we continue to work to challenge and prevent violent extremism in all its forms and
promote our city’s shared values. This includes those inspired Al Qaida and linked groups, and includes the
far right and animal activists etc.

3.7 Working hand in hand with our diverse Muslim and non-Muslim communities and partners, we are
actively working to identify, challenge and expose violent extremist ideologies that attack and undermine
our city’s shared values.

Leicester City Council’s Response to the Questions Set Out by the Communities and Local
Government Committee Relating to the Government’s Programme for Preventing Violent
Extremism known as “Prevent”.

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

1.1 A Prevent strategy and programme alone cannot and will not address the problem of violent
extremism the UK faces. This is a multi layered, multi issue, complex agenda and the response needs to
acknowledge and address this.

1.2 The current strategy has, intentionally or not, led to the stigmatisation and isolation of some of our
Muslim communities. This has been unhelpful and at times even detrimental to the strong levels of
community cohesion the city has worked so hard to achieve.
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1.3 The current Prevent programme is heavily focused on tackling “extremism” and does not give enough
importance to other social factors such as poverty, deprivation, alienation and conflicts of culture and
identity which all are potential influencing factors.

1.4 By working with all our communities in a fair and transparent way we can build a greater sense of
trust and confidence which will provide a stronger basis to bring about challenges and solutions to common
issues that aVect us all—such as the threat of violent extremism.

1.5 We all (Government, local authorities, the police, youth services etc) need to understand that a stand
alone strategy is not enough. This is a real challenge and we need to be working across strategies and cross
cutting agendas to see “success”—this means making sure all services are open and accessible and fitting to
the diverse communities we serve, that all our young people have a fair chance to education and achieving
their aspirations, that those identified as “vulnerable” or “at risk” and their families are suitably supported.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors that lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the Prevent programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

2.1 Our understanding of “terrorists” in that they lie in the shadows and do not identify themselves as
“terrorists”.

2.2 The profiles of previous convicted terrorists paint a varied picture which cuts across ethnicity, culture,
class, education and geographical boundaries and makes it diYcult to eVectively target work.

3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

3.1 Broadening and deepening community engagement: The government needs to broaden its engagement
to include the UK’s diverse Muslim and non-Muslim communities, specifically smaller communities who
do not aYliate themselves to larger representative organisations.

3.2 This lack of formalised link to Muslim representative opinion presents problems for government and
us locally too, as it can allow for individual opinions and diVerences to sometimes dominate the debate.

3.3 Up until the recent refreshed version, the Prevent Strategy has focused on engaging with Muslim
communities which has been at times unhelpful in engaging the “target” communities as they have felt that
the finger has been pointed to them as the “problem”. The refreshed version supports Leicester’s approach
of engaging with all communities to address varying forms and guises of violent extremism that undermine
the city’s shared values, including those inspired by Al-Qaida and associated groups and far right extremists.

3.4 The Prevent strategy needs to deepen its engagement beyond the “usual suspects” and community
gatekeepers. We need to reach out to and work with those that are not currently accessing service provision;
those that are not writing letters to us or sitting on our various groups and committee. We need to be hearing
and listening to the “unheard” voices.

3.5 At present in Leicester partners and key community contacts’ are aware of the strategy but the wider
community is largely unaware, except for some negative perceptions about its intentions fuelled by media
reporting and internet sites.

3.6 For Leicester our programme of work under this agenda will need to broaden and deepen, specifically
work with Muslim parents, NEET young people and those not accessing youth provision, those of
University age, and our Somali and Muslim convert/revert communities. We are also stepping up our work
with our white outer estate communities, dispelling myths and perceptions and addressing grievances’
fuelled by the Far Right. We believe this could be a potential area of tension, ie between Far Right activist
and those of Muslim faith in the city.

3.7 There needs to be less reliance on individuals advising at a national level and closer working directly
with local authorities. Each area across the UK is very diVerent in its makeup, structures’ and relationships
and will therefore require localised solutions. We would like the Government to be much more open to
varying approaches—and this includes the allocation of resources.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

4.1 Some are available and have proved to be useful. To assist us further, we would welcome clear and
consistent guidelines, templates and case studies of what a “successful” programme or intervention looks
like.

4.2 Specific guidelines around conducting a “risk assessment” of the Prevent programme would also be
welcome and assist in mitigating risks such as funding groups/projects that advocate violence or that
challenge our country’s shared values.
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5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

5.1 ”Prevent” should be aimed at all of our communities and therefore the answer to this question is
currently “no”.

5.2 It seems that those in the “prevent” world—practitioners’, policy makers, academics and community
leaders are still focusing eVorts on our Muslim communities.

5.3 In Leicester we have made conscious eVorts to balance focused work with our Muslim communities
as well as those from non-Muslim backgrounds. In the past we have come across some tensions with
Government about our approach however with the recent refreshed version of the Prevent strategy now in
place this has confirmed our approach and we will continue to build on this—for example by working
specifically with our white communities from the outer estates and addressing far right tensions.

5.4 More eVort is required to promote positive images and perceptions of what the strategy is striving to
deliver and achieve. Communities need to understand that this is “our” (all communities) issue and not a
“Muslim” issue.

5.5 Mainstreaming is key to achieving this. We need to have the objectives of the Prevent strategy clear
in our minds and instilled in day to day work so that it become part and parcel of everyday planning and
practice—rather than being a “add on”.

5.6 Increasing understanding and raising awareness is crucial to the delivery of the strategy—In Leicester
we are encouraging frontline staV across public services, including police oYcers, youth workers, social
workers, mental health staV and teachers to attend a two day awareness raising training around “Prevent”.

6. Is the Government seeking and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

6.1 The Government have commissioned a number of research projects, reviews and inquiries into how
we can best achieve the goals of the Prevent programme, but there seems to be a lack of conclusive
information as a result. Further work to seek the views of communities and individuals on “the ground”
needs to take place including Imams, Muslim young people and women.

6.2 There also seems to be a lack of evidence/critical evaluation of specific programmes such as
“Channel”. Robust evaluation of Prevent programmes is required and this needs to be disseminated in a
timely fashion so localities are able to plan and allocate resources based on “what works” at the beginning
of the programme—rather than getting to the end of year two and still being asked for information relating
to the previous year.

7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

7.1 As mentioned, Government must improve the way it evaluates the eVectiveness of the Prevent
programme.

7.2 To date, this has been somewhat patchy and unclear with mixed messages being communicated
regarding the eVectiveness of programmes. In some cases this has led to a loss of community confidence and
trust in the work we do and negative press coverage.

7.3 We need to have a much clearer understanding of what “success” looks like and be equipped to
demonstrate that a project or programme has achieved Prevent related objectives—through qualitative and
quantitative evidence including case studies pictures, one to one interviews, observations, interviews,
questionnaires etc.

7.4 Further work around “value for money” also needs to take place—what will end/continue after the
lifetime of the Prevent programme in 2011? To ensure best value, we need to be considering if and how
projects can be mainstreamed, what additional and ongoing benefits may be reaped and identify any links
to community cohesion objectives before funding is awarded.

7.5 Specialist units such as the Community Contact Unit and RICU set up by the government to facilitate
the delivery of the strategy have made steps to engage partners. As we move forward, we hope that this
continues and develops further.

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

8.1 On the ground there is still a lack of diVerentiation between “Prevent” and other related policy
frameworks, specifically “Community Cohesion”.

8.2 It seems that practitioners working in the field and those who have been involved or have a interest
in the “Prevent” world have begun to gain an understanding of this complex agenda, reflected in the way
funding has been allocated to projects over the last year compared to the Pathfinder year.
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8.3 The term “community cohesion” is relatively recent—further work with strategic leads, policy
makers, front line staV and communities needs to take place to communicate the similarities and distinctions
with other related policy areas including the prevention of violent extremism, in a clear and accessible
manner.

September 2009

Memorandum from the LGA Group (PVE 30)

The LGA Group is made up of six organisations—the Local Government Association, Improvement and
Development Agency, Local Government Employers, Local Authority Co-ordinators of Regulatory
Services, Local Partnerships and the Leadership Centre for Local Government. Our shared ambition is to
make an outstanding contribution to the success of local government.

The LGA is the single voice for local government. As a voluntary membership body, funded almost
entirely by the subscriptions of over 400 member authorities in England and Wales, we lobby and campaign
for changes in policy and legislation on behalf of our member councils and the people and communities
they serve.

We work with and on behalf of our membership to deliver our shared vision of an independent and
confident local government sector, where local priorities drive public service improvement in every city, town
and village and every councillor acts as a champion for their ward and for the people they represent.

In response to the questions posed by the Committee, we oVer the following responses:

(1) Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

This is not entirely “new” territory—collectively national and local government have dealt with terrorism,
extremist activity and unpleasant perversions of religious rhetoric in various forms before. However, we are
all aware of the salience and scale of the particular threat from AQ-inspired extremism, and the need for a
co-ordinated, robust and thoughtful approach to a complex and evolving problem.

Our focus within the LGA group is on the role of local government. We are concerned how the national
Prevent policy meshes with local councils’ ability to deliver what they feel is best for their communities. Local
authorities have a vital role in promoting safer, stronger communities; promoting ‘shared values’, and
building resilience to extremist rhetoric and behaviour at a local level and we are pleased that this is
recognised at national level. Over the past two years, the LGA has played a central role in challenging and
shaping policy development, through championing and reflecting the views of local authorities as the
Prevent programme has developed. Both IDeA and LGA have also been closely involved in supporting
delivery at a local level.

We have not always agreed with the Government’s rhetoric—particularly at the outset, when the language
was less nuanced, and the focus on Muslim communities at times felt heavy-handed and was felt by many
to undermine cohesion work. Many local authorities felt that Government lacked consideration for the
diYculties they faced in initiating a meaningful dialogue with partners and local communities to get
understanding and buy-in to Prevent at a local level. And there was a genuine sense that Government was
unclear about the precise nature of the role that local authorities should play—as opposed to the Police.

But we have come a long way since then. Both we and the authorities we represent and work with would
acknowledge that we have had some diYcult but useful debates, both with local delivery partners and
national Government. We are, collectively, in a better place now in understanding some of the grievances,
concerns and vulnerabilities we need to address within our communities.

Some key strengths of the programme to date include:

— Improved local partnership working between Police and local government, including development
of Counter Terrorism Local Profiles (CTLPs).

— Greater confidence and trust from central Government in local capacity to deliver—evidenced, for
example, through the expansion of the IDeA’s sector-led support and review programme;
Challenge and Innovation Fund and continuation of delivery of Prevent funding through Area
Based Grant rather than ringfencing.

— Good communications between national and local government through the Government OYce
network. In our view, Government OYces have made considerable and noticeable improvements
in their key role as a conduit for information exchange between national and local government.
Their role in NI35 self-assessments and support for CAA has generally been viewed as positive by
local authorities and their partners, and both IDeA and LGA are grateful for the key role they
played in identifying key areas for IDeA support and review for 2009–10.
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— Government has shown a willingness to shift policy in response to dialogue with local delivery
partners. The FCO’s decision to explicitly acknowledge the impact of foreign policy and
international events on local grievance was a good example. Supporting this with visits to local
communities was also appreciated.

In our view some areas for further development include:

— Need for greater acknowledgement of the role of local councillors in leading, representing and
supporting local communities. The LGA and IDeA have taken the initiative on working to
improve support, training and communications specifically for councillors through development
of a “councillors network”. This work is being supported by CLG and RICU.

— Need for more confidence in engaging with controversial voices at a national level. Government
needs to be more confident in its dealings with those with whom it does not agree, especially when
they have broad support from within communities or in academic circles. Government
Departments should also be consistent in their approach to relationships.

— Further discussion and clarity of understanding is needed on the relationship between Prevent and
“other forms of extremism”, including Far Right extremism

— Government must remain visibly committed to the line that focusing on preventing AQ-inspired
extremism, and identifying and supporting vulnerable members of Muslim communities,
absolutely does not and should not equate to “demonising” British Muslims. Strong and
committed reiteration of these key messages at a national level is important to enable local
authorities to rebut and address local grievances about the remit of Prevent. Ministerial speeches
have gone some way in addressing this and we would want this to continue.

— Tension between OSCT and CLG on the nature of the focus of Prevent, and the activity which
should flow from that, can be a problem at times. We in local government support John Denham
MP’s view of Prevent as distinct but necessarily situated within the broader context of community
cohesion and equalities. We do not believe that this in any way dilutes Prevent, it simply sits it in
the appropriate context. Police and the Security Services will necessarily see things from a diVerent
perspective. But as OSCT builds a direct relationship with local government delivery as well as local
Police then these messages need to be properly aligned across Government.

(2) How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

Firstly we feel that the Government is committed to trying to identify potential risks and drivers through
ongoing commissioned research. For example the research that has taken place at Manchester University,
looking at commonalities in influences and behaviours among UK nationals convicted of terrorist oVences.

Concrete analysis of potential risk factors is rightly diVerent from developing a profile of the “typical
extremist”. Some of the early presentations from JTAC presented a continuum from grievance or alienation
through radicalisation to violent extremism. We are pleased to see that this approach has been replaced by
a more holistic view of potential risks and interventions.

There is an acknowledgement at both the national and local level that the ability to prevent acts of violence
of this kind goes to the heart of some serious social, psychological and philosophical debates. However, there
is also a strong, and we feel sensibly founded, sense that Prevent must be practically situated within a wider
context of equality, human rights, social cohesion and social justice.

The local context is therefore of paramount importance and Prevent is quite rightly focused at the local
level. LGA and IDeA have been key partners with national Government from the outset and we feel that
this current balance between national and local leadership and delivery is about right.

One of the key issues identified at a local level was the quality and protocols for sharing key information
on risks and vulnerable individuals between Police, local authorities and key community partners. LGA and
IDeA therefore worked with OSCT to develop and introduce CTLPs. Early feedback is encouraging,
although more could still be done to ensure that the appropriate information is being shared with frontline
and middle-tier oYcers with responsibility for monitoring and delivering projects and Action Plans.

In our view, the objectives of the Prevent strategy have stood up through the diYcult initial phases of
policy implementation and have proved a useful framework within which to work.

(3) How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

We feel strongly that engagement with communities is the business of local government, and we also feel
that acknowledgement of this is one of the key strengths of the overall approach to delivering Prevent.

However, there are some key messages which national Government should take responsibility for
delivering, for example in explaining the focus on Muslim communities. We also feel that it is crucial that
national Government is absolutely clear—across all departments—on the purpose and remit of work on
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Prevent. But what we feel is equally important is that local partners feel empowered and supported to
communicate eVectively at a local level, and we would agree that the Government has taken the right
approach to working with local partners including local authorities and the Police.

We also support the mechanisms that Government and we as partners have put in place to enable local
delivery partners and local communities to give feedback and seek advice, including web resources, guidance
and groups such as the Local Delivery Advisory Group (LDAG), the National Muslim Women’s Advisory
Group (NMWAG) and the Young Muslim Advisory Group (YMAG). Our work going forward will include
closer work with local councillors who have not been central to the strategy to date.

(4) Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

Advice on implementation is generally strong. The scale of the programme comes with its problems—for
example lack of agreement between Government departments, or speed of response to key international
events (Gaza in particular)—but overall it has definitely been a strength in terms of having the resources to
produce good, timely and well-written guidance on local delivery.

LGA and IDeA have been directly involved in delivering a wide range of advice and support to local
authorities. In 2008/09 the IDeA delivered a CLG-commissioned programme of peer support to six local
authorities (Derby, Preston, Peterborough, Hackney, Calderdale and Luton) to support the delivery of
Prevent.

The aim of the peer support programme was to use teams of local government and voluntary sector peers,
managed by experienced IDeA consultants/associates, to build knowledge, understanding, confidence and
capacity around Prevent within the local government sector.

Peers were recruited, accredited and trained by the IDeA. Peers also came from a diverse range of local
authorities including Tower Hamlets, Haringey, Rotherham, Burnley, Birmingham and Kirklees. There are
also some VCS partners including Shaista Gohir from Muslim Voice UK and Hanif Malik from Leeds’
Hamara Centre.

Following a successful evaluation from the participating authorities IDeA is expanding the programme
this year. This will draw in a wider range of councils and sector-led learning.

“Peers were extremely useful in challenging what Luton had done and not done, eg deliberate decision
not to work with councillors. The Member briefing they proposed has enabled some influential
councillors to develop a good understanding of the issues.”

Lead OYcer, Luton

“The peer support and the events that took place mark a significant milestone between the local
authority and Muslim communities”

Lead OYcer, Hackney

LGA was disappointed by the Government’s decision to introduce “Direct Support”, now called the
Prevent Exemplar Partnership Programme. We do appreciate that in can be diYcult for Government to get
first-hand understanding of how Prevent is being delivered on the ground, and to demonstrate value for
money, but we feel a national-Government-led programme of this kind undermines the commitment to
freedom and flexibility in local delivery.

LGA have led on setting up a “Councillors Network” to provide training and information to councillors
on Prevent policy and implementation. Again the intention is for this to be primarily sector-led, with support
and facilitation from LGA and IDeA.

LGA has also produced written guidance for councillors and run a successful national conference
specifically for the local government sector. This is being followed up with a One Year On event on
10 November 2009.

(5) Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

In terms of consistent messages and resources, we feel generally “yes”. As noted above, the scale of the
programme and the resources committed to it mean that the quality of published guidance is good.

We also feel that communication between local and national government has improved.

RICU has taken a time to establish but it is now starting to take a genuinely meaningful role in co-
ordinating communication across and between national and local Government and with local partners.

There is still some way to go. We still see evidence of gaps at a local level, particularly between senior
figures in the Police and local government and their frontline staV, and with councillors and community
partners. We hope that some of the work around, for example CTLPs and the ongoing development of
RICU’s local focus, as well as ongoing local delivery support from IDeA will continue to strengthen local
communications and information sharing. For example IDeA will be working with Rotherham council and
South Yorkshire Police, as well as other South Yorkshire authorities this year to build on identified good
practice on information sharing between partners.
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Government OYces have improved considerably in their role as a key conduit for information between
national and local Government.

Lack of consistency of message between key Government departments is the main source of confusion.

Open access to advice and guidance remains a key area for further work and we welcome CLG’s planned
redevelopment of its web resource to provide more accessible information to these audiences. IDeA and
LGA are working closely with CLG to ensure that sector-led content hosted on their pages complements
key Government content and information. We feel that there is a considerable lack of clarity about the
purpose and audience for OSCT’s recently launched website.

We welcomed the Government’s two national conferences, and the strength of some of the workshops was
encouraging. We welcome the proposed commitment to making this year’s event less about plenary sessions
and far more about interaction between both national and local delivery partners.

(6) Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

Dialogue with local government and its partners has been good, and is evidence of a trusting relationship.
However timeliness could be improved. In our view the Government could usefully do more to acknowledge
the role the sector has had in shaping its current stance and the acknowledgement of the merits of sector-
led learning.

A good example of sector-led learning was when, in April 2009, Slough council began a forum discussion
on the IDeA Community of Practice about the use of council assets by groups with extreme political views.
LGA and IDeA picked up and facilitated a meeting and ongoing discourse with about 20 local authorities,
which led to the development of written guidance. This was an entirely sector-led discussion of a real and
pertinent issue for local authorities. Councils both acknowledged and accepted that the approach depended
on local circumstances, but also made an important commitment to oVering mutual support and advice to
one another when groups with questionable views or motives attempted to use council-owned premises to
host meetings. National Government acknowledged the importance and value of this coming from local
authorities themselves

Government is in a diYcult position in relation to monitoring and evaluating Prevent at a national level.
The LGA group supports the discretion aVorded local authorities through the use of ABG to distribute
Prevent funding, but we are also aware that this does not satisfy Ministers in understanding precisely how
Prevent money is being spent. We in LGA and IDeA support the view that local authorities should be seeking
to evaluate the local impacts of their work on Prevent. However, because of the newness of this agenda,
whilst we do not support close monitoring, there is a reasonable desire to collect good practice for further
policy development and the IDeA Group can play a role in that. IDeA’s Action Planning challenge and
development sessions and its online networks will actively support this information-sharing. We also felt
that the OSCT publications following their review of all of the Action Plans in May 2009 was helpful. We
support the proposed review/refresh of Action Plans in October 2009. Within this context we feel that the
“Tracker” is now an unnecessarily cumbersome and bureaucratic tool for capturing local delivery.

We think the Local Delivery Advisory Group (LDAG), National Muslim Womens Advisory Group
(NMWAG) and the Young Muslim Advisory Group (YMAG) are all positive and constructive approaches
to seeking advice from communities. We would perhaps like to see these groups refreshed and broadened a
bit more than they are the moment.

Think Tanks have produced a huge range of research on the issue of Prevent, for example the NLGN
report on broadening the focus or the Policy Research Centre’s recent report on the views of young British
Muslims. We would like to see Government taking a more active role in reviewing and debating the findings
of these reports, rather than generally dismissing them. We feel we are more responsive on this and as the
policy agenda matures and more research of this nature is published, we in the local government sector are
already ensuring that that research is being adequately acknowledged, debated and analysed. One example
of this is the IDeA which is currently revising its web pages to provide a greater degree of discussion and
debate with key local government figures to support this.

(7) How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

Given the clear philosophical constraints on measuring the success of Prevent we feel that there have been
some good, early attempts to measure the impact and eVectiveness of work on Prevent.

The joint HMIC Audit Commission review was hugely valuable piece of work, and we welcome the
inclusion of Prevent work in the CAA.

We also have confidence in the work that is being delivered between CLG, OSCT, LGA and IDeA to work
with local authorities to challenge and monitor delivery Prevent at a local level through reviews of local
Action Plans.

With regards to NI35, it focuses on processes rather than outcomes and therefore it is of limited value.
We feel that there is a good emerging performance management methodology for Prevent emerging through
other channels, for example the Tavistock evaluation recommendations and local authorities’ own Action
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Plan monitoring and we feel that NI35 could usefully be dropped from a revised indicator set without
devaluing work on Prevent. This could be supported by a sensible discussion of how other indicators—for
example NI2 (belonging) support and reflect eVective Prevent delivery.

The ability of local authorities to agree what works for them locally and to monitor the impacts that they
feel matter at a local level is an important one. We therefore welcome the Government’s recent Prevent
evaluation guidance, commissioned from the Tavistock Institute.

Gauging of public reactions has been less well-developed. We know that there is still a strong sense in some
quarters that Prevent focuses unfairly on Muslim communities. More robust analysis and discussion of this
would be beneficial.

(8) Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

In the early stages of Prevent there was considerable lack of clarity about what precisely it was the
Government felt local authorities could and should take lead responsibility for in relation to Prevent. There
was rhetoric about it being “distinct from community cohesion”, but in reality it was diYcult to place this
and to work out what was the responsibilities of local authorities (as opposed to Police).

We feel that considerable progress has been made in resolving this— largely through considerable on-
going dialogue and a shared acceptance of the complexity of the agenda. The Prevent objectives have been
very helpful for this understanding. Objectives two and three are controversial for local authorities, but we
feel that their inclusion in the Prevent strategy is crucial to promoting local debate and commitment to
tackling the more hard-edged aspects of the Prevent agenda.

It should not be problematic that some aspects of Prevent overlap with community cohesion, integration,
or equality. Local authorities are experienced and sophisticated about joining policy up at a local level, and
in looking at diverse outcomes and impacts within their communities.

There is an inherent tension between delivering Prevent through ABG, and the way in which it clearly
overlaps with other policy agendas, and a desire to ensure that money is being spent appropriately and
eVectively. However, we feel strongly that the way to resolve this is not through increased Government
intervention and micro-management of local delivery. Local circumstances will be the key influence on how
Prevent is both articulated and understood in each area.

Action Plans are a useful and welcome methodology for capturing local prevent delivery, and we think it
is useful for councils and their partners to articulate what they feel impacts on Prevent in their locality, and
how this is being addressed. The strong examples cited by the Home OYce in their recent publications, for
example those from Waltham Forest, Rotherham and Peterborough, demonstrate how a considerable range
and diversity of projects and working relationships can be captured in a way that is genuinely helpful, useful
and informative. The good examples of Action Plans also eVectively demonstrate how Prevent is positioned
within an overall mainstreamed approach to supporting and maintaining safer, stronger local communities.

September 2009

Memorandum from Muslim Council of Britain (PVE 32)

Introduction

1. The Muslim Council of Britain (MCB) is an inclusive umbrella body that seeks to express and be a
platform for the diverse interests of Muslims in Britain. The MCB is a non-partisan, cross-sectarian
organisation that reflects the rich traditions of Islam, both Sunni and Shi’a, that exists in Britain today.
Founded in 1997, it is pledged to work for the common good of the society as a whole.

2. The MCB is made up of major national, regional and local organisations, specialist institutions and
professional bodies. Its aYliates include mosques, educational and charitable bodies, cultural and relief
agencies and women and youth groups and associations. At present it has over five hundred aYliates.

3. The MCB welcomes this opportunity to submit its views on the Government’s programme for
preventing violent extremism. Such an appraisal is long overdue and we endorse any initiative that examines
what has become, the central policy tool for engaging with Britain’s Muslim community.

4. The response is based upon consultation amongst our aYliates and reflects a consensus of views
amongst the Muslim community in Britain.
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Background

5. The Muslim Council of Britain has long spoken out against terrorism and violent extremism. Ever
since the atrocities of 11 September 2001, the MCB has initiated statements and campaigns to speak out
against the scourge of terrorism.

6. The MCB does not wish to sweep under the carpet the fact that more than half of Muslims arrested
in 2007–2008 have pleaded guilty to terrorism oVences. Our message—ever since 9/11—has been
unequivocal and focussed—to call on all members of society to eschew criminality and participate positively
in society. It is the job of the professionals to uncover criminality.

7. Significant amounts of public funds have been invested in the Prevent programme. The monitoring and
intelligence gathering agenda of Prevent are matters that best reside within the National Security Strategy.
It was an error to have contaminated the way a department like Communities and Local Government is
publicly perceived by placing national security concerns in its orbit. Community development and cohesion
policies ought to apply to all communities fairly and equitably, based on need.

8. While the focus should be on a criminal and policing strategic response, the MCB appreciates the need
to explore the underlying causes. However, there seems to have been an expectation that community bodies,
by showing “leadership”, can wave a magic wand and ask young people to remain oblivious to international
political developments at the root of the frustration—not least the injustice in Palestine that has lasted well-
nigh sixty years.

9. The Muslim Council of Britain echoes the widely held view that the “Prevent” policy, the subsequent
strategic response adopted by the Government, has not minimised extremism but has instead proved to be
counter-productive. It has flawed analytical underpinnings, as outlined above, and assumes that the Muslim
community must be viewed through the prism of security. This has become known as the “securitisation of
integration”.

10. The MCB has sight of the letter recently sent by Secretary of State for Communities and the Home
Secretary to local authorities on the subject of Prevent (August 2009). We welcome the acknowledgement
that “it is clear that the label ‘Preventing Violent Extremism’ attached to the local Prevent funding stream
has on occasion been a barrier to promoting good, community-based work”. We feel that by drawing
attention to Government’s concern with “all forms of extremism, including violent extremism”, the letter is
addressing concerns that the Prevent agenda views Muslims as the “suspect community”.

Substantive Response

11. From the Muslim community perspective, “Prevent” programmes are providing the prism through
which to see all public programmes—impeding even spiritual chaplaincy in hospitals, and adding student
“monitoring” responsibilities to university authority duties. These are mainstream, service delivery concerns
that are being hampered by the short-term, analytically flawed assumptions of the “Prevent” policy.

12. On 21 March 2009, the MCB convened a community consultation meeting on Prevent and (at the
time) the proposed Contest 2 proposals, at the Birmingham Central Mosque. This was attended by over
200 mosque representatives and ulema (religious scholars) from across the country. Views expressed
included:

(i) from a representative of a Lancashire community body, “we have decided not to access PVE
funding… the Prevent/Contest 2 is considering all of us as “extremists”.

(ii) from a representative of a Blackburn community organisation, “Concerns on surveillance and
monitoring are having a negative aVect on the delivery of Prevent”.

(iii) from a senior representative of the Birmingham Central Mosque, “How has PVE public money
been spent? We need to know the results”.

(iv) from a representative of a Glasgow mosque, “the Scottish PVE funding is not great, but there
remain suspicions and misgivings—we have been debating our policy of engagement”.

(v) from a representative of a Northwest England Ulama council, referring to the case of some students
in Bradford who were tried and subsequently acquitted in March 2006 “We are seeing a climate of
suspicion where young men going to the mosques on a regular basis seems to cause concern—
Prevent seems to have made us fearful and anxious of each other…”.

(vi) from a representative of a women’s group in Aston, “tell us the facts… there is not enough in the
public domain”.

13. The MCB acknowledges that Muslim civil society bodies, including those aYliated to the MCB, have
successfully bid for “Prevent” funding. However, many are now reporting themselves that the stated aim of
the policy is not working. There is little or no evidence that the policy has reduced extremism.

14. Despite the vast amounts spent on the “Prevent” policy, a majority of Muslim organisations are not
taking up the funding. New organizations, with no track-record in the community, are taking up funding
without any rigorous measure of success. The Muslim Council of Britain was recently contacted by a group
of Northampton Muslims who said “…we are fortunate that diVerent communities co-exist peacefully in
Northampton due to the tireless work of many individuals and agencies. The awarding of this money
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assumes that ‘there is a problem in the town’ when it doesn’t exist. Muslims… are part and parcel of
everything that goes on here. They are concerned about… issues that aVect the wider community… [such
as]…education, health, housing, youth provision… mainstream issues that need to be addressed by statutory
agencies”.

15. Our experience, therefore, is that “Prevent” is conflating intelligence gathering and anti-terrorism
with community services delivery. Prior to 7/7 and even 9/11, British Muslim civil society was evolving to
make vibrant contributions to the mainstream third sector. Through active engagement with a range of
funding bodies, Muslim community groups could deliver projects on par with other organisations of all
faiths and none.

16. It seems that for many agencies and groups, access to funding now becomes possible if they take on
a “Prevent” agenda colouring; the other side of the coin is that overwhelming section of the Muslim
community which is law-abiding, will not identify with the Prevent agenda that brands them as a problem
or suspect community.

17. Since the “Prevent” policy was instituted, the opportunity to access mainstream funding has
diminished with those aYliated to MCB reporting that they are being directed to funding emanating from
the “Prevent” strand rather than through previous sources of funding. We are now very concerned about
the new grants funding given to Local Authorities, because Muslim Communities will be disadvantaged as
there is no evaluation framework in place. We should caution that this is now leaning towards another
extreme.

18. More importantly, the MCB underlines the point that far from preventing extremism, this policy has
prevented cohesion. This surely goes against the ethos and purpose of the Department for Communities and
Local Government. It is clear to the MCB that other minority faith communities in the UK are resentful of
the disproportionate funding allocated to capacity building and education projects of one grouping in the
way that has taken place.

19. Any evolution of the “Prevent” policy should move beyond and away from narrow security concerns.
We strongly advocate the renewal of democratic processes to strengthen civil society as a whole. With the
MPs expenses scandal and the downfall of the banking sector, the electorate has to be reassured of political
processes and systems and inherently have faith of the political leadership imposed on them, be this local,
regional and national. Without this there can be no vision of a cohesive society. Regardless of faith, race,
social status, social upbringing, civil society and communities face the same problems in terms of education,
housing, employment, health, crime etc. There has to be fresh and enlightened thinking on the renewal of
democratic processes to make Britain a better nation by strengthening civil society and giving power back
to the people, in terms of accountability.

20. As “Prevent” has become the primary tool of engagement between the government and the
community, attention is diverted away from pressing issues that cannot be viewed via the prism of security.
Britain’s ethnic minorities experience high levels of poverty and deprivation. This is acute for Muslims: a
third of the ethnic population is Muslim, though Muslims themselves are of diverse ethnic backgrounds.
Over a third of Muslims live in the top 10% of deprived local authority areas; more than half live in the most
deprived 20%. Muslim households are most likely to lack central heating while unemployment rates are
higher than other sections of the population.

21. In conclusion, we are supportive of this consultation in terms of providing the space for faith and
community organisations to feedback on the eVectiveness of “Prevent”. We are hopeful that you will take
on board many of the views, recommendations and criticisms that have emerged from this policy. There is an
urgent need to actively seek to rectify the damage done that has inevitably distanced the Muslim Community
further from engagement on tackling extremism. As a new generation of young Muslims and young people
enter civil society, we need to reframe the discussion so that they and other Britons are not criminalized, and
are actively encouraged to become part of the public space.

September 2009

Memorandum from the West Midlands Police Authority (PVE 33)

Summary

The role for police authorities

— Police authorities play a key role in the governance of policing and are “responsible authorities”
on crime and disorder partnerships (CDRPs).

— Preventing violent extremism poses significant challenges because responsibility and leadership is
shared both nationally and locally.

— Police authorities can play an important role in securing eVective Prevent activity, thanks to their
mixed membership of local councillors and independent members, and central role on CDRPs.

— Police authorities have oversight of partnership working, performance, and the intelligence and
community data that is used to develop and commission preventing violent extremism projects.
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— West Midlands Police Authority has developed an notably fruitful role in the development of local
Prevent strategy and delivery.

— The role and potential for police authorities in this regard is not well understood and recognised,
and recommendations from the committee in this area would be useful.

Preventing violent extremism: wider implications

— The Prevent strand of CONTEST II has generated interest far beyond its target audiences, and this
wider impact has been closely felt in the West Midlands.

— The “shared values” section in CONTEST II oVers little guidance to public bodies.

— The debate about how to best respond to the threat of radicalisation merits further detailed
examination.

The evidence base for local preventing violent extremism activity

— Public policy is based on a set of assumptions about the causes and drivers for radicalisation.

— These assumptions shape service delivery, and so if they are wrong, the policy may not succeed.

— The current prevailing set of assumptions may not adequately cover the full range of drivers for
radicalisation.

— “Local narratives” have not become central to the analysis of local circumstances.

— There is a need to understand the extent to which Counter Terrorism Local Profiles and community
mapping are accurately reflecting local circumstances, and providing the evidence base for work
to prevent violent extremism.

EVective local partnership working

— Local authority sensitivities about Prevent can drive a broadening of its terms of reference.

— There has been a dilution of focus in Prevent work away from immediate support of individuals
and groups at risk of radicalisation, to weaker, longer term community cohesion initiatives.

— The distinction between “community cohesion” and “community safety” can be overcome by
embedding police/local authority joint working at a number of levels.

The role of West Midlands Police Authority in preventing violent extremism

1. Police authorities are the governance bodies for policing. Their key responsibilities are:

— Securing the maintenance of an eVective and eYcient police service.

— Holding the Chief Constable to account.

— Achieving continuous improvements in policing performance.

— Obtaining the views of local people on policing matters and reflecting these views when setting local
policing priorities.

2. West Midlands Police Authority (WMPA) has seventeen members made up of councillors drawn from
the seven metropolitan local authorities in the WMP area, and independent members appointed from the
community after a rigorous competitive selection process. WMPA is a “responsible authority” on seven
crime and disorder reduction partnerships, separate from the Force. This gives WMPA a key role in both
the governance of policing and the network of partnerships that bind policing to local government,
probation, the fire service, and the NHS.

3. West Midlands Police (WMP) is the second largest territorial force in England, with 14,000 OYcers
and staV serving a population of 2.6 million. The Force hosts the West Midlands Counter Terrorism Unit
(WMCTU). Birmingham City Council and the Black Country Partnership (led by Dudley Metropolitan
Borough Council) received Preventing Violence Extremism Pathfinder funding, and these two local
authorities have adopted NI35 in their Local Area Agreements. There have been a number of terrorism
related arrests in Birmingham and the surrounding local authorities, and the area’s complex and shifting
demography requires the police and partners to give CT matters a high priority.

4. WMPA decided to make a submission to the committee’s review because of the risk that the success
of Preventing Violent Extremism will be jeopardised by the fault lines that this work must straddle. First,
Prevent relates to both community cohesion and community safety, strands of public policy arguably based
on diVering fundamental assumptions. Second, Prevent policy and funding is shared between two
Government departments, DCLG and the Home OYce—and there is a real risk that these Departments do
not communicate as eVectively as they might. Third, service commissioning and delivery is primarily the
shared responsibility of Local Government and the police—and it is not obvious who is responsible for what.
If these tensions are not addressed, then it is less likely that the Prevent objectives will be fulfilled.
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5. We responded to the call for submissions because police authorities are well placed to cope with these
tensions. They sit across the policing/local government fault line, thanks to their councillor members and
“responsible authority” status on crime and disorder reduction partnerships. They can set the Force
objectives around partnership working, and hold the Force to account if those partnerships are not
performing well. They can also have a strong influence on local authorities through their councillor
members, who can, for example, represent the Authority on local Prevent Boards. With “responsible
authority” status on CDRPs come powers to set agendas, raise concerns and challenge partners on their
“duty to co-operate”.

6. Police authorities can also have direct oversight of local partnership working. For example, at 1030 on
8 October 2009 the WMPA Community and Security Committee will be meeting in public at the Drum
Theatre in Aston, Birmingham. Following the meeting there will be a question and answer session at which
members of the public can quiz the committee members and WMP OYcers. On the agenda are a number
of items, including a report on NI35 in the WMP area; in essence the committee will be seeking an assessment
of the eVectiveness of the Force’s engagement with partners, and the progress in achieving the objectives set
out in the Prevent Strategy. As a demonstration of the role police authorities can play in relation to
preventing violent extremism, we would warmly invite members of the Communities and Local Government
committee to attend this meeting and observe.

7. As explored below, the degree to which the public sector understands the communities it serves, and
the reliability of the intelligence on which that understanding is based, is crucial. Again, police authorities
are central here. Lead police authority members receive higher levels of security clearance, and have access
to the intelligence information on which the counter terrorism local profiles are based. This enables police
authority members to oVer critical oversight of the assumptions on which local preventing violent extremism
activity is based.

8. The unique social challenge posed by Preventing Violent Extremism has fostered a notably fruitful
relationship between West Midlands Police Authority and operational CT staV. Direct interaction between
Police Authority councillors, specialist independent members and CT police oYcers has served as an
excellent sounding board for eVective management of local Prevent strategy and delivery. Furthermore,
academic engagement is strong in this arena with local universities working with the police on the Prevent
agenda. There is also broad cooperation in seminars, academic networks and conferences, with which the
police authority is closely involved. For example, WMPA hosted a national conference on radicalisation in
March 2008, and summary paper from the conference is attached at appendix 1.

9. Unfortunately, the key role that police authorities can play in relation to Prevent is not well understood
or recognised. For example, the Local Government Association paper, “Leading the preventing violent
extremism agenda: a role made for councillors”, published in November 2008, fails to even mention police
authorities. We therefore suggest that the role of police authorities in relation to preventing violent
extremism is an area to which the committee should give attention, and make recommendations.

Preventing violent extremism: wider implications

10. The Prevent strand of CONTEST II is primarily addressed to the threat of Al-Qa’ida influenced
terrorism, which in turn poses the greatest risk to Muslim communities. PVE activity by the police and local
authorities should not, however, be considered as only impacting on Muslim communities; much more
varied audiences regard this area of public policy as of interest.

11. The recent demonstrations in Luton, London and Birmingham should act as a reminder that eVorts
to promote community cohesion, and seek to protect the rights of Muslims, can be received in unfortunate
ways elsewhere. Protecting the rights of individuals to protest at returning British soldiers, or proselytize in
multi-ethnic, multi-faith city centres, is almost inevitably going to generate a response of some sort. These
reactions, as distasteful as they may be, could well reflect a widely held strand of public opinion, based on
a concern that public bodies are indulging Islamic extremism in the interest of abstract notions of community
well-being. The consequences when these judgements go awry are well understood in the West Midlands,
where a faulty decision to refer Channel 4 to Ofcom over the Dispatches “Undercover Mosque”
documentary led to widespread condemnation and hefty High Court costs. Even more worryingly at a
national level, the public space given to extremist preachers who “settled here” in the 1980s and 1990s, as
CONTEST II puts it, possibly had even more deadly consequences.

12. The term “engagement” is often used to describe the process by which Prevent seeks to influence
collective and individual attitudes among Muslims. The issue becomes whether engagement is taken to mean
genuinely seeking a shared understanding of the values that underpin British citizenship, or, conversely, at
best a watered down set of values that are the “lowest common denominator”, or at worst some communities
simply being told what they want to hear. The “shared values” section in the Prevent chapter of CONTEST
II oVers little guidance here; in an attempt to reassure Muslims and to avoid drawing unhelpful dividing
lines, the definitions of democracy, law and equality are almost painfully opaque. In just 37 words the section
seeks to outline these shared values, and states that there is a duty to challenge those who do not accept the
shared values. While the recent Ministry of Justice paper on the possibility of a Bill of Rights sets out some
of the diYculties associated with this area of public policy, the lack of clarity poses real problems for the
implementation of Prevent, particularly for local partners trying to develop eVective services. The essential
tension is between the approach of working with radical or fundamentalist Muslims—the language becomes
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diYcult here—who do not support the use of violence, and an approach based on working with those whose
values are more in accordance with those of the British mainstream. More generally, Prevent runs the risk
of insisting on engagement with individuals only on the basis of their religious identity, which not only misses
the rich complexity of individual personas, but can reinforce social divides, and cede ground to the extremists
who would happily partition us into theological and ethnic boxes. We consider these to be vital areas for
further investigation and would be willing to provide the committee with further oral and written evidence.

The evidence base for local preventing violent extremism activity

13. EVective interventions to prevent radicalisation are based on assumptions about the nature of the
problem. Local policy makers and service providers must have an evidence-based grasp of the issue with
which they are dealing, otherwise money and eVort will go to waste, and the problem will remain. Early
incarnations of CONTEST saw radicalisation largely as a socio-economic issue, and placed an emphasis
on deprivation, social exclusion and community cohesion. Prevent, in its early forms, was based on these
assumptions.

14. More recently, and particularly in CONTEST II, the generally accepted view of radicalisation has
shifted to one that incorporates the following themes:

— The experiences of first generation Pakistani Muslim immigrants as viewed by their children and
grand children, such as racism and segregation.

— The conflict between the values and perceptions of second and third generation Pakistani Muslims
and their parents.

— The attempt by second and third generation Pakistani Muslims to reconnect with a more
theologically pure form of Islam.

— A sense of grievance around issues such as “The Satanic Verses”, civil wars in the Balkans and
Chechnya, Palestine, and, more recently, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq.

15. Building on these assumptions, local authorities and the police have developed schemes and projects
that seek to address these “generational” themes. Typically, these include projects working with Imams to
enable them to better communicate with young people, school-based projects and projects working with
young people. However, it is becoming clearer that these standard assumptions about the nature of the
problem may not capture the full range of drivers for radicalisation. Most notably, there is evidence that the
drivers for radicalisation vary between communities; perceptions in Somali, Kurdish, and Yemeni
communities are likely to be very diVerent, and, if radicalisation occurs, the patterns and causes are also
likely to be diVerent. With tens of thousands of Somalis now living in Birmingham, these questions are
immediate. If Prevent is not responsive to these diVerent pressures, then it will fail, talking past the problem
rather than addressing it. This is a substantial challenge that the committee is recommended to investigate.

16. One tool designed to meet the challenge was the plan for “local narratives” in each area that seek to
capture local circumstances as a guide for policy and service delivery. The need for these is included in the
NI35 self-assessment framework. However, we are of the view that “local narratives” have not become the
core guiding frameworks that they could be, and are little mentioned in CONTEST II. We regard this as an
area of interest for the committee, where useful recommendations could be forthcoming. Furthermore, the
Government’s green paper on policing tasked police authorities with having a detailed understanding of
their communities, and we are developing more detailed community mapping, with important input from
the seven Counter Terrorism Local Profiles (CTLPs) produced by WMCTU. The area of interest for the
committee then is the extent to which the CTLPs and community mapping are being used by all the partners
to guide decision-making, and the level of understanding of communities that local public bodies bring to
bear.

EVective local partnership working to prevent violent extremism

17. Guidance on Prevent has stressed the shared leadership between local authorities and the police. The
practice of this relationship has proved less straightforward. Preventing violent extremism work clearly
raises a number of political sensitivities, given that, as has been reported elsewhere, some people regard it
as overly focused on Muslims, and even a cover for investigative work by the police or other agencies.

18. It is our judgement that in some areas local authorities have been reticent about Prevent, and related
threat assessments, perhaps on the grounds that acknowledging a problem would be reflect badly on the area
as a whole, or have deleterious electoral implications. There has been much local debate around the
sensitivities of the PVE label and a belief that social cohesion policies are a more eVective approach to
undermining the narrative promoted by violent extremists. This has resulted in a number of programmes,
projects and initiatives which have heavily diluted the Prevent responsibility into a weaker long term
cohesion objective. This approach fails to address the immediate requirement to challenge and support the
individuals and organisations displaying vulnerability right now. An eVective Prevent programme will
confidently and intelligently stimulate discussion and interaction on sensitive PVE issues from the outset,
oVering opportunities to debate, counsel and diVuse misunderstandings, tensions or grievances. These
debates have produced interesting outcomes. For example, in order to reduce concerns that Prevent is
focused exclusively on Muslims, there has been pressure to broaden Prevent’s terms of reference to include
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a wide range of issues, such as far right groups, animal rights activism and other forms of religious
extremism. We are aware that this pressure has also influenced local Channel projects. West Midlands Police
Authority does not seek to minimise the seriousness of this wider range of extremist threats, but questions,
a) whether such problems can be equated to the threat posed by Al-Qa’ida influenced terrorism, or b) the
Prevent methodology is a suitable response. As a further area of possible interest, the committee might wish
to explore the extent to which Channel is being employed to support individuals with learning diYculties
or mental health needs.

19. More benignly, when some local authorities judge Prevent to be a sub-speciality of community
cohesion activity, they regard it as falling within the purview of the local authority executive member for
“equalities and communities” or the local equivalent, rather than community safety. In the West Midlands,
we have sought to overcome these problems by placing seconded police oYcers as local authority Prevent
leads—this approach is in use in Birmingham and Coventry. It has numerous advantages. First, and most
fundamentally, it builds a link between the WMCTU and the local authority. Second, it creates a conduit
through which intelligence information can influence Prevent spending decisions. This is particularly
important, as it ensures that Prevent spending is more responsive to an evidence-based assessment of local
circumstances, and gives access to information from other agencies. Third, it strengthens the link between
local government and the work of the community based counter-terrorism oYcers, known by West
Midlands Police as Security and Partnership OYcers (SPOs). In WMP a SPO is attached to each basic
command unit—of which the Force currently has 21—and they provide a uniformed link between
WMCTU, Neighbourhood Policing, the local authority and the wider community. We would suggest that
the committee might wish to consider the role of the uniformed, public-facing, community-based counter-
terrorism police oYcers, and make recommendations.

September 2009

APPENDIX 1

NOTE FROM WMPA CONFERENCE “UNDERSTANDING RADICALISATION”,
APRIL 2008

Understanding Radicalisation: Creating Safer Communities

The issue of counter-terrorism is currently very high on the government’s agenda. Its importance is
reflected in the increasing volume of resources being devoted to this key area of policy. As one of the major
national recipients of this public money, the West Midlands Police Authority has a statutory duty to ensure
that it is spent wisely and properly.

During Autumn 2007, as part of its regular deliberations, the Authority came to the view that it would
be helpful to develop greater clarity about the underlying causes of violent extremism in order to ensure that
implementation strategies and interventions were well focussed and, therefore, likely to be eVective. We were
aware, on the one hand, of a huge number of largely un-prioritised suggestions from a variety of public and
voluntary bodies, and, on the other, were struck by the sight of shelves in the larger bookshops groaning
under the weight of a swelling popular literature on counter-terrorism. It seemed that there was a need to
cut through all this and to get to the heart of the matter.

Our idea was to bring together the best academic experts and policy minds in Britain, and to invite them
to present and debate their views before an invited audience of senior figures drawn from the Midlands
region as a whole, who had political or executive responsibility for dealing with the phenomenon of al-
Qaeda-inspired radicalisation in diVerent institutional contexts (for example, Council Leaders, Local
Authority Chief Executives, University Vice Chancellors, College Principals, as well as senior managers
from the Prison Service, Strategic Health Authorities and the criminal justice system).

With that aim in mind the Authority, together with its partners, West Midlands Police and the
Government OYce of the West Midlands, organised two events. The first, held on 10 January 2008, was a
seminar intended primarily for members of our sister Police Authorities across the Midlands. The second
event, held on 17 March at Birmingham’s ICC, was a much more ambitious aVair. This paper, which is being
distributed to all participants and speakers, is a synthesis of the presentations and discussions that took place
at those two events. Preliminary discussions were held with a range of experts before the seminar and
conference; points arising from these are incorporated, as well as insights extracted from the contextual
reading undertaken while designing the programme. This added up to a large amount of rich material which,
unavoidably, is drawn upon only selectively in this compressed summary, written with busy people in mind.

An Overview of the Challenge we Face

The Special Nature of the Challenge

A common human reaction when confronted with a complex and dangerous challenge is to fall back on
familiar ground: in this case, the UK government’s experience in handling the security threat posed by the
Provisional IRA. However, although there are some common features shared by PIRA and AQ-inspired
extremism, the diVerences far outweigh the similarities. The PIRA did not use the tactic of suicide bombers.
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Nor did it seek to maximise casualties (for example, warnings were typically issued prior to explosions, and
there is no evidence that the PIRA was seeking to acquire weapons of mass destruction). The PIRA had
an intelligible nationalist agenda whose specific objectives were, at least in principle, negotiable. Al Qaeda-
inspired terrorism, on the other hand, is driven by the ultimate aim of creating (or, as they would see it, re-
instating) a world order (Caliphate) based on a divine unity (tawhid) between the direct word of God, as
revealed in the Koran, and state institutions. In this sense, political groups or movements that spring out of
such an all-embracing “world view” (or Weltanschauung to use the correct German expression) are
“ideological” in a way that the IRA is not. The willingness of a small core of extremists to embrace personal
martyrdom reveals a form of intense commitment that, in the jargon, is “existential” (a personal statement
of faith and sacrifice) rather than “instrumental” (a calculated assessment of costs and benefits). For the
PIRA, religion per se was only incidental. Catholicism defined the identity of the community the PIRA
represented in its nationalist struggle. The religious precepts and language of the Roman Catholic Church
were not mined and deployed in order to justify its actions.

In short, the need to understand the true nature of the threat to security that now confronts us in Britain
takes us out of our intellectual comfort zone and requires a much greater leap of imagination.

The Historical Origins of al-Qaeda-Inspired Terrorism.

It goes without saying that Islam is one of the world’s great religions, and throughout human history it
has had an incalculable impact on the evolution of civilised thought and values. Like other great religions,
its traditions are highly diverse. Beyond the obligatory core of ritual and practice (reflected in the “five
pillars” of Islam), many diVerent sects and movements have arisen over the centuries, representing and
promulgating distinctive interpretations of how religious truth applied to the real world and to human
conduct. As the influence of Islam expanded throughout the Arab world and beyond, the powerful empires
that emerged were, by the standards of the time, tolerant of diversity. They succeeded in nurturing Science,
Medicine and the Arts to the highest levels, as well as acting as a crucial interlocutor between Europe and
the achievements of ancient Greece. However, there were other historical strands at the margins of the broad
sweep of Islamic thought which were much more insular and hard-edged. They can be traced back as far as
the period of tribal conflict following the death of the Prophet Mohammed and, in particular, to the Mongol
conquest of Mesopotamia in the 13th century. All this may seem a far cry from the current terrorist threat
facing the West, but, in fact, the concepts, language, metaphors and imagery used by al-Qaeda draw heavily
on this militant tradition of popular struggle.

It is understandable that any community with a proud history will resist when it feels it is under threat.
In this context, the decline and final collapse of the Ottoman Empire (the “last Caliphate”) after the First
World War was a critical event for the Islamic World. The Ottomans, late in the day, had tried to acquire
the trappings of modernity in terms of foreign military techniques and up-to-date capital equipment. But
they were competitively doomed because they could not reproduce the values and economic institutions that,
as a result of the European “Enlightenment” and the Industrial Revolution, had evolved in the West over
hundreds of years, and underlay its superior level of technological sophistication. All this came as a great
shock. The event came to be viewed by many Muslim clerics and intellectuals not merely regretfully—as an
example of the inevitable rise and fall of empires—but, rather, as a humiliation of the Islamic World as a
whole. Secularisation had triumphed over divine truth. This constituted an historic wrong that had to be
righted. These popular feelings of anger and powerlessness gained further momentum as the Western powers
extended their influence over the governments and resources of Arab countries and the Indian sub-continent
during the inter-war period, typically with the support or acquiescence of what was perceived as a growing
class of Westernised elites.

There are a number of possible popular reactions to such feelings of powerlessness and resentment. One
obvious response is to conclude that major cultural and institutional adjustments need to be made to
traditional Islamic societies in order for them to compete and survive in the modern world (reformism).
Another response is to reject many aspects of modern materialism and, instead, take refuge in spirituality
and the quest for personal goodness (drawing on the Sufist tradition in Islam). Both of these reactions
occurred. However, the reaction that most concerns us is here is the “fundamentalist” response. According
to this view, Islamic states had declined not because they had failed to compete with the West on its own
terms, but because their leaders had departed too far from the true word of God as revealed to the Prophet
Mohammed. Rather than compromise or retreat into personal reflection, important writers such as Sayyidd
Qutb (Egypt) and Abul Ala Mawdudi (Pakistan), in particular, returned to what they considered the true
values of Islam. On this basis, they began to outline the kind of political structure and social system that
would embody those values, and the strategy and tactics that would be required in order to achieve this
objective. Mawdudi envisaged a popular struggle (a jihad—but not a violent one) that would rid the world
of its prevailing state of jahiliyyah (literally, the age of ignorance that existed in the Arabian peninsula before
the Prophet). In this sense, these writers performed the same role in the development of Islamic thought as
Lenin had done previously in turning Marx’s original writings into a practical programme of action. The
term “Islamism”, currently in vogue, is intended to describe this overt and highly focussed politicisation of
a more general value system. It is obviously very diVerent in meaning from “Islam” itself. (However, in order
to avoid any possible misunderstanding, we have chosen not to use the terms “Islamism” and “Islamist” in
this paper).
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During the inter-war period new political groupings arose across the Islamic world: the Muslim
Brotherhood in Egypt (founded in 1928 by Hasan al-Banna) and the Jamaat Islami Party in Pakistan
(founded by Mawdudi in 1941) are notable examples. However, these movements were directing their eVorts
at gaining power within existing states in the Islamic world. The focus of their struggle was primarily
internal, and had not yet been conceptualised as a generalised one against the Western world as a whole.
That came later, and in circumstances that would have been diYcult to predict.

The final catalyst for al-Qaeda-inspired extremism, as we currently experience it, lay in the events that
followed the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. The eventual defeat of the Soviets by the mujahideen
and the Arab volunteers who had joined them in their struggle, provided vivid evidence that powerful
modern states with advanced weaponry could under certain circumstances be beaten. The crucible of war
created a cohort of battle-hardened Arab fighters. Discussions among leaders in the training camps,
(between Osama bin Laden and Ayman al—Zawahiri, for example—fuelled by the former’s supply of arms
and money, which enhanced his influence over other groups and their political agendas), paved the way for
a fusion of radical political ideas with the fundamentalist religious views of the Saudi Arabian Wahhabi sect.
Above all, success in prevailing over the Soviets generated considerable self-confidence and hero status.

Given the American support for the mujahideen in their fight against the Soviets, it seems at first sight
paradoxical that the leaders of Al Qaeda should turn against them so quickly. However, a closer analysis of
the situation suggests that the Wahabbist element—not just al-Qaeda, but leaders of other significant
groups—were virulently anti-Western from the outset. US money and arms came to them indirectly through
the Pakistan Intelligence Service (ISID), who at this time had their own covert agenda. The immediate
trigger for bin Laden’s visible change in direction appears to have been the stationing of US forces in Saudi
Arabia during and after the First Gulf War against Saddam Hussain. This “occupation” of the sacred lands
of Islam was interpreted as a deep insult to Muslims, and evidence that the Saudi rulers were apostate. The
response was to declare an international jihad against the United States and its allies—not just against their
armed forces, but also against their people who, by implication, were guilty by association. Into this clarion
call to potential recruits were rolled all the perceived hurts and slights of the past. A whole range of specific
political and cultural grievances, (Palestine, Iraq, literary works, plays, disputes over dress, even cartoons),
are now presented as part of a concerted attack by the West on an international community of Muslims
(umma), which, (rather like the “international proletariat” in Leninist theory), is conceptualised as having
a collective destiny. These individual grievances are thus woven into a coherent narrative, drawing deeply
on the language of victimhood, collective shame and desire for revenge. It can have a powerful eVect on
impressionable minds, and can inspire some vulnerable individuals to commit acts of extreme violence.

The Tactics of Contemporary Terrorism.

In order to exploit the economic benefits of comparative advantage, modern societies are characterised
by a highly developed and widely dispersed division of labour. Interdependence and free movement of goods
and talent across national and regional boundaries are the wellsprings of economic life. Rapid
communications, openness and mobility are, therefore, pre-requisites for eVective functioning. Such highly
tuned structures are potentially vulnerable to a variety of attacks.

“Terrorism is, ultimately, a form of social control when a less powerful actor seeks to exert influence over
the norms, values and conduct of another more powerful grouping” (Black). It is the structural vulnerability
of modern open societies that allows small groups of determined terrorists to pose an “asymmetric threat”
in a way that less powerful nation states would not dare to attempt (unless they were acting through proxies).
Such threats can take the form of attacks on infrastructure, including electronic attack. More generally,
however, terrorists are seeking to disrupt normal patterns of life, to lower the level of social trust across
diVerent communities, to undermine confidence in authority, and to bring about a destabilising polarisation
of attitudes. In this way, sporadic acts of violence can come to have a “disproportionate social eVect”
(Omand).

“Terrorism is a form of communicative action” (Karstedt) which is played out in front of an audience.
That audience provides the oxygen that allows the terrorists to generate and maintain momentum; modern
media, including access to the internet, can ensure that key messages and events have immediate impact. In
the end, success in facing down terrorist threats depends on a battle of wills, and on who is psychologically
the stronger. Being provoked into an over-reaction or miscalculation of the public mood can, of course,
occur on either side.

The Scale of the Threat

The Director General of the Security Service has estimated that in Summer 2007 there were 200 groups
or networks in Britain, totalling around 2000 identified individuals (up from 1,600 in 2006), actively engaged
in plotting or facilitating terrorist acts in the UK or overseas. Last year (2007), 42 people were convicted as
a result of their involvement in 16 operations. Half of these individuals pleaded guilty. 100 suspects are
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currently under arrest awaiting trial. The oYcial threat level, which was first published in August 2006, has
remained “severe” since then (briefly raised to “critical” in August 2006 and June–July 2007). During 2008,
we will see a succession of high profile cases brought to court.

As part of the government’s National Strategy, funding for counter-terrorism and intelligence rose from
£1 billion in 2001 to £2.5 billion in 2008, and will rise to £3.5 billion by 2010–11.

Thought Before Action

In the following sections of the paper we shall be looking in more detail at the processes by which
vulnerable young people become recruited and radicalised, and what the evidence suggests about the most
eVective counter-measures. However, a number of important principles are already clear.

The challenge we face is a complex one, beset with sensitivities and historic resentments. We are dealing,
as Professor Shamit Saggar has described it, with “a subjective and imagined world” where those unfamiliar
with the subject matter can sometimes have an unsure touch, and can thereby cause unintentional oVence.
There are no quick fixes that will help remedy this. Those involved, directly or indirectly, in implementing
the government’s “Prevent” agenda need to immerse themselves in the subject, and will require proper
support in order to do this.

Al-Qaeda-inspired extremism represents a long-term challenge to British society as a whole. It has been
estimated that it may take as long as two to three decades to defuse. As the National Strategy rightly
observes, this is not a responsibility that can be taken on by the government alone, because it requires us to
confront “deep-seated ideas and grievances as well as immediate threats”. A coherent strategy involving
creative partnerships between central government, the regions, and a wide range of social institutions, is
imperative. The central thrust of the strategy is to build up public support and understanding within a firm
framework of law and human rights, with proper parliamentary and judicial oversight.

Sir David Omand, a former UK National Coordinator for Security and Intelligence, has put his finger
on the key challenge. It is worth quoting his words in full:

“To prevail in a long war we know that short term tactical successes must not be bought at the price
of long term disadvantages in the decisive campaigns to come…If we habitually think in weeks and
months and the terrorists think in years and decades, we will eventually wake up to find that the
problem has taken deep root in unforeseen ways we lack the capability to counter. We could find, in
particular, that terrorist access to more powerful techniques comes to threaten our vital national
interests in ways that conventional terrorism, however devastating for the individual victims and their
families, does not.”

Radicalisation, Recruitment and Resilience

Individual Radicalisation

In the early days, attempts by radical groups in Britain such as Jamat-e-Islami and Hizb-ut-Tahrir to grab
the attention of potential recruits took place relatively openly, in or around Mosques, or even on the street.
With the heightened attentions of the security services, however, this pattern has been disrupted. Initial
contacts with potential recruits now take place in a variety of settings: cafes, gymnasia, universities, schools
and prisons, for example. As a recent American report describes it, “radicalisation makes little noise”. Ties
of kinship and friendship, as well as the role of a charismatic “bridging person”, appear to be important
factors in drawing in individuals whose interest has been initially aroused.

Young Muslims can be attracted to radical movements as a result of a keen sense of injustice that they
feel about incidents and disappointments in their personal lives, of concerns they feel about the moral decline
of their own inner-city neighbourhood and its perceived capitulation to moral degeneracy in the name of
“freedom”, of shame provoked by the images of attacks on Muslims that they view on the internet. In a more
fundamental sense, second and third generation Muslims in Britain often experience a crisis of identity. They
do not feel at home in the country that their parents and grandparents came from originally, and are
impatient with the stultifying constraints imposed by many of their traditions; on the other hand, many of
them feel that they have not been fully accepted in British society as equals. Under these circumstances AQ-
inspired extremism can have a powerful appeal; it provides a political ideology that simultaneously addresses
their gut concerns, gives them a definite identity within their peer group, and heightens their self-esteem.

In order to understand this kind of vulnerability more fully, and put it in proper perspective, we need to
grasp the point that it is one variant of a much more widespread social phenomenon. As Professor Anthony
Giddens has argued, “Post Modern Society” is characterised by the erosion of identities that were
constructed around heavy industry, traditional communities, social classes and conventional households
based on the nuclear family. In this kind of social order, identity and status are heavily ascribed; in a post-
modern society, on the other hand, as these traditional structures relentlessly dissolve, identity becomes more
a matter of individual choice. For some individuals, this process of existential choice, and the “disorder”
they perceive around them, is deeply discomforting and unsettling. They can feel rootless and see their lives
as lacking in purpose. One reaction to these insecurities is to seek solace in a commitment to fundamentalist
ideas—either political or religious or a combination of both. As Giddens puts it, “Religious
fundamentalism…provides clear-cut answers to what to do in an era which has abandoned final
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authorities…The more “embracing” a given religious order is, the more it “resolves” the problem of how to
live in a world of multiple options”. Giddens, who was writing before 9/11, was thinking mainly about the
phenomenon of Christian fundamentalism. The main point of this short excursion into contemporary
sociology is simply to make the point that pressures felt by some young Muslims in Britain are not unique.
They are experienced, in some shape or form, by their contemporaries in other communities. For many,
experimentation with fundamentalist political or religious ideas can bring personal truth and illumination.
Al-Qaeda-inspired radicalisation, on the other hand, combined with other factors, can lead a small minority
down a path that ends finally in violent extremism.

A recent influential report by the New York Police Department identifies four distinct phases of
radicalisation: (a) pre-radicalisation (where the individual acquires a general disposition to become
interested in radical ideas); (b) self-identification (actively seeking contact with like-minded individuals); (c)
indoctrination (where the individual, as part of an organised group, is progressively steeped in the concepts
and narratives of the movement); (d) jihadisation (where the individual, as part of a small selected band,
ceases contact with the wider group and is trained and systematically prepared for active operations).

This four-fold typology, based on scrutiny of the written profiles of known terrorists across the world, is
helpful as a first step. However, it lacks empirical specificity and is based on a relatively small sample. It
describes a wide range of potentially important factors in a general way, but it does not attempt to identify
the core conditions that need to be present before a decisive psychological commitment to extreme violence
occurs. The understanding of these conditions is key to any future policy that might be pursued. A final point
to note is that the linear progression implied by this four-fold typology is oversimplified, and could be
misleading if it were used mechanistically as a tool to identify potential terrorists. Individuals can move
between these phases very quickly, or even jump some of the intermediate stages altogether.

A more sophisticated sociological approach developed by Professor Martin Innes focuses instead on the
specific features of the social environment in which young Muslims find themselves, which, in combination,
contribute to radicalisation. In order for the tipping point to be reached, all conditions have to be present.
Some of the main ingredients within this multi-factor “situational model” are: (i) feelings of “anomie”, lack
of purpose and disaVection; (ii) impatience with remote and ineVective community leaders, leading to
psychological distancing from previous loyalties and social relationships; (iii) the existence of a compelling
single narrative or ideology; (iv) strong social bonds of an alternative peer group. If these background
conditions are present, particular deeply felt grievances can come to the fore and “trigger” acts of violent
extremism. But, conversely, the “triggers” do not work if these conditions are not present. If we are looking
for the main terrain on which to focus a long term “prevent” strategy, this would appear to be it.

The Dynamics of the Group

It was argued earlier that al-Qaeda-inspired movements are very diVerent from the PIRA, for example.
However, from an organisational point of view, they have much in common with radical Marxist groups.
The comparison is illuminating.

Both kinds of political group are essentially “ideological” in character. They are both inspired by the
inevitable realisation of an opaquely specified future utopia (A Caliphate based on Sharia law, on the one
side, and the revolutionary triumph of the international working class, on the other). Rather than tolerating
the uncertainty that comes from having to pragmatically reconcile diVerent strands of conflicting evidence
(as democratic parties are constantly having to do), they exhibit a highly drilled form of a priori reasoning,
based on allegedly superior claims to truth. Typically, both AQ-inspired and Marxist political movements
tend to identify and demonise some broad social category as their inferior and enemy (“kuVars” in one case,
the bourgeoisie and their lackeys, on the other). This has the eVect of hardening the hearts of activists,
allowing them to put forward pseudo-justifications of their actions based on a form of moral relativism that
side-steps universal values (“The end justifies the means”… “You can’t make an omelette without breaking
eggs” etc).

It is worth making these comparisons in order to illustrate how resilient this form of organisation can be,
and, therefore, how diYcult it is to engage such political groups in “rational dialogue”—as democrats would
conventionally define it. Even the ordinary rank and file members, who may be unfamiliar with the finer
points of theory, will nevertheless, by constant repetition, tend to be well rehearsed in its basic outlines. No
naive “appeal to the evidence” or “search for common ground” is likely to cut much ice with hard core
members.

The real areas of intellectual vulnerability in ideological movements of this sort lie in their highly selective
and parasitic use of the host philosophy or religion on which they purport to be based, which can be exposed
by those with a more profound knowledge of the subject. The haziness and practical implausibility of their
future visions (especially when related to those existing societies in the world that come closest to them) is
a potential source of embarrassment. Ideological movements are also open to the philosophical criticism
that their superior truth claims are either self contradictory or patently subjective.
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Organisation and Communication

This topic is primarily related to other strands of the government’s CONTEST agenda, but a couple of
observations are highly relevant to “Prevent” because they touch upon the changing organisational context
of extremist groups. These points are noted briefly below.

The deployment of US forces in Afghanistan after 9/11 destroyed the safe havens previously occupied by
al-Qaeda, and disrupted the operating patterns it had developed. It is no longer relevant, therefore, to
visualise al-Qaeda as a conventional hierarchical organisation headed by visible leaders, issuing a stream of
precise instructions to their followers. The evidence suggests that we should now see it more as a “brand”,
which inspires informal networks of jihadists who understand the general intent of their “commanders”; the
latter appear on video from time to time to keep that direct link alive and suggest new lines to take. If we
were thinking about this in business terms we might say that al-Qaeda had become a “franchise”. Modern
communications, the internet especially, help to provide the detailed technical and political information that
members of the distributed network need. Before they can engage in a major operation, however, the
evidence suggests that someone in higher authority needs to “spiritually sanction” it.

In practical terms this arrangement oVers the advantage of greater organisational resilience. It is
interesting to note in that connection that there is a long established Salafist (fundamentalist) tradition in
the history of Islam in which informal networks were important for protecting their members—though not,
of course, acting as terrorist cells. Recruitment was by personal invitation, and radicalisation took place
through circles of friends in private homes, under an influential leader.

The Relationship between Extremists and the Broader Community.

Mao has described how his revolutionaries were fishes who “swam in a sea” of support from the
surrounding society. Certainly, the analysis of revolutionary Marxist groups during the 20th century (some
of which succeeded in capturing state power) reveals a characteristic pattern of a very small extremist core
willing to carry out periodic acts of violence and terror, a broader circle of party members oVering political
and logistical support, and an even broader circle of “fellow travellers”, recoiling from acts of violence
themselves, but eternally anxious to be thought “progressive” and on the right side. In diagrammatical
terms, we might visualise these relationships as a series of concentric circles radiating out from the core.

There is some empirical evidence that a similar series of concentric circles apply to AQ-inspired extremism
in Britain. Beyond the small core of active or potentially active extremists, and the members of the radical
political movements that surround them, there appears to be a much larger group of British Muslims who
are morally ambivalent and who are unwilling to explicitly condemn the violent extremists. Polls carried out
by a number of respected survey organisations indicate that this figure may amount to between 10–20% of
the total Muslim population in Britain. It goes without saying that the vast majority of British Muslims, by
any measure, are wholly innocent of any violent acts, either in thought or in deed. They are simply getting
on with the practical business of life—and are probably thoroughly fed up with those extremists who bring
their religion and their community into such disrepute.

Before we jump to hasty conclusions it needs to be said that much more work needs to be done in
interpreting these statistics. The 10–20% figure referred to above could well represent little more than a
diVuse expression of identity and community loyalty, rather than a firm indication of willingness to give any
kind of direct support. On the other hand, these figures may well indicate a general cast of mind that could
find expression in various forms of “soft support” such as sitting on the fence, deliberately ignoring signs of
recruitment and radicalisation, and not cooperating with the police in their investigations.

The creative engagement of the Muslim community with the aim of rolling back the layers of ambivalence
and “soft support”, where they apply, emerge from this analysis as a key objective. However, such
engagement is likely to be far from straightforward. Paradoxically, sociological evidence suggests that
Muslim communities in Britain exhibit significantly higher levels of social capital and collective eYcacy than
do non-Muslim communities. They know a great deal about what is going on in their midst, but are tightly
knit, and have a disposition to sort things out for themselves without interference from the outside.
Disclosure of information to the police, for example, poses the risk of stigmatisation of individuals and
members of their families. However, the very fact that the police and security services have been so successful
in arresting terrorists and foiling potential plots suggests that this cooperation is forthcoming, and that we
should take a much more optimistic view of cross-community cooperation.

The plain fact is that although there is plenty of journalistic writing and anecdotal evidence, there is a real
shortage of rigorous research on relationships and attitudes within the Muslim communities in Britain, and
on their complex internal diversity. Until we have such evidence, our judgements must be necessarily
provisional.

Effective Strategies: What the Evidence Suggests

It must be clear from what has already been written that we are dealing here with a very complex
phenomenon indeed. Our evidence strongly suggests that there is a collective obligation on the part of all
of us to understand the deep nature of this challenge. It is not a conventional management problem that can
be addressed by the formulation of a few well-chosen targets and the issuing of oYcial “advice” in the form
of short bullet points.
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The complexity of responding to the challenge of al-Qaeda-influenced extremism lies in the fact that many
of us are having to come to terms with an unfamiliar subjective world in which it is all too easy to trip up.
Furthermore, an eVective response needs to take account of impacts on all communities in Britain, not just
the Muslim communities. Resources and other non-material sources of reassurance (even symbolic ones)
are scarce commodities that have alternative uses—and impacts. In any particular policy there will inevitably
be diYcult balances and trade-oVs to be made.

No attempt is made here to explore these detailed trade-oVs. The need for them is simply noted. Instead,
we confine ourselves to some suggestions about high level strategy that seem to flow logically out of the
evidence of our two recent conferences. Broadly speaking, they fall into two categories: the need to contest
ideas, and the need to win the hearts and minds of communities.

Avoiding False Paradigms

It is not so very long ago that members of the British public were shocked to discover that they had “home-
grown” terrorists in their midst. Prior to that, the prevailing assumption was that terrorists, if they struck
at all, would come from abroad, presenting only an isolated and infrequent threat. This blind faith in the
strength and unanimity of British society shows how damaging it can be to operate on the basis of a false
theory. In the light of the growing evidence, we can now see that other theories relating to this area are
misguided, and can lead us in the wrong directions if we pursue them uncritically. For example, AQ-inspired
extremism is not simply a reaction to economic deprivation; the profiles of known and convicted terrorists
reveal that many of them are middle class professionals who come from settled families. It does not arise as
a result of lack of opportunity; Muslims of Asian descent, and young people from other Asian communities
are, with a few exceptions, over-represented in the UK higher education system (it is white males who are
under-represented). Lack of social cohesion is not the principal explanatory factor; as was noted earlier,
Muslim communities in Britain exhibit significantly higher degrees of social capital and eYcacy than do
white communities. This is not to say that these factors are not part of the equation, but they all apply with
equal or even greater force to other communities in Britain. As we have seen earlier, the challenge of al-
Qaeda-inspired extremism is a very specific one, and needs a specific focus in response. It cannot be
addressed in terms of conventional social policy agendas.

Polarisation of Identities

One of the aims of the leaders of al-Qaeda, which finds close parallels in other kinds of extremist
movement, is to persuade their potential supporters that the underlying cause of the perceived injustices they
encounter, and of their consequent victimhood, is the result of a cosmic “clash of civilisations” (to use the
well-known phrase of Professor Samuel Huntington). The umma, it is asserted in this compelling narrative,
are under attack on all sides by crusading kuVars, bent on their subjugation. These broad identities are, of
course, constructs of the imagination, which have little in common with the complex patchwork of interests
and values that makes up the real world of politics. However, if, as a result of particular social tensions and
conflicts, communities come to conceptualise themselves in this simple way, the eVects can be devastating.
In recent times we have seen in the Balkans how communities whose members had lived together in harmony
for many years began to kill each other. On a much larger scale, the same process could be observed in 1947,
following the independence of India and Pakistan. The Nobel Prize-winning economist Professor Amartya
Sen, who lived through this period, refers to this blinkered psychological state as “imagined singularity”.

The important practical conclusion to draw from this analysis is that in responding to AQ-inspired
extremism and attempting to engage the Muslim community in Britain, it is imperative to “frame the issue”
in the right way, and to avoid all unjust implications of collective guilt. Without departing from the truth
and giving empty re-assurances, we need to be very careful to weigh the subjective impact of policies and,
even, of the language we use.

Strengthening Community Leadership

A point made frequently by contributors to our conferences is the need for stronger leadership in Muslim
communities that resonates with young people. If such credibility is not present, among leaders of Mosques
and elsewhere, young people often have nowhere to go and nobody with whom they can discuss their
concerns. It is precisely this vacuum that the extremists fill, aided by the wide availability of Wahhabist
literature.

At present, many elders of Mosques are said to be too out of touch (sometimes, too, their knowledge of
English is inadequate) to grasp this nettle. They find it diYcult to exert influence and secure compliance.
There seems to be a strong case, therefore, for upgrading the skills and qualifications of UK Imams, and
strengthening the governance of Mosques by means of systematic programmes of formal training.

Alternatively, there are “leaders” of the Muslim community who are largely self-appointed—or, at least,
widely regarded as such. It has been argued that as a consequence of this, few clear channels are available
for hearing what ordinary Muslims in Britain today think. In that sense, the natural entry points for
engaging with the communities are weak, and need to be developed.
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Dangers in Underestimating the Radical Critique

It is often suggested that AQ-inspired ideas are a “distortion” or a deliberately “twisted” version of the
true meaning of Islam, as revealed in the Koran. They are presented as a crude “cut and paste job” which the
leaders of militant movements have fabricated in order to justify, and gain broad support for, their political
agendas. However, although the charge of selective use of quotations is undoubtedly true, it should not be
exaggerated. Whilst it may represent an accurate account of the rather hazy and formulaic knowledge of the
ordinary “foot soldiers” of the movement, it certainly underestimates the sincerity and intellectual
seriousness of earlier writers such as Qutb and Mawdudi, for example. To take a close parallel, some scholars
argue that Lenin does not represent the true spirit of Marx. One would be on thin ice, however, in trying to
argue that What is to be Done and The State and Revolution were superficial documents. They have
weaknesses, they are overtly political, but they cannot be easily dismissed. It would give out the wrong
message to try and do so.

Turning from theory to practice, it is also helpful to be clear about the fact that many of the criticisms that
ordinary Muslims (as well as the extremists) level at Western societies—crass materialism, sexual immorality,
drugs, drunkenness, selfishness, and lack of respect—are ones which many non-Muslims share in varying
degrees. The real debate with the members of extremist movements is over the balance between freedom and
authority.

The Need for Persistent Intellectual Challenge.

In confronting the mind set of extremists, and trying to peel away the layers of “soft support” that
surround them, we can not escape the fact that we are involved in a battle of ideas, and one in which the
Muslim community itself has a crucial role to play. Core beliefs of the extremists such as the “obligation”
of all Muslims to engage in violent jihad in defence of the umma, or the moral acceptance of collateral
damage to the innocent, can only be challenged eVectively by those who have a deep knowledge of the
Koran.

Outside the theological context itself, there are pointed questions to be asked about the real historical
factors lying behind the decline of Islamic societies, why in specific terms this has not been reversed (even
with, in some cases, the benefit of fabulous oil wealth), and why the extremists in Britain prefer to live in a
society which is the historical product of the values they reject.

The Absence of a Coherent “British” Narrative.

Famously, the British “do not do flags on the lawn”. But, as Baroness Falkner has argued in a recent issue
of the journal Prospect, the reason why many older British people, in particular, do not see the need for such
symbols is that they remember a more homogeneous society when “we all knew who we were”; so secure
was the British national identity that understatement became an integral part of it. Given the diverse nature
of Britain today, circumstances have changed radically. There is a great deal of insecurity and confusion
around, and a corresponding need for firm reassurance.

In the context of trying to “prevent” AQ-inspired extremism, there is a danger of a perceived cultural zero-
sum game: of constant attention and disproportionate resources being given to the Muslim community,
while members of other communities in Britain go quietly about their business, un-rewarded or, even worse,
un-listened to. In order to remove any sensitivities about one-sided concessions, it should be made clear to
all communities, including the Muslim community, that there are no special deals or special treatment on
oVer. To dispel any unrealistic expectations or potential sources of misunderstanding and resentment around
the issue of “core values”, it would be helpful to set out unambiguously and confidently what the rules of
the political game are in a parliamentary democracy in which the people are sovereign, and in which law is
the product of that sovereignty. We also need to develop a clear narrative that explains where we have come
from historically, and the struggles that British men and women have engaged in over the centuries to win
us the rights and freedoms we enjoy today. A clearer narrative about the principles of UK foreign policy,
which really does stand up to critical scrutiny, would also be helpful since this is an area where, as we have
seen, deep grievances are felt.

Responsible Power

It follows that if, as a basis for engaging AQ-inspired extremists in debate, we develop a clear narrative
setting out the political rules of the game in Britain, the agencies of law and order must be rigorously bound
by them. The Harvard foreign policy guru Joseph Nye has written about “soft power” as a future guiding
principle of US strategic thinking. Without ruling out “hard options” as a final resort, the emphasis here is
on observance of international law, cultural diplomacy and civilised discussion based on a deep
understanding of motives and interests.

A similar concept of “responsible power” can apply equally well in a domestic setting in which
government, both central and local, is in constant dialogue with a variety of groups that are making claims
upon it. Almost inevitably, government policy will be unpopular with one group or another. A firm political
and legal framework, which binds the actions of government itself, establishes the clear process within which
conflicts are resolved and initiatives undertaken. In the battle for hearts and minds this is a persuasive answer
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to extremist groups who are seeking to use the threat of violence in order to extract concessions, gain redress
for alleged “grievances”, or to exercise vetoes on particular policies that have been democratically
determined.

The Value of Neighbourhood Policing

The police, above all, must act within the law and be seen to meet the real needs of the communities they
serve. In this regard, the introduction of neighbourhood policing has been a major step forward in building
trust and confidence. In the West Midlands, where WMP was the first major force in Britain to roll-out
neighbourhood policing on a force-wide basis, a recent survey showed that 95% of those questioned felt safe
during the day, even outside their own neighbourhoods. In longer term perspective, total recorded crime in
the West Midlands, which has fallen by 25% since 2003, is at its lowest since 1998. The level of burglary, a
key crime indicator which people feel strongly about, is currently lower than it was in 1979. All this creates
a strong and secure platform on which to further develop good relationships with the public—a consequence
of dealing competently with the full range of ordinary crime by means of “normal policing”—augmented
now by Police Community Support OYcers and new channels of communication.

Sociological studies carried out in Muslim communities in diVerent parts of Britain, including the West
Midlands, show that members of those communities do respond well to being consulted about their
priorities, and do see value when the police tackle “signal crimes” that they are not equipped to tackle
themselves: in particular, drugs, burglary, hate crimes and racial harassment. The trust that can arise as a
result of this practical cooperation in addressing matters of “local injustice” can, over the course of time,
provide a source of community intelligence—about changing patterns of behaviour and heightened
community tensions, for example—which might not otherwise be available. A criticism sometimes levelled
at the police National Intelligence Model (NIM) is that it tends to rely unduly on “professional” informants
who provide specific tip-oVs. For many crimes this approach may be entirely appropriate, but in getting to
grips with violent extremism and undercurrents of radicalisation of vulnerable people, a more diVuse kind
of intelligence may be a better way forward. It is perhaps worth noting that the mistakes made in the Forest
Gate raid sprang from faulty intelligence; prior to the event, there were virtually no structures in place for
community engagement and consultation. The government’s most recent paper on “Prevent” puts the
matter in a nutshell: “The sharing of local information should be the consequence of good quality
community engagement, and not the motivation for it”.

Building the Research Base

As we noted earlier, there is a great deal of published material now available on al-Qaeda-inspired
violence. There are histories of al-Qaeda, biographies of leading terrorists, as well as a growing number of
autobiographical accounts written by young British Muslims who are former members of extremist
organisations. At their best, these sources provide anecdotal colour and illuminating perspective. What is
lacking, however, is a critical mass of rigorously designed empirical research. The study of AQ-inspired
extremism is by no means an evidence-free zone. It is, however, a social science-weak zone.

There are a number of strategies that might be pursued in order to fill this gap: (i) The commissioning
of empirical, community-focussed, research to be carried out by professional social scientists; (ii) Formal
government evaluation of its own strategies and interventions to find out ‘what works’ on the ground—this
is critically important, but is largely absent at the moment; (iii) Greater access by accredited academics to
government data (obviously, subject to agreement and strict rules); (iv) More joint working between the
Security and Defence Studies profession and sociologists who are studying particular communities in a more
finely grained way.

Conclusions

The West Midlands Police Authority, together with its partners the West Midlands Police and the
Government OYce for the West Midlands, have taken a deliberate decision to access the advice of some of
Britain’s leading experts on counter-terrorism and radicalisation. We are in no doubt that these issues are
critical ones for our region. With that in mind, we wanted to put ourselves in a position where we could make
well-informed, independent, judgements. The foregoing account summarises what has come out of that
exercise and, in particular, what the most promising strategic responses seem to be.

It is especially reassuring, therefore, that our conclusions appear to chime in so well with the government’s
latest thinking about its “Prevent” strategy, developed by the OYce for Security and Counter Terrorism
(OSCT). The language is diVerent in places, and there are some minor diVerences in emphasis, but the overall
similarity is marked. The OSCT’s strategic priorities are expressed succinctly in the following 7 points:

— Undermine extremist ideology: support mainstream voices.

— Disrupt those promoting violent extremism: strengthen vulnerable institutions.

— Support individuals vulnerable to recruitment by violent extremists: create mechanisms for
supporting them.

— Increase the resilience of communities to engage with and resist violent extremists.

— EVectively address grievances.
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— Develop intelligence, analysis and evaluation.

— Improve strategic communication.

As a Police Authority having to grapple directly with the challenge of violent extremism in our region, we
welcome the commitment of central government to work closely with Local Authorities and other
stakeholders such as ourselves, and to use these relationships as a basis for shared learning. We believe that
as the accountable intermediaries between police forces and local communities, Police Authorities have a
key role to play. We are willing and able to play that role.

West Midlands Police Authority

April 2008

Memorandum from the National Muslim Women’s Advisory Group (PVE 36)

The following is a collation of all the responses received from members of the National Muslim Women’s
Advisory Group (NMWAG), which explains the varying writing styles throughout the document, so as to
ensure authenticity and fair inclusion of every response.

The following were the frequently repeated responses to the questions posed for the inquiry:

1. Lack of overt police responsibilities and sensitivities in respect of minority communities undermine
community liaison work done under the prevent agenda. Such as the permission given by the Police during
the holy month of Ramadan to hold an anti-Muslim protest outside Harrow Central Mosque on Friday
11 September 2009.

2. The bias of civil servants, departmental advisors and local authorities (LA) undermine the prevent
initiatives taken by the less ‘favourite’ stakeholders and organisations, who are also excluded from
consultative meetings with decision-makers, Ministers and Councillors.

3. The funding decisions is not always transparent and often repeated for preferred organisations which
deters new ideas to assist the prevent agenda particularly when favoured existing organisations have not
necessarily achieved the requisite results to justify the repeated funding. Also, the funding application
process is perceived to be a show-case exercise.

4. Minority Muslim groups, with track record for large output but without the backing of the favoured
organisations (such as the MCB), are more often than not ignored and marginalised from funding
opportunities and access to decision-makers and Ministers.

5. The indignity of travellers at airports (for instance women having to remove their outer garments)
undermines community cohesion which in turn undermines the prevent agenda—more consideration needs
to be given on how to meet the requisite security requirements.

Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

6. There needs to be a clearer conceptual distinction between policies designed to prevent extremism and
those to build community cohesion—even if some of the vehicles and levers for change might overlap.
Indeed, some genuinely well-motivated attempts to foster a sense of belonging in British society by glossing
over diVerences of outlook or ideology are in danger of fostering attitudes which could lead to more rather
than less extremism.

7. This challenge is particularly acute at local authority level, where many leaders and chief executives of
local councils have been reluctant to single out and challenge the ideology of one group of people living in
their community. We needed to be clear about the purpose of any intervention, dialogue or funding and
evaluate them against clear criteria.

8. There needs to be an eVective kind of engagement with Muslim and other minority ethnic communities
especially as traditional religious institutions and organisations have failed to connect with young people
and deal with their sense of alienation from British society. The state could not rely on ‘gatekeeper’
organisations to speak for Muslim communities and government has to appreciate that the dealings they
have with both individuals and groups can act to “legitimise” or “delegitimize” those individuals or groups
as well as help build capacity therein. Therefore it is absolutely imperative that due consideration is given
when selecting partners to implement programmes.

9. The above needs to be handled in a manner that does not exasperate the already perceived
implementation of faith based identity politics. British Muslims need to be more eVectively encouraged to
play their continued role in enhancing British society. The current programme appears to be adding fuel to
the rise in popularity and growing support for far right wing fascist organisations.

10. Local partnerships still do not understand the agenda fully and do not want to go beyond their usual
working practices.
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11. Most of this agenda has been addressed by being added onto people’s normal day jobs, which has
diluted the impact.

12. The funding has been spent on things which only very loosely address “Preventing Violent
Extremism” (PVE) because local authorities have not traditionally engaged with Muslim communities or
understood their issues and concerns.

13. A lot of the funding has been spent on the extensive so called “Islamic experts” industry which has
been artificially created, often in collaboration to promote favoured ideologies.

14. Expectations have been raised in some areas, which invariably will not be met, which in turn will lead
to the problems of tomorrow.

How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

15. There seem to be many contradictions in application of analysis. Some examples of these are based
on the decision to work with organisations that share at the senior levels the same shared values that all UK
citizens should buy into and yet not specifying what these shared values are in detail? Furthermore, there
seems to be inconsistency when organisations (or senior staV) show support against these values.
Government will promote by political engagement and funding of their favourite organisation who has
acted contrary to perceived shared values whilst penalising the non-favoured organisations for challenging
those notions.

16. There is a focus on Violent Extremism and not Extremism. There seems to be quite a significant
amount of analysis into ideologies that are fundamentally the fuel for violent extremists and yet many
organisations that have these same identified ideologues are not only being supported, but in many cases
funded as well.

17. Yes and no because a lot of time was wasted initially in the complete denial of the role of foreign policy
and the need to address grievances (which has now changed but people still do not have the tools or skills
to address political grievances when they occur) and the denial has had a lasting impact particularly by
ideologues who wish to refer to past examples.

How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

18. EVectiveness is compromised went the individuals selected to be the departmental advisors and the
civil servants leading on projects are favourable to particular Muslim organisations who have historically
not been aVective with the grass-roots.

19. When appointments go to historical “friends” and their sympathisers due to their lobby power and
other Muslims irrespective of competence and knowledge are marginalised then the prevent agenda is
necessarily compromised as it ceases to have legitimacy with the grass-roots and the policies and projects
become ineVective and too politicised which is contrary to the objectives of prevent.

20. Government must not engage with people or organisations that give a platform to, deny, or are
apologists for crimes against humanity, including all genocide even that perpetrated by Muslim countries
or organisations.

21. Government must not engage with groups or individuals that present a threat to rights and freedoms
protected by the ECHR and discriminate or advocate discrimination on the basis of religion, religious sect,
race or gender in any aspect of public life or public policy.

22. Government must not engage with groups or individuals who support or condone terrorism anywhere
in the world.

23. The programme must incentivise “good behaviour” and disincentivise bad behaviour (as per shared
values which need to be clearly set out rather having them as vague notions).

24. There is very little data that has been issued by government as to who they are engaging with other
than the organisations that seem to shout the loudest within the media.

25. A lot more work could have been done which would have ensured a much wider reach into the diverse
Muslim communities with wider engagement rather than their favourites.

26. The entire labelling by PVE continues to set a negative context and agenda.

27. PVE funding often does not reach the organisations that apply for it—once local authorities are
approved or allocated the funds they have on some occasions used it for other purposes.

28. Independent bodies that have been established to advice on the PVE agenda are often not given
enough support to be eVective within a reasonable amount of time as the bureaucratic process causes
extensive delays.
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29. Voluntary community groups are not well informed on prevent agenda/strategy, the work they are
carrying out is from a purely voluntary basis, needs led, these community groups experience diYculty
securing funding to deliver community cohesion projects.

30. More respect, acknowledgment and financial support would initiate community champions to work
with the statutory sector to deliver the prevent agenda.

Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

31. When Independent bodies are given support, such as for eg marketing/communications team, they
are restricted in relaying their objective and honest opinions when and if this does not compliment the
government’s agenda. The purpose of having independent advisors is sometimes to hear the honest and
frank comments, as uncomfortable as they may be.

32. The plan to tackle extremism at local regional levels seems to be one that makes sense, however the
skills advice and expertise is not available at local authority level to implement the programme.

33. There has been a recent mentoring programme run by IDeA that has seen the accreditation of peer
mentors to advice on how local authorities can create their own plans and implementation programmes.
However, there is very little real expertise within the peer mentor community on causes of radicalisation and
how to prevent them. Also the accreditation process does not measure in any format the prospective
mentors’ understanding of Prevent.

34. Many local authorities are not clear on their own understanding of the programme and some do not
have the motivation to work on the Prevent agenda per say and are free to spend the finances allocated in
whatever manner they see fit—hence we have some councils allocating the funds to projects that do not fulfil
the prevent objectives.

35. In some places the expertise and advice is available but is not usually taken or understood because
local authorities are just paying lip service to this agenda or funding their preferred agenda through their
preferred organisations rather than the most competent to deliver.

Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

36. No, because there is still a tendency to talk to the so called “community leaders” who in reality are
so far removed from their communities that they would not be in position to relay the relevant information.
This is particularly evident at stakeholder meetings.

37. Feedback from individuals, community groups and professionals supporting Muslim families concur
that the terminology of Prevent has been a barrier, it reflects a negative image of ordinary hardworking
settled Muslims and newly arrived Muslims striving to settle in the communities. Language of Al-Qaida
promoted by fundamentalists has led to the “Blacklisting” of Muslims. Government needs to find new
language that eVectively refers to violent extremism that is not linked to Islam or Muslim communities.

38. Finding the balance to promote the agenda positively for better community cohesion across all races,
ethnicities and faiths is yet to be identified.

39. Communication between the prevent partners and the Muslim communities remain closed rather
than open.

40. Muslim communities from their experience feel statutory agencies cannot be trusted due to previous
communications when these communities have highlighted a problem to senior professionals on local
matters and their concerns have been ignored without conducting a full inquiry into their concerns.

41. Mosques with dedicated committee members need support from statutory agencies in order to initiate
and deliver community led Mosque activities. MINAB has failed to be the answer Government had
envisaged for rendering such support and empowerment to mosques.

42. Mosque Management Committee members need legal guidance when confronted with “rogue”
committee members. Such support is lacking. MINAB has failed to win confidence at grassroots level
irrespective of their propaganda, too often, by the same old community leaders with vested political
interests.

43. Engaging with Muslim communities for instance in Hertfordshire is currently at “light touch” stage.
Ideally it would be more positive if high profile ministers visited Muslim communities, with low literacy, low
income, as they are not well informed on the work of the CLG or any other department.

Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

44. There appear to be stakeholder meetings asking for advice however most of them discuss items of
policy after they have been decided and many of these meetings appear to be an exercise in “selling the
ideas”—showcase consultation meetings with “old favourites”.

45. Again, advice is sought but not always taken into consideration when making policy decisions.



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:09 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Ev 170 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

46. From consultation feedback it appears that professionals are finding it extremely diYcult to engage
with Muslim communities as they do not have the links with strong community leaders. It is necessary to
find and promote strong community leaders.

47. For instance, very little if any advice is sought from NMWAG on policies and the Prevent agenda—
yet we are promoted by Government to its stakeholders as advisors. NMWAG members often learn of
Prevent policies and agenda once they have been formalised.

48. The prevent agenda remains hidden in white Middle class localities, rightly or wrongly there are
arguments from both sides, promoting the agenda can create hostility between the indigenous population
and the Muslim communities.

How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money which
is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

49. There appears to have been a flurry of activity that has been undertaken with regards to Prevent with
very little or in most cases no data to look at the eVectiveness of the outcomes.

50. All Prevent-related activity must be subjected to rigorous “Equality Impact Assessments”, which
consider the activity by their impact on society as a whole.

51. There are a number of intervention centres that have been initiated and funded by government but
there is little or no real data as to their eVect and eVectiveness. Work needs to be carried out to establish
whether we are getting value for money. Perhaps a way forward is to look at attitudinal changes within the
respective communities and the government bodies.

52. As long as we rely on local partnerships to self evaluate, we will never get a true picture because local
authorities cherry pick the respondents who are likely to support their views.

53. “I think the label PVE is still causing grief and making those who want to request funding unhappy
and uncomfortable – it has to be changed.”

54. Funding is all too often allocated based on the ability to present slick funding applications even
though those applicants requesting funding have never delivered or worked with the marginalized group
they are requesting the funding for and have no links or understanding of the needs of that minority group.
Funds are then allocated with the stipulation that the organisation must work with the organisation which
is directly linked with providing support to that marginalized group. The result is that most of the funding
allocated is then usurped by the middle man being the funding applicant and lost to the group they advocate
to be supporting.

55. Advisors would be better employed looking at such funding applications and, regardless of the
applicant, look towards providing funding to those directly involved in the delivery of similar services and
who have a good track record in support and delivery so that it goes directly to those funding is allocated
to assist.

56. We have found that the success of the PVE agenda has depended upon it being initiated and led by
the Muslim community.

57. There has been a lot of suspicion and to overcome this we have consulted widely with emphasis on
asking the Muslim community candidly what they feel the vulnerabilities in the community are and
addressing those through projects that we are main streaming through the council in partnership with the
diVerent organisations. This, I have found cuts out the politics of funding and make the projects more
attractive and accessible to a wider community. It also bypasses the “gatekeepers”. This has been
particularly successful with women and young people. These projects need to be long term and sustainable.
We have changed the name of the funding to “building the bridge”—this has made a diVerence to how it is
perceived. Although there is a great deal of suspicion around the agenda.

Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

58. DiVerentiation can only be achieved if organisations and grass roots understand and buy into the
Prevent programme. It is here that the government has failed—to provide an eVective diVerentiator and
motivation at grassroots’ level to achieve this.

59. No, because a lot of people do not even understand what is cohesion and the fact that diVerent
Government departments are giving contradictory messages (ie OSCT and CLG) is just confusing
practitioners.

60. The indigenous population along with Muslim communities need more appropriate education to
alleviate fears and anxieties relating to integration and cohesion.

61. Government needs to address the extremism from the Far Right/Fascists to BNP without
repercussions on Muslim communities.
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62. Muslim communities need guidance and advice in how to tackle such backlash, how and from whom
to seek support. Statutory agencies need to listen and act upon concerns raised by Muslim communities with
urgency and not make Muslims feel “unheard” or “outsiders”.

September 2009

Memorandum from An-Nisa Society (PVE 39)

About An-Nisa Society

— An-Nisa Society is a women-led organisation working for the welfare of Muslim families since
1985. The organisation works to create a greater understanding of the wider Muslim community
and has strived over the past two decades to address those needs. It has led on the campaign for
religious discrimination to be outlawed. It develops groundbreaking faith based services and works
on influencing policy.

We have developed groundbreaking faith based initiatives such as Islamic counselling, sexual
health and Muslim fatherhood.

Trustees serve or have served on various bodies that include, the Commission for British Muslims
and Islamophobia (CBMI), Forum Against Islamophobia and Racism (FAIR), Christian-Muslim
Forum, various government working groups such as the PVE Task Force, Community Cohesion
and Forced Marriage Working Parties, Muslim Women Talk Campaign.

— An-Nisa was funded for the Pathfinder Stage of Prevent to deliver a programme of personal
development for Muslim boys and young men. From the start we expressed our concerns about the
government’s approach of targeting the whole community as potential terrorists. Once we became
alerted to the dangers of this strategy and experienced it first hand, we turned down any further
funding.

The report of our project is attached as part of this submission. The recommendations we made
were never taken forward.

Summary

In response to our concerns about PVE and the Prevent Strategy we produced a report in February
2009 entitled “Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) and Prevent—A Muslim response.” In this report, we
comprehensively highlighted why we believe Prevent fails in its aim to counter violent extremism. The issues
addressed are:

— The whole community approach— viewing Muslims only through PVE.

— Increasing risk of discrimination & victimisation of Muslims.

— Blaming the victims.

— Wider issues of youth disaVection.

— Mainstreaming of PVE and Prevent.

— Intelligence through the back door.

— Erosion of civil liberties & human rights:

— Mapping.

— Confidentiality.

— Muslim voluntary sector.

— Example of mainstreaming Prevent & implications of the lack of a Muslim voluntary sector.

— Implications of lack of experience of Muslim community in the Mainstream.

— Muslim groups will lose credibility and trust.

— Transparency &accountability.

The details are in the report, which is attached, and forms part of this submission. We will therefore not
be addressing these issues in detail in this paper but highlighting particular areas of concern and making
recommendations for the way forward.
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Main Text

“Prevent is perceived to be Pursue in sheeps’ clothing”

Muslim Public Sector Worker

1. This submission has been prepared with input from Muslims involved in Prevent.

2. We welcome this inquiry, as the Muslim community has had no avenue to raise its legitimate concerns
about Prevent. However, we question the premise of this inquiry, which assumes the problem lies in the
strategy’s implementation. We fear that by seeking to tinker with the Prevent strategy’s delivery instead of
looking at its inception, the inquiry has failed to grasp that the problem lies in it’s fundamental principles,
which treat a whole community as a potential terrorist risk.

3. We believe that this ill-conceived strategy has further wounded and damaged the already vulnerable
Muslim community exposing it to increased vilification, physical attacks and discrimination. It has given
far right extremists ammunition to justify their attacks on Muslims, such as the recent demonstrations by
groups linked to the BNP.

4. It has heightened tensions, created an Islamophobic backlash and given legitimacy to far-right
extremists who have exploited the PVE agenda to further fuel the grievances of alienated white communities.
There is an erroneous impression that Muslims are getting special treatment, funding and privileges, which
has also left other minority communities feeling resentful thereby creating local tensions.

5. There is unprecedented and understandable interest in the PVE funding programme by the media and
others as it claims it will build “resilience” to violent extremism in Muslim communities. This has led to
paranoia in local authorities leading to disproportionate and heavy handed monitoring and security checks
of Muslim funded organisations, regular negative media reporting and reports.

6. The vast majority of Muslims abhor and condemn violent extremism and support initiatives to counter
it. They have sincerely taken part, for example, in the PVE Taskforce convened after 7/7. Many accepted
Prevent funding in goodwill until they realised the full implications of the strategy that they were not
working “with” the government, as they believed, but that they themselves were at the receiving end of a
government surveillance programme.

7. This strategy is unprecedented in that the main stakeholders, the Muslim community, which it is
targeting, have been ignored—it is certainly not community-led. The delivery of Prevent has been marked
by secretiveness and lack of transparency and accountability. There are infringes of civil liberties and human
rights. There has been a distinct lack of normal democratic oversight processes. It makes a mockery of
government rhetoric and policies on equality, community involvement, stakeholder engagement, open
government, transparency and accountability.

8. The government has been accused of social engineering the Muslim community by selecting whom it
will interact with based on their support for present government policy.

9. The first stage of Prevent was to bring Muslim communities on board by oVering them small pots of
funding. The next stage is to “mainstream” Prevent in core council services and ultimately in all public sector
services. Procedures, which will be diYcult to dismantle, are already being put in place to monitor Muslims
for signs of extremism when they use any public service. For example, we understand that information-
sharing agreements with regards to identifying potential extremists have been developed between
departments and agencies.

10. The government has announced that it will be reframing the Prevent Strategy to take into account
white far-right extremism. We can only imagine the outcry if white working class communities were targeted
as a whole community that is vulnerable to violent extremism. We would not wish any community to be
subjected to the same treatment that has been accorded to Muslim communities.

11. The government is sending out mixed messages. Shortly after announcing the reframing of Prevent
in September 2009 to include far right extremism, it announced a further £7.5 million is to go into improving
the eVectiveness of the Prevent programme in tackling al-Qaeda-influenced extremism. Part of this will mean
more than 300 additional dedicated police posts being set up across the two countries. In 2008–09 the current
posts were intended to support existing neighbourhood policing teams. In 2009–10 the new posts are
expected to have a broader role, incorporating more aspects of the Prevent strategy.

12. The government relies heavily on representative bodies, advisory groups and advisors. A PVE
industry has developed where lucrative contracts are being given to consultants and “experts.” Most of these
are well established having worked in the Race and Equalities Industries They do not tend to have experience
of the faith sector and specifically the Muslim sector. Consequently, a significant proportion of PVE funding
is being wasted on ineVectual mapping, research and consultation exercises.

13. The Quilliam Foundation have been given considerable public funding and whose doubtful advice
the government listens to—being a reformed extremist does not make one an “expert” on Muslim
community issues. This has led, for example, to the Contest 2 controversy where Quilliam’s advice led to
the government’s insistence on not “speaking” to groups who did not reject “extremist” ideology as defined
by Quilliam.
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14. The government’s PVE and Prevent Strategies have diverted attention from addressing the legitimate
needs of Muslims as citizens and as probably the most disadvantaged community in the country as social
indicators attest.

15. There has been a historical failure of government policy towards the Muslim community. The most
glaring example is the Race Relations Act 1987. The fact that the Act did not outlaw religious discrimination
and make it a statutory duty to address faith equality and anti-faith discrimination has contributed to the
social exclusion of Muslims. A faith-blind approach to equality and anti-racism has not delivered social
justice for Muslims. The consequences have been extreme social exclusion, marginalisation, alienation and
lack of engagement of Muslims in society.

16. Another policy failure is the Equality Act 2006. The government failed to address the lack of faith
discrimination when they first came to power in 1997. It took until 2006 for the Equality Act to include faith
in the equalities agenda. However, the legislation did not go far enough as there was no public sector duty
to consider religion faith/religion issues when designing their policies, responsibilities and the delivery of
services. Therefore, there has been no incentive for the public sector to address Muslim social exclusion
institutionally and strategically.

17. The new Equality Bill, introduced into Parliament in April 2009, will bring in a single “public duty”
requiring all publicly-funded bodies to proactively promote equality across seven strands, including faith,
and remove barriers to fair service provision. However, at a consultation by the Government Equalities
OYce in London this month, there was a discussion on the urgency in getting the legislation through before
a general election in spring. It was said that if it were not completed by April 2010 it would fall. In addition,
the House of Commons committee and the House of Lords may delete or add duties. It may mean that the
faith discrimination duty is taken out.

18. The faith public duty in the Equality Bill 2009 is essential to addressing Muslim social exclusion. It
will be disastrous for the Muslim community if the Bill was to fall or if the faith duty is removed. If the
Equality Bill was to go through without a public duty on faith or if it was diluted, the Muslim community
will be in an even worse position than before. The government needs to take responsibility for its failure in
getting faith equality on the statute books as soon as it was elected and when it finally did so in 2006 it did
not make it a public duty. If the Bill falls and there is a change of government, it is unlikely to be put forward
again in the foreseeable future.

Muslim Voices—Grassroots Experiences of Prevent

1. We have had a considerable amount of feedback from the Muslim community, which has been
overwhelmingly against Prevent. They have recounted disturbing experiences of working on Prevent
projects, either as workers in the public sector or as Muslim individuals and community groups involved
in projects.

2. We have published a set of responses that are representative of the feedback we have received. The
paper is attached is part of this submission—the extracts below are taken from the paper.

3. We have been asked to keep them anonymous because criticism of Prevent means marginalisation and
exclusion from funding and partnership working opportunities, whereas “compliant” organisations are
facilitated and favoured.

4. PVE is underlying both of the leadership/chaplaincy initiatives, and I have been increasingly shocked
and appalled at what I see unfolding… University Lecturer

5. Although I was supposed to be part of the PVE scrutiny board after the first meeting…I didn’t bother
going back as it paints all Muslims under the same brush. One, which I am not comfortable with.

London Muslim councillor

6. I’m working on PVE in (a London borough) under Community Cohesion, and to be honest, I didn’t
understand the strategy until I came into post. It immediately raised my own concerns of the agenda, but I
was reassured by the council that they are using the PVE agenda for “capacity building” and promoting civic
pride for the Muslim communities in (London borough). However, the framework and nature of the agenda
and partnership working with Police etc, contradicts this…

Muslim Worker—Employed in Prevent funded post in a London council

7. The chair of the group who is the council lead, and the (Prevent Board) as a whole, were reminded
repeatedly at the monthly meetings that the issue of local narrative needed to be addressed before the group
could proceed. It appeared that this was largely being ignored and that the council wanted to proceed on
delivery without meaningful discussion.

Council OYcer—North England

8. …in (our borough), the there has been no public consultation with the Muslim community and its
voluntary sector. The Prevent Programme Board has no Muslim voluntary sector representation. In our
area, Muslims are so ill informed and badly organised that we cannot make our local authority accountable
to the Muslim community for such a sensitive area of work. This is replicated across the country.
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Muslim Voluntary Group

9.Many of the programmes are aimed at Muslim women…the promotional material is deliberately
misleading. Nowhere does it say “come to this workshop to prevent violent extremism”. The aims and
objectives are false. Even if those delivering the projects believe they are trying to improve the prospects for
Muslim women (which is in dire need), they never disclose the real aims, which come from the Prevent
strategy.

Muslim Voluntary Group

10. Many women invited to workshops are vulnerable…they do not need to come to a PVE workshop to
help themselves. Their more fundamental issues of education, mental health, marriage and extended family
relationships need addressing first through community development initiatives rather than Prevent.

Muslim Voluntary Group

11. Participants (at Prevent projects) whether young or old are not told why they have been invited to
the workshop or programme. They are systematically deceived. Most don’t have the analytical approach
necessary to question the organisers and ask uncomfortable questions like: Who funded this? What are the
aims of this session? Where will our feedback go? Why were we invited? If they had an inkling of the Prevent
Strategy—in simple terms, many would turn on their heels and head home.

Muslim Voluntary Group

Recommendations

We believe the government needs to undertake the following with the same robustness that it has with the
Prevent Strategy.

1. An-Nisa Society believes that the government’s Preventing Violent Extremism agenda (PVE) agenda
and the Prevent Strand of its CONTEST strategy is fundamentally flawed and discriminatory and calls for
it to be dismantled with immediate eVect.

2. The government needs to facilitate the Muslim third sector, which will then be able to communicate
with, and advise the government and service providers on behalf of genuine grassroots Muslim communities
without recourse to expensive and ill-informed “experts” and consultants.

3. The government should cease linking community cohesion, capacity building, community
development and addressing inequalities with PVE. This approach risks de-legitimising much needed
community building of the Muslim community. Security measures should be separate and distinct so that
there is no doubt as to their objectives. As the Taxpayers Alliance states, “Skilled policing and robust
intelligence are the most eVective ways of tackling violent extremism. Funding projects carried out by
community groups is doomed to failure.”

4. Addressing inequalities, social and economic deprivation, social exclusion and fractured families as a
common goal for all communities will be more productive to building “resilience” to social ills, including
extremism of any type.

5. We believe the way forward is to engage purposefully with underprivileged communities to ensure
cutting-edge services within communities to prevent grievances based on perceived inequalities based on
ethnic, religious or socio economic factors.

6. A public debate needs to be held on the crisis in our most vulnerable communities and how we need
to address this with sensible and just policies. There is general concern nationally about young people in all
communities, the breakdown of families and fractured communities. Root causes must be investigated and
addressed.

7. Bring together Britain’s diverse communities to work to address the wider issues that are aVecting all
of us including what is causing large numbers of young people, from diVerent communities, to feel hostile
and alienated from society. This will do more for community cohesion than anything else.

8. Rethink and reformulate the equality and diversity agenda for the 21st Century. Review how
communities are identified and how needs are met to incorporate faith identity and faith based needs.

9. Rethink its strategy towards the Muslim community. It should cease dealing with the whole Muslim
community through the prism of anti-terrorism but rather as citizens who need the support of their
government and through mainstream strategies.

10. Ensure that the faith strand in the Equality Bill is not diluted or removed. Furthermore, the faith
public duty should be elucidated in government guidelines in more depth. The public sector lacks
understanding of institutional Islamophobia in the delivery of goods and services. There is a need for
comprehensive guidelines on faith equality for the public sector.

11. Prioritise addressing Islamophobia and Institutional anti-Muslim discrimination (Islamophobia)
within the public sector. A robust faith duty in the Equality Bill 2009 will facilitate this.
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12. Promote the mainstreaming of initiatives targeting Muslims as a socially excluded community, as
separate and distinct from PVE, and make it core business. Prioritise community development, community
cohesion, social inclusion and capacity building for the Muslim community through the mainstream. Set
targets in strategies and plans both nationally and locally so that progress can be monitored.

13. Facilitate the building of local infrastructure in the Muslim community, for example, through
investment in the development of a Muslim voluntary sector that will cater for a wide variety of Muslims
needs. The voluntary sector will then have the capacity to formulate itself into community-led grassroots
local advocacy and consultative forums and eventually national representative bodies. Such a programme
will provide tangible relief to distressed local Muslim communities and directly aVect their quality of life,
increase engagement and give people a stake in society as citizens and not as ‘pariahs.’ This will enable the
Muslim community to take the lead on its own issues and concerns and engage on an equal basis.

September 2009

Memorandum from Faith Associates (PVE 40)

1. Preventing Violent Extremism

1.1 In response to the call for evidence Faith Associates would like the following evidence to be
considered.

1.2 The Communities and Local Government Committee has resolved to undertake an inquiry into
Prevent, the Government’s programme for preventing violent extremism. The Committee will consider the
current and likely future eVectiveness of the Prevent programme.

1.3 In view of the community engagement and development work undertaken by Faith Associates this
submission focuses on the “Increase the resilience of communities to violent extremism” and “Address the
grievances which ideologues are exploiting” strands of the Prevent programme.

2. Summary of Submission

2.1 The main points made in this memorandum are:

— increasing the resilience and building institutional capacity of Mosques to drive the community
cohesion agenda, practically, spiritually and intellectually within the communities they serve;

— increasing the community capacity to self regulate and strengthen and broaden mainstream
voices; and

— support Muslim community institutions to play a greater role in civic leadership and developing
mainstream service provision.

3. Background

3.1 Faith Associates was established in 2006 to provide services to develop the capability and capacity of
faith communities in the United Kingdom and overseas, with a specific emphasis on Muslim communities.

3.2 The work of the organisation and its associates is predominately across the South East of England
and in the major conurbations of the UK, providing services to build capability and capacity in Muslim
institutions such as Mosques helping improve governance and their participation in civic life.

3.3 Shaukat Warraich, the co-founder of Faith Associates, has over the past 15 years been actively
engaged with diVerent local communities—more recently helping to establish local communication forums
to support greater Muslim community participation and self governance.

4. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

4.1 The key aim of the Prevent strand of CONTEST is to stop people becoming terrorists or supporting
violent extremism. The revised HM Government guidance on Delivering the Prevent Strategy (August 2009)
re-emphasises the importance of partnership working as being key to successful local delivery and the role
of evaluation and research to support the development of an evidence base to inform eVective practice.

4.2 Our experience to date suggests that eVective partnership working is also being delivered across
government departments and regional oYces, ie Home OYce; Communities and Local Government;
Children, Schools and Families; and Business, Innovation and Skills.

4.3 The challenge of moving from single department/service delivery to multi-agency working at
national, regional and local levels has taken time to embed. The challenge has been taken up and our
experience suggests this now provides a good structure on which the aims of the Prevent strategy can be
realised.
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4.4 The consequent local structures now developed, ie local partnerships that include local authorities,
local police, local community and faith organisation representation, will help ensure consistent messages on
and co-ordination of local work.

4.5 We have seen that eVective local partnerships, building the knowledge, confidence, trust and
subsequent engagement of all local partners is a pre-requisite to establishing eVective local Prevent work.

5. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

5.1 Study and understanding of the “radicalisation” of individuals into violent extremism is relatively
new. A common definition of radicalisation is “the process in which a person gradually accepts the ideas and
subsequent methods of expressing them”. There are some key points to consider here:

— whether the ideas and narrative are within the law;

— whether the methods to express the ideas and narrative are violent or non-violent; and

— how the ideas and narrative further manifest, ie in joining an organised group or an individual
taking forward a personal narrative with subsequent individual action.

5.2 The factors that will influence an individual during this process will be multi-dimensional:

— their own personal circumstances such as access to education, the labour market, personal or
family finances;

— their own experiences in their locality and wider afield, from whether they are able to find a voice
to engage others with their thoughts and ideas, able to engaged with others in discussing local,
national or world aVairs or whether they, their families or friends have experienced racial, religious
or abuse;

— cultural factors such as how well they have developed and resolved their own sense of identity,
including their faith, ethnic heritage or other beliefs; and

— group dynamics and peer influence.

5.3 For a government to have a one size fits all plan of what to do to stop individuals becoming radicalised
is a task unlikely to succeed.

5.4 Our experience suggests that what may be achievable is training and supporting those who are
responsible for the care of those in their community, from parents to faith leaders, teachers to youth workers,
in identifying those who may be or are becoming vulnerable to violent extremism. Key is addressing early
signs of vulnerability by supporting the development of the skills and confidence of those working with
young people and the wider community and ensuring they have access to professional and culturally
sensitive advice and support.

5.5 For those individuals that have become radicalised and require more intensive support than services
in their local community can provide then the channel projects may oVer some answers. These are in their
early stages and their eVectiveness will take time to judge, but without community centric support and
rehabilitation there will be a danger that alienation could develop into criminalisation.

5.6 A consideration for all interventions is ensuring cultural sensitivity and upholding the ethos of a free
society where extremist views within the law can be held and discussed by those not resorting to violent
actions—a fine line. This broadens consideration to domestic extremism, most commonly associated with
“single-issue” protests, for example, environmentalism, anti-globalisation or crime and public disorder
linked to extreme left or right wing political campaigns.

5.7 For individuals, particularly young Muslims exploring their Islamic faith, there is the critical need
for sensitivity to ensure the process of “spiritual awakening” to their faith is supported and not seen as the
development of extremist views that will lead to violent actions. An inclusive and broader appreciation of
youth development from Mosques could play a positive role in inspiring, motivating and channelling
spiritual zeal into positive social currency.

6. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

6.1 This question needs to be considered at three levels: local, national and international.

6.2 Local government and government funded services delivering in localities are often building on
community development and engagement practice. The challenges are ensuring the voices of a cross section
of communities are heard, from elected members or leaders of faith and community based organisations to
those involved in women’s and young people groups. Where localities do not have a broad representation
of voices then this is an area of initial and often considerable work in building the trust and confidence of
all concerned. Engagement through the commissioning of innovative initiatives are opportunities that have
been sources of great community renewal, but this requires brave and visionary leadership on the part of
strategy or commissioning groups.
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6.3 At the national level, particularly looking at Islamic/Muslim organisations, political leadership and
financial support has been forthcoming and work is now in progress. For example:

— the Mosques and Imams National Advisory Board (MINAB) is now developing into a standards
setting and regulating body for the majority of the 1,400 or so Mosques and their imams in the
UK; and

— ministerial advisory groups of Muslim women and young people have been established.

6.4 At a national level the investment and case for sustained investment in these various channels of
engagement will be what advice is sought from the groups by government and whether the advice given
impacts on government policy and practice at home and overseas.

6.5 Internationally, the UK has a good reputation for supporting, through a range of means, the
development of civic participation, equalities and human rights. The recent and current conflicts the UK
and others have been engaged with will have impacted on this reputation and resolve will be required to bring
the benefits to the localities over time.

6.6 Pulling these three domains of engagement together in terms of how eVective now and in the future
they are and will be will be a challenge for the Committee. If respectful and peaceful coexistence in a pluralist
society is the aim, the ground has been prepared and the initial sewing of seeds done for the Muslim
communities in England to be better organised, more confident and more participatory in civic life. How
this grows is dependent on continued government engagement over the next 10 to 15 years and, most
critically, Muslim individuals and communities engaging and rising to the opportunity.

7. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

7.1 The Prevent initiative is relatively new for the majority of local authorities and has created a new cadre
of staff—Prevent practitioners—across a range of delivery services, including community safety, education,
youth justice, youth work, community development and leisure. There is not currently a minimum skills and
knowledge set for such staV.

7.2 From our experience, with particular reference to the engagement of Muslim communities within a
locality to build resilience, staV require the understanding of cultural complexity, sensitivity to the nuances
of engaging with the range of formal faith and community organisations and informal groupings such as
women’s groups and youth groups. Key to their success is their ability to build the trust and confidence of
local communities to eVectively identify needs and work with them in meeting identified and mutually agreed
outcomes.

7.3 The majority of local implementation we have seen is often driven by the multi-agency approach to
the delivery of Prevent. To establish, implement and evaluate Prevent funded programmes takes time and
the nature of the evaluation is often short term outcomes related. For example, the local engagement of
women and young people through positive services/activities that meet identified local needs. The medium
term (say three to five years) outcomes of projects—build the resilience of communities and reducing the
threat of individuals becoming radicalisation—will in all likelihood only be known by the intelligence/Police
services. A key concern is the short-term nature of funding support for activity to be embedded in a sustained
way that can ensure the medium term outcomes are achieved.

7.4 Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

7.5 Our overall experience to date is “no” in response to this question. For Prevent there remains
substantial suspicion and concern that it is no more than asking community members to “spy on each
other”. To take communities from this starting point to an understanding of what positive engagement with
Prevent can achieve requires a range of strategies from engagement on a one-to-one basis with leaders of
local faith institutions and community organisations and then the opportunity to present and engage in
discussion with community members across the spectrum of local Muslim communities in each locality.

7.6 Muslim communities are focussed on a range of issues linked to treatment in the media following 9/
11 and 7/7, the reported rise in popularity of the far right, foreign policy and its eVects in home country or
region—from Iraq, to Gaza, Afghanistan and Pakistan.

8. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

8.1 We can add no comment other than our response at six.
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9. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

9.1 Concerning evaluation please see our response at seven.

9.2 On value for money we do not have the evidence to oVer a judgement. A consideration here will be
identifying what similar activities could value for money be benchmarked against?

9.3 The assertion we can put forward is that the Prevent activity being funded has the potential to build
resilience, civic participation and reduce the risk of alienation and radicalisation. With the Muslim
population of England likely to be between 4–5 million at the next census (2011), the positive engagement
and provision of services can only help build a more cohesive society for future generations.

10. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

10.1 In addressing this question in our work we present community cohesion rather than being “related”
as part of a continuum. EVective local and national work on community cohesion and inclusion will identify
opportunities for targeted Prevent work based on the assessment of need in each locality.

10.2 Further we would suggest that the work of organisations such as the recently formed Equalities and
Human Rights Commission will become increasingly important in celebrating eVective inclusion practice
and identifying areas for greater focus.

11. Recommendations for Action

11.1 From our experience we propose the following recommendations for consideration by the
committee for inclusion in its report to the House:

— for the government to promote yet more vigorously security, justice, participation in democracy
and opportunity for all;

— for all to work towards resolving the political conflicts and injustices which lie at the root of the
anger, frustration and despair which breed the foot soldiers of terrorism;

— for all promoting socio-economic and human development; including continued work on
eradicating poverty which exacerbates conflicts and addressing gender, youth and child issues;

— continued emphasis is given to inclusive education;

— continue working towards diminishing the growing trend of intolerance and discrimination against
Muslims by fostering dialogue and comprehension through intercultural and inter-faith working
and projects;

— targeting resources to develop expertise and specialism’s to increase community resilience and help
to strengthen community institutions;

— developing contingency planning for the intergenerational exchange and handing over of
community assets in order to direct and foster greater civic participation and developing
community asset mainstreaming; and

— institutionalising standards based community development which fosters greater inclusiveness.

September 2009

Memorandum from Forward Thinking (PVE 49)

Executive Summary

1. This submission is based on our work with diverse communities and grassroots organisations over the
past five years.

2. The attached dossier provides feedback from some of the community groups whom we work with.

3. These observations do not distinguish between Prevent as implemented by the diVerent government
departments CLG, Home OYce, CSF, FCO and Local Authorities. The community perceptions and
experiences are based on the view of the Prevent policy as a whole.

4. Forward Thinking believes that Prevent has contributed to a sense of alienation within communities
rather than their empowerment.

5. Prevent forms part of the governments counter-terrorism strategy but the guidelines to local partners
encourages the connecting of Prevent with other related agendas such as cohesion, cultural, leisure,
education and youth services. This has helped to create suspicion and mistrust within the communities where
any interaction with the state or non-state actors is seen as information gathering or intelligence services led.
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6. “Prevent” has become highly counter-productive: it communicates, to Muslim communities, that the
only line of engagement between them and their government concerns terrorism. Muslims need to be
engaged first and foremost as British citizens.

7. The Prevent policy raises the question among Muslims as to whether the government is attempting to
prevent violent and extremist acts or promote a “state-sanctioned” version of Islam.

8. Key community members whose engagement is vital to the success of PVE are reluctant to be
associated with such policies.

9. The awarding of funds for projects by local authorities and central government has been opaque and
the criteria on which projects are deemed eVective seem unclear and inconsistent.

10. The stigma attached to PVE funding and its rejection by many grassroots organisations has created
a vacuum which is being filled by groups and individuals who lack any real constituency within the
communities but who are repeatedly being awarded funding for projects that appear to have little merit.

11. There is a lack of a standardized mechanism to evaluate the eVectiveness of projects in contributing
to PVE and their value for money.

12. In communities where PVE funding has been accepted and where Muslims and non-Muslim
communities have been aware of this, it has led to tension and hostilities between communities. This also
appears to have fuelled the far-right and Islamophobic agenda both locally and nationally.

Introduction

13. Forward Thinking is a proactive, demand-driven, facilitative organisation, founded in 2004 as an
independent non-denominational charity that works:

— To promote in the UK greater understanding and confidence between the diverse grassroots
Muslim communities and the wider society including the Media and the British establishment.

— To promote a more inclusive peace process in the Middle East.

— To facilitate a global dialogue between the religious and secular worlds.

14. As a non-denominational, non-governmental, multi-disciplined organisation, Forward Thinking is
uniquely positioned to provide their experience and knowledgeable assistance to Muslim community groups
who are seeking to develop and improve their work within the community.

15. The combination of our team’s knowledge of Islam, our access to the diverse grassroots Muslim
communities at a regional and national level, our expertise in organisational capacity building at a
community level and our track record of working with such groups over the past five years, enables us to
provide real insight about the impact of Prevent policy an and authoritative voice about the issues and
concerns of the culturally, religiously and regionally diverse Muslim communities in the UK.

16. We understand that the Select Committee inquiry’s remit will focus on Prevent in relation to the
Communities and Local Government department and any findings will relate to this. However we feel that
as Prevent is a cross-departmental policy that was designed to work across diVerent departments of
government and has resulted in being the primary, and at times, only way arms of state interact with Muslim
individuals or communities, it is important that we look at the sum of the parts of the policy so that we do
not obscure its impact.

Addressing the Inquiry’s Questions

17. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

18. Violent Extremism as defined by Prevent seems to focus mainly on Muslim communities, though lip-
service is paid to threats posed by animal rights campaigners, all funds that has been administered to support
Prevent has been administered to or focused on dealing with Muslim communities.

19. This approach criminalizes Muslims and Muslim communities by association rather than having a
policy that is based on robust facts and evidence. It’s a blanket approach that at best ignorantly lumps
diverse Muslim communities together, simplifies that nature of the threat and creates alienation and
disenfranchisement which contributes to the very threat it aims to counter.

20. Prevent will always be a problematic policy because in the fundamental questions of what leads people
to commit acts of violence in the name of an ideology cloaked in a religious theme have yet to be answered
by policy makers. Please refer to Dossier item one: “Toward a Holistic Strategy to Counter Violent
Radicalisation in the United Kingdom”.

21. Prevent places a disproportionate amount of responsibility for citizens’ security on communities and
their local authorities. This is particularly problematic when local communities do not engage with their
constituents on a faith basis and therefore do not know who their “Muslim Constituents” are. In addition,
traditionally many Muslims communities particularly recently settled communities are unengaged with local
authorities either by choice or due to structural inequalities.
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22. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

23. Prevent’s five objectives to address the causes of radicalisation which are believed to lead to
radicalisation seem clear enough but their practical implementation become problematic when:

24. “Supporting mainstream voices”—the diversity of Muslim voices and opinion makes it diYcult to
define “mainstream” voices. Although there is general agreement on the principles and spirit of Islamic
practice there is great linguistic, cultural, theological, regional and denominational diversity. In addition,
from the communities’ perspective, “supporting mainstream voices, has become a euphemism for apologists
for government and those who are seen to be too close to government.

25. “Disrupting those who promote violent extremism and support the places where they operate”—here
there is the unintended risk of shutting down public debate and freedom of speech, particularly since
communities feel that it is unfairly targeted as the Muslim community. Similar measures have not been seen
again far-right groups and others. Some communities have become afraid of talking about any issue relating
to theology, foreign policy and politics for fear of being accused of promoting the “wrong ideology”. This
has the knock on eVect of driving those who wish to recruit and incite violence to do so underground away
from the communities’ gaze and leadership who may have an influence in curbing such practice. In addition,
this creates a vacuum where such views and ideologies go unchallenged because their people are afraid of
being wrongly accused of promoting violent extremism or because they are unaware of it going on in the
community and therefore cannot address them.

26. “Supporting individuals who are vulnerable to recruitment or who have already been recruited by
violent extremists”—our interactions and feedback from communities, particularly that in Dewsbury has
illustrated that there is a real lack of expertise and best practice in this area. The quality of services and access
to support is not uniform across the country and in some cases is extremely poor leaving vulnerable
individuals at greater risk. Again the interaction with the state is always avoided by communities and
individuals simply because there is a lack of trust and understanding.

27. “Increase the resilience of communities to violent extremism”—a vague statement that has resulted
in a variety of projects being funded from interfaith singing to playing football and media training. Again
there is a lack of consistency of standards and application.

28. The two supporting objectives of: “Developing supporting intelligence, analysis and information and
improve strategic communications” are reasonable in themselves but when Prevent is mixed with agendas
of community cohesion, empowering communities and includes departments such as DSCF, Youth Justice
Board, prisons, health and UK Border Agency this feeds to the already existing sense of mistrusts and
defensiveness within communities leading in some cases to paranoia and the use of conspiracy theories as
a prism of understanding policy and government action.

29. Please refer to paragraph 3.2 in Item two of the dossier which gives the perspective of a community
group in Birmingham.

30. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed

31. Prior to the tragic attacks of 7 July 2005, the government’s interaction with Muslim communities was
through a select number of organizations that did not reflect the diversity of the Muslim communities in the
UK. This is exemplified by engaging with umbrella organisations like the MCB. However, there has now
been an extreme shift so that organisations like MCB and those who seem to be critical of government on
issues whether it be domestic, foreign or cohesion and security policies are in some cases actively excluded
from consultation and dialogue.

32. It is also clear that government departments and associated bureaucracies find it extremely diYcult
to access and engage grassroots communities and those with authentic constituency. There is the initial
obstacle of knowing where to go and also developing relationships that are based on trust and mutual
understanding. This therefore creates a vacuum of grassroots voices and those who can aVect real change
(whether small or significant) on the ground. Engagement is therefore with individuals, representatives and
national organisations who do not fully reflect the age, gender and generational profile as well as the cultural
and theological diversity of the Muslim community in the UK.

33. Very often the people and advisers engaged by government are disconnected from the realities of those
very vulnerable individuals and communities the government is trying to reach. This may be simple due to
the fact that the most vulnerable are more likely to be isolated and hidden from mainstream society and state
institutions. Therefore the information gained, analysis made and solutions oVered are not targeted,
accurate or engage the people who need the most help and support.

34. Recognising this gap in engagement and understanding Forward Thinking has over the last
18 months devised a programme of community engagement with the OSCT team in the Home OYce where
new inductees to the department take part in a 1.5 day visit to a community in either the south east, the
Midlands or Northern England to meet with grassroots groups, activists, Imams, women, young people and
professionals living in the Muslim community to learn from them about their lives, concerns and issues of



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:09 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 181

they face in education, the workplace, wider society etc. It has proven to be a successful mechanism of
learning and trust building on both sides. Neither CLG nor FCO have a similar programme of engagement
with communities.

35. A recent report by the Tax Payers Alliance, published on 8 September 2009, provides comprehensive
details of spending on Prevent showing how much each organisations received individually in the financial
year for 2006–07, 2007–08 and 2008–09. The data reveals that Manchester City Council had funded only
two organisations with its PVE budget, with one receiving a total of £125000 of tax payer’s money. Surely
the Muslim communities of the metropolitan city of Manchester cannot be reached through only two
organisations. Similarly in Dudley, only one Muslim organisation received PVE funding totaling
£260,801.00 over a two year period. Can it then be accurately stated that Dudley L.A reached out widely
and eVectively to its Muslim constituents?

36. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme? & Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the
“Prevent” programme.

37. The Local Government Association has produced a document aimed at local authorities and local
councilors which provides a guide to Prevent and its practical implementation/implication. Whether this has
been of any assistance is unknown.

38. As PVE funding is administered to local authorities through Local Area Based Grants, the reporting
and evaluating feedback given to central government is not as robust or thorough. Local authorities are then
vulnerable to misunderstanding and confusion with regards to implementing and evaluating Prevent. In
some cases this has resulted in PVE funding being channeled towards cohesion projects.

39. Implementation and evaluation requires sound knowledge of the Muslim communities and
constituents in the local authority. The plethora of consultative and research organisations employed by
local authorities to “map” Muslim communities in the locality suggest that even the most basic knowledge
about the ethnicity and social profile of the local Muslim communities is unknown. This not only hinders
engagement but results in weak and superficial implementation and evaluation.

40. As a result of this knowledge deficit, local authorities have tended to fall back on long term partners
and stakeholders for advice, guidance and implementation of projects, whose traditional expertise has been
in race, equality and diversity work. Though some of this is relevant to Muslim communities, on its own it
is not adequate to understand the national and local nuances of the Muslim communities.

41. The remainder of the enquiries questions are quite similar and are linked. We have therefore chosen
to list them below and provide the following response:

42. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

43. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

44. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

45. The government’s own guidelines state that “local Prevent partnerships should make connections
between Prevent and other associated and related agendas. Local partners can give Prevent work diVerent
titles, but irrespective of the way Prevent is presented, it is vital to retain a focus on the Prevent objectives.”
Page five, Delivering the Prevent Strategy: An updated Guide for Local Partners, HM Governemnt August
2009. This clearly illustrates the confusion that has arisen and the potential lack of transparency when
engaging with communties under the Prevent agenda.

46. Please refer to Items three and four in the dossier that provide feedback from two community leaders
who are Christians working with Muslim communities in Bedford and Luton and their experience of how
the wider community has reacted to Prevent; the lack of clarity on whether Prevent money can be used for
cohesion projects and the communities’ perceptions of the objectives of Prevent resulting in further isolation
and intra-community tension.

47. Item five of the dossier is a letter from a prominent Muslim leader in Batley that discusses his
experience of a PVE funded event and the community’s perception about the mistrust of PVE funded
projects and lack of eVective evaluation of such projects in reaching the objectives of Prevent.

48. Paragraphs 3.5 and 3.6 in Item two of the dossier also provide a regional perspective of eVectiveness,
evaluation and related agendas of cohesion/integration.

Recommendations

49. Engagement with Muslim communities at a grassroots level must be a priority.

50. Engagement must be inclusive of the diversity of the Muslim communities in the UK. It must
incorporate the multiplicity of voices, theological, ethnic, linguistic, gender, generational and political
backgrounds. Selective engagement has not worked in the past and will no bare fruit in the future.
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51. Preventing violent extremism must not be the only driver for engagement with Muslim communities.

52. A paradigm shift in engagement is needed, form one that perceives communities as harbering
potential terrorist and therefore dealing with them as a ‘problem’ to seeing them as valuable and worthy tax-
paying citizens who are integral to the democractic health of the political system.

53. Prevent policy should not target communities, rather individuals who have or could potentially
commit criminal and violent acts.

54. The under investment in Muslim communities must be tackled without creating tensions between
other faith and community groups and away from the Prevent agenda.

55. Empowering impoverished communities should be seen as worthy in it self rather than dependent on
the extent to which disadvantaged communities can help the state do its job of protecting citizens.

September 2009

Memorandum from JUST (PVE 50)

Summary of Just’s Evidence to the CLG Inquiry

JUST has long been highlighting the adverse impact of the government’s Prevent agenda (which is part
of The UK’s CONTEST 2 Strategy for Countering International Terrorism) on community and social life.

JUST’s concerns about the Prevent programme are based on the following grounds:

— It has led to the disproportionate criminalisation of BME and particularly Muslim communities

— It locates the burden for fighting terrorism on the Muslim community despite the fact that the
majority are peace-loving citizens of the UK

— It has led to the curtailment of civil liberties in society as a whole

— It has drawn statutory bodies into the “securitisation” agenda thereby dismantling the traditional
relationships of trust and confidence between public bodies and service users

— It has led to the abandonment of funding for traditional community development, capacity
building and empowerment work with BME communities, replacing it instead with community
cohesion, anti-extremism and anti-terrorism approaches which have put Muslim communities
under the intense spotlight of the far right and the press and media.

JUST therefore calls on the Preventing Violent Extremism programme to be withdrawn as a matter of
priority.

JUST has long been campaigning against the government’s Preventing Violent Extremism (PVE) agenda
which is part of The UK’s “CONTEST 2” strategy for Combating International Terrorism.

JUST’s objections to the Prevent programme are based on the following grounds:

— It has led to the disproportionate criminalisation of BME and particularly Muslim communities

— It locates the burden for fighting terrorism on the Muslim community despite the fact that the
majority are peace-loving citizens of the UK.

— The current usage of the terminology of violent extremism is discriminatory as it ignores the very
real threats from far-right and other forms of extremism.

— It has drawn statutory bodies into the “securitisation” agenda thereby dismantling the traditional
relationships of trust and confidence between public bodies and service users.

— It has led to the abandonment of funding for traditional community development, capacity
building and empowerment work with BME communities, replacing it instead with community
cohesion, anti-extremism and anti-terrorism approaches which have put Muslim communities
under the intense spotlight of the far right and the press and media.

— It reinforces negative stereotypes and associations of Islam with terrorism and views the British
Muslim community through the single issue of terrorism.

1. JUST condemns the London bombings that led to the death of 58 innocent civilians and the injury of
many more. The attack on the London transport system was a heinous crime and JUST echoes the
widespread public calls, including those from the families of the victims of 7/7 for a full and comprehensive
independent public Inquiry; we feel this will go a long way to identifying the causal factors and preventing
any such further occurrence.

2. Although it is estimated that there are 2000 potential terrorist targets (Head of M15 reporting to the
intelligence and Security Committee in May 2009), JUST believes that eVorts to combat terrorism should
be kept within the strict purview of the security and intelligence agencies. Recent attempts to conflate the
Prevent element within the CONTEST 2 Strategy, alongside the Protect, Pursue and Prepare strands is
counter-productive. It has resulted in the securitisation of public services and community and voluntary
organisations and undermined civil society, civil liberties and human rights.
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2.1 The Crown Prosecution Service’s definition of violent extremism is:

The demonstration of unacceptable behaviour by using any means or medium to express views
which:

1. forment, justify or glorify terrorist violence in furtherance of particular beliefs;

2. seek to provoke others to terrorist acts;

3. foment other serious criminal activity or seek to provoke others to serious criminal acts; or

4. foster hatred which might lead to inter-community violence in the UK.
(http://www.cps.gov.uk/Publications/prosecution/violent)

3. The presumption within the Prevent section of the CONTEST 2 strategy is that combating violent
extremism is contingent on taking a grassroots-led approach, or in other words using intelligence-gathering,
neighbourhood policing and information from front-line public servants, community and religious leaders
to identify potential violent extremists.

4. The complaint from the police and MI5 intelligence oYcers that their eVorts to eradicate radicalisation
have been compromised because they are not trusted by Muslim communities, implies overt collusion with
violent extremists. This assessment is deeply flawed as it tars the entire Muslim community with the same
brush of extremism.

5. Likewise, the framework posited by the CLG in relation to the Inquiry on the PVE, calling for
respondents to comment on the eVectiveness of the programme’s reach, presumes that eVorts to combat
extremism have been circumscribed due to ineVective targeting. JUST’s stance is that this position is
erroneous and is replete with assumptions that violent extremism within Muslim communities is pervasive.

6. JUST believes that the problem of Muslim extremism has been overstated and “extreme” assumptions
have been made about the levels of radicalisation within the Muslim community. This is further exacerbated
in an environment where repeated negative media representations of Muslims in the UK and globally adds
to a sense of victimisation, demonisation and creates social exclusion as well as fuelling mainstream public
suspicion and mistrust of Muslim communities.

7. The figures released by the Home OYce suggest that as of March 2008, 75 of the 125 currently in prison
in England and Wales were British and the rate of charging and of convictions has remained broadly stable
now for each of the seven years since 9/11 covered by the Home OYce figures. The figures clearly highlight
that the overwhelming majority of Muslims are peaceful law-abiding citizens. (http://www guardian.co.uk/
uk/2009/may/13/terrorism-suspects-britain-uk).

8. Despite the investment of nearly a £100 million of public monies into PVE initiatives, the reconfiguring
of statutory services as extensions of the security arm of the state together with the development of
performance management frameworks (NI 35, 36, PSA 26, APACS 63 and Comprehensive Area
Assessment) there is little evidence that violent extremism or radicalism has been eliminated or minimised.
JUST calls for an open and transparent demonstration of how funded activities and programmes have
resulted in the reduction of violent extremism in the Muslim community from a clearly identified baseline
and how funded agencies are competent in achieving these changes.

9. The government’s failure to make a case for the PVE programme owes to the lack of robust evidence
about its eYcacy in tackling extremism. Auditing arrangements continue to be weak and the failure of the
government’s own watchdog—the Audit Commission—to scrutinise the programme represents a stark
omission that ought to be reversed in the interest of openness, transparency and accountability.

10. Likewise the government’s failure to subject the programme to rigorous value for money yardsticks—
normally applied in relation to other investments in public monies—in terms of assessing the de-
radicalisation dividend against the investment, suggests that the pursuit of the PVE policy is driven by
rhetoric rather than reality.

11. Furthermore there are major concerns related to the transparency and fairness with which funds were
allocated to particular organisations and the assessment and procurement arrangements made in relation
to these allocations. In particular we echo concerns about the substantial funding directed to handpicked
organisations despite widespread opposition expressed by many sections of the UK Muslim community as
well as other civil society organisations.

12. The consensus among the global security community is that terrorism will continue to be a modern-
day scourge—however the presumption that extremism leads to terrorism and that violent extremism
pertains only to the Muslim or Al-Qaeda version of terrorism (as defined by the government) ought to be
debunked outright in view of recent evidence of violent far-right activity and the burgeoning of far-right
support both within the UK and across Europe.

13. The evidence of the bias and disproportionality in relation to the application of the PVE programme is
particularly evident when comparing the government’s response to Irish terrorism and far-right extremism.
Neither threats were accompanied by the overwhelming securitisation of public services, the burgeoning of
the state security apparatus, the doubling in the number of intelligence oYcers and the attribution for the
blame for extremism—presumed to be the penultimate step in the journey towards active terrorism—on all
Irish or all White people in the way that Muslim communities have been maligned. If as the government
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contends, the battle is truly for Muslim (and BME) hearts and minds then the government is advised to
return to those paradigms of public policy which eVectively built trust and confidence between BME
communities and the State.

— Community cohesion alongside PVE approaches represent sledgehammer approaches to
preventing violent radicalisation. Instead capacity building, community development, anti-
poverty, anti-discrimination and social justice responses—paradigms that have been eVectively
abandoned—oVer more plausible alternatives to tackling the marginalisation, disengagement and
disenfranchisement of BME and especially young people.

— In a context where BME and particularly third-generation Muslim communities, continue to be
disproportionately represented in poverty, exclusion and deprivation indicators, the goals of
common citizenship are best achieved through tackling systemic and structural discrimination. The
restitution of Race measures within funding, policy, strategy, service delivery and performance
management frameworks such as the LAA and inspection regimes oVer constructive pathways to
achieving equity in life-chances between BME and White communities.

— The move towards an Equalities approach to public service delivery following the demise of the
Commission for Racial Equality and the controversy around single-identity group funding have
led to the eVective dismantling of the BME Third sector that used to be a critical inter-face between
minority ethnic communities and government and statutory agencies. The pursuit of an Equalities
agenda at the expense of Race is already relegating larger numbers of disaVected BME
communities and particularly young people to the margins. A sustained investment in BME 3rd
sector and community-based organisations is critical to re-engage them and bring them into the
ambit of mainstream service provision.

14. The concern of government that the programme has achieved only limited results because it may not
be talking to the right people is an erroneous analysis of the problem. In its relationship with Muslim
organisations, the government has chosen a pick and mix approach in terms of which organisation it chooses
to speak to and which it marginalises. This approach has been unhelpful as it has divided the Muslim
community and created a partisan stance on the issue. JUST demands that any approach to Muslim
community engagement is broad, representative and multi-layered and engages Muslims both as a faith
community and as secular civil society organisations. We also demand that it truly engages women and
young people in particular those who are most vulnerable to disaVection and are systematically
disenfranchised.

15. Likewise the formulation of the PVE policy along religious lines has created both inter and intra-
ethnic fractures that have undermined the politics of collective action, solidarity politics and social justice
approaches that have only served to exacerbate the politics of “Us and Them.”

16. It is not the business of government to speak to the right people—it is the business of government to
develop equitable, fair and anti-discriminatory policies and practice. The interface between communities
and government should be facilitated by the statutory and Third sector. The loss of race equality oYcers
within local authorities and the lack of sustained funding to grassroots and BME Third sector organisations
have eVectively stripped away a critical layer of communications between government and communities.

17 Likewise the downgrading of the RRAA and the legal duties incumbent on public bodies for an
Equalities approach to public service delivery has meant that the BME community consultation frameworks
that were an integral part of the Race Equality Impact Assessments and Race Equality Schemes have
eVectively been lost.

Recommendations:

JUST calls for the PVE programme in its current form to be urgently withdrawn for the following reasons:

— The execution of the programme has had a disproportionately adverse impact on Muslim
communities.

— It is discriminatory in its application as it disregards far-right and other forms of extremism.

— It has failed to present robust verifiable evidence that the programme has resulted in combating
Muslim extremism.

— It does not oVer value for money as there is little evidence that the investment in public monies has
yielded commensurate dividends.

— It has exacerbated inter and intra-community divides and thereby undermined a central tenet of
the Race Relations Amendment Act that places a clear legal duty on the government and public
bodies to promote good race relations.

— It has led to the attrition of our civil liberties which has profound implications for civil society and
BME disengagement and disenfranchisement from politics and democratic processes.
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In the interest of openness, transparency and accountability JUST calls on the government to undertake
the following:

— an independent audit to measure the eVectiveness of the PVE programme;

— a rigorous qualitative and quantitative research study measuring the extent to which the PVE
programme have in fact led to a reduction in extremism and de-radicalisation; and

— a series of round-table focus groups across the UK measuring the extent to which the PVE agenda
has led to the breakdown in confidence and trust between BME communities and the State.

JUST’s position is that tackling extremism and terrorism should be under the sole jurisdiction of the
security, police and intelligence services. The securitisation of the public services agenda should be stripped
away and public bodies should revert to their traditional role as service providers.

JUST believes that the problem of Muslim extremism has been overstated. It supports the observations—
made by a number of leading leading security commentators—that climate change, pandemic flu, flooding
and cyber attack are likely to have a more profound impact on society than terrorism. The sooner the
government stops raising the bogeyman of the Muslim extremists the sooner the government can start
bridging the breakdown in trust and confidence that the government’s PVE policy has engendered with
Muslim (and BME) communities across the UK.

Memorandum from ACPO (PVE 60)

1. Executive Summary

The ACPO submission makes the following recommendations:

1. The need for greater coordination of research relating to Prevent.

2. The need for a process to ensure that research routinely assists in the development of policy.

3. The need for a central depository for Prevent learning and emerging practice.

4. The Prevent programme to remain dynamic in response to violent extremism from wherever it
emerges.

5. That, once operational, the ACPO NPDU internet referral unit undergoes a process of evaluation
to assess eVectiveness and determine the need for future funding.

6. The need for a national assessment of community engagement, looking at mechanisms and
outcomes. This needs to be wider than Neighbourhood Policing and should seek to identify
outcomes of engagement specifically addressing the Prevent strategy.

7. The need to exploit learning from Channel referrals to inform our understanding of the drivers of
radicalisation and help identify those most vulnerable.

8. Further refresh of the joint Police and Audit Commission learning and development exercise. This
should complement the Comprehensive Area Assessment process.

9. To consider a process of regularly reviewing those we engage to oVer advice, the quality of the
advice and the cost.

10. That we develop a better understanding of the Prevent activity occurring abroad enabling
comparisons and joint learning.

11. That Government voices and policies make it clear that preventing violent extremism is more than
building cohesive communities.

2. About the Author

2.1 Sir Norman Bettison has had a 37 year career in policing encompassing three major police forces and
a number of national responsibilities.

2.2 He joined South Yorkshire Police in 1972 as a police cadet where he remained until his appointment
as Assistant Chief Constable of West Yorkshire Police in 1993. In 1998 he was appointed Chief Constable
of Merseyside Police until his appointment as Chief Executive of Centrex in January 2005. He rejoined the
police service in January 2007 as Chief Constable of West Yorkshire Police.

2.3 He received the Queen’s Police Medal for distinguished service in the Millennium Honour’s List and
a Knighthood for services to policing in 2006.

2.4 In addition to his role as Chief Constable, he is a Vice President of ACPO and leads the Prevent
programme for the police service.
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2.5 He is currently:

(i) A member of ACPO (Terrorism and Allied Matters),

(ii) The ACPO lead on Protective Services,

(iii) The ACPO lead on Prevention of Violent Extremism,

(iv) A member of the Police Counter Terrorism Board (PCTB), and

(v) Chairs ACPO Prevent Programme Board.

3. Introduction

3.1 Policing in England, Wales and Northern Ireland is led by the Association of Chief Police OYcers
(ACPO). This is an independent, professionally led strategic body which works in the public interest to
coordinate the direction and development of the police service.

3.2 Preventing Violent Extremism is managed through the Terrorism and Allied Matters (TAM) business
area. Sir Norman Bettison QPM (ACPO Vice President) leads the strategic Prevent programme supported
by Assistant Chief Constable John Wright as Senior Responsible OYcer (SRO).

3.3 The police response is set out in the ACPO Strategy and Delivery Plan and the Prevent
Implementation plan.51,52

3.4 The ACPO National Prevent Delivery Unit (NPDU) incorporates the National Community Tension
Team (NCTT) and consists of centrally seconded oYcers and police staV. The role of the unit is to manage
the delivery of various projects key to the successful delivery of Prevent and to act as a focal point for policy,
support and guidance. Whilst the police service is an active partner in supporting all of the objectives of the
Government’s Prevent strategy, it has a particular contribution to make in relation to objectives two, three
and six namely to:

(2) Disrupt those who promote violent extremism and strengthen vulnerable institutions,

(3) Support individuals vulnerable to recruitment by violent extremists, and

(6) Develop Prevent related intelligence, analysis and research.

3.5 The policing response to Preventing Violent Extremism has been developed to respond to threats
from all areas of extremism wherever they may occur and can be summarised as:

3.6 Protecting vulnerable people, communities and establishments from harm.

3.7 This approach supports the core function of the police service which is to prevent and detect crime
and protect people and reassure the community.53

3.8 It recognises that Community Cohesion is necessary in preventing violent extremism and terrorism,
but it is not suYcient by itself.

3.9 The Prevent strategy provides the focus to support those who are perceived as being vulnerable to
radicalisation and violent extremism. This requires long term engagement with communities, seeking to gain
their support to counter radicalisation.

3.10 Although early in the implementation of Prevent within the police service, the aspiration is to embed
Prevent within Neighbourhood Policing through:

(i) Accurately understanding the communities we serve through the development of
Neighbourhood profiles,

(ii) eVectively engaging with those communities through, Neighbourhood Policing teams,

(iii) listening and acting upon their concerns through adoption of the Policing Pledge,54

(iv) working in partnership with the community to achieve sustainable solutions; and thereby

(v) contributing to the single police indicator of increasing trust and confidence.

3.11 This ensures that the policing response to Prevent is complementary and supports other core areas
of police business.

3.12 Whilst the police service has made significant progress as outlined within the HMIC report,
“Prevent: Progress and Prospects,” it continues to develop its approach and has set the following priorities
for 2009–10:

(i) Embedding Prevent—Ensuring that Prevent is mainstreamed within everyday policing.

(ii) Partnership Interventions—Developing eVective activities to support those who are vulnerable to
violent extremism.

51 The police Response to the Prevention of Terrorism and Violent Extremism A strategy and Delivery Plan—April 2008
52 PREVENT—The Policing Response to the Prevention of Terrorism and Violent Extremism—Implementation Plan V1.2—

RESTRICTED—September 2008
53 National Community Safety Plan 2008–2011
54 Policing Pledge
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(iii) “Prevent”/“Pursue” Overlap—Developing a range of proportionate tactical options to support or
deter those either involved in or supporting violent extremism.

(iv) Information Sharing;—ensuring that partners have the information they need to develop eVective
plans and activities.

(v) “Prevent” Capability and Capacity Building—ensuring that we have the resources to successfully
deliver the ACPO Prevent strategy and that they represent value for money.

Question 1

4.1 How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors, which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism?

4.2 It is recognised that there is no single cause of radicalisation or way in which people are drawn or
encouraged towards violent extremism. As a result, the police response to Prevent has been developed to be
flexible and adaptable to changes in threat. The threat from “home grown terrorists” and “lone wolves” is
very apparent, as is that from extreme right wing and or single-issue extremism.

4.3 A number of research projects and academic studies have been commissioned through the “Prevent
Research Oversight Board” supported by the “Prevent Research Working Group”. Such projects are
prioritised against areas of vulnerability or threat.

4.4 Many of these projects are still in their infancy and have yet to be made available to practitioners.
The demand for such products has inevitably led to some forces and regional Counter Terrorist Units
commissioning their own research. This has impacted on the level of coordination and possible duplication
of eVort and expense.

4.5 Whilst a process exists to analyse the factors leading to involvement in violent extremism, there is little
evidence to suggest that this process is encompassing and robust. More needs to be done to ensure that
learning is eYciently disseminated to practitioners and to ensure that it informs policy development.

4.6 There are a number of current processes in existence to disseminate learning although there does not
appear to be a single repository for such information making it diYcult for practitioners to access.

4.7 Recommendations

1. The need for greater coordination of research relating to Prevent.

2. The need for a process to ensure that research routinely assists in the development of policy.

3. The need for a central depository for Prevent learning and emerging practice.

4.8 Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

4.9 The Government’s Counter Terrorism strategy (CONTEST) focuses on international terrorism. The
current threat has been assessed as coming from those who claim to act in the name of Islam. As a
consequence, Muslim communities are assessed as being the most vulnerable to this strand of radicalisation
and incitement to violence. The Police strategy acknowledges that a single focus could lead to the perception
of targeting a particular community and is careful to ensure that the Prevent agenda retains community
support. The Police response to Preventing Violent Extremism is wider, encompassing all forms of violent
extremist threat.

4.10 However, any “threat based” approach must be flexible enough to adapt to change. The Police
response to Prevent is intelligence led, based upon the National Intelligence Model (NIM) which has been
adopted by the Police Service.

4.11 An example being the transition from “home grown terrorists” to those secreted into the UK from
abroad to undertake attacks who have not previously come to the attention of law enforcement or
intelligence agencies. Our engagement with communities and partner agencies needs to be able to identify
“normality” so that abnormal situations can be identified.

4.12 The internet has been shown to be a source of material which can either contribute to self
radicalisation or used by those intent on radicalising others. Work is currently underway within the NPDU
to develop an internet referral unit, the intention being to deny the internet as a vehicle to distribute such
material.

4.13 Recommendations

4. The Prevent programme to remain dynamic in response to violent extremism from wherever it
emerges.

5. That once operational, the ACPO NPDU internet referral unit undergoes a process of evaluation
to assess eVectiveness and determine the need for future funding.
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Question 2

5.1 How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities?

5.2 The Government’s CONTEST strategy, the ACPO Prevent strategy and the ACPO Prevent
Implementation plan are clear that engagement with communities is at the heart of the Prevent agenda.

5.3 The now established counter-terrorism maxim “communities defeat terrorism” is at the centre of the
ACPO approach to Prevent.55 Whilst there is no overall Government community engagement strategy, the
Home OYce has placed community engagement at the forefront of policing as highlighted by the single
confidence indicator. The police service undertakes a wide range of engagement activities at a variety of
levels both independently and in partnership. Nationally through the NCTT, regionally through Counter
Terrorist Units and Government OYces and locally through the “Policing Pledge”, Neighbourhood Policing
programme, Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) and Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships
(CDRPs).

5.4 Existing engagement activity is the bedrock of successful Prevent delivery and the NPDU drives
focused engagement through:

(i) Schools and colleges,

(ii) Muslim women’s groups,

(iii) Young people, and

(iv) Muslim communities via activities such as Operation Nicole and Act Now.

5.5 Consultation at the national level is primarily through strategic bodies such as the Muslim Safety
Forum, the National Association of Muslim Police and various Muslim community organisations. For
specific work-streams the NPDU will work with other organisations such as the Young Muslim Advisory
Group and UK Youth Parliament. At Force and Basic Command Unit (BCU) level, consultation will be
done with local groups and organisations.

5.6 Has the Government been speaking to the right people?

5.7 In response to this question the phrase “the right people” is diYcult to quantify and can be segmented
into numerous subgroups. For example, there are those who can assist in speaking out against the “single
narrative” often used by those wishing to inspire others towards embracing violent extremism. There is a
drive to identify and support these “credible voices” within communities that can rally against this narrative.

5.8 Additionally, engagement with those that hold unpalatable views to our own shared values can oVer
a valuable insight in countering terrorism. There is an acceptance within community engagement that such
engagement is rarely “comfortable” and is often extremely challenging.

5.9 However, there has often been criticism from the wider Muslim community of a perception of
engaging with those on the “fringe” or previously involved in violent extremism at the exclusion of their
views. There are many pitfalls in blanket engagement as outlined within a recent Policy Exchange
document.56

5.10 The police service adoption of the “Policing Pledge” focuses on engagement with all communities
and listening to their concerns, which is a cornerstone of eVective Neighbourhood Policing.

5.11 Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should be—aimed?

5.12 The initial stream of Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) Prevent funding was based on
perceived threat and vulnerability and that methodology continues. The funding was intended to increase
capacity within the 23 police forces identified as having “Priority Areas” within their boundaries. The
Metropolitan Police Service received separate funding. In addition to this, further funding was made
available via the NPDU to build Prevent capacity within the remaining forces and regional CT structures.

5.13 The NPDU also led on the development and introduction of new Counter Terrorism Local Profiles
(CTLPs), which has assisted in the local assessment of threat and vulnerability. Additional funding was
allocated through the NPDU to analytical resources to ensure the timely production of these local profiles.
CTLPs are shared with local partners to ensure joint ownership and a coordinated response.

5.14 Although the initial phase of CTLPs are still being delivered, a review is already planned to refine
the process including an Ipsos MORI poll to ensure that they eVectively contribute to informing local debate
around Preventing Violent Extremism.57

5.15 The Channel project is a multi agency referral scheme developed to support those who are viewed
as vulnerable to radicalisation. The NPDU is working with the OYce for Security and Counter Terrorism
(OSCT) to develop a practitioner’s guide in relation to Channel which is due to be published shortly.

55 Briggs et al. 2006
56 Choosing our friends wisely—Criteria for engagement with Muslim groups
57 National Guidance on Counter Terrorism Local profiles for BCU Commanders and Local Authority Chief Executives
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5.16 Channel was initially piloted in 11 areas and has now been expanded to 28, covering 12 Police Forces
across 63 Local Authority areas. To date 228 referrals have been made, the majority being males under
25 years who are inspired by the AQ ideology. Although, the process has received referrals from those
attracted to right wing extremism. An evaluation of Channel was carried out by OSCT on the 11 original
sites. A redacted report on the key findings is due to be published shortly. The NPDU have produced
guidance to both BCU commanders and Local Authority partners on the Channel referral scheme. This is
due to be published imminently.

5.17 Recommendations/Managing Learning

6. The need for a national assessment of community engagement, looking at mechanisms and
outcomes. This needs to be wider than Neighbourhood Policing and should seek to identify
outcomes of engagement specifically addressing the Prevent strategy.

7. The need to exploit learning from Channel referrals to inform our understanding of the drivers of
radicalisation and help identify those most vulnerable.

Question 3

6.1 Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

6.2 The primary role of the ACPO NPDU is to develop policy and provide support and guidance to police
forces on the implementation of Prevent. In addition, the NPDU oVers guidance and support to partners,
publishing a “partner’s guide” in October 2008.58

6.3 The NPDU have hosted a number of events catered for partners to outline the police approach to
Prevent and develop partnership engagement and support. The last event being held in Bristol on
1 September 2009.

6.4 Activity against the Police Implementation plan is monitored through the ACPO Prevent Regional
Coordinators meeting where emerging practice is discussed and disseminated.

6.5 The issue of “understanding what works” in relation to Prevent activity and sharing best or emerging
practice was highlighted within both the Learning and Development Exercise,59 and HMIC Inspection.60

6.6 Only very recently, August 2009, CLG published guidance on how to evaluate Prevent projects and
programmes.61 Whilst the report does not specifically mention the ACPO NPDU, it does refer Local
Authorities to a wide range of peer and mentor support including the IDeA website.

6.7 The NPDU is currently exploring opportunities to accredit a number of police oYcers and staV
involved in the delivery of Prevent to become peer mentors in support of the above CLG initiative and the
NPIA peer mentoring scheme.

6.8 Recommendations

8. Further refresh of the joint Police and Audit Commission learning and development exercise. This
should complement the Comprehensive Area Assessment process.

Question 4

7.1 Are the objectives of the ‘Prevent’ agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

7.2 To ensure eVective internal and stakeholder communication of the implementation of Prevent, the
NPDU published the ACPO Prevent Communications Strategy April 2009.62 This is supported by a
detailed delivery plan.

7.3 Externally, the National Community Tension Team (NCTT) had already gained considerable
experience in engaging with a wide range of communities and leads on engagement at a national level with
Faith Communities, Education, Young People and Muslim Women.

7.4 In addition NPDU delivers “Operation Nicole”, an exercise, which brings communities and CT
specialists together. They work through a scenario designed to highlight the challenges and perceptions of
CT operations. This exercise has received supportive feedback and helps to promote openness and honesty
in CT policing.

58 PREVENT—The Policing Response to the Prevention of Terrorism and Violent Extremism—Implementation Plan—A
Summary for Partners—V1.0

59 Preventing Violent Extremism—Learning and Development Exercise—Report to the Home OYce and Communities and
Local Government—October 2008

60 HMIC—Prevent Progress and Prospects—June 2009
61 Evaluating local PREVENT projects and programmes Guidelines for local authorities and their partners and Resource pack

for local authorities and their partners.
62 ACPO (TAM) National Prevent—Communications Strategy—April 2009
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7.5 To date 21 events have been held, the majority within priority areas an a further 14 events are planned.
These events are independently evaluated and 90% of participants felt that the event was either; good, very
good or excellent. In addition, the unit regularly seeks new projects to ensure that the objectives of the
Prevent agenda are eVectively communicated to those at which the programme is aimed. An example is the
Act Now project.

7.6 Such engagement activity is focused on those communities facing the highest level of risk using
currently available assessments.

7.7 The ACPO NPDU also works closely with the Government’s Research Information and
Communications Unit (RICU) to develop its communication strategy and audience segmentation activity,
developing a more sophisticated and focused means of communication with key audiences.

Question 5

8.1 Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the Prevent
programme?

8.2 The Prevent sub-board, report to the overarching CONTEST board, and is responsible for overseeing
delivery of Prevent. Membership includes representatives from across Government, the Police and other
agencies and ensures that the government is given advice on how to achieve the goals of Prevent.

8.3 Outside of this “professional network” it is often diYcult to assess who can give “appropriate” advice,
or indeed what the term “appropriate” means. As previously stated, it is often those that do not share our
values that have the most to teach us about our approach to countering radicalisation and terrorism.

8.4 As with many new initiatives there is often a desire for quick answers and a deeper understanding of
the issues. This often leads to the demand for advice outstripping supply. There is also a perception that some
organisations see Prevent as a “growth industry” and are looking to fully exploit the available funding. Care
should be taken to regularly review those with whom we seek to engage and the quality of advice they oVer
against its cost.

8.5 Due to the emerging nature of Prevent and the quest for knowledge it has been diYcult to coordinate
the search for advice and to identify credible organisations. This has led to some sweeping generalisations
and engagement with organisations mistrusted by the wider Muslim community.

8.6 The NPDU has encouraged Police forces and basic command units to engage with existing local
organisations and groups with which a mature relationship has already been formed. Examples being local
community groups and faith and diversity groups. As part of this mature engagement, the NPDU has
seconded an oYcer from the National Association of Muslim Police (NAMP) to obtain independent and
timely advice and assess the impact of policy and tactics.

8.7 Recommendation

9. To consider a process of regularly reviewing those we engage to oVer advice, the quality of the
advice and the cost.

Question 6

9.1 How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money,
which is being obtained from it?

9.2 It is accepted within ACPO that Prevent is a long-term engagement strategy. In October 2008 the
Audit Commission and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) published the findings of the
learning and development exercise (LDE) to draw out the learning from the first year of Prevent.63 Further
work on the progress and prospects of Prevent within the Police Service was published by HMIC in June
2009.64

9.3 The latter report identified that Prevent as a strategy is still in the early stages of delivery but stating;
“both police and partners are progressing on trajectory to full delivery”.65

9.4 Both of these reports recognised that the “Assessment of Success” within Prevent was
underdeveloped. This, coupled with the apparent lack of evaluation of Prevent initiatives has made the
“Value For Money” assessment of Prevent diYcult.

9.5 During the research for both these reports, practitioners voiced frustration as to the perceived lack
of coordination and clarity around the projects available, funding opportunities and visibility of emerging
best practice.

63 Preventing Violent Extremism—Learning and Development Exercise—Report to the Home OYce and Communities and
Local Government

64 HMIC—“PREVENT”: Progress and Prospects
65 HMIC—Prevent Progress and Prospects—June 2009—Section 1.2.1
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9.6 In response to these reports, the ACPO NPDU is currently progressing work in relation to eVective
performance measures for Police Prevent activity and a value for money exercise in relation to the CSR
funded intelligence and community engagement posts.

9.7 As previously stated, the recently published CLG guidance on the evaluation of Prevent projects will
undoubtedly contribute to this area.

9.8 Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

9.9 The NCTT, within the NPDU, has been monitoring tensions within communities for a number of
years. The analytical product of this monitoring is circulated to forces via the “Element” report.

9.10 This mature process is being refined to provide a more focused and timely method of monitoring the
changes in community tensions as a result of Prevent activity.

9.11 ACPO, local forces and BCUs also undertake a Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) which involves
consultation with a wide variety of stakeholder groups to assess the likely impact of proposed policies and
practices. This is supplemented at the tactical level by the completion of a Community Impact Assessment
(CIA) following operational activity, which helps inform the impact of such Prevent activity.

9.12 In addition to the above there have been a number of surveys conducted by independent companies
that can be used to gauge public opinion in relation to the police response to countering terrorism. One such
survey was conducted by CELLO MRUK concerning the Anti Terrorist hotline. This showed that an
overwhelming majority of the public thought that the police were working hard to prevent terrorism.

9.13 In learning to understand communities within the UK, we often have to look at the links with
families and communities abroad. To do this the ACPO NPDU has funded a post within the Metropolitan
Police Service (MPS), International Liaison Section (ILS). The aim being to better understand these
international networks and to enable Prevent activity abroad to be harnessed to support the domestic eVort.
It will also allow us to compare Prevent activity within the UK with other countries and to increase our
knowledge of what works.

9.14 Recommendation

10. That we develop a better understanding of the Prevent activity occurring abroad enabling
comparisons and joint learning.

Question 7

10.1 Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and
the priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

10.2 In October 2007, HMG announced a new cross-Government Public Service Agreement (PSA 21)
for building cohesive, empowered and active communities. The CLG vision for community cohesion was
based on: people from diVerent backgrounds having similar life opportunities, people knowing their rights
and responsibilities and people trusting one another and trusting local institutions to act fairly. In addition
it emphasises; a shared future vision and sense of belonging, a focus on what new and existing communities
have in common, alongside a recognition of the value of diversity and strong and positive relationships
between people from diVerent backgrounds. Integration aims to bring people from diVerent backgrounds
together around shared interests and issues to increase understanding.

10.3 Community cohesion is a necessary strategy in Preventing Violent Extremism and terrorism, but it
is not suYcient in itself. This is reflected in the police service response to Prevent, which complements and
builds upon eVective community cohesion.

10.4 This is demonstrated by the fact that the four suicide bombers in 2005 were nurtured in cohesive
communities. They had not previously come to the notice of the Police in any significant way and so
something additional to the community cohesion strategy is required.

10.5 Prevent is focused on those individuals and communities that are perceived as being “vulnerable”
to radicalisation and violent extremism. A failure to recognise this vulnerability and deliver the necessary
support may fail to prevent further attacks. This will have a detrimental eVect on both community cohesion
and integration.

10.6 The community engagement element of Prevent is delivered through Neighbourhood Policing and
the associated neighbourhood profiles. The promotion of problem solving and partnership working with all
communities through the Policing Pledge will contribute to building safe, secure and cohesive communities.

10.7 Historically, some Local Authority areas have had concerns about how Prevent may be viewed by
their communities. At the heart of this perception is the belief that community cohesion may be damaged
as a result of acknowledging the threat to radicalisation and violent extremism and the implemention of
overt Prevent activity.
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10.8 On 28 August 2009, Communities Secretary John Denham highlighted the need to avoid “crude
labels” which discourage wider participation. There is the potential that Local Authorities who feel
uncertain about their support for Prevent could interpret this message as an opportunity to minimise
their focus.

10.9 The ACPO NPDU is conscious of the overlap of these two programmes and potential benefits
aVorded from running them in parallel. The unit is currently considering the secondment of a senior oYcer
from a Local Authority to ensure a complementary planning approach is adopted.

10.10 Recommendation

11. That Government voices and policies make it clear that preventing violent extremism is more than
building cohesive communities.

September 2009

Supplementary information from ACPO regarding Channel to the CLG Committee Inquiry on Prevent
(PVE 60A)

Thank you for your assistance in facilitating my appearance before the above committee on Monday
11 January 2010. You will recall that during my evidence, the chair requested further information concerning
the Channel referral process which is aimed at those considered vulnerable to being drawn into violent
extremism.

The figures that I quoted covered the period 1 April 2007 to 31 December 2008 and were based on
11 Channel funded sites. A total of 228 individuals had been referred to the scheme ranging in age from seven
to 50 years, the majority being within the 15 to 24 age bracket. In total 93% of these were male.

As outlined in my evidence, the ACPO response to preventing violent extremism looks to support all those
considered vulnerable regardless of their ideology or motivation. Whilst it is acknowledged that the majority
of those individuals supported by Channel are inspired by AQ’s ideology, the scheme also supports a small
but increasing number of individuals who are not. This approach illustrates that the scheme focuses on an
individual’s circumstances rather than collating data regarding their religion.

Channel is still an evolving process which continues to develop and mature. Whilst the majority of early
referrals were initially recorded as coming from the police service, this may have included referrals from
either the public or other agencies. An increasing number of referrals are being received from partners as
they become fully engaged within the process. Indeed, as Channel matures it is the aspiration of ACPO that
it becomes formally embedded within the wider partnership safeguarding agenda.

You will notice that the published data is up to December 2008. The 2009 data is in the process of analysis,
involving both ACPO and OSCT. It is hoped that we would be able to oVer a more sophisticated analysis
of this data once the work is completed over the next few weeks. Please make contact again if the data
requires further analysis in the future.

Sir Norman Bettison

18 January 2010
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Supplementary memorandum from ACPO (PVE 60B)
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Not A Job For The Police Alone

Memorandum from the Islamic Society of Britain (incorporating The Young Muslims UK) (PVE 61)

Summary

The consultative strategy adopted by the Government in the aftermath of 7/7 was the right approach, but
what became Prevent has created much more mixed feelings.

The Government’s analysis of violent extremism has developed over time, and its latest thinking is not
reaching people. Such analysis acknowledges a complexity but now needs a wider canvas of analysis. This
must also be seen to happen.

Inconsistent and generalised language or loose terms weaken public confidence and hamper the debate
around Prevent. In addition and more specifically, they also provide opportunities for Muslim Rejectionists
at the grassroots.

Prevent funding marks institutions as partners in civic eVorts for a safer, cohesive Britain, but the role of
established organisations has been undervalued or poorly utilised. While Prevent funding has been a useful
measure of directing resources and building capacity among some organisations, Prevent funding has also
been seen to stigmatise the Muslim community on the one hand and, on the other hand, to alienate other
communities, creating a potentially detrimental impact on cohesion.

There is inadequate diVerentiation between Prevent and other policy frameworks such as community
cohesion, capacity building and integration. For example the twinning of the “shared values” agenda with
Prevent risks a rejection of both by communities and confuses the shared values agenda with a security
paradigm.

Confusion also aVects local authorities, including local police, who in turn do not feel empowered to
consider eVective projects.

Communication across most levels has been ineVective and remains key. Central Government has been
over reliant on local partners/authorities to carry Prevent “thinking” and aims, without it putting in place
adequate support.

Genuine and sustained capacity building is key to a gradual shift for Prevent’s broader aims to be realised
in other important policy frameworks.
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A. Preamble: About the Islamic Society of Britain

1. The Islamic Society of Britain was established in 1990 after a process of dialogue and initiatives, all of
which had a central aim: to inspire British citizens who belonged to the Islamic faith (and who were chiefly
a post war migratory group of Asian descent) to live their lives in commitment to both country and faith
without reservation or feelings of compromise. Individual members make up the Society. The Islamic Society
of Britain was then, and remains today, an organisation that is focused on developing a British Muslim
presence. It values dissent and free exchange of opinion amongst members, providing equal opportunities
at all levels.

2. The purpose of the above brief description of the Islamic Society of Britain is to suggest it is suitably
positioned to furnish this inquiry with perspectives that can help yield progressive policy frameworks four
years on (from the 2005 PET Working Groups). This position may not seem so obvious today when a
colourful array of Islamic organisations can be seen on many lists, but the Islamic Society of Britain has
been a forerunner in several respects, for at least two decades. Indeed, the quest for and questions concerning
integration, loyalty and cohesion were central drivers of our messages many years before such became
common in our socio-political discourse.66

3. The Society’s debates marked a turning point in Muslim discourse and gave countless individuals the
impetus and confidence to participate in civil society. These included many members of the Society and many
more individuals who had come into contact with it (or its youth section The Young Muslims UK). Many
have gone on to make a positive contribution to the cause of democracy, policy, government and social
cohesion. Others, both through the Society’s works or independently of it, have added genuine value to the
nation’s social capital by being an important part of many concerns and projects—usually on a completely
voluntary basis. Such giving of time, skills and energy has continued throughout “the PVE years”. It is this
rubbing of shoulders and sharing of notes with many gifted individuals that has given us what we think is
valuable insight into the Prevent agenda.

B. Prevent

4. From the outset of Prevent funding being available the Society has continually advocated a positive
attitude to be adopted by Muslim institutions towards Prevent funding as it believes funding marks
institutions as partners in civic eVorts for a safer, cohesive Britain (so long as the Islamic teachings against
greed, narrow interests and jealousy are adhered to).

5. We believe the consultative strategy taken in 2005, resulting in the PET Working Groups, was an
admirable approach, and the right one for the time and for the circumstances. We believe that what became
the Prevent programme, however, created a very mixed reaction among Muslim communities and the wider
society. In some respects Prevent was a useful balance to Pursue, Protect and Prepare, in that Prevent was
designed to be the “soft” and community orientated arm of the Contest strategy. However, calling the
initiative Preventing Extremism has, in the minds of many, stigmatised Muslim organisations and the very
partners that are needed to defeat extremism. The communication by the Government of such collaborative
eVorts between the Government and British Muslims, to Muslim Britain and to Britain at large was and
remains a key challenge.

6. Terminology was a challenge in itself, and the outcome was to name the programme by its very aim. It
seeked to prevent ideas (leading to violent action), and so it was named: Prevent. By its full title, “Preventing
Extremism” and then a little later “Preventing Violent Extremism”, it also sought to focus on the criminal
act of violence and distance itself from the problem being a religious problem per se. Whilst we believe this
direction was the right approach, it is questionable whether the term “Prevent” itself achieves that. The term
Prevent lends itself to the idea that there lies a dormant terrorist within Muslims; that somewhere, entwined
in their instincts and licensed by their religious beliefs, there is the possibility that some, albeit very rarely,
will turn to terrorism against the state. And so we must do everything to “prevent” that from happening.67

7. Such can not only stigmatise Muslims, it can redirect attention to Islamic teachings being the
identifying factor, and this has created vicious cycles of mistrust and demonising, in a language of
otherness.68

66 In 1995, when tensions were very high (post Rushdie; massacres in Bosnia), and during a period when British radical and/or
rejectionist thought took root and began mushrooming: Hizb-ut-Tahrir’s strident rejection of parliamentary democracy and
calls for a supremacist superstate, the establishment of a “Muslim Parliament” by pro-Iranian activists, the rejectionist dogma
with a call to emigrate or isolate from a society of disbelievers by Saudi-Wahabbi led organisations, the call to arms to defend
the honour of “our sisters in Bosnia” (who were being mass raped) by departing for war or supporting the fight financially—
these examples set the scene during the early 1990s; it was the Islamic Society of Britain who, riding above hostile criticisms
thrown at them of “compromising” religion and allowing men and women a “westernised” freedom, took the case for the
full participation in the democratic processes to the debating floor, culminating in a well publicised London Conference. The
case was won for mosques and mainstream institutions, as well as for citizens, who all remained suspicious of the various
rejectionist ideas but found themselves in a state of mental paralysis.

67 Using the example of an analogy to help explain this, consider the merits, cooperation level and stigma attached to all men
in a national “Preventing Rape” programme that sought to channel “pathfinders” through the general male public, in order
to reach and disrupt the very few men who would rape a woman.

68 3 The core term Prevent is necessarily negative language and by way of an example, the City Council of Leicester adopted a
more positive take in naming their PVE campaign “Mainstreaming Moderation”.
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8. The term “Violent Extremism” was however useful in drawing a clear line to separate general
extremism from violent, criminal, terrorist acts—we believe this is a crucial distinction to be made across all
levels of communication. However, the term did not always succeed in separating general extremist ideas
from violent acts, and this is partly the impact of the action word “prevent”. It resulted in a flawed logic that
asked, “how do you prevent violent extremism?” and answered, “you go further back and stop extremism,
because one (extremism) will lead to the other (violent extremism)”. This is not only flawed logic, it is a
dangerous logic in the hands of opportunists.

9. From early on, Central Government’s communication streams were left wanting: the broader context
of Prevent, the thought streams leading to the Prevent programme, the rationale for special funding and for
attention to Muslims, the central aims and targeted people of the programme (Muslims), and how such
Prevent “thinking” is to be diVerentiated from cohesion, equality and integration issues, all became diYcult
to separate out. The mesh of what Prevent is (or is not) became more entangled with time, as pressure for
delivery built up on the desks of local government oYcers and local police oYcers, as well as on the ground.
Even where staV had served the community for 20 years through their jobs, it was like an unknown in their
job description had appeared overnight, and they were to be evaluated on their eVectiveness. So much was
unclear about Prevent and what it would mean to make it work.

10. Government oYces leading the counter terrorism programmes did not build on the PET Working
Groups through a creative series of direct communication methods and utilising technologies, that could
have reached young Muslims in particular more speedily. Instead, Government placed an unrealistic
emphasis on local service delivery and was over reliant on its (often Muslim) partners, without eVective
support. This played into the hands of Rejectionist thought, who would oVer competing narratives of what
Prevent was.69

11. This enquiry asks how robust the Government’s analysis of the factors is? The question presupposes
such analysis is knowledge that has been communicated. In our experience, what the Government thinks
the factors are and what the Government’s analysis of those factors is, remains unclear in the minds of local
delivery partners, local police, mosques, and Muslims young and old. It may be found in oYcial documents,
but that has not been eVectively communicated to most people. When such basic ingredients are foggy in
the minds of most, perceptions and suspicious take root more easily, and the rejectionist discourse is oVered
an advantage.70

12. The Government has a fairly robust analysis of the factors, in that it acknowledges the complexity of
factors, the limitations of any such analysis, and it steers away from simplifying the problem in its
publications. But whilst the Government’s analysis may be robust in terms of its realism, it is questionable
as to whether the Government’s analysis is based on a suYciently wide view. The urgency of terrorism fears
has naturally prioritised national security issues, the result of which means that the complex interplay of
social, economic, historical, migratory, racial, educational and religious issues has been examined almost
exclusively through the lens of national security. There remains however a narrowness in the scope of our
analysis that needs our attention in order to enhance our understanding to date. In this respect, at least, there
are no “terrorism experts”, but a great many experts of many diVerent disciplines who can and should help
widen the canvas of analysis. Such widening must also be seen to happen.

13. The Government also acknowledges, in theory at least, that some factors, or paths into those factors,
are not appropriately addressed through the direct application of the Prevent programme. It is this area
which needs greater and closer analysis, workable channels of funding and support, and greater articulation
as to the needs, aims and purpose of such support. In our experience, we encounter the reverse in practice:
local delivery plans and subsequent programmes built on those plans seem to be eager to accentuate a
Prevent dimension in order to “be prevent enough”.71 This stretching of project designs in order to make
them worthy of Prevent consideration can lead to hit and miss results for the central aims of Prevent.
Moreover other project proposals that can achieve the very forms of indirect inoculation from hate messages
that Prevent is seeking to achieve, do not receive due attention because they may not “be prevent enough.”

14. Such selective analysis of what can and cannot be considered based on a narrow assessment of its
Prevent merits, and not on its impact on the identified factors (even where the project proposals are
supported by academic research) points to the mistaken thinking in our view that, whilst a complex interplay
of factors can lead people to become involved in violent extremism, the Prevent programme is the most
appropriate means to address those factors—it isn’t necessarily. There is then, inadequate diVerentiation

69 Rejectionism is not the same as extremism and, like extremism, does not lead to violence as a rule. It seeks to undermine a
discourse on integration and social cohesion, by repelling it with religion based arguments. Political rejectionist language will
feed oV a perceived sense of victimhood or notions of a hidden agenda. Rejectionism can therefore reach and aVect both
religious and non-religious Muslim minds to create mental barriers in attitudes towards the Government.

70 See Hizb-ut-Tahrir’s “What does Kelly mean by a ‘British Version of Islam’”? (13 April 2007) at http://www.hizb.org.uk/hizb/
resources/issues-explained/what-does-kelly-mean-by-a-britishversion-of-islam.html
See also “British Islam”: UK Government Policy to create a new religion (12 July 2009) at http://www.hizb.org.uk/hizb/
resources/issues-explained/-british-islam-uk-government-policy-tocreate-a-new-religion.html More strident versions were
distributed at over one hundred British mosques on Friday afternoons, when mosques are typically full to the brim. The
timing and repetition of these kinds of messages will coincide with alarmist news and announcements. The primary eVect is
to knock the confidence of the Muslim public in the Government and its delivery partners (especially its Muslim partners).

71 In one local council where a Society member was directly involved, the phrase “to be prevent enough” was routinely used by
the police to reject otherwise workable ideas that would have a positive impact.
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between what should be achieved through Prevent and through other important policy frameworks. And
yet the need for a dedicated Prevent fund is justified, and so is its spending on vulnerable Muslims—the
underlying problems and associated risks to the state remain.

15. If the aims of Contest through the Prevent strand are to be more achievable, Government has to
communicate a clearer distinction between what Prevent is aiming to do and what other policy frameworks
are aiming to do, all in line with the overall aims of creating a more integrated, safe and secure nation. This
requires, not necessarily, the negation or downgrading of Prevent—which brings a vital sense of balance and
pragmatism to the hard-edged facets of Contest—but a more concerted and visible eVort to address the
many issues of integration and social cohesion, together with, but distinct from, Prevent. Government must
also communicate, more directly, more clearly and more creatively,72 its broader analysis of the factors and
its approach to addressing the problem of violent extremism. In so doing, the Government must
communicate more clearly (especially to local delivery arms and partners) that some factors will take more
time and a sustained progression of initiatives to yield results—but are no less important.

16. The challenges of communicating are exacerbated with what seems to be a steady decline in the
general public’s trust in the Government, politicians and those in charge generally (a decline that accelerated
with the War in Iraq and later the downturn in the economy). Such perceptions are arguably more acute in
sections of British Muslim thought. Moreover, the thorny subject of the impact that “foreign policy” issues
have or are allowed to have has, for many Muslims, received a poor amount of attention in the
Government’s communication. Notwithstanding “Contest 2” adding more meat to the bone to enhance our
understanding of terrorism, views of Government insincerity in this area are widespread.73

17. There has been inconsistent communication as to whether the Government is concerned with and
targeting extremism per se in its counter terrorism discourse. Similarly, the loose term “Islamist” has been
used inconsistently, despite clear and widespread anxiety from British Muslims from the street level up.74

Furthermore,
the Government’s own analysis shows that the general public cannot adequately diVerentiate between terms
such “Islamism” and “Islam” in public discourse. This leads many to see the Government as acting much
less on a robust analysis of the factors and much more in response to periodic political pressure. The logic
of preventing extremism per se is not only flawed, it is seriously damaging to trust and cooperation and to
defeating the terrorist’s narrative. Tackling extremism per se (which is impossible to define and a relative
term) through the Prevent programme will malign orthodoxy and conservatism, both of which are common
given the migratory patterns of British Muslims. The impact will have several negative eVects including
exacerbating a sense of victimhood, triggering a defensive attitude and fuelling the call of rejectionists.75

18. The Government should communicate more clearly its focus on terrorism by turning away from
imprecise terms that attach themselves to the core of Muslim communities. We are seeing a gradual shift in
the right direction, but this is insuYcient and needs more eVective communication.76

19. Trust is also eroded by suspicion that arises from what are viewed as conflicting or inconsistent signals
from Central Government, that have stemmed from the Government seemingly picking and dropping its
working partners in an “out with the old, in with the new” fashion. Accordingly, arousing suspicion in this
way creates further negative undercurrents as a critical eye is cast upon chosen Prevent fund (or other
counter terrorism fund) recipients. Established institutions, both small independents and larger
organisations, have tended to be surprised by previously unheard of names receiving grants on the one hand,
and established voluntary bodies not featuring even in consultation. The meteoric rise of some
organisations, “out of nowhere” and lauded uncritically by some Government departments in the eyes of
the Muslim public, would be one example. Such episodes add weight to feelings of a general bias in overall
fund recipients. A perception has developed that while some organisations have to fill in forms and show
due diligence (quite rightly) in attaining grants, other favoured organisations are simply “given money” to
spend and in some considerable sums.

72 President Obama’s Government for example has made concerted eVorts to utilise modern methods to communicate directly
at broad levels. Communicating the Government’s analysis more clearly must not however be seen as telling people what to
think. In this regard, the CD issued by the Foreign & Commonwealth OYce aimed at Muslims was inappropriately titled
“Think Again”. As one recipient put it, “They’re bombing the hell out of Iraq and asking us to think again!”

73 There remain, from the 2005 PET Working Groups onwards (Community Security Working Group: Recommendation 2,
p.76), calls for a public inquiry into the terrorism of 7/7 and 21/7, with unsatisfactory explanations as to why such hasn’t
taken place.

74 David Cameron wrote on The Guardian’s Comment is Free “What I learnt from my stay with a Muslim family” http://
www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2007/may/13/comment.communities (13 May 2007):
“Many Muslims I’ve talked to about these issues are deeply oVended by the use of the word… “Islamist” to describe the terrorist
threat we face today… There’s too much denial of it in the Muslim community. But our eVorts are not helped by lazy use of
language. Indeed, by using the word “Islamist” to describe the threat, we actually help do the terrorist ideologues’ work for them,
confirming to many impressionable young Muslim men that to be a “good Muslim”, you have to support their evil campaign.”

75 Unlike peaceful conservative Muslims, rejectionists can appear visibly moderate (eg men clean shaven and in modern
clothing) and so come across as not holding intolerant views, and would thrive under a focus on extremism per se.

76 “Contest 2” (2009) does not use the term “Islamist Terrorism” unlike the earlier Contest 1 (2006) which uses it throughout
the main text, relying on a footnote to avoid a misunderstanding—a footnote is insuYcient. Contest 2 also qualifies the use
of the term “extremism”, referring to violent extremism, religious extremism and domestic extremism. This is clearly better
practice but neither document was or continues to be supported by eVective communication. Additionally, despite many
improvements in Contest 2, the Government’s intentions raised suspicions when it said, “Government will… challenge views
which… are within the law, but which reject and undermine our shared values” (p87).



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:09 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 197

20. As Government has looked to get to the heart of local communities, and find new working partners—
both of which we feel are positive aims—it has not been very successful in getting the feel good factor across
concerning fund recipients generally, a factor that is an important component of public trust. The delivery
partner mix between the “tried and tested” and the “fresher” organisations was not well balanced in our
view. This resulting imbalance could be partly explained by an emergent narrative that undervalued the role
of larger organisations and/or the influence of periodic attempts to pressure and sway government thought
wholesale away from organisations with a certain heritage.77 Because so much rests on a basic framework
of trust and cooperation, this imbalance ought to be examined as we move ahead and the perceptions of bias
need to be tackled through.

21. Overall, and onwards from the terrorist attacks of 2005, there is little doubt that, building on the PET
Working Groups, Prevent has yielded a range of important initiatives that have also given voices to and
energised diVerent parts of Muslim Britain. The establishment of a national women’s advisory group, a
young Muslims advisory group and MINAB are positive collaborative outcomes for civil society and for
Muslims in particular, notwithstanding their shortcomings. Much positive can also be said of the many
beneficial and constructive projects at local community levels. In some cases, established networks or
programmes could have been utilised, where a good track record for delivery and a reputation for
transparency exists.78

22. Whilst numerous projects may have got oV the starting blocks, and whilst the willingness within local
communities remains high, the general capacity level across local communities is far from adequate. The
Prevent programme hit the ground running but, on that ground, many were unskilled. This is one main
reason, we believe, for the sustained success of the Islamic Society of Britain because it is where ordinary
people can stay, work alongside and gradually develop skills and capacity, all on a completely voluntary
basis. The projects Prevent funds made possible need to develop self-suYciency skills, as they cannot, and
should not in our view, be over reliant on Prevent funds. Prevent therefore ought to develop strategies to
help projects and organisations it has identified as partners, and others it will identify, to build know-how
and capacity.79 Key areas to support would be marketing, internet solutions, cash flow and cost control,
equalities policies, incorporation and constitutional development, etc. These support structures can yield
real benefits as they “teach a man to fish”. Such provisions will also, over time, distinguish the walkers from
the talkers.

23. There is a tremendous amount of readiness latent within social networks that can be found within
traditional mosques and among women (who can rarely be accessed through mosques), within voluntary
sector organisations and in countless young people. Genuine and thorough capacity building is key to the
combined activism that will sustain a gradual shift for the broader aims of Prevent to be realised within other
important policy frameworks.

October 2009

Memorandum from the Mayor of London (PVE 62)

Introduction

1. The Mayor of London welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Communities and Local
Government Committee inquiry, which he sees as an opportunity to highlight the unique needs of preventing
terrorist attacks in London. While he shares the goals underlying the Government’s agenda he has concerns
about the eVectiveness of the strategy.

2. The current Prevent Strategy concentrates on Islamic-based violent extremism and fails to address
other forms of terrorism that could seriously impact on London. The strategy could alienate London’s
Muslim communities, who feel that they are being stigmatised with violent extremism. The Mayor believes
that this undermines the relationship with Muslim communities whose support is crucial to the prevention
of terrorism. There is a wider point too about “single group funding” which breeds resentment—not just by
Muslims who regard themselves as being unfairly targeted—but also by other communities who see Muslim
problems as being unduly favoured over their own problems. Therefore the current approach alienates
people on all sides of the divide.

3. The Government should be clear on the criteria with which it will decide who to engage with and
support moderates to drive out extremists. At present there are no criteria for engagement, meaning
decisions taken can sometimes appear whimsical and inconsistent.

77 Some of the individuals who encouraged the creation of the Society in 1990 were members of the Jamat-e-Islami religio-
political party of South Asia. However, the Islamic Society of Britain is an independent British organisation that is also
indigenous in terms of its ethos, thought and work.

78 In the case of the Islamic Society of Britain for example, its network of young people in The Young Muslims UK, could had
been utilised more eVectively as part of the Government’s goals to reach the individuals who matter.

79 The support already given to some projects by providing access to a marketing support company to develop important
marketing skills is a good example.
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4. Substantial resources have been allocated to the Prevent programme, yet there is little evidence that
Value for Money considerations have been applied at local and national levels. It is important that public
money not be used to fund groups that promote extremism—as has sometimes happened.

Overview

5. London is the focus of political protest, demonstrations and processions. It hosts national and
international sporting events, including the forthcoming 2012 London Olympic and Paralympic Games. It
contains many diplomatic premises. The Parliamentary and Government institutions of Westminster and
Whitehall are based in London, as too are the financial districts of the City and Canary Wharf, making it
a global financial powerhouse. London is the hub of the country’s road and rail networks, has two important
airports within its boundaries—London City Airport and Heathrow—and the largest urban transport
system in the country. Many of the largest companies are headquartered in London, as are a number of key
utility sites. Numerous iconic heritage sites adorn the Capital.

6. Consequently, London is an attractive target for those who wish to cause serious disruption and the
loss of life. In the last few years, examples of these include the failed bombing attempts in London’s
Haymarket and the Ministry of Sound Nightclub, and the suicide bombing on London Underground and
buses that resulted in the deaths of 52 people, 700 injuries, psychological trauma and infrastructural
transport problems, which were carried out by radicalised Muslim terrorists and neo-jihadists.

7. London has been repeatedly warned that it faces a high level of threat from terrorism. The
Government’s response has been to develop a counter-terrorism strategy, a strand of which is Prevent, aimed
at tackling the radicalisation of individuals and deterring those who facilitate terrorism or who explicitly
encourage others to become terrorists in the name of Islam. Whilst the Mayor recognises that the threat of
such terrorism is significant, growing and evolving, he believes that it is imperative that the Government
also address other forms of terrorist threats. Northern Irish Republican splinter groups responsible for mass
terrorism in London over the last 25 years have not altogether disappeared. Extreme right-wing groups such
as Combat 18 remain active, and anarchists and single-issue extremists such as the Animal Liberation Front
persist, as was evident during the recent G20 Summit London demonstrations. Future violent extremists
comparable to the London nail bomber David Copeland who carried out attacks against ethnic minority
communities in Brick Lane, Brixton and Soho cannot be discounted. The Mayor would therefore welcome
debate as to whether the Government’s Prevent Strategy should overly focus on violent extremism, or
whether alongside this, another strategy should be developed specifically addressing extremism in all its
forms.

8. The Mayor is committed to put in place systems and communications mechanisms that will facilitate
the best possible response to any future terrorist incident. That is why, in his capacity as Chair of the
Metropolitan Police Authority, he is working with the Metropolitan Police Commissioner to address the
safety and security of Londoners and those who visit the Capital. As Deputy Chair of the London Regional
Resilience Forum, he also seeks to improve the response not only of those agencies for which he has statutory
responsibly—the police and fire service—but also other partner agencies to minimise the impact of future
terrorist incidents in London. The Mayor would welcome debate in the near future on a greater role for
London’s Government, the Greater London Authority, on the prevention of extremism and terrorism within
its borders. It is in this context that his submission to this consultation has been made.

Response to the Preventing Violent Extremism questions

Q1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

9. The Mayor shares the underlying goals behind the Prevent Strategy but he has concerns about its
eVectiveness. First the strategy cannot only focus on preventing violent extremism, but should look at all
forms of extremism. The strategy requires a long-term approach.

10. The Government’s Prevent strategy budget is substantial. The cost of the key deliverables in the
Prevent Delivery Plan for 2008–09 totals over £140 million. However, the global economic crisis will
inevitably impact upon public spending. The Government has already announced a £5 billion reduction in
public spending from 2011 onwards. The Mayor regards it as imperative that the Government adopts a
rigorous approach to ensure value for money is achieved in the allocation of Prevent monies. It is important
that public money should not be used to support organisations that support extremism in any form.

11. The Mayor believes that Prevent initiatives have too often been prepared to engage with ostensibly
non-violent Islamists, regarding them as a useful bulwark against their more violent counterparts. This is a
fundamentally flawed approach as it bolsters an Islamist narrative that is at odds with the professed values
of the liberal British State. The most obvious way of addressing the problem is for the State to create a strong
values-led initiative at the heart of Prevent based around inalienable and non-negotiable values such as
equality for women, homosexuals and religious minorities.
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Q2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors, which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

12. In order for the Prevent programme to be comprehensive, the Government needs to address the
political context within which the UK’s Muslim population overall suVers extensive forms of social
exclusion, limited economic success, high levels of unemployment and being under-represented in public life,
as these can manifest themselves into:

— A sense of alienation among younger Muslims;

— perceived misrepresentation of Muslims by the mainstream media;

— perceived victimisation by the police, courts, other law enforcement and security agencies;

— experiences of Islamophobia, discrimination and inequality;

— a feeling of exclusion from the political system and other civic processes;

— the resulting perception that their views are not reflected in policy and legislation; and

— belief in conspiracy theories.

13. The Government also needs to consider the impact of international events and foreign policy, which
are perceived by the Muslim community as evidence that the UK is complicit in attacks on Islam.

14. The Mayor believes that addressing these issues is crucial. A failure to do so could result in
radicalisation, whereby the activities of terrorists are deemed by some to be justified. The Mayor is minded
that whilst this circle is small amongst the UK’s Muslim communities, it demonstrates a breakdown of trust
between the Government and a number of its citizens that could be exploited by extremist groups and
terrorist organisations at home and abroad.

15. The Mayor recommends that the Government work more closely with communities to collect and
disseminate good practices and lessons learned locally, nationally and internationally not only on the process
of radicalisation but also the factors which prompt withdrawal from violent or radical groups ie
disengagement and de-radicalisation, to inform the development of initiatives and programmes.

16. Finally the Mayor strongly believes that the Government needs to address other forms of extremism,
which pose multiple threats to London and the UK. Extremism of any form is not acceptable and cannot
be tolerated.

Q3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has
the Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

17. Whist the Mayor supports the Government’s rhetoric on community engagement, he believes that it
is flawed. This is premised upon the fact that currently there is no clear and precise framework for local
partners (ie councils and police) to engage with local communities. There are a number of Government
objectives and aims, as well as minimalistic criteria regarding this issue but insuYcient advice has been
provided to local councils and police who have been given the responsibility to decide which community
groups or individuals they should engage with. This is further compounded by many government funded
activities—whilst they help Muslim communities engage in cohesive activity, particularly those involving
women and young people—CLG has conceded that “very few projects engaged with individuals or groups
specifically glorifying or justifying violent extremism.”

18. The Mayor believes that it is also incumbent upon Government to acknowledge and address concerns
that in several local authorities some Muslim communities have refused to engage with or seek funding
under the Prevent programme, as they feel stigmatised with its associations to violent extremism.

19. Government has also traditionally given too much credence to supposedly “gatekeeper”
organisations that profess to represent the Muslim community. Yet, there is no organisation that can truly
claim to speak on behalf of British Muslims, reflecting the diversity of opinion among British Muslims.

20. Another point is that the government seems obsessed with engaging Muslims only on the basis of their
confessional identity. Why has it not explored alternative means of reaching out to young Muslims through
cultural and social platforms? More Muslims attend the Bradford Mela—a festival of South Asian food and
music—every year than go to events such as IslamExpo or the Global Peace and Unity conference.

Q4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

21. The Mayor recognises that the Prevent programme is relatively new. Consequently, current
Government advice and expertise on how to implement and evaluate the programme, available to not only
local authorities, but also police, partners and other stakeholders is only just emerging. The Mayor advises
that a National Support Framework is needed, that engages with all stakeholders. Support should take a
range of forms, both direct and indirect, including advice, guidance, toolkits, diagnostics, dissemination of
best practice, mentoring and peer support. The development of these must be based on input from
stakeholders and should be subject to review to ensure that they are fit for purpose.
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22. This is one area where there needs to be greater centralisation, with the creation of a due diligence
unit at the heart of government which is able to advise and inform local authorities about how best to
proceed with diYcult issues. The reason for this is that it can be a daunting task to build the requisite
knowledge and expertise to understand the ever changing carousel of radical leaders and their front groups.

Q5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

23. If it is the Government’s intention that Councils and the police take the lead in communicating the
objectives of the Prevent agenda, then a framework to help local partners develop and implement local
Prevent communication strategies is needed. Such a strategy must contain the aims, objectives and key
messages of the Prevent programme. It should also detail key audiences, the responsibility of each partner
agency; resources, links to engagement, and systems for review and evaluation. The Mayor is minded that
eVective communication is an essential part of mobilising local communities in the fight against terrorism.
It will be diYcult to make the right connections and build the far-reaching partnerships that can help address
radicalisation and extremism, without such communication strategies. More importantly, the Government
must challenge those who want to disrupt a peaceful and just democratic society through extremist activities.

Q6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

24. It is critical for the Government to ensure that it seeks advice, input and review from statutory,
voluntary, community and business sector stakeholder agencies, representative groups and individuals to
assist in achieving the goals of the prevent programme.

Q7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money,
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

25. The Government needs to consider and evaluate the eVectiveness and value for money of the Prevent
programme with rigour. It is concerning that the current assessment of Preventing Violent Extremism
funding, measured through performance indicator NI:35 is largely concerned with only the methodology
and process of Prevent, rather than actual results. This is reinforced by the HMIC-Audit Commission
Report which found that “outcomes were mostly measured by monitoring spend against budget and the
timeliness of the completion of projects”. They found few performance or success measures to judge the
outcomes and achievements from preventing violent extremism projects. As a result it is diYcult to measure
and define what works in preventing violent extremism. The Mayor is of the view that this must be urgently
addressed. He is also concerned that National Indicator 35 (NI:35) which was an initial requirement for local
authorities to adopt if they were to qualify for ring-fenced preventing violence funding has been altered so
that payments are now administered through Area Based Grant, resulting in money that was supposed to
be focussed solely on preventing violent extremism is now being spent on broader areas.

26. The fact that local authorities are no longer required to accept NI:35 as a precondition for Prevent
funding could be seen as the Government moving away from the original aim of Prevent funding and hence
a dilution of the criteria used to assess the eVectiveness of local authorities.

27. The Mayor is also anxious that there does not appear to be a national system in place by which the
Government keeps track of Prevent grants once they have been disbursed to local authorities that use the
money to fund projects carried out by community groups. This is further compounded by a lack of
knowledge by the Government and local councils as to the extent to which community groups are possibly
linked to extremist groups and how the money will be used once given to them.

28. The Mayor does not feel in a position to comment on whether the reactions to the programme have
been adequately gauged. However, the Mayor sees it as important that the Government respond to the
findings and recommendations of the joint HMIC-Audit Commission report on preventing violent
extremism. The Mayor would welcome a Government response to the concerns expressed in the HMIC
Prevent Report which found that only seven police forces have established mechanisms to assess the
eVectiveness of Prevent interventions and that only 10 forces has established an assessment framework in
partnership with local authorities, to assess delivery against NI:35 aimed at “building resilience to violent
extremism”.

Q8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

29. There is confusion in this area. The Government’s “Updated Guide for Local Partners”, states that:
“work to promote community cohesion and to prevent violent extremism are separate but related policy
areas”. Yet the Government has permitted local authorities to use associated Prevent funding such as the
Area Based Grant as part of community cohesion, sustainable communities and safer neighbourhood
agendas. Initially when the Preventing Violent Extremism Pathfinder Fund (PVEPF) was launched in
October 2006 its aim was to “support priority local authorities in developing programmes of activity to
tackle violence at the local level”. By altering the administration process of PVE-PF payments this means
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that such monies are no longer ring-fenced to focussing solely on preventing extremism. The Government
also concedes that some local authorities in receipt of Prevent funding have in some areas chosen not to use
the term Prevent or Preventing Violent extremism when delivering specific interventions.

30. The Mayor is concerned that Prevent’s focus on Islamic-based extremism is having a perverse
outcome, in that it is having negative eVect on some sections of the Muslim community who feel stigmatised
by association with violent extremism. This not only undermines the relationship with the community on
whose support delivery of Prevent agenda depends, but also the Government’s community cohesion agenda.
The Mayor would welcome a full debate on whether and how the Government should and could integrate
the Prevent and community cohesion policy areas.

October 2009

Memorandum from Communities and Local Government (PVE 63)

The Government is pleased to respond to the Communities and Local Government Committee’s inquiry
into Prevent. Prevent is a cross-cutting policy that is led across Government by the OYce of Security and
Counter Terrorism (OSCT) which is part of the Home OYce. This memorandum focuses on elements of the
Prevent strategy led by the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG). The annex gives
a list of documents on Prevent referred to in the memorandum—these documents provide a rich source of
detail on the strategy and will help the committee understand the background and some of the history of
the strategy.

Summary

The aim of Prevent, as one of the four elements of the Government’s counter terrorism strategy
(CONTEST), is to stop radicalisation, reduce support for terrorism and violent extremism and discourage
people from becoming terrorists. The Prevent strategy has had real successes. Many more people are engaged
on this agenda, including people with diVerent perspectives who do not necessarily agree with each other or
with the Government but are willing to work with us on the issue. There has been a remarkable coming
together of central and local Government, police forces and communities; for example we have supported
the independent Mosques and Imams National Advisory Board which has brought together diVerent sunni
and shia traditions within the Muslim communities to improve standards in mosques. We are talking and
constructively debating Prevent and finding solutions to the challenges around Prevent as never before. And
we are collectively making a diVerence to the problems we face. Prevent will continue to be a key part of the
Government’s long term strategy to tackle the threat from international terrorism.

We are clear that the threat from al Qa’ida influenced extremism remains the most significant terrorist
threat to the UK, although we have recently been able to downgrade the oYcial threat level from “severe”
(an attack is highly likely) to “substantial” (an attack is a strong possibility). To address the continued threat
we must engage with a range of communities. However, the Government does not want terrorism to define,
or be perceived as defining, the relationship between Government and Muslim communities. As with all
communities, the Government has contact with Muslim communities across the full range of public
activities and policies. We are clear that the vast majority in our Muslim communities are against violent
extremism and want to work with the Government to tackle the terrorist groups who target the vulnerable.

Prevent is a vital part of CONTEST so it is important that the Prevent programme is working as
eVectively as it can. We are keen to learn and adapt what we do in response to feedback and emerging
evidence. We have listened to partners in communities and authorities and have taken on board the views
and concerns of Muslim communities over the communication of Prevent and how this defines their
relationship with the Government. As a result we have recently revised our guidance to local authorities
about Prevent acknowledging that the term “Preventing Violent Extremism” attached to local funding can
in some areas be a barrier to promoting good community based work. We have acted on this by removing
the label from the funding and will support local authority decisions to position programmes within the
wider context of work with their communities. We do not want labels to get in the way of strengthening
communities and keeping everyone safe. We have also provided more funding and greater flexibility to local
authorities to deliver Prevent within their wider work on cohesion and building shared values.

We are working to ensure that everyone has the opportunity to live in a safe, prosperous and healthy
community. Prevent contributes to this as do a number of other related but distinct programmes, including
promoting community cohesion, tackling hate crime and other forms of extremism. We are developing a
more consistent and proportionate approach to those that undermine the shared values of all communities.
We are doing this by promoting cohesion and shared values more clearly and strongly across our society. We
are determined to support communities by increasing their capacity to tackle the philosophy or practice of
violence in their own communities. We will encourage a wider public debate about the values that
communities share and the role such values can play in creating safe, fair and empowered communities in
which we all want to live.



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:09 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Ev 202 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

Prevent

1. We remain firmly committed to the Prevent strategy and to maintaining funding for it. We also want
to promote cohesion and shared values more clearly and strongly right across society. We want to see a wider
public debate about the values that communities share and the role values—including the value of
understanding and respecting diVerence—can play in creating the safe, fair and empowered communities in
which we all want to live.

2. Through Prevent we aim to stop radicalisation, reduce support for terrorism and discourage people
from becoming terrorists as part of a cross-Government strategy. Today’s threat to the UK from
international terrorism is diVerent from previous threats. There are a range of terrorist groups currently
operating within the UK, however, the greatest threat comes from al Qa’ida influenced extremism, and this
is reflected in the number of arrests, trials and convictions in the last eight years. Between 11 September
2001 and 31 March 2008, 196 people were convicted of terrorist or terrorist related oVences.80

3. Prevent is led across Government by the OYce of Security and Counter Terrorism (OSCT) and is
delivered by a number of departments and agencies who all have specific policy interests in the Prevent
strategy. CLG contributes to the delivery of all elements of the strategy and leads the community based
response to violent extremism. Prevent can only be successful if it is delivered in partnership with community
organisations and wider society. Many other Government departments are involved in Prevent and some
projects are run jointly across departments. For example, CLG has joint projects with the Department for
Children Schools and Families (DCSF) and the Department for Business Innovation and Skills including
developing and delivering citizenship materials for madrassahs (Islamic evening schools); and developing a
faith leadership qualification for all faith leaders.

4. Government funding on key Prevent deliverables in 2008–09 was over £140 million. CLG funding for
Prevent totals £86 million across the current spending period (April 2008 to March 2011). CLG’s
contribution to Prevent is measured against PSA 26 (Reduce the risk to the UK and its interests overseas
from international terrorism).

5. We are clear that the response to violent extremism should come from the entire community and have
recently made it clearer that funding should go to build the resilience of those communities where it is most
needed, reflecting the nature of the current threat; cross-community activities can both strengthen
community cohesion and the community’s capacity to resist support for violent extremism

6. We do not want terrorism to define, or be perceived as defining, the relationship between the
Government and Muslim communities. We make clear in public statements that the vast majority in our
Muslim communities are against violent extremism. All Government departments engage with a wide range
of faith and non-faith communities in the development and delivery of their policy responsibilities. CLG
plays a co-ordinating role in these relationships, in particular through the Faith Communities Consultative
Council which draws together representatives of the Church of England and other faiths and is the main
forum in which Government meets faith communities collectively.

7. CLG’s work on Prevent is organised into the following three work strands:

(i) Broadening and deepening our engagement with community groups

We recognise the diversity that exists in Britain’s Muslim communities and are broadening the range of
groups that we engage with and fund to further build resilience to violent extremism. We have done this by:
engaging with a wider range of key strategic partners across the UK’s diverse Muslim communities; building
the capacity of key partners to have a national impact through the Community Leadership Fund81 which
will have funded 55 projects £5.1 million over three years; establishing the National Muslim Women’s
Advisory Group and a Young Muslims Advisory Group; and increasing our engagement with communities
previously under-represented in our work, including Somali and Turkish organisations.

(ii) Working with local places to foster civic capacity/leadership to support an increase in eVective delivery at
the local level

Tackling violent extremism is a national priority but the nature of the challenge can vary greatly from
place to place. That is why working with local authorities and partners is critical. We have strengthened the
dialogue between national and local Government through the creation of a Local Delivery Advisory Group
(LDAG). This group meets regularly to advise the Communities and Home Secretaries on the development
of the Prevent agenda at a local level.

We are working closely with local authorities and with groups like the Improvement and Development
Agency (IDeA) and the Local Government Association (LGA).

80 Home OYce Statistical Bulletin: Statistics on Terrorism Arrests and Outcomes Great Britain 13/05/09
81 http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/preventingextremism/communityleadershipfund/
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(iii) Strengthening communities through supporting faith based institutions and leaders; and to improve
understanding of Islam

We are working closely with Muslim communities to build capacity and improve teaching and governance
standards in mosques and to equip scholars and leaders with the skills, confidence and space to confront
violent extremism. This work is structured into the following three areas:

— improving standards in mosques;

— supporting Muslim faith leaders; and

— strengthening theological understanding of Islam.

8. These overarching delivery priorities are underpinned by strategic objectives which aim to:

— take account of the international context in working with UK communities;

— improve strategic communications to help build communities’ resilience, empowering them to
stand up to and reject extremism; and

— develop our knowledge and evidence base.

9. To support these workstreams the Government set up the Research, Information and Communications
Unit (RICU), jointly owned by CLG, the Home OYce and the Foreign and Commonwealth OYce. RICU
was established in June 2007 to ensure that HMG communicates eVectively to reduce the risk of
terrorism, by:

— advising CONTEST partners on their counter-terrorism related communications;

— exposing the weaknesses of violent extremist ideologies and brands; and

— supporting credible alternatives to violent extremism using communications.

RICU plays a central co-ordinating and supporting role on Prevent communications across Government
in addition to carrying out its own Prevent campaigns and media work.

10. Prevent remains a vital part of our eVorts to counter the threat from international terrorism. We have
ensured that the strategy evolves to meet the threat and is flexible enough to adapt to what our partners tell
us is most eVective. This is why we have made more money available and revised the guidance to provide
local authorities with more flexibility in delivering Prevent within their wider work on cohesion. Local
authorities will be able to do even more work to bring communities together to condemn violent extremism,
supported by an increase in funding of £7.5 million.

11. This greater flexibility was set out in new guidance issued to local authorities in August 2009. The
guidance also acknowledges that the eVectiveness of the programme can be reduced if the labelling of local
activities or their restriction solely to Muslim communities discourages some groups from becoming
involved.

12. Although the most significant terrorist threat comes from al Qa’ida influenced groups, there is a
perception that the Government is only interested in violent extremism of one kind. This is not true. We are
working to address all forms of extremism, including far right groups. Over the coming months, we will be
developing a more comprehensive strategy to strengthen resilience to such extremism. However, this will not
be resourced from the Prevent budget and is not part of the CONTEST strategy.

Q1. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

13. This is a highly complex area to address and so we are continuing to work to get the best evidence
for why people become involved in violent extremism. When significant attention was given to preventing
extremism after the London bombings in 2005, there was very little evidence on violent extremism. The first
steps were to build the intelligence base and to run the “Preventing Extremism Together” process to share
knowledge and identify recommendations. The first stages of Prevent were shaped by evidence from these
processes.

14. By 2007 a broad consensus had been reached on the process of radicalisation and on some individual
vulnerability factors, based on Government and academic examination of case studies of individuals.

15. The CLG-commissioned study by Tufyal Choudhary summarises the academic consensus on the
radicalisation process: personal vulnerabilities are targeted by charismatic radicalisers pushing a specific
ideology, in an environment where violently extreme ideologies are largely unchallenged by alternative
explanations or contradictory evidence.82 The Prevent strategy addresses these factors by prioritising:

— Identifying and supporting the vulnerable;

— Disrupting the radicalisers;

— Environments in which ideology is challenged and alternative explanations are considered; and

— Understanding and responding to widespread concerns.

82 See, for example The Role of Muslim Identity Politics in Radicalisation (a study in progress) by Tufyal Choudhary, University
of Durham, 2007. Pp 21–22



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:09 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Ev 204 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

16. Cross-governmental understanding of key factors also began to develop significantly from the end of
2007. A number of departments analysed their own data sets and academics, such as Edwin Bakker and
Marc Sageman, examined the nature of radicalisation. Therefore in 2007, in collaboration with other
Government departments and the Devolved Administrations OSCT revised the earlier Prevent strategy.
Using the intelligence and open source material which had by then become available and working closely
with international counterparts and local and community partners a new strategy was developed based on
a more comprehensive understanding of the factors driving radicalisation in the UK and overseas.
Collectively this research had highlighted a number of vulnerabilities to radicalisation, the use of religious
justifications by radicalisers, and the protective function of a firm social identity. Evidence also revealed a
low religious knowledge and observance amongst radicalised individuals. Our Prevent programme evolved
to reflect this work, for example reflecting the findings on faith by prioritising the “developing a stronger
understanding of faith” strand of work. Key findings and more information on radicalisation may be found
in Annex I of the Prevent Strategy—A Guide to Local Partners in England (May 2008).

17. As well as sharing academic research with local partners we have supported the development of
OSCT-led Counter-Terrorism Local Profiles: classified documents developed by the police, which are
intended to be shared with local authorities and others to inform the development of local programmes of
action. We have also supported the dissemination of Central Prevent Analysis documents which provide
thematic analysis on issues such as radicalisation.

18. The established evidence appears robust, but is far from complete and the challenge is itself evolving.
Research remains a significant priority and is taken forward across all the key Prevent departments:

— OSCT leads on research to develop increased understanding of radicalisation and has recently
commissioned two rapid evidence reviews on “push and pull” factors in extremism, drawing on
research on gangs, cults and political violence.

— CLG has prioritised research on the roles played by communities in both driving and preventing
extremism. A CLG-commissioned literature review on levels or drivers of community attitudes
towards extremism in the UK notes the lack of evidence pre–2005 and the continued paucity of
robust evidence.

— CLG is finalising a rapid evidence assessment on “what works in changing community attitudes
towards violent extremism”, drawing on evidence from within and outside of the UK, which aims
to highlight lessons about the most eVective types of work.

19. Feedback from our local partners made it clear that the label “Preventing Violent Extremism”
attached to the local Prevent funding stream has on occasion been a barrier to promoting good, community-
based work. We have removed the label from our funding. Some local authorities are already taking a more
flexible approach and we will give further encouragement to this. Labels should not get in the way of a focus
on work which can be proven to be eVective in achieving our Prevent objectives, strengthening communities
and keeping everyone safe.

Q2. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has
the Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is, or should
be, aimed?

20. National and local partners need to engage with the broadest range of groups and individuals to
ensure that they are obtaining representative and balanced views. Terrorist groups have targeted vulnerable
people in Muslim communities, so that is where the Government’s community engagement eVort has largely
been targeted. We are clear that we do not want terrorism to define, or be perceived as defining, the
relationship between Government and Muslim communities. We reflect and make clear in public statements
that the vast majority in our Muslim communities are against violent extremism. We stress the importance
of the wider context of promoting shared values and community cohesion and the relationship with the work
on Prevent.

21. A large part of community engagement on Prevent is delivered locally through local authorities,
schools, higher education institutions and the police, enabling local discussions and Prevent delivery to be
shaped to addressing local needs and issues. Our recent revision of guidance to local authorities encourages
the widest possible debate of these concerns at local level across all communities, not just with Muslim
communities. National Indicator 35, the key performance measure against which local strategic
partnerships must report, seeks to measure the strength and breadth of that engagement, and we have
continued to encourage the development of local forums to discuss the issues of extremism and
Islamophobia (through our £3.2 million Challenge and Innovation Fund, for instance).

22. At the national level, government engagement seeks to ensure that Muslim communities are reached
through various mechanisms including advisory groups, stakeholder roundtables, capacity-building
support, funding, attendance at events, and ongoing relationships at oYcial level. This enables the views of
all stakeholders to feed into policy making, as well as ensuring that a greater variety of groups able to deliver
Prevent projects are receiving support.
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23. In October 2006, the Government announced that it would fundamentally rebalance its engagement
with Muslim organisations towards those actively taking a leadership role in rejecting and condemning
violent extremism and upholding shared values. This helped ensure that the Government was engaging with
a wider range of Muslim communities, as the Government was at risk of speaking to only a narrow range
of “gatekeeper” organisations. Muslim communities in Britain are highly diverse in terms of ethnicity and
religious denomination. There are also other issues to take into consideration, such as age/intergenerational
issues and the role of women in Muslim communities

24. There is a high level of engagement with communities across government departments including at
Ministerial level—this includes outreach visits the Foreign Secretary has made to local communities to
discuss foreign policy which, in addressing concerns of communities, are of interest to us.

25. We have engaged with a wider range of Muslim organisations and individuals at both the national and
local level. We are supporting Muslim and non-Muslim grassroots organisations through the Community
Leadership Fund (CLF) and local Prevent projects. Some Muslim communities, such as the Somali and
Turkish communities, have been engaged on the Prevent agenda by the Government for the first time. We
are also now engaging with sections of the community whose views have been traditionally
underrepresented, such as Muslim women and young people.

26. Fifty per cent of Muslims in Britain are under the age of 25 and although, there is no single profile of
a violent extremist or a single radicalisation pathway, research and data on this subject has highlighted that
younger people may be at greatest risk of radicalisation. CLG and DCSF established the Young Muslims
Advisory Group (YMAG), comprising 23 young Muslims from diVerent backgrounds and representing
each region. This group has advised and challenged Government on issues relating to Prevent and young
Muslims. In March 2009, the YMAG led a major national conference in Leeds for young people of all faiths
and non faith and from all around the country to encourage dialogue across communities on Prevent.

27. The National Muslim Women’s Advisory Group (NMWAG) was established in January 2008 by
CLG to promote the voices of Muslim women and to help empower Muslim women at a grassroots level.
The group acts an ambassador for Muslim women, representing their views and concerns to Government
and providing positive role models. The group was refreshed in 2009, increasing the membership to 26 and
ensuring that the group reflects the diversity of Muslim communities in Britain and has representatives from
each region.

28. Knowledge of who to target in order to reach the diverse British Muslim communities was
significantly advanced by the Understanding Muslim Ethnic Communities reports.83 This work identified
significant voices in these communities as well confirming that there is a need to continue to broaden and
deepen engagement across these diVerent communities and support them through capacity-building work.
This research, commissioned by CLG, has been shared and has informed a wide range of policies in other
Government departments.

29. Research shows that some British Muslim communities retain strong links with their countries of
origin, which is why work overseas by other Government departments such as the FCO is vital. These links
are especially strong in the Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Somali communities. To better understand relevant
UK communities and issues relevant to them, and possible drivers of radicalisation, CLG Ministers and
oYcials have engaged with oYcials from countries with key communities in the UK, visited Pakistan,
Bangladesh, and India and met senior visitors to the UK.

30. Our wider engagement has given us greater feedback and we understand that some parts of the
Muslim communities are inhibited from engaging with the Government on this agenda because of the
language around Prevent. That is why we have recently revised our guidance to local authorities and
acknowledged that the label “Preventing Violent Extremism” can in some areas be a barrier to promoting
community work. We are seeking to engage all communities on the Prevent agenda and recently announced
an additional £7.5 million funding for local authorities to bring communities together to tackle violent
extremism and deliver Prevent.

31. Our work with Muslim communities often means that we are the first to be alerted to broader issues
within the community. When this happens we work with other departments, agencies and communities to
ensure that issues are resolved quickly.

32. Events such as the Gaza crisis in January 2009 have shown that Government’s engagement activities
have had an impact. Meetings with community members from across the country were arranged at short
notice, which enabled concerns to be heard and for Ministers to communicate directly with community
members. Community members were updated throughout this period with written briefings, which they
were able to circulate more widely, ensuring that messages that were not getting through to the community
via other channels, reached a wider audience. During the Gaza crisis, we also found opportunities to keep
the Jewish community closely informed about the Government’s approach, and we will always work with
other faith communities as appropriate in crisis situations.

83 http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/summarymuslimcommunity
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Q3. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

33. We work with local partners to ensure that the strategy evolves and adapts to diVerent challenges as
well as learning from what has worked. Local authorities are often the first to highlight challenges in
delivering the Prevent agenda. An example of this is our recent guidance to local authorities which
acknowledges that the label “Preventing Violent Extremism” attached to local funding can in some areas be
a barrier to promoting good community based work. Where this is the case we have supported local
authority decisions to position programmes within the wider context of work with their communities.
Moving forward, we will continue to develop and share a suite of practical “tools” for local authorities to
use, coupled with clearer information and support that can help local authorities decide the best approach
and practice that can help them to eVectively deliver Prevent. This will include looking at how all
communities can work together to tackle this unique threat.

34. In line with the Government’s National Improvement and EYciency Strategy we have worked with
the Local Government Association (LGA) and Improvement and Development Agency for Local
Government (IDeA) to develop sector-led solutions, consulting closely with groups like the Local Delivery
Advisory Group to consider local needs. Exercises with the Audit Commission and Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary (HMIC) have typified this learning approach and have received positive
feedback from local practitioners. Support includes:

— At a regional level CLG and OSCT is investing £1.5 million in 2009–10 to fund posts in each of
the English Government OYces and in the Home OYce Crime Team in the Welsh Assembly
Government to build their capacity to act as a first point of contact for local authorities, coordinate
work across their regions and share best practice amongst local partners. We are also piloting
regional support through the Yorkshire and Humber Regional Improvement and EYciency
Partnership which is supporting local authorities to set up and deliver specific Prevent workforce
development/training activity in the region with the aim of sharing good practice across the regions.

— We have worked closely with IDeA to build on their local “peer support” approach, with 30 local
authority oYcers, councillors and third sector representatives accredited to provide support to
other authorities on the Prevent agenda. In addition, the IDeA is creating a councillors network
and councillor-focussed workshops, as well as running other bespoke workshops on issues like
developing Prevent action plans. Both the IDeA and LGA have produced guides to the Prevent
agenda, looking at the role of councillors and considering issues such as the use of council property
by groups with extremist views.

— To support the sharing of good practice between local areas and provide learning opportunities we
have supported the delivery of two national conferences in 2007and 2008, involving around
1,500 delegates and a further conference is planned for 2009. The conference involved a range of
organisations including people from a wide range of faiths and people of no faith. The IDeA also
facilitates an on-line “Community of Practice”, allowing local practitioners to share best practice,
access key documents, post comments and take part in question and answer sessions. Alongside
this, four local authorities have been given beacon status for their work on “cohesive and resilient
communities” and will be sharing best practice on the Prevent and cohesion agendas through
2009–10.

— Building on these approaches we are intending to work intensively in a small number of local
authority areas to jointly develop understanding of good practice and eVectiveness through
deploying a small number of CLG advisors to work in partnership with the authority. An element
of this work will look at how local authorities can work with the wider community to tackle al
Qa’ida influenced extremism.

— More broadly, CLG and other Government departments continue to develop a wide range of
guidance and support documents to help authorities implement the Prevent agenda which are
included in Annex A. These evolve as we learn more about what works and how best to
communicate with all communities. We continue to update overarching guidance on delivering
Prevent locally, alongside more specific guidance on issues such as evaluating local Prevent
projects. CLG is also working closely with the Home OYce to ensure appropriate training and
awareness packages for Prevent issues are available for a full range of local partners.

— CLG and OSCT coordinate and disseminate a cross-government monthly newsletter, which keeps
local partners up to date by giving a snapshot of important events, conferences, new publications,
and national projects. This is complemented by RICU’s weekly update for local partners on
Prevent related news stories

— RICU is delivering a programme of workshops throughout the UK to support the development
of strategic communications at the local level. RICU is also developing, with CLG, a
communications toolkit to help local partners to develop and implement eVective Prevent
communications.



Processed: 23-03-2010 19:01:10 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 443428 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 207

35. CLG commissioned a mapping of local Prevent project activities delivered in 2007–08 which included
an analysis of the evaluations that had taken place at a local level. This identified the need for greater support
in this area and we published a guide to evaluating local Prevent project and programmes with an
accompanying resource pack in August 2009.

Q4. Are the objectives of the PREVENT agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

36. We have made good progress in communicating Prevent objectives and many more people of diVering
perspectives and views are now engaged on this agenda. There has been a remarkable coming together of
central and local Government, police forces and communities. We are talking and constructively debating
Prevent and finding solutions to the challenges. In order to further broaden activities funded under Prevent,
CLG has boosted Prevent funding for local authorities to give them more flexibility to engage with a wider
range of activities, including engagement with other communities and fostering shared values.

37. Prevent communications are aimed at specific audiences, including local government, community
organisations and Prevent champions, Muslim faith leaders, and more generally, Muslim and other faith and
non-faith communities. Much of CLG’s Prevent communications work is supported by research, guidance,
campaigns and other communications projects produced by the Research, Information and
Communications Unit (RICU).

Supporting Local Communications

38. We have created a strong pool of committed partners at the local level. These local partners often have
influence with communities that the Government cannot reach. We are working closely with these partners
to strengthen their voices, to facilitate better engagement and dialogue amongst them, and to ensure that
they have the information, skills, and confidence to deliver the Prevent objectives locally. From discussions
with communities and local partners, we are also more alert to the communications impact of the label
“Preventing Violent Extremism” and have acted on this by removing the label from the funding.

39. In addition to the communications activities detailed above, our oVer of support for local
communications includes:

— Targeted communications training for local delivery, community, and faith stakeholders, including
through RICU’s local delivery and campaigns teams;

— The development of a communications toolkit, aimed at supporting local delivery partners to
develop and implement eVective Prevent communications;

— Support for initiatives that promote positive British Muslim voices (eg Radical Middle Way and
Projecting British Islam).

The broad range of communications activities set out above supports and is supported by the wider
context of cross-Government Prevent communications with communities in the UK. This includes regional
outreach events by FCO and other Ministers and senior oYcials. RICU plays a central strategic role in the
Government’s Prevent communications, including by coordinating and supporting the Prevent
communications of other Departments and delivery partners, delivering campaigns and media work,
disseminating information to delivery partners and other stakeholders regarding current issues, and
conducting domestic and international research and analysis around audiences, language, and credible
communications channels

National Communications

40. Key channels through which CLG communicates Prevent and related national policies to local
delivery, community, and faith stakeholders include:

— The annual national Prevent conference, which last year was attended by over 900 people—cross-
community delivery partners, community and faith stakeholders, and media representatives;

— Published documents (eg “Preventing Violent Extremism: Winning Hearts and Minds”, April
2007, and “Preventing Violent Extremism: Next Steps for Communities”, July 2008);

— Guidance issued in June 2008 and updated in August 2009 provided local partners with key
messages and practical advice on establishing eVective partnership working on Prevent;

— Regular GO Network meetings and other meetings and conferences involving local delivery,
community, and faith stakeholders;

— Recently established national advisory groups—the Local Delivery Advisory Group, Young
Muslims’ Advisory Group, the National Muslim Women’s Advisory Group, and the Faith
Communities Consultative Council—which all have regular meetings with Ministers and oYcials
and which facilitate a two-way dialogue between the centre and local communities;

— The development of CLG’s Prevent web pages, to provide accessible information for a range of
audiences including Prevent practitioners and the general public;

— Ministerial and oYcial visits to see local Prevent projects;
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— Targeted Ministerial and oYcial engagement with stakeholders. For example, during the Gaza
crisis earlier this year, we were quick to write to all local delivery, community, and faith stakeholders
to explain the Government’s position, in addition to organising a series of meetings where
stakeholders had the opportunity to raise their concerns with Ministers and oYcials; and

— Communications aimed at overseas audiences, including Ministerial foreign visits, which counter
anti-Western opinion by promoting the positive contribution of Muslims to British society and the
strong and positive links between the UK and Muslim communities overseas.

41. These targeted communications are supported by wider messaging through national and specialist
media channels, including Ministerial articles and speeches. We are now broadening this to include new
media such as Twitter, forums, and blogs, which have younger audiences.

42. We are continuously building on lessons learned to ensure that our communications are as eVective
as possible. For example, our experience of handling community tensions during the Gaza crisis has
increased our understanding of how to communicate with communities quickly and eVectively in times of
emergency. As a result, we have been much better equipped to respond strategically to other issues that have
arisen since, such as the North-West arrests in April, through targeted face-to-face engagement and regular
information updates to stakeholders.

Q5. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

43. We appreciate this policy is complex and sensitive, and impacts on a range of stakeholders, from
Muslim and other communities to delivery partners such as local authorities and the police. CLG has
therefore actively asked for advice from experts, practitioners and various stakeholder groups from all
communities through a range of mechanisms. It will always be important to ensure that the Prevent
programme is working as eVectively as it can and the updated guidance for local partners is in response to
advice we have had from our stakeholders.

Muslim Communities

44. The Government has, from the start, made it a priority to seek advice from Muslim communities on
how best to achieve the goals of the Prevent programme. Immediately after the London bombings of July
2005 the Government held a consultation exercise with leading members of Muslim communities called
“Preventing Extremism Together”. This process produced a number of practical recommendations for
tackling violent extremism which formed the basis of the current Prevent strategy.

45. Ministers and oYcials have regularly met representatives from a range of national Muslim
organisations, Muslim academics and other stakeholders both individually and through roundtable
meetings, and given them the opportunity to play an active role in shaping policy. For example, at a
roundtable meeting with Ministers, Islamic scholars and theologians, it was suggested that an independent
review of Muslim Faith Leader training in the UK should take place. It was also suggested by scholars that
a safe academic space to debate the contextualisation of Islam in a British Society should be facilitated. Both
of these suggestions were taken forward. Our support for community-led initiatives such as the independent
Mosques and Imams National Advisory Board has further enabled our ability to access independent advice
across a wide range of Muslim communities.

46. CLG has also promoted the voices of those who were previously under-represented in discussions by
establishing the National Muslim Women’s Advisory Group and a Young Muslims Advisory Group. These
groups enable Government to engage more directly with young Muslims and Muslim women about Prevent
and issues aVecting them more widely. Both of these groups have representatives from each region and reflect
the diversity of Muslim communities.

47. These advisory groups meet regularly with Ministers, feeding in their own views on policy issues as
well as the views of those in their communities. They have identified priority areas for the Government to
focus on in its delivery of the Prevent agenda and its engagement with Muslim young people and women.
They also have a dialogue with policy oYcials and have contributed to policy formation on a variety of issues
relating to preventing extremism and other policy matters from a range of departments including the DCSF,
Ministry of Justice, FCO and Home OYce.

48. There is also a cross government network of community advisors from key Prevent departments who
work alongside policy oYcials to feed in views from the community level, as well as to advise on decisions
being considered by oYcials.

Local Delivery Partners

49. The Government is in regular dialogue with those who are working to deliver the Prevent programme
and seeks advice from them as part of the policy development process.

50. The Government has established the Local Delivery Advisory Group (LDAG) which meets on a
quarterly basis to advise the Communities Secretary and Home Secretary on the development and delivery
of the Prevent agenda. Membership of LDAG includes representatives from across the fields of local
government, policing, education, housing and the third sector. It gives local practitioners, elected members
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and strategic leaders the opportunity to help shape policy on Prevent at the national level. Discussions with
the LDAG have emphasised the importance of strengthening the support available to local partners and
have helped to shape the way that support is delivered.

51. The LDAG builds on the regular contact that oYcials have with frontline practitioners and strategic
leaders across a range of organisations. Ministers and oYcials seek views and feedback through regular local
visits, attending regional and local networks and conferences, and national events such as the
Prevent08 conference. Government oYces in the regions are closely involved in the policy development
process and help to represent the views of local partners to departments including CLG.

Academic/Expert Advice

52. In developing the Prevent strategy the Government has used research and taken advice from
academics and scholars about Muslim communities, such as Dilwar Hussain from the Markfield Institute
and Tufyal Choudhury from the University of Durham. Some of the members of the National Muslim
Women’s Advisory Group are academics. CLG also commissioned the Change Institute to undertake the
“Understanding Muslim Ethnic Communities” research, which has informed the way that Government
engages with Muslim communities.

53. Academics and universities play an important part in the delivery of the Prevent agenda and the
Government is supporting Cambridge University to create the academic space to bring together Muslim
academics and leaders to discuss the contextualisation of Islam in Britain.

International Partners

54. As Contest makes clear, the terrorist threat that we face is international. We work overseas as well as
at home to understand the process of radicalisation, to reduce the vulnerability of our diaspora communities
and the countries and regions from which they come, to strengthen the voice of mainstream Islam to counter
the propaganda of the extremists, and to tackle the grievances which are exploited by those extremists. The
Government response has increased significantly in scale over the last two years: FCO spending alone on
Prevent overseas has more than doubled and will have trebled by 2010. It has also widened in scope, with
support from DFID and the British Council, and more international work by the Home OYce and CLG.

55. CLG, supported by FCO and OSCT, work closely on Prevent with international partners, especially
in the context of international links of British Muslim communities. CLG Ministers and oYcials have
engaged with other governments, theological experts and faith leaders, and those with close links to UK
communities. This includes meetings with faith leaders in Saudi Arabia, India, Pakistan and Syria to better
understand theological influence on British communities, and to share experience on tackling extremism.
As part of the Muslim Faith Leader Training Review, reviewers also visited seminaries and scholars in
Pakistan and India, with links to seminaries in the UK, to gain support for the independent review being
undertaken in Britain. We also work closely with key partners in Europe to share best practice, particularly
around local delivery.

Other Faith Communities

56. CLG Ministers and oYcials meet the Faith Communities Consultative Council on a quarterly basis.
This group comprises representatives from the nine major faiths. The group has been given the opportunity
to feed its views to Ministers and oYcials about the Prevent agenda and its impact on other faith
communities. We have supported work across faiths, including for example the Three Faiths Forum,
through our national community leadership funding, and a number of other faith groups are already
involved in Prevent at a local level. They are helping each other to build capacity, share ideas and confront
challenges. We believe that communities that stand together are stronger and have provided £7.5 million
additional funding to give local authorities greater flexibility to deliver Prevent with all communities as part
of their wider work on cohesion and building shared values .

57. Through these mechanisms we are able to draw on a range of advice from both community members
and practitioners on how best to achieve the goals of the Prevent programme. An example is the advisory
board for the Review of Muslim faith leaders training which includes people from Muslim communities and
from other faiths.

Q6. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

58. We make sure that we get a wide range of information on reactions to Prevent. Stakeholder, Muslim
women, young Muslim and cross-faith advisory groups provide robust advice on reactions to Prevent and
to specific new approaches. A programme of Government OYce network meetings and visits to local
authorities, and the Prevent Local Delivery Advisory Group provide constant updates from those delivering
Prevent. For example, feedback from these groups indicated that the term Preventing Violent Extremism
was inhibiting engagement and we have acted on this by encouraging local authorities in taking a diVerent
approach.
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59. The media plays a key part in both reporting and influencing reactions, so RICU has used focus
groups to test reactions to key Prevent messages; media analysis to understand whether key messages are
being reproduced in the media; and media monitoring to build awareness of emerging issues. Collectively,
these sources provide a wide range of advice and evidence on the range of reactions to diVerent aspects of
the programme.

60. Prevent projects run from or funded by CLG are monitored and the most significant projects are
individually externally evaluated. The complexity and relative immaturity of Prevent projects mean that
formal evaluation of Prevent remains a significant challenge. To ensure that the best possible methodologies
are used CLG commissioned Tavistock Institute to produce a study on evaluation methodologies and to
provide recommendations.

61. Following the 2007–8 Preventing Violent Extremism Pathfinder Fund (PVEPF) which supported
70 local authorities CLG commissioned a mapping exercise which examined the range of projects that were
funded, project partners, project beneficiaries and the contribution of the projects to PVEPF priorities and
the wider Prevent strategy.

62. Alongside this work HM Inspectorate of Constabulary and Audit Commission jointly undertook a
learning and development exercise, which was published in October 2008, exploring the progress made by
councils and police partners in developing programmes of activity to deliver Prevent. This specifically looked
at identifying “what works, what doesn’t and what looks promising” in respect of Prevent activities funded
in the pathfinder year through the PVEPF and partners’ core budgets.

63. Building on a need identified in the mapping exercise in August 2009 CLG published “Evaluating
local Prevent projects and programmes: guidelines for local authorities and their partners”.

64. CLG also intends to commission a national evaluation of local authority-led Prevent work. The
evaluation will run from December 2009 to September 2011, and will use a case study methodology. This will
include examining project rationales, resource management, whether the proposed outputs were delivered to
the right recipients and the immediate outcomes.

Q7. Question seven: Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent
programme and the priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and
integration?

65. We are working to ensure that everyone has the opportunity to live in a safe, prosperous and healthy
community. Prevent, cohesion and integration initiatives all sit within this umbrella, with CLG leading these
across Government. We are clear that while separate these are related initiatives and if delivered eVectively
should support one another. It is important that all forms of extremism are tackled consistently and
eVectively. Over the coming months, we will encourage the wider public to debate the values that
communities share and the role values can play in creating the safe, fair and empowered communities in
which we all want to live.

66. Prevent, cohesion and integration interventions may look similar but we are clear that the overarching
objective of each is distinct, as set out below:

— Prevent is about stopping people becoming terrorists or supporting al Qa’ida influenced
extremism;

— Community cohesion is about creating strong and positive relationships between people of
diVerent backgrounds to enable a wide variety of groups to get on well together; and

— Integration is the process by which new arrivals settle into and make a positive contribution to their
new communities. It is achieved by learning to speak English, participating in the labour market
and understanding the responsibilities and rights that come with living in the UK.

67. Experience has shown that al Qa’ida influenced extremism can emerge from even the most cohesive
and well integrated communities; but extremist messages are less likely to find support and are more easily
isolated in a cohesive environment. We believe that a community which isolates extremism of all forms is
likely to be one where people have more confidence to build relationships with one another and increase
community cohesion. So while building community cohesion can help Prevent it will not be enough on its
own.

We do not want to put up artificial barriers between these policy areas and to ensure that we deliver success
in all three areas it is important that at national, regional and local levels our communications are clear about
both the diVerences and the synergies between them.

Conclusion

68. We believe that the evolving approach to Prevent is comprehensive and suYciently flexible to respond
to changing pressures. It also acknowledges that this is a long term programme that aims to shift attitudes
and behaviours within communities; in some respects it is too early to be exact about what is and isn’t
working. The recent guidance to local authorities shows that we are continuing to further refine the strategy
in response to changing circumstances, feedback and the advice we get on what works best.
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69. There is agreement between Prevent partners of the importance of having a community led response
to Prevent and it is here that CLG adds real value to the strategy.

70. This memorandum has set out the wide range of policies and programmes: from the overall strategic
frameworks for local authorities, national trail-blazing projects, through to capacity building programmes
specifically aimed at strengthening communities to drive forward this work in the future.

71. The strategy is internationally recognised and people come from overseas to learn from the British
approach to Prevent. However, the agenda continues to develop, and in moving forward we are considering:

— how we implement a more consistent approach across all extremisms whilst not detracting from al
Qa’ida influenced terrorism;

— how we continue to strengthen our strategic communications to support the delivery of the Prevent
agenda at the local level;

— how we work with all communities to advance and develop shared values;

— how we continue to develop our knowledge and evidence base; and

— how we mainstream Prevent into the business of core local and national government delivery in
recognition that there are no quick fixes.

72. The Committee can be assured that the Government will be taking forward these policies vigorously
and that we will continuously learn from emerging evaluation and research. I am very much looking forward
to contributing to the inquiry and to reading the committee’s findings.

Annex

Strategic Publications

1. Contest Strategy
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/general/
HO Contest strategy.pdf

2. Prevent Strategy
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/prevent-strategy/

3. Preventing Violent Extremism—Winning hearts and minds
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/communities/pdf/320752.pdf

4. Preventing Violent Extremism: Next Steps for Communities
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/preventingviolentextremismnext

Prevent Guidance

5. Prevent Strategy: A guide for local partners (Part 1)
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/prevent-strategy/

6. Prevent Strategy: A guide for local partners (Part 2)
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/prevent-strategy/

7. Delivering the Prevent Strategy: Updated Guide for Local Partners
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/general/updated-guide-for-
local-partners?view%Binary

8. LGA Guidance—Leading the preventing violent extremism guidance
http://www.lga.gov.uk/lga/aio/1181542

9. Striking the balance, LGA Information sheet on use of Council Halls
http://www.lga.gov.uk/lga/core/page.do?pageId%2164903

10. Preventing Violent Extremism Pathfinder Fund: Guidance Note
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/preventingviolentpathfinderfundg

11. Preventing Violent Extremism Pathfinder Fund 2007–2008—Case studies
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/preventingviolentpathfinderfund

Evaluation, Assessment and Research

12. National Indicator 35—Building communities resilient to violent extremism assessment framework
http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/preventingextremism/performanceindicator/

13. Self Assessing local performance against NI35: Building Resilience to Violent Extremism
http://security.homeoYce.gov.uk/news-publications/publication-search/general/
NI35 Guidance1.pdf?view%Binary

14. Preventing Violent Extremism: Learning and Development Exercise
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/preventlearningexercise/

15. Preventing Violent Extremism Pathfinder Fund Mapping of project activities 2007–08
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/pathfinderfund200708
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16. Preventing Extremism Together
http://www.communities.gov.uk/archived/generalcontent/communities/preventingextremismtogether/

17. Tavistock Institute–Evaluation Guidance
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/localPREVENTprojectsprogrammes

18. Faith Leaders and Workers Project: Evaluation Report
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/faithleadersworkers

19. HMIC Prevent Inspection Report
http://inspectorates.homeoYce.gov.uk/hmic/inspections/thematic/prevent-report/prevent-
report?view%Binary

20. Delivering Prevent—Responding to Learning
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/deliveryingprevent

21. Understanding Muslim Ethnic Communities reports
http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/racecohesionfaith/research/
understandingmuslimcommunities/

22. The Role of Muslim Identity Politics in Radicalisation (a study in progress)
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/muslimidentitypolitics

Education publications

23. Learning together to be safe—A toolkit to help schools contribute to the prevention of violent
extremism
http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/violentextremism/downloads/DCSFLearning%20Together bkmk.pdf

24. Learning together to be safe—A toolkit to help college contribute to the prevention violent extremism
http://www.dius.gov.uk/x/media/publications/L/learning-together-to-be-safe-online-version

25. Promoting good campus relations, fostering shared values and preventing violent extremism in
Universities and Higher Education Colleges
http://www.dius.gov.uk/x/media/ec group/22-07-HE on

Publications about Women

26. Empowering Muslim Women: Case Studies
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/communities/empoweringmuslimwomen

October 2009

Memorandum from Ms Nahid Majid OBE and Ms Alveena Malik (PVE 64)

Summary

— There was a missed opportunity, at the inception of PREVENT, by not taking on board many of
the recommendations that were made in the Home OYce PET Report (2005).

— We strongly urge the CLG Select committee to revisit the original PET report when making
recommendations for strengthening work to prevent violent extremism in the future

— We propose a more nuanced approach to tackling all forms of extremism (Muslim and Non
Muslim) which takes at its central focus the need to address socioeconomic grievances and
domestic regeneration programmes, which breeds resentment and hatred across all communities
in Britain today as seen in the rise of the BNP.

— The emerging empowerment agenda oVers a real positive opportunity to tackle extremism through
mainstream activity. I n particular real investment should go into supporting Local Government
to meet its new duties to “involve” and “promote democracy”. This also means real representation
on governance bodies in allocating funding and determining policy making.

— Government must aim to seek the views of all its citizens and not only those that “agree” with it
to allow challenge and debate.

— We encourage Government and the Select Committee to revisit the recommendation for a central
Rebuttal Unit (CIC report 2006) being established to tackle extremist myths eVectively and with
facts.

— We urge CLG to relook at the perception that PREVENT is single group funding and broaden its
scope to include all forms of extremism.

— The definitions of radicalisation, extremism, violent extremism and terrorism need to be redefined
as does the relationship between these activities and the broader community cohesion agenda.
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1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

1.1 There are much more eVective and better ways of addressing the problem of violent extremism than
the current PREVENT programme. The term itself is regarded as having negative connotations particularly
in allocating funding to groups who do not want to be labeled.

1.2 We believe that there was a missed opportunity, at the inception of PREVENT, by not taking on board
many of the recommendations that were made in the Home OYce PET Report (2005). In particular we are
disappointed with the continuing glaring omission of taking into consideration the contributing socio-
economic factors in government’s current approach to tackling extremism.

1.3 Therefore we propose a more nuanced approach to tackling all forms of extremism which takes at its
central focus the need to address socioeconomic grievances which breeds resentment and hatred across all
communities in Britain today.

1.4 The Working Group “Supporting Regional and Local Initiatives and Community Actions”
highlighted the fact that despite decades of Government Urban Polices designed to tackle disadvantage and
poverty in our most deprived neighbourhoods, the arguments over whether communities have become
increasingly segregated, or whether they have chosen to be isolated in particular within the most
disadvantaged communities, continues. Within this context Government has continued to stress the
importance of partnerships, as a key factor in establishing sustainable communities. What the group focused
on was to determine what makes certain sections of communities feel so dissatisfied and alienated that they
decide to turn to extremism? The group concluded that social and economic exclusion has often been
regarded as key factors, which have been seen as contributing to increasing unrest within our poorest
neighbourhoods.

1.5 The group also examined the government’s agenda around civil renewal and active citizenship, driven
by the Home OYce, but which has relevance with other government departments such as the Department
for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) and Communities and Local Government. A common theme
across the strands is the need to recast the relationship between state and citizen through the promotion of
initiatives such as partnerships, community engagement and governance, but within an active framework
of deliverables with accountability. We believe the emerging empowerment agenda oVers a real positive
opportunity to tackle extremism through mainstream activity. The Take part pathfinders programme funded
by CLG oVer many important lessons on how 1.6 to encourage disaVected alienated individuals to take part
in civic and civil activities. The new duty to involve, and promote democracy oVer Local Authorities for the
first time a way into communities that are on the margins of the democratic process to become active and
develop ownership and stakeholdership of their local agenda, holding public services to account and making
their demands heard. Real representation on governance and decision making is central in allocating
funding.

1.7 The current Prevent programme does not acknowledge or have a policy strand which acknowledges
or addresses that poverty and lack of access to employment or housing can be used as “grievance” to justify
violence. There has been no link made between Prevent hot spots and regeneration or deprived areas to be
targeted in terms of identifying communities at risk. Clearly the success or otherwise, of regional and local
strategies on issues such as poverty and exclusion can have profound impact in the UK’s poorest
neighbourhoods. Poverty and the reduction of life chances has an impact on all communities within the UK,
whether white or from a minority ethnic group, Muslim and non-Muslim alike.

1.9 The group concluded that we needed to therefore avoid simplistic assumptions about people,
communities, cultures and ethnicity, and acknowledge that deprivation is one facet in a chain of
circumstances that could possibly lead to “extremism”, political or religious. Therefore deprivation and
disaVection among young White people has made them equally susceptible to extreme views, as it can for
young people from other minority and faith groups.

1.10 Are there better ways of tackling extremism? The Working Group concluded that an approach that
works within the framework of existing government strategies was seen as a sensible starting point, as it
enhances the potential for recommendations that respond to the particular needs of the Muslim faith
communities being more readily incorporated. What was important was having a stronger delivery
framework in operation ensuing better representation and accountability of diverse groups, and a positive
framework allowing for diVering views.

1.11 The working group therefore began its work by disseminating information about the range of
government initiatives, (by inviting key Government oYcials to meetings) partnerships and policies that are
currently in place, alongside an examination of the decision-making processes (including issues around
representation on key decision making bodies) that impact on eVective and responsive public service
delivery. This enabled members to establish which, if any, policy instruments are being eVectively used to
improve the life chances and opportunities for Muslim communities, where policy gaps exist and where value
could be added to aid the direction of existing or future policies. Needless to say the process led to an
engaging debate, marked by intensive discussions amongst the working group—all of whom brought an
exceptional degree of expertise and insights to the challenges that confront the Muslim and non-Muslim
Community alike. The report, also signposted local good practice which could be built on.
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1.12 The following six recommendations were presented to the Home Secretary, at a meeting at the Home
OYce on the 22 September 2005, with the working groups analysis of the issues and subsequent
recommendations being commended by the Secretary of State.

1. Improve data collection on Muslim communities through faith monitoring;

2. Invest in interfaith work mapping;

3. Increase the faith confidence and competence of public bodies through secondments and short-
term contracts into and out of central, regional and local government agencies;

4. Strengthen the capacity of Muslim voluntary and civic organisations;

4. Support places of worship, including Mosques, to become co-located within community hubs;

5. Link community cohesion and community safety policy strands

1.13 Although our recommendations were “commended” by the Home Secretary none were followed up
or implemented, and members of the group were not invited to be involved in contributing to the “Prevent
agenda”.

1.14 We strongly urge the CLG Select committee to revisit the original PET report when making
recommendations for strengthening work to prevent violent extremism in the future. All working groups
held intense debates and made considered recommendations which were not fully understood or supported
at that time. We hope the current climate is more conducive to considering medium and long term strategies
which are inclusive of the need for all communities to take full responsibility for tackling a British and not
a Muslim only issue.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

2.1 As stated above there remain a glaring omission in the current approach which fails to recognize the
socioeconomic factors which may lead people to become involved in violent extremism.

2.2 Currently no accurate data exists for Muslim communities and this needs to be urgently addressed.
Most research, such as a recent TUC report,84 uses oYcial data relating to the position of people from
Pakistani and Bangladeshi ethnic groups to draw conclusions about the position of British Muslims.
However, it would be a mistake to take “Pakistani/Bangladeshi” figures as substitutes for “Muslim”.
Although a majority of British Muslims are people of Pakistani and Bangladeshi origin, there is a substantial
minority from other ethnic backgrounds. It is important therefore to understand the makeup of Muslim
communities in Britain, the diversity of race and culture, educational attainment and rates of employment.

2.3 What is clear from the research that the TUC has undertaken is that whilst British people of Pakistani
and Bangladeshi origin account for about 2% of the overall UK population, they are the most disadvantaged
and socially excluded ethnic groups in Britain today. For example, narrowing of gaps in GCSE attainment
but not in labour market and area segregation remain a major issue, particularly for Muslim communities.
In addition, from the limited evidence available, there is clearly a hierarchy of deprivation within Muslim
communities. This needs to be further investigated, with universal programmes being supplemented with
targeted programmes for specific sections of the Muslim communities.

3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

3.1 We have been disappointed to see that whilst Government recognized that gatekeepers can be a
barrier to eVective engagement with the Muslim communities, that rather than removing this barrier, it has
in fact increased the number of gatekeepers over the years! It is now almost impossible to engage with
Government on these issues if you are not a member of the key Government appointed Muslim
organizations.

3.2 There is a perception that Government will not talk to those who hold diVerent views to its own and
some suggest that this is a key factor, for the failure of the PREVENT programme.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

4.1 It is important to note the growing number of Local Authorities who reject the term and principles
of the PREVENT programme. LAs are best placed to determine what issues are most relevant to their local
area and what ways are the most appropriate to address the issues. It is therefore not surprising that many
LA have chosen not to adopt the Local Authority Indicator for Prevent, suggesting that this will end up
dividing and labeling community cohesion initiatives.

84 “Poverty, Exclusion and British people of Pakistani and Bangladeshi origin”, Trades Union Congress, August 2005.
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4.2 We encourage future approaches to tackling extremism be broadened to include all forms of
extremism and that a central unit, budget and expertise be developed which should be “on call” for LAs that
require specific advice/support.

4.3 There was a recommendation for a central Rebuttal Unit (CIC report 2006) being established to
tackle extremist myths eVectively and with facts which could be accessed by LAs. In the current climate of
a rise of far right extremism we urge the Select Committee and Government to revisit this recommendation.

5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

5.1 Given that there has been no real evaluation of the PREVENT programme it is diYcult to assess how
far the programme has met its desired outcomes and been communicated eVectively to those at whom it is
aimed at.

5.2 Given also the wide perception that Government is only choosing to communicate to those
organizations which are supportive of its position to preventing violent extremism it therefore suggests at
best communications are limited to those who are “in” with Government.

6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

6.1 Government can and should do more to engage all communities on this agenda shifting the burden
of responsibility away from British Muslims to British citizens more widely.

6.2 The failure of Government rhetoric and practice in making this agenda exclusive to Muslims has
seriously undermined the impact of the programme. It has only served to further alienate Muslim
communities giving rise to the notion of “suspect” communities. At the local level this has caused further
community cohesion tensions rather than strengthening community cohesion both within Muslim
communities and between diVerent.

6.3 Any programme which is perceived to have resulted in this outcome must be scrutinized and changed.

7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

7.1 The paradox of the PREVENT approaches is that they are over researched but under evaluated.
Single group funding is now fully recognized by politicians and policymakers alike to be limited in terms of
value for money and its impact on building community cohesion.

7.2 PREVENT is now the only remaining large scale single group funding which remains inconsistent
with wider funding policy. This needs to be addressed in order to be realigned with wider government
thinking on communities funding policy as a whole. There needs to be a connectivity between Prevent
hotspots and Urban Regeneration areas ( Working Neighbourhood Fund WNF) to assess whether there is
a link in terms of places and communities who do not access employment opportunities.

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

8.1 No the distinction is blurred in relation to intended achievements. On one hand the Prevent agenda
focuses on ensuring Muslim community integration and on the other by labeling as Prevent seeks to alienate
and make distinctions between the Muslim community and other communities. The working group however
recognised that the community cohesion and integration agenda is not an area where government can, or
should, have all the answers. However, it has an important role to lead a robust and inclusive debate that
penetrates both political and community arenas at all levels. Existing government policy strands, such as
active citizenship, civic participation, civil renewal, community cohesion and the emerging social capital
agenda all need to reflect the realities of Muslim communities’ day-to-day experiences within the wider
British context.

8.2 There is also a need to redefine the terms extremism, violent extremism and terrorism to be inclusive
and provide clarity on the routes to entry of each activity. Without this clarity we remain in the danger of
trying to find the needle in the haystack. At a time of economic downturn and government cutbacks it is not
justifiable to put so much eVort and money into an activity that generates very little output.

October 2009

Memorandum from Birmingham Activist Citizens Group (PVE 65)

Introduction to Group and Expertise

As a group of diverse professionals and community members working on and around Birmingham’s PVE
agenda since its inception we are keen to submit evidence concerning the programme. Our observations are
drawn from long-term and close observation of the ways in which PVE policies and practices have been
implemented with varying success in a city with a large minority ethnic and faith population, including
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numerous Muslim communities, and one that has come under considerable scrutiny regarding terror related
crime. As active citizens of Birmingham we are aware of the impact PVE has had on the city and its
communities, and as professionals involved in various projects and evaluations of PVE from our work
within academia, the public and third sectors we are able to highlight specific issues with a level of expertise.

Summary

While we have endeavoured to clarify our observations in more detail below, the following may act as a
summary of the most salient points:

— The remit between community cohesion and Prevent programmes has been blurred since the
inception of Prevent, creating confusion and tensions within and between communities, and in the
relationships between communities and state institutions, including the City Council, Local
Government, National Government and West Midlands Police.

— In particular, a lack of clarity stemming from the policies themselves, for example CONTEST 2,
has created a great deal of misunderstanding as to whether the government is attempting to prevent
violent extremist beliefs and acts, or promote a homogenising and assimilationist approach
towards those communities it deems problematic, particularly through the notion of “shared
values” and “moderate” British Muslims.

— The confusion has further damaged the co-operation of key community members whose
engagement may prove vital to the successful prevention of violence.

— A lack of transparency, independent evaluation and auditing of the programme, including projects
funded through the City Council’s PVE money (£2.4 million 2008–2011) has lead to damaging
charges of nepotism, a lack of strategy and honesty, and an inability to independently assess and
verify project impacts.

— The short-term nature of PVE funding and the increased cynicism about the aims of PVE have had
a detrimental eVect on community groups and projects who are otherwise ideally placed to
continue excellent work, which in the opinion of the group, may well be successful in countering
terrorism.

Addressing the Inquiry’s Questions

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

The group believes that while the notion of proactively preventing violent extremism at a community level
is an important one, and preferable to the dominance of the inevitable “harder” approaches of the reactive
“Pursue” strand in countering terrorism, the current programme has failed on a number of levels,
exacerbating community tensions, and causing as much disengagement as it has engagement.

2. A key problem with Prevent is that it is viewed as replicating the work of community cohesion (CC)—
if Muslim communities are involved, projects that would have been previously categorised as CC are better
funded under Prevent, with some community groups being explicitly directed by some local authorities to
apply for PVE funding, and using PVE language and criteria.

3. A related issue has grown around the failure to address the issue of poor socio—economic conditions
of predominantly BME communities (not just Muslim communities). This can be tied in with the work of
the other marginalised communities (eg white working classes) who also suVer from lack of access to power,
poor socio-eco conditions and addressing cohesion issues collectively rather than isolating already
marginalised groups which leads to further community and localised tensions.

4. Prevent has not escaped the early accusations that in targeting Muslim communities explicitly and
without sensitivity, it would alienate already marginalised citizens. It has continued to do this, with fear of
spying increasing. Those individuals who were already engaged, and whose level of social and political
capital were already high have gained—those who were disengaged and vulnerable have been further
isolated.

5. Communities and professionals working on the PVE agenda remain confused as to whether the
programme is about countering terrorism, or promoting undefined “British values” in an eVort to assimilate
those Muslims deemed “radical” or “backward”. The confusion is reflected within Government itself, and
demonstrated by its inability to engage eVectively with wide-ranging community groups and organisations.

6. The current programme has failed to engage those community members with the most experience and
understanding of violent radicalisation, with the Government apparently avoiding criticism by refusing to
engage those Muslims deemed “Salafi” or “Islamist”, despite police success with such groups, and the poor
definition of these categories. Some local authorities list strict criteria on who can and cannot apply. This
raises questions about whom the government finds acceptable or not.

7. Whilst local Muslim groups interested in applying for PVE funding have continued to be cautious in
their involvement, often viewing the PVE label as stigmatising and insulting in its conflation of Muslims and
Islam with terrorism, some community groups have taken advantage of the situation, proclaiming
themselves as experts and successfully and repeatedly gaining funding.
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8. In eVect, those groups who have far more credibility and expertise at a grassroots level, particularly
with young people and women, have thus been excluded, to the detriment of the programme.

9. A further problem with Prevent is that it alienates whole sections of communities and more specifically
the Muslim community.

10. Many people feel that their personal human rights and civil liberties are being infringed which makes
people feel further discriminated against. The use of Section 44 on young Muslims in particular is repeatedly
cited by community members.

11. Communities commonly ask whether Prevent is about solidifying the role of the security and police
apparatus as illustrated by the allegations of spying on the Muslim community. CLG initially encouraged
local authorities to take the stronger lead in the Pathfinder year as they were seen as more legitimate players
in terms of their natural link to communities. Over the past two years, whilst the Police have maintained a
distance from leading on the work with communities, their hold on the programme is significantly tighter,
with access to greater levels of public funding through the Home OYce.

12. A further source of tension and apparent disconnect with community experience within PVE is the
contrast between theory, as outlined in CONTEST 2 that ALL forms of violent extremism are of concern
to government, and the reality that Prevent focuses on actual and potential extremist violence exclusively
within Muslim communities. The rise—perceived and actual—in violent extremism in the form of attempted
indiscriminate and targeted attacks on minorities—increasingly Muslims—by far-right individuals and
groups, who seek to incite racial hatred and violence activities, not only hightenens community tensions, but
underscores the view that the Government dedicates resources to targeting “potentially vulnerable”
Muslims, while apparently turning a blind eye to actually violent racists.

13. In diverse cities such as Birmingham, in which there are histories of civil unrest within minority
communities, and where public marches against Islam by groups such as the “English Defense League” are
causing authorities to struggle to balance freedom of speech with the crime of inciting racial hatred, those
of us working around Prevent fail to understand why community projects that include young people from
communities vulnerable to far-right violent extremism as well as young Muslims vulnerable to violent
ideologies are being actively discouraged. Muslim communities in particular are well aware of these
diVerences, and levels of cynicism, hurt and mistrust continue to grow.

14. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism?

15. Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

16. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

17. Is the Government seeking and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

18. The Government’s analysis of radicalisation and the subsequent possibility of de-radicalisation
remains ill defined and unclear—perhaps reflecting a wider lack of empirical research in the field—there is
little evidential literature provided for those working within PVE.

19. Although CONTEST 2 acknowledges various forms of violent extremism, such as far right groups,
there is little evidence that any resources are being diverted for these purposes.

20. Despite public denials, key government agencies such as FCO, HO, Police departments, RICU
appear to use forms of demographic and psychological profiling, despite the ethical and empirical evidence
against its usage.

21. Further discontent has been created by the fact that Contest and Prevent do not address
Islamophobia. The 175 page Contest document makes no reference to this, further fuelling cynicism about
the Government’s message.

22. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities?
Has the Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—
or should be—aimed?

23. The City Council, like many others, has little connectivity with communities, and is therefore a weak
project leader/partner agency.

24. There remains a major problem relating to engagement and the politics of community representation.
By using and strengthening existing hegemonic community leadership routes to secure credibility and
communication, the Government’s messages have remained largely irrelevant within grassroots community
groups who are disconnected and disinterested in traditional community leadership and power politics.

25. There is evidence of success in Birmingham in that a number of community groups have engaged and
participated in projects. However, they may not have been informed that the funding emerged through
Prevent—some local authorities are consciously disguising Prevent as Cohesion due to local political
sensitivities.
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26. Despite Government recognition of the importance of engaging young people and women, there has
been a significant failure to create meaningful links and opportunities with women’s and young people’s
groups. Most groups, consultancies and champions who are seen as financially benefitting from the PVE
funded projects are male dominated. Though women and young people are used as a banner through which
to champion PVE projects, most project leads tend to be male, exclusive and kept within a small inner circle
of people.

27. Pressure to spend the money each year appears to drive planning, costings and project direction,
leading many to feel that Prevent lacks a clear and coherent strategy, and wastes public funding at the
expense if the tax payer, without reducing the risk of extremist violence.

28. Communication by government with communities, and communication by local authorities with
communities are both poor leading some to feel that Government (via CLG and Home OYce) lacks
legitimacy in its message and are comfortable to communicate only with those in the know—ie those people
who are connected and knowledgeable about funding. Recently, RICU and FCO have tried to communicate
using the web, newsletters etc, but this information is only as good as the mailing lists and reach into the
communities—message coordination with local authorities may only happen accidentally.

29. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

In the case of Birmingham there has been a failure to thoroughly and publically evaluate the PVE
programme.However, the measurement of success in a preventative process remains a problematic concept,
and not one which local partners have been able to achieve without Government support.

30. As such, there remains no way of knowing if communities are eVectively engaged—there is no baseline
study completed locally to see what has been understood.

31. There is evidence that those advising central government have little or insubstantial community based
experience or connectivity. This lack of expertise is reflected in the advice provided to local partners which
is often half-baked, constantly altering and blanket in scope and applicability. Such a model makes the work
overly universal and renders the multiple identities and contexts of local areas irrelevant.

32. There remains a general over-simplification in the literature and dialogue from agencies involved in
Prevent about diVerent Muslim groups and schools of thought: it is common for senior oYcials to refer to
Deobandis and Salafis in reductionist terms such as “bad”.

33. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

Regionally there appears very little transparency: most elected members in Birmingham appear not to
have been kept fully informed. Public information about projects that are funded, budgets, programme
leaders and governance arrangements on steering groups are circulated in the public domain if that
information is requested, but due to the lack of knowledge of how Prevent works, the amount of money
circulating in the public domain in a locality and key target areas largely remain unknown.

34. NI 35 may be in place but many local authorities’ have not fully adopted this within their performance
indicators.

35. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

36. Prevent is overly open to interpretation. Its objectives are too wide and subject to disparities in terms
of how it is understood and implemented. The five causal strands of Prevent: “challenging, disrupting,
supporting, increasing and addressing” can be interpreted by police, local authorities, community groups,
national government departments, border agencies etc, in a variety of ways.

37. Although government has sought to clarify that Prevent is not about targeting Muslim communities,
funding is approved for those targeting Muslim communities and predominantly for those groups that are
Muslim led (this policy has been amended as of September 2009). Some community groups have used the
opportunity to embrace PVE not out of conviction for meeting PVE aims, but because they feel that years
of under-funding for their communities and groups justifies an opportunity to right this wrong.

38. Some community groups equate project monitoring with intelligence gathering by the authorities as
the role of the police is visible both in terms of their presence on key strategic bodies as well as visibility
of uniform.

September 2009
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Memorandum from Dr H A Hellyer (PVE 69)

Introduction

The author was appointed by Her Majesty’s Government (HMG) to be Deputy Convenor of the Working
Group on “Tackling Extremism and Radicalisation” of the “Preventing Extremism Together” Working
Groups (PET) in August 2005.

— An academic at the University of Warwick and founder of a research consultancy on Muslim
world —West relations (the Visionary Consultants Group (www.visionaryconsultantsgroup.com),
he has been associated with think tanks in the US and the UK on issues pertaining to counter-
terrorism and counter-radicalisation, including the Brookings Institution & the International
Institute of Strategic Studies.

— He has provided expert advice to diVerent departments within the UK and US governments,
including the Department of Homeland Security (US), the Home OYce (UK), the Department of
Communities and Local Government (UK), and in 2007–08 was ESRC Placement Fellow at the
Foreign and Commonwealth OYce, as an independent Warwick University academic looking at
Muslim European communities.

Summary

1. Assessing the PREVENT agenda is diYcult, as over the past four years the “aims and goals” have been
redefined several times.

2. It is vital that the civil service be concerned foremost with eVectiveness and accountability—not
ideological agreement.

3. The diversity of the Muslim British community must be recognized, with these problems being viewed
as challenges facing British society as a whole.

Recommendations

I. Take steps to assess PREVENT’s success beyond DCLG—other government departments must be
investigated.

II. Recognise that PREVENT is in danger of being considered a part of PURSUE, and take steps to
remedy.

III. Make a clear distinction between PREVENT work, and the integration/community cohesion/
common values discussion.

IV. Violent extremism remains a threat; it is motivated by a variety of factors, and HMG, in partnership
with all our communities, must tackle each of those factors.

V. HMG must make clear that it has no desire to engage in “religious engineering” by promoting certain
groups over others owing to their support of HMG policies, If such groups break the law, they are held to
account like everyone else—but state—community engagement activity should not be done with the aim of
inducing “reformation” or other such ill-advised notions. This is not the role of the British state.

VI. Lobby groups or representative bodies should be dealt with on the basis of eVectiveness—if they are
able to induce positive change for the public good (good governance, increased capacity, and so forth), they
should be assisted through the same processes as any other community group or NGO.

VII. HMG must re-evaluate how it deals with newly created experts, who may have no background in
these issues. Bad expertise is often worse than no expertise.

VIII. HMG must create new ways to liase with the professional academic community, and professional
expertise in order to benefit from their expertise, on the basis of their knowledge.

IX. HMG must take steps to re-professionalise how the civil service deals with all non-HMG actors, and
investigate any claims of cronyism or unjustified preferential treatment

X. HMG must also be careful about considering specific gate-keepers into the Muslim community as
“the” gate-keepers, and be aware that the large majority of the Muslim community are very localised, and
outside the realm of national organisations.

XI. Current PREVENT initiatives that are in the public interest, but are more appropriately part of the
community cohesion agenda, should be funded separately from PREVENT.

XII. All PREVENT initiatives that can be self-sustaining should be encouraged to be so, and provided

Introductory remarks

1. Post-7 July, HMG had a clear opportunity to win the total support of Muslim communities in a
counter-terrorism and counter-radicalisation eVort.

2. This was a lost opportunity. While many parts of HMG used PREVENT as a way to continue the good
work they were doing pre-7 July, the PREVENT agenda has become discredited, for huge numbers of the
Muslim British community—its main target audience.
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3. This is the case not only in the UK but beyond—PREVENT is not simply a DCLG aVair, but also falls
within the purview of other government departments and ministries, particularly the Foreign OYce.

Recommendation: Take steps to assess and evaluate PREVENT’s success beyond DCLG other
government departments must be investigated.

Overall perception and credibility

4. PREVENT has a number of diVerent focal points—some of which are properly left within DCLG, but
whereas others belong solely to the security services.

5. Many around the country and internationally perceive PREVENT to be part and parcel of one large
security apparatus that stigmatises and problematises Muslim communities entirely as a security risk. In this
regard, PREVENT is in danger of being considered “‘PURSUE’ in sheep’s clothing”.

6. This increases anti-Muslim sentiment (commonly referred to as “Islamophobia”) across the country,
and may in part be why the British National Party’s vitriolic discourse against Islam and Muslims has
become so acceptable to large numbers of the wider British public.

7. PREVENT has also suVered by poor explanation to and reception by some of the tabloid media.

8. This is most vividly evident in the recent media coverage that claimed PREVENT was being used to
conduct espionage; the perception alone is damning (and was strengthened F by the moral validation of such
a perception by a PREVENT funded lobby group.

Recommendation: Recognise that PREVENT is in danger of being considered a part of PURSUE,
and take steps to remedy.

Recommendation: Make a clear distinction between all PREVENT work, and the integration/
community cohesion/common values discussion.

Violent Extremism

9. Violent extremism is still a reality and a threat to this country, our European neighbours, and perhaps
most of all, the Muslim world.

10. It is important that a strategy exists from HMG to empower Muslim communities, whether
domestically or internationally, to take the “battle of ideas” to violent extremists.

11. This should be done with important caveats. Firstly: it is rarely strictly religious motives that are the
main source of violent extremism: it is usually more through a combination of social and political
circumstances. PREVENT runs the risk of ignoring such individuals, at the peril of our national security.

12. Nevertheless, there remain a select & small group of violent extremists who are directly influenced by
a radical theology that justifies violent extremism—that radical theology must also be counteracted through
a “battle of ideas”.

Recommendation: Pay attention to the fact that violent extremism remains a threat, that it is
motivated by a variety of factors, and that HMG, in partnership with all our communities, must
tackle each of those factors accordingly.

“Religious engineering” and the “pseudo representational model”

13. The second caveat: HMG is not in the business of dictating what is or what is not religion—such
dogmas are left to religious communities themselves, within the confines of British law.

14. Nevertheless, it has become widely perceived that HMG is engaging in “religious engineering”
through remote proxies that are perceived to be “more true” or “more British”. The perception is that these
“more true” or “more British” interpretations of religious dogmas are thus so due to their being ideologically
more in tune with HMG policies, by being liberal/conservative/non-radical/etc.

15. The pseudo-representational model of pre-7 July, where one Muslim community organisation was
deemed to be the sole and legitimate representative of the entire Muslim British community, quickly came
to an end after the 7 July bombings. In one respect, this is positive, for no one organisation could not hope
to represent all Muslims in the UK.

16. However, PREVENT also led to HMG dealing with a plethora of other organisations that were even
less representative. The initial intention notwithstanding, this led to a suspicion that HMG was engaged in
unwarranted “religious engineering” within Muslim British communities—supporting other non-violent
voices over others, despite having no competency to do so.

17. HMG must make absolutely clear that it neither seeks, nor already has, any role whatsoever in
engaging in “religious engineering”. As long as they do not break any law of the land, any religious
interpretation is tolerable within British society.
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18. The funding of any activities of any of these groups must not be perceived to be the result of HMG
favoritism due to their being perceived as more pro-HMG, domestically or internationally. HMG must
make very clear its non-interest in encouraging certain types of legal religiosity over others, owing to a
perceived synergy of ideology—whether Sufi over Salafi, Salafi over Sufi, Sunni over Shi’i, Barelwi over
Deobandi and so forth.

19. Community organisations and lobby groups should be engaged with on the basis of eVectiveness, not
on the basis of media attention. Politicians should be also very careful before characterising organisations
they may like as laudable without giving due thought to how such organisations are actually perceived on
the ground.

20. Community lobby groups and representative bodies are important to deal with—and they should all
be dealt with, as long as they have broken no law. Nevertheless, the bottom line must be—how eVective are
they in creating change in particular communities on the ground?

21. Where faith groups are actively involved in counteracting practices or ideas that are illegal according
to British law, such activities should be vigorously supported through PREVENT funds if and only if they
are shown to have suYcient grounding within the community they intend to influence. Other activities
conducive to the public good, should also be funded but not through PREVENT.

22. In this regard, HMG would be empowering communities to counter-act illegal groupings; but HMG
has not been consistent in its testing the grounding of all activities it supports within the Muslim British
community through PREVENT. This has lead to further claims of “religious engineering”, as unqualified
and non-rooted actors are empowered far beyond their ability to influence.

Recommendation: HMG must make it clear that it has no desire to engage in “religious
engineering” by promoting certain groups over others owing to their support of HMG policies.
If such groups break the law, they are held to account like everyone else—but state-community
engagement activity should not be done with the aim of inducing “reformation” or other such ill-
advised notions. This is not the role of the British state.

Recommendation: Lobby groups or representative bodies should be dealt with on the basis of
eVectiveness—if they are able to induce positive change for the public good (good governance,
increased capacity, and so forth), they should be assisted through the same processes as any other
community group or NGO.

“Religious engineering” and the “pseudo-expert model”

23. HMG has taken the step of privileging certain non-representational organisations or individuals over
others to further its replacement of the “pseudo-representational model”. Unfortunately, such organisations
or individuals have not always been vetted through objective avenues, and a widely held perception is that
they have been so privileged (often with funding) owing to their popularity, rather than their (pseudo-)
expertise.

24. The media is partly responsible for creating a pseudo-background for many of these cases, but
politicians and all actors relating to PREVENT need to take responsibility for this state of aVairs, where
overnight, previously unknown individuals or groups become “experts”.

25. HMG’s terminology in describing the problematic groups within Muslim communities has a troubled
background, and often, much confusion could have been avoided by relying less on ideologically based
“think-tanks” and more on professional expertise.

26. In this regard, the Economic and Social Research Council’s eVorts in arranging placements for
members of academia to go into HMG departments and HMG oYcials to enter university departments on
secondments (through the Knowledge Transfer program) is a good example of a model that should be
replicated.

27. PREVENT’s first major initiative could be considered to be the formulation of the seven working
groups set up after 7 July. The proposals and recommendations from those groups have generally been
ignored. Moreover, by and large, members of those groups, many of whom were career professionals in the
areas most directly needed by HMG, were not invited to contribute to what became the PREVENT agenda.
Instead, a new set of gate-keepers emerged in this regard.

Recommendation: HMG must re-evaluate how it deals with newly created experts, who may have
no background in these issues. Bad expertise is often worse than no expertise.

Recommendation: HMG must create new ways to liase with the academic community, and
professional expertise in order to benefit from their expertise, on the basis of their knowledge; not
on the basis of their friendly attitude towards the powers that be.
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PREVENT’S gatekeepers

28. One destructive side eVect of the PREVENT agenda is the creation of “gate-keepers” between HMG
and Muslim communities. These “gate-keepers” are to be found on a national level and international level,
within HMG itself, and might be Muslim or non-Muslim.

29. The creation of such “gate-keepers” has meant that rather than a professional civil service being called
upon to deal with such issues, with the neutrality and objectivity that represents, we often have individuals
who may have particularly narrow political agendas involved. Such individuals may promote their own
notions, without oversight, and use their positions as “gate-keepers” to award, or indeed punish non-HMG
partners. Such actions may be as insignificant as invitations to HMG events or forums, or as significant as
participation in HMG-funded initiatives. This has resulted in a degradation of how professional civil
servants are meant to conduct themselves, and is potentially conducive to corruption and opportunism.

30. ”Gate-keepers” also act within the Muslim community. HMG has to resist the temptation to cut
corners, by referring to a small and select number of individuals and groups as the equivalent of local
tribal leaders.

Recommendation: HMG must take steps to re-professionalise how the civil service deals with all
non-HMG actors with regards to PREVENT—whether Muslim or not, and investigate any claims
of cronyism or unjustified preferential treatment

Recommendation: HMG must also be careful about considering specific gate-keepers into the
Muslim community as “the” gate-keepers, and be aware that the larger majority of the Muslim
community are very localized, and outside the realm of national organizations, let alone

Specific issue with credibility: PREVENT’s conflation of agendas

31. Although this review is primarily concerned with DCLG, and thus with national aVairs, PREVENT
also has an international dimension, such as through the Foreign OYce abroad.

32. A number of oYcials have privately expressed reservations as to how their work has had to shift from
being carried out in an “engagement prism” to a “PREVENT prism”, domestically and abroad.

33. This has lead to rather absurd results—such as arts festivals being funded through “PREVENT” and
ensuring that all engagement with Muslim communities domestically is permanently imprinted with a
security veneer. At the moment, reports indicate that many community organisations are not accepting
PREVENT money for this type of work, owing to the conflation of the “PREVENT” agenda.

34. Abroad, the same sort of reservations can be felt, and in some cases more so. The Foreign and
Commonwealth OYce in late 2007 restructured all its engagement work with Muslim communities abroad
(including the appropriately named “Engagement with the Islamic World” unit) to be subsumed under the
new department of “Counter-Terrorism”.

35. This has led to many staV refusing to use new HMG-issued business cards that refer to “Counter-
Terrorism” or “PREVENT”, and instead using older cards, from pre-”Prevent” days, that are far more
neutral, and do not problematise the Muslim communities they are interacting with.

36. The end result of all this means that the Muslim community as a whole is constructed as a “suspect
community”. This is fundamentally counter-productive to any counter-radicalisation or counter-terrorism
program, and is not what PREVENT was meant to achieve.

Recommendation: HMG must split and distinguish between “engagement” activity, which must
continue on a national and international level, and PREVENT activity. Conflating the two sets is
counter-productive.

PREVENT’s initiatives

37. Grassroots PREVENT initiatives that are in the public interest, but not necessarily directly related
to issues of security should continue. We may not see direct consequences of such eVorts for some time to
come, but in the long run, we would be well advised to consider such initiatives as far better than the mass
production of violent, radical discourse.

38. Such initiatives must in the long-run become self-sustaining—and in the meantime, must remain as
independent as possible from HMG political interference in order to maintain credibility.

39. But, it must be stated—if the proposed aim of the initiative(s) are for community cohesion, they
should be directed through a separate and non-related process, as distinct from counter-terrorism as much
as possible.

Recommendation: Current PREVENT initiatives that are in the public interest, but are more
appropriately part of the community cohesion agenda, should be funded separately from
PREVENT.

Recommendation: All PREVENT initiatives that can be self-sustaining should be encouraged to
be so, and provided with training and resources to be so for the long-term.
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Memorandum from NAMP (National Association of Muslim Police) (PVE 71)

Summary

The below is a brief outline of National Association of Muslim Police (NAMP) submission for the
Preventing Violent Extremism enquiry.

Prior to beginning our summary, we take this opportunity in explaining the reason for our delay in making
this submission. NAMP was given the opportunity at a late hour and has made attempt to get a submission
that will support the overall investigation/enquiry into PREVENT.

It is first real opportunity for us to make a real contribution to any such enquiry and we welcome this
opportunity. NAMP has been established since July 2007 and is a Police OYcer and StaV based support
network, we have some 12 aYliated forces and four in interim phase in England, Wales and Scotland, with
a membership of over 2000.

Our objectives include:

— Support Network.

— Increase Trust/Confidence and improve Community Cohesion.

— Recruitment/Retention and Progression.

— Raising Islamic Awareness and dealing with Equality issues such as Islamophobia.

The PREVENT strategy has been with us for suYcient time to enable a methodical review of its delivery
and eVectiveness. Any such strategy must be subject to review and we welcome this committee’s enquiry.

From the outset a very sizeable section of the Muslim Community has shown real concern at the main
thrust and inner drive being focused on Islam and Muslims. Whilst there is a clear need to address some
under lying concerns within the Muslim Communities. Radicalisation and extremism are not confined to
the Muslim Community. Recent examples of acts of Terrorism in Northern Ireland are a testament to this.
We have seen a growth of the threat posed by the right wing. This threat takes the form of both political and
direct action, direct action has seen the rise of potential of the far right. Recent arrests and indeed the Brixton
nail bombings show that there are individuals in other societies that are not in tune with main stream Britain.

The Muslim communities feel a sense of frustration that the institutions that can protect them are not
really listening to their concerns. The consultation appears to be a simple tick box exercise with no real
interest in solving the real issues aVecting us all.

The strategies of PREVENT were historically focused on so called Islamist extremism.

This has subjected the biggest Black and Minority Ethnic community and second biggest faith group in
an unprecedented manner, stigitimatising them in the process. It has also arguably isolated them and visibly
made them the focus of all our anti Terror actions for a substantial period. The net result may have caused
some serious damage to Community Cohesion.

Never before has a community been mapped in a manner and nor will it be, it is frustrating to see this in
a country that is a real pillar and example of freedom of expression and choice. Our British system is a model
for the world to follow, yet we have embarked on a journey that has put this very core of British values under
real threat. This has been echoed from all areas of the globe, the UN in New York to Liberty based in the UK.

The hatred towards Muslims has grown to a level that defies all logic and is an aVront to British values.
The climate is such that Muslim are subject to daily abuse in a manner that would be ridiculed by Britain,
were this to occur any where else. An example of this was the recent BBC programme titled “hate at your
door step”. This programme gave us an insight at level of abuse faced by many Muslims in Britain on a
daily basis.

We must not diminish our British values further by continuing to allow such behavior and policies to
continue unchecked.

Institute Race Relations Report SPOOKED by Arun Kundhani listed some key areas of real concern,

The report’s key findings are that:

— Prevent-funded voluntary sector organisations and workers in local authorities are becoming
increasingly wary of the expectations on them to provide the police with information on young
Muslims and their religious and political opinions.

— The atmosphere promoted by Prevent is one in which to make radical criticisms of the government
is to risk losing funding and facing isolation as an “extremist”, while those organisations which
support the government are rewarded.

— Local authorities have been pressured to accept Prevent funding in direct proportion to the
numbers of Muslims in their area—in eVect, constructing the Muslim population as a “suspect
community”.

— Prevent decision-making lacks transparency and local accountability.

— Prevent has undermined progressive elements within the earlier community cohesion agenda and
absorbed from it those parts which are most problematic.
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— The current emphasis of Prevent on depoliticising young people and restricting radical dissent is
actually counter-productive because it strengthens the hands of those who say democracy is
pointless.

1. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

1.1 There has to be an alternative in dealing with extremism, whether Islamic or Non Islamic. The present
PREVENT and CONTEST 2 in seen, perceived and based on so called Islamic Extremist.

1.2 The initiative has been led from the start by issues that included International matters namely Foreign
policy, yet this was largely ignored in strategic term’s and was only part acknowledged after all the strategies
had been devised. The impact of Foreign policy is still not really addressed neither are grievances nor the
sense of duplicity and double standards.

1.3 The term does not lend itself well to public acceptability and apart from the negativity that has gained
momentum over time; the badge is in serious need of refreshment and change.

1.4 If we are to tackle extremism, our strategy needs to reflect this not just in word, actions but in spirit.
We need to be seen to doing and practicising what we preach, the old adage of “do as I say and not as I do”
needs to disappear if we are to deal with these threats.

1.5 All forms Right Wing, Separatist, so called Islamist, Green issues, Single entity……. need to
addressed as opposed to the current PREVENT focus on Islam.

1.6 We need to seriously consider the Prevent agenda sitting within Cohesion and being more acceptable
to general Social Cohesion rather than its current Counter Terrorism base. However there may need to be
caution of the danger’s of this being too politicised if we adapt this format.

1.7 It appears that the whole of the Muslim Communities some 2 million plus is being stigitimsed and
mapped from start to end, There has never been in any case in history to such eVective mapping apart from
the Martian era in America pre the second world war.

1.8 It can be argued that there is a connection in the rise of islamophobia and our PREVENT programme
as it feeds on the stereo types that the media and some right wing parties promote i.e all Muslims are evil
and non trust worthy.

2. How robust is the Government’s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

2.1 The present PREVENT strategy is based very narrowly in its analysis and root causes, there is no
mention of deprivation factors ie Report of TUC re deprivation in Pakistani and Bengali Communities to
name one source, discrimination ie anecdotal evidence and EU human Rights report on Discrimination in
Europe, whilst this did not include the UK. There is anecdotal evidence to show this is mirrored in the UK
in the form of Islamophobia ie Runnymede trust report a challenge for all of us in 1997 and various other
reports show this as a daily challenge. There appears to be no strategy to acknowledge nor drive this by the
use of a problem solving approach

Our foreign policy appears to be based on established pressure groups and some would say double
standards ie Israel’s breach of countless United Nations resolutions along with its possession of Nuclear
Weapons shows a lack of honest brokering by key players including the UK as all have failed to take any
action here but this is contrasted with similar occurrences elsewhere. There appears to be in consistency in
our approach to matters such as the lack of any real actions in Gaza in comparison to our rapid action in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

2.2 There is concern as to who was consulted and who formed part of the original group that devised our
PREVENT strategy. It appears that the usual suspects and those with whom we appear to be comfortable
with were part of the so called inner circle.

2.3 All research including that by OSCT from interviews with those convicted of Terrorism acts shows
Islam was not and is not a real driver but all our strategy seem to focus on this unevidenced view of Islam
being the driver. In fact the research shows that firstly the so called Terrorist have little if any knowledge of
Islam and secondly were they to be more islamically aware they may not be susceptable to such deviance
or actions.

2.4 Foreign policy and an un even handed approach to world aVairs has caused major concern in our
communities. Modern society is more knowledgeable of current aVairs and has greater access to world news
from a variety of sources, spin is not a productive tool in long run ie Current Debate on Rendition, The Iraq
enquiry, Abu Garib, . . . etc. Prevent does not really tackle these root causes.

2.5 Terrorism is a complex area for us all and a more thorough research should have been commissioned
before any consideration was given to the PREVENT strategy being formulated. There needs to be a clear
understanding of what drives people and individuals to break away from so called normal behaviour and
take the deviant route to radical or criminal action that we refer to.
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3. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government’s strategy for engaging with communities? Has the
Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is—or should
be—aimed?

3.1 There is a perception that Government is comfortable speaking with those who appear to foster and
support its own views rather than those that represent the communities, ie Muslim Council of Britain has
been politicized and marginalized and is a main stream popular Muslim organisation.This approach is
hugely divisive and counter productive particularly when we consider engagement with our communities
has to be based on real and not selective engagement.

3.2 The Quilliam Foundation and British Muslim Forum appear to be flavor of the Month, whilst other
main stream are ignored and marginalized. There are echoes of what was often said about the Racism
problems of the 70’s and 80’s, who do they really represent? We appear to have ignored the lessons learnt
from these dark days.

3.3 Arguable the programme has been restricted in eVectiveness although this cannot be truly gauged due
to a lack of an eVective transparent review of the strategy. There appears to be strong belief that we have
not really engaged nor reached the real targets of our objectives.

4. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

4.1 There appears to be little in terms of evaluation of all the projects and work carried out thus far. Local
authorities and partners all have management tools of evaluation; the question is not whether they have the
tools and support but more whether there is any real evaluation of delivery based on eVectiveness and cost.

4.2 The lack of demographically and representative Muslim perspectives in key areas is of concern and
needs to addressed ie lack of Muslims in key areas of decision making.

4.3 This can be evidenced from Local authority to government as there is little visible representation.
Clearly if we all to be part of one community we need to be seen and reflecting our communities
demographics (Muslims make up some 3% and some local authorities as high as 15–20%), yet the lack of
Muslims is puzzling.

5. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

5.1 Whilst the projects such as Chanel from Prevent appear to be showing success in terms of referrals
and recent take on of some right wing extremism. There is question again about the targeting of the real
needy. It is debatable whether we are reaching the really hard to reach individuals who may be eVected by
this thought process.

5.3 There seems too little transparency or evaluations of projects of prevent, hence it is not easy to
measure or evidence success. Yet again it is all based around Islam and Conjecture.

5.4 There is concern at the PREVENT agenda and anecdotal evidence show’s that sections of the Muslim
Communities and the wider community are realigning themselves away from this programme due to the
negativity and impact on communities especially Muslim .

5.5 There is concern of the use of comforting partners, organisations that we appear to like. We need to
be based more broadly in terms of the main stream Muslim communities, organizations and not be entirely
focused on new emerging organizations, specifically those born out of political drive.

6. Is the Government seeking, and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

6.1 There appears to be greater consultation from top down by better inclusion of Muslim’s within the
process ie Acceptance at OSCT of Muslim Involvement and NAMP being finally included in the ACPO
Prevent Board.

6.2 Such attendance is still seen as tokenistic as representatives are vastly outnumbered and hence out
voted on any real debate. We need to ensure that whilst the Muslim Communities is not solely responsible
for proactive work in reducing extremism, it is eVectively represented by the right individuals where the
need arises.

6.3 Counter Terrorism units are an example of this disproportionate representation, NAMP in
partnership with National Prevent delivery Unit are undertaking a piece of research to look at monitoring
staV representation and hopefully work with ACPO on any issues identified.

6.4 The impact and growth of the far right and its ability to carry out Terror acts cannot and should not
be under estimated.
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7. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

7.1 As indicated above (4.1, 4.2, 4.3) there is little in terms of critical evaluation of outcomes.

7.2 This need’s careful consideration in view of the economic constraints and in eVective use of key
financial resources during these diYcult times.

7.3 The opinion of the Muslim Communities does not appear to be eVectively gauged or taken into
consideration ie Start of prevent and serious concerns of the community, like Muslim Council of Britain,
Muslim Safety Forum on other matters such as Gaza, Gazan Convoy, Protests outside the Israeli Embassy
re Gazan siege, Arrest of individual in Manchester in April 2009 and also those most recently in Manchester.
There is a perception that the institutions appear to be paying lip service and any concerns or opinion in not
really acted upon or considered.

7.4 There is evidence to show that some communities are no longer supportive of prevent and appear to
be walking away from the large financial gains due to the negative impact and perceptions ie Most recent
cases of arrest in the North.

8. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and the
priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

8.1 Reports from EU Policing show that the threats faced by EU are predominately from far right and
separatist extremism some 70%. The reports also show that there is a real need to re examine our terminology
and strategies of prosecution. Namely what is extremism and Terrorism?Evidence shows we deal with so
called Islamist extremists as Terrorist, whilst the right wing and separatist are dealt with as extremist hence
facing lesser (charges)legal action.

8.2 The biggest haul of weaponry in the UK was from Right Wing Sources.

8.3 We needs to ensure our Prevent and Cohesion strategies are based on equality and impact assessed
eVectively on all our communities, this includes our so called definitions.
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Gazan Protest Guardian 10 Jan 2009
http://www.bbc.co.uk/iplayer/episode/b00nfr2h/Panorama Undercover Hate on the Doorstep/

Guardian Govt anti terror strategy spies on Muslims V DODD 16 Oct 2009
http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk/2009/oct/16/anti-terrorism-strategy-spies-innocents

Guardian Community fear project to counter extremism is not is not what it seems 16 Oct 2009
http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2009/oct/16/prevent-counter-islamic-extremism-intelligence

Guardian Muslim Group hit out at terror funding with security strings attached 4 Oct 2009
http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2009/oct/04/muslim-groups-community-funding-security

Islamist watch Anti-terror code “would alienate most Muslims” 17 Feb 2009
http://www.islamist-watch.org/1338/anti-terror-code-would-alienate-most-muslims

Times Online Lord Carlile attacks Gordon Brown comment’s on April 2009 Terror Arrests 25 Nov 2009
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/crime/article6930709.ece

Asian News GMP slammed over botched terror arrests 25 Nov 2009
http://www.theasiannews.co.uk/news/s/1183770 gmp slammed over botched terror arrests
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TE STAT EU TERRORISM SITUATION TREND REPORT 2008
http://www.europol.europa.eu/publications/EU Terrorism Situation and Trend Report TE-SAT/
TESAT2008.pdf

November 2009

Memorandum from the Reading Council for Racial Equality (PVE 72)

Background

The Reading Council for Racial Equality has been dealing with issues of discrimination & racial equality
for over forty years. In 2006, RCRE joined with Reading Muslim Council to lead the Reading pathfinder
Preventing Violent Extremism project.

The project created the concept of Community Ambassadors. This was based on the belief that the fight
against all forms of extremism should be lead by Reading people from all sections of the community. People
were recruited and briefed about the subject and asked to lead debates in the local community.

Two unpaid co-ordinators, Mustafa Chaudhary (Reading Muslim Council) and Rajinder Sohpal
(Director, RCRE) led the work with the pilot project working through a partnership called Reading Forum
Against Extremism.

In 2007–8, Reading Borough Council were awarded the funding of £80,000. Mr Mustafa Chaudhary was
employed as the project co-ordinator, the main theme being to work with Higher & Further Education
establishments. At this stage, the local branch of the Hzb-Ut-Tahrir began to openly oppose and disrupt the
work. This was done though the formation of the “Reading PVE Crisis Group”. The initiative has been
strongly lead by the Reading Muslim Council and Hizb-ut-Tahrir. Given that Project Coordinator
originated from the RMC, it was seems that the project itself was eVectively disrupted though a conflict of
interests. The RCRE published the results of its own work during the year (funded largely by the EHRC
and some supplementary support from the PVE programme), but no final report seems to have been
published for the main project.

When the funding for 2008–11 was announced by the Government, the Council continued to consult and
invite ideas for future work. RCRE submitted formal proposals and it is stated that the RMC submitted
informal proposals for taking the lead on implementing NI35. As the latter has never been documented, it
is diYcult to presume what the actual proposed idea consisted of.

The Council adopted an approach of encouraging communities to put forward project ideas. Many
organisations have put forward projects and some have been funded. Even at the time of writing, the
available budget has not been fully allocated and further ideas are being developed in the community.

However, the PVE Crisis group and RMC adopted a strong position against Contest 2 and the
NI35 indicator. This reached a height when questions were submitted to a council meeting held on the
23 June 2009. There is evidence of bullying and intimidation by these opponents, against Muslim
organisations and individuals who have shown interest in engaging. People have been told that the PVE
funding money is “haraam” and should not be used by Muslims.

The RCRE assessment of the rather confused situation is as follows. The Hzb-Ut-Tahrir seem to hold a
position of fundamental opposition to PVE work. The RMC, on the other hand, seem to have adopted their
position of opposition on grounds of their failure to secure control over the whole of the budget.

Current Position

To date the Hzb-Ut-Tahrir in partnership with Reading Muslim Council lead a prominent and
successfully campaign to run a smear the PVE work in Reading. This smear has included scare-stories that
the PVE work will mean Muslim children will be interrogated by the police, Mosques will be spied upon,
Islam is under threat of being distorted etc. A further summary of the objections mainly with the national
PVE policy can be found in a letter dated 27 October 2008 on the PVE crisis group. The Group seems happy
to use the names of organisations without their permission to convey an image of respectability. For
example, the Pakistan Community Centre and the BASIAN organisations are reported as signatories to
oppose PVE work, but are in fact running PVE projects.

The recent so-called study funded by the Rowntree Trust was supposed to consult with people working
on PVE projects but in fact managed to speak to known opponents in RMC.

RCRE Projects

RCRE are running two main projects, Community Awareness and Women against extremism network.
we also have an active interest in the Faith project with the local Pakistan Community Centre. We welcome
debate. All three of these projects are cross-community and not specifically one community. Our view is that
the problems we face in Reading are especially from the far right extremism. We are also concerned that there
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is inadequate engagement in decision making from some sections of the community, notably women. Our
work aims to positively address these by working with all sections of the community. None of the projects
“stigmatise” or alienate the Muslim community, but this is a regular criticism from opponents.

QA. Is the Prevent programme the right way of addressing the problem of violent extremism, or are there better
ways of doing it?

No.

The problem lies with the way in which the programme has been rolled out. There are three big concerns
but lots of small ones.

Firstly, early inflammatory speeches from the then Prime Minister, Mr Blair and former President Bush
linking Islam with terrorism have been the founding blocks for these programmes. Whilst Government now
has changed its approach, for many, the links to those anti-Muslim sentiments will always make this work
wrong. The way the money was allocated on the basis of the numbers of Muslims living in a Council area.
This tends to reinforce the racist ideology from the two former leaders.

Second, the fact that there is a problem of extremism from the far right was largely ignored in the early
days of this work.

The two point combined have caused three major problems on the ground:

— The approach has focussed the attention of many on just Muslim communities, both causing a
feeling of injustice for ordinary peace-loving Muslims.

— It has given legitimacy to and a “free-run” to racists.

— It the approach has given reason for extremists, like the Hzb-Ut-Tahrir material to persuade
ordinary Muslims that the world is against them.

Thirdly, the link with what the Police are doing with their PVE work has been unhelpful. Whilst only a
few challenge the role of the police in PVE work, no one is happy to see community projects linked to the
work of the police. The creation of Prevent OYcers working in the police service does nothing but confuse
our work. Some (deliberately) see not distinction between the Police PVE work and community work. This
leads to community projects being accused of being police spies. Some in Reading have promoted the idea
that Prevent is actually Pursue.

Locally in Reading, we have not followed the national restricted approach, we have been more inclusive.
However, the critics have used the above to undermine our work.

1. We would welcome Prevent being separated from the PVE agenda of the Police so as to save confusion
on whose role is that of engaging, enforcing, community cohesion and so forth.

2. Prevent should be a functional part of the overall policy but the views of the Muslim community and
opposition to NI35 and Contest 2 should be addressed in order to move forward with the Muslim
community and make Preventing Violent Extremism the responsibility of all races, faiths and cultures not
just one community.

3. A fundamental change to the national policy is required as we have suVered with significant progress
and do not know the long term aVects of rebuilding important community relations because of the current
national policy.

4. We would like Prevent funding to explicitly include far right groups who have recently had an
increasing influence locally and nationally.

5. The wider cohesion and engagement work should be sustainable.

6. We would support independent research analysis in looking for additional or alternative approaches
to tackle extremism among all communities rather than focusing on one community.

QB. How robust is the Government”s analysis of the factors which lead people to become involved in violent
extremism? Is the “Prevent” programme appropriately targeted to address the most important of those factors?

Not robust at all

The origins of the programme are locked into misguided and racist ideology from some former world
leaders, rather than on analysis.

1. We have found many arguments such as foreign policy, social deprivation, lack of belonging, etc. There
is no evidence that these lead people to violent extremism in themselves. What seems important is that
decision makers are listening and sensitive to concerns.

2. Our local, albeit anecdotal work in the community suggest that there is a real fear of causing oVence
by airing views and feelings. To such an extent that people who might think they have extremist ideas will
only talk amongst people with similar ideas. This makes impossible any correction and tend to reinforce
stereotypes. More needs to be done to encourage open constructive dialogue.
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3. Part of our work has involved capacity building, networking and empowerment to local women so they
actively get involved within the community. Women play a vital role in the community and in families and
perhaps there needs to be more investment in education, women being placed in work and having platforms
to speak openly.

QC. How appropriate, and how eVective, is the Government”s strategy for engaging with communities? Has
the Government been speaking to the right people? Has its programme reached those at whom it is — or should
be—aimed?

At the national level, we feel that there has been a knee-jerk reaction to bring in so-called leaders, almost
to a point of desperation. In many cases, there has been a willingness to take high risks with unknown
quantities rather than to call on long-established structures of “representation”. The idea of
“representation” itself is flawed. The focus has been on the Muslim community and there is little track record
of recognised representation at the national level because there are no such structures within the faith. We
feel that the emphasis should be on what people can oVer and their commitment.

In Reading,

1. In Reading there are many diVerent complex tensions between community organisations and statutory
bodies. Owing to the well organised disruption and smear campaigns it has been diYcult to reach all sections
of the community.

2. We have found it easy adopting engaging with a cross–section of the community. Disruption has been
made diYcult but not impossible to connect with Muslims.

QD. Is the necessary advice and expertise available to local authorities on how to implement and evaluate the
programme?

Not sure.

1. This work has been a challenge and it is fair to say that we have all been learning together and even
the formal structures (Regional Government oYces, Police etc) have not always had answers to diYcult
questions.

2. Discussions are held with the local authority at Management meetings but advice ought to be taken
on board from our organisation as we have experience and an unparalleled expertise in a rapidly changing
Prevent environment from a community perspective.

3. The most important resource has been local knowledge and connections.

QE. Are the objectives of the “Prevent” agenda being communicated eVectively to those at whom it is aimed?

1. The communication has been a key weakness. Nationally, the message that the current threat is from
AlQaeeda has been swamped with statements about the Muslim community.

2. Locally, this has caused confusion and sent out wrong messages to the community and helped
opponents. This would be appropriately addressed from central government with clear guidelines on what
should be communicated.

3. Concerns regarding spying, possible detention of young people etc have not been addressed adequately.
Instead, close association of the community projects with the Thames Valley Police, Prevent Engagement
has further such allegations.

4. The correct values of transparency, honesty, integrity etc have not been respected by those who wish
to disrupt. Under these circumstances, the Uniting Reading will always be on the back–foot.

QF. Is the Government seeking and obtaining, appropriate advice on how to achieve the goals of the “Prevent”
programme?

We support the idea that the Government and local authorities should listen to as many voices as possible
and especially including those who are not funded. At the same time, there needs to be awareness of the fact
that some should very loud and are not necessarily a representative voice.

QG. How eVectively has the Government evaluated the eVectiveness of the programme and the value for money
which is being obtained from it? Have reactions to the programme been adequately gauged?

1. At present it would be diYcult to evaluate the eVectiveness of a programme like this. It requires more
time to evaluate any true results as this is a long term eVort as well as the programmes objectives being
changed since its inception in Reading.

2. Reactions in our local authority have not been adequately gauged, which may or may not have
contributed to those who had been supportive or willing to discuss the project having a perception that they
are not being consulted with regarding their issues towards the programme.

3. This work has lead to tensions and divisions within the Reading community as was evident in the run
up to the recent elections of the local Pakistan Community Centre. Prevent was made a key issue against
the existing committee Part of the election campaign included references to the PVE agenda accusing the
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present committee of signing up Prevent without consulting the community. One of the statements read
“They have shockingly inferred in their own election campaign publicity that they will be monitoring our
community! On whose orders are they spying on us, the community? At what price have they sold us, the
community they are supposed to represent? Do they even understand what PVE is all about? Have they (can
they!) even read the policy documents NI35 and Contest 2 and realise the implications. (The Opposition
Pakistan Community Centre Election Team, 2009)

QH. Is there adequate diVerentiation between what should be achieved through the Prevent programme and
the priorities that concern related, but distinct, policy frameworks such as cohesion and integration?

1. No, and in our view, the desire to have such a distinction is erroneous and based on funding audits
rather than the business end. A good quality community cohesion must be key to success, and would have
more support in the community. It is a pity that better ways cannot be found to increase accountability.

2. The national strategy has harmed our local work and provided groups such as Hizb-ut-Tahrir with a
cause. Currently such organisations are getting a good foothold in the community with scare-stories about
“stigmatising”, “spying” etc. A wider community cohesion approach would enable communities to come
together more easilly.

Printed in the United Kingdom by The Stationery OYce Limited
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This article introduces evolutionary psychology to a general readership, with the
purpose of applying evolutionary psychology to suicide terrorism. Some of the
key concepts related to evolutionary psychology are discussed, as well as several
misconceptions associated with this approach to psychology. We argue that one of
the primary, but insufficient, motivating factors for suicide terrorism is strong
religious belief. Evolutionary psychological theories related to religious belief,
and supporting empirical work, are described, laying a foundation for examining
suicide terrorism. Several promising directions for future research on suicide
terrorism from an evolutionary psychological perspective are highlighted,
particularly within the theoretical framework of kin selection, and the implications
of applying evolutionary psychology to suicide terrorism are discussed.

Keywords: evolutionary psychology; suicide terrorism; religion; kin selection

Introduction

Suicide terrorist acts, and the fatalities associated with such acts, have increased
dramatically throughout the world over the last decade (Hronick, 2006). It is vital for
researchers to redouble their efforts to understand why this behavior occurs, because
with greater understanding comes the potential means to curtail its occurrence.
Already several attempts have been made to identify systematic psychological
features of suicide terrorists or to identify the psychological factors that give rise to
acts of suicide terrorism (see Borum, 2004; Hoffman, 1999; Ross, 1996), but it is
ultimately the architecture of our minds that makes such behavior a possibility. Our
minds must be vulnerable to being convinced to put one’s ideals – often the most
powerful being religious ideals – above one’s own life (Dennett, 2006).

Psychologists often attempt to explain mental phenomena through proximate
causes; that is, through the immediate, salient reasons for a given phenomenon (see
Workman & Reader, 2008). For instance, most of us find painful experiences highly
unpleasant and go out of our way to avoid them. On the other hand, we tend to pursue
enjoyable experiences, such as sex, with great zeal. We can account for such behaviors
through physiological means, by describing how the nervous system responds to the
respective phenomena of painful stimuli and sex. Or we can ask people why they
avoid pain and pursue sex, reaching an obvious conclusion: sex feels good, and pain
does not. Although such (admittedly oversimplified) proximate explanations are of
interest and contribute to our understanding of human nature, they do not provide a

*Corresponding author. Email: jliddle1@fau.edu
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full explanation. In other words, they do not account for why such behaviors exist in
the first place. Why do we feel pain at all? Why are we so motivated to pursue sex?

The answer lies in that blind, unconscious, omnipresent driving force behind
biological diversity on earth: natural selection. Only by looking at the mind as a
product of natural selection can we arrive at a full explanation, and once we do, we
can gain a greater understanding of human behavior. The pleasure derived from sexual
behavior, as well as the pain derived from various harmful stimuli, is a result of
specific pieces of cognitive architecture that we have inherited from our ancestors.
Our ancestors are those individuals who responded to stimuli in a way that made them
more likely to survive and reproduce than their conspecifics, on average. The
cognitive architecture that made those responses possible, whether it be responding to
sex with pleasure or to harmful stimuli with pain and avoidance, were then selected
for and eventually became ‘universal’ characteristics of the species. An evolutionary
approach to psychology can thus do much more than merely catalog psychological
phenomena and describe which conditions give rise to particular mental states; it can
account for why such mental states and behavioral proclivities exist in the first place.

There is no reason in principle why this approach cannot be extended to the topic
of suicide terrorism, and even terrorism in general. Whatever the proximate causes of
such behavior, there must be underlying evolved mechanisms that open these
behaviors up to the realm of human possibility. The purpose of this article is to explore
just this possibility by introducing evolutionary psychology to a general readership
and explaining how such an approach is valuable to understanding suicide terrorism.

We argue that one of the primary, if not the most important, motivating factors
underlying the occurrence of suicide terrorism is religious belief. Although we are not
suggesting that all suicide terrorism is necessarily religiously motivated, there is
significant overlap between suicide terrorism and religion, in that the vast majority of
those who commit suicide terrorism espouse strong religious beliefs (see Pedahzur,
Perliger, & Weinberg, 2003; Weinberg, Pedahzur, & Canetti-Nisim, 2003), often of a
fundamentalist or extremist nature, most notably Islamic (Harris, 2004). This overlap
suggests that understanding the evolutionary psychology of religion can provide a
useful foundation for exploring the evolutionary psychology of suicide terrorism.
Therefore, after describing the fundamentals of evolutionary psychology and
redressing several of the misconceptions that have hampered its appeal, the second
half of this article explores how evolutionary psychology is beginning to penetrate
the root causes of religion and tentatively extends the current theories on religion to
the phenomena of suicide terrorism. Lastly, this article will discuss several
promising directions for studying suicide terrorism from an evolutionary psychologi-
cal perspective.

A primer on evolution

An understanding of evolutionary psychology requires familiarity with the basics of
evolutionary theory. Many excellent introductions to evolution exist to which the
reader may refer (see Coyne, 2009; Dawkins, 2009; Dennett, 1995; Mayr, 2001).
Nonetheless, it is helpful to give a brief overview that will lead us into the subject of
this article.

There are three conditions that need to be met for evolution to give rise to the
complexity and variety of organisms we see today: in a given population of reproduc-
ing organisms, so long as there is variation of traits, heritability of these variations and
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a non-random impact of these variations on survival and reproduction, evolution by
natural selection will occur (Darwin, 2006/1859).

The first component is variation. If we consider any population of sexually
reproducing organisms, we will note that not every member of that species is identical;
differences in coloration, size and a plethora of other traits that may or may not be
easily perceived are always present. These differences result from the recombination
of parent DNA in offspring, and from the occasional mutation of DNA. The key point
is that, without variation, there would be nothing available for natural selection to
‘select’.

The second component is heritability. Even with variation in a population, if these
variations are not passed down from parents to offspring with relatively high fidelity,
natural selection cannot operate. Fortunately, the ‘recipe’ for most of an organism’s
characteristics is supplied by the DNA inherited from its parents, and the replication
of DNA during meiosis is a process marked by exceptionally high fidelity.

The third component of biological evolution is differential survival. There is a
struggle for existence, and not every organism is successful at surviving and reproduc-
ing. Heritable variation acts as a non-random determinant of which organisms will
succeed. Over thousands of generations, inherited traits that promote greater survival
and reproductive success will accumulate, whereas alternative traits that are less
favorable vanish from the gene pool. This is natural selection, the primary mechanism
by which evolution occurs.

A key product of natural selection is adaptation – a characteristic reliably inherited
from parents that aids an organism in survival and reproduction. However, organisms
do not comprise entirely adaptations. In addition to adaptations, organisms may have
features that are considered byproducts or noise (Buss, Haselton, Shackelford, Bleske,
& Wakefield, 1998). A byproduct is a characteristic that exists because it is an
incidental consequence of an adaptation. Researchers have noted many examples of
byproducts. The whiteness of bones, for instance, is not an adaptation but a byproduct
of the build-up of calcium, an adaptation designed to produce bones that are not
easily broken (Buss et al., 1998; Symons, 1992). Noise, on the other hand, is not an
adaptation or a byproduct of an adaptation, but refers instead to random changes in
gene frequency that have no survival or reproductive impact on an organism.

These three products of natural selection are important to keep in mind when
considering human psychology from an evolutionary perspective. However, before
discussing the application of evolutionary psychology to religion and suicide
terrorism, it is vital to have a solid understanding of what evolutionary psychology is,
and what it is not.

Defining evolutionary psychology

Most of us are familiar with an overview similar to the preceding account, but the full
implications of natural selection are often overlooked. It is not simply the case that
arms and legs and eyes and ears were shaped by natural selection as tools for survival.
Behavior is no less important to an organism’s reproductive success, and its behavior
must be suited to its environment. It is no coincidence that a tiger has a mind built for
hunting prey and a deer has the mind of an herbivore. However, behavior is not like
eyes or ears. The question arises as to how natural selection could select for variations
in behavior when, after all, genes are recipes for building a body, and a behavior is not
a physical structure you can build with the right combination of proteins.
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The answer to this question lies in the evolution of the brain, the organ that
produces behavior. It is readily apparent how natural selection can favor genetic
variants that have a direct impact on the structure of an organism’s bones or the color
of its skin, but some adaptations are indirect. For instance, Gaulin and McBurney
(2001, p. 26) note that, ‘selection can improve the efficiency of blood circulation only
by improving the design of the circulatory organs such as the heart, arteries, and
veins’. Natural selection likewise selects for behavior indirectly, by selecting for
variation in the information-processing mechanisms of the brain.

Evolutionary psychology represents this application of evolutionary principles to
the study of the human mind. Evolutionary psychology is not a particular subdisci-
pline or field of study within psychology, but an approach that can be applied to all
areas of psychological research (Gaulin & McBurney, 2008; Tooby & Cosmides,
1992). For example, an evolutionary psychological approach has been used to
investigate adaptations related to social behavior (Cosmides, 1989), learning
(MacDonald, 2007; Weber & Depew, 2003), memory (McBurney, Gaulin, Devineni,
& Adams, 1997) and perception (Rhodes, 2006). Thus, the application of evolutionary
principles to the study of the mind is not limited to a specific subject; all aspects of
human cognition are potentially explained by the structure and function of the evolved
mechanisms of the mind.

Two key concepts that guide an evolutionary approach to psychology are the envi-
ronment of evolutionary adaptedness (EEA) and evolved psychological mechanisms
(EPMs). The implications of these key concepts – which are discussed below – grate
against what has been dubbed the ‘standard social science model’, or SSSM (Tooby
& Cosmides, 1992). It is instructive to briefly highlight this shift in approach to the
mind inspired by evolutionary science before tackling the key concepts that distin-
guish an evolutionary psychological approach from other psychological perspectives.

A new paradigm

Pinker (2002) notes that the mind has long been regarded as a sort of blank slate, void
of content prior to its first experiences. According to this view, it is experience that
molds and shapes the mind to suit its environment. With the advent of computer
technology, this blank slate model evolved into a conception of the mind as a sort of
general-purpose computer (Tooby & Cosmides, 1992). The mind was regarded as a
device with a few basic processing principles that guided it in sorting out the content
of experience. According to this perspective, the ways we process information about
the world, whether it is language or morals, customs or relationships, all draw on the
same content-independent, domain-general cognitive mechanisms.

Evolutionary psychologists have abandoned the SSSM. Over the past few decades,
the confluence of data streaming in from cognitive science, biology and neuroscience
has given way to a new paradigm in psychology (Pinker, 2002; Tooby & Cosmides,
1992). Evolutionary psychologists have adopted a modular view of the mind, seeing
the mind as possessing distinct modules, or information-processing mechanisms,
selected for processing particular types of input and generating particular types of
output (Fodor, 1983). Rather than viewing the mind as a single, general-purpose
organ, the mind is more accurately described as a set of organs, each with its own
evolutionary history and its own specialized function. Different selection pressures
caused the evolution of distinct cognitive solutions to adaptive problems, a principle
known as functional specialization.
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Evolved psychological mechanisms

Evolutionary psychologists maintain that the mind comprises primarily domain-
specific mechanisms, although a few scholars have argued that one or a few relatively
more domain-general mechanisms also might exist (see MacDonald, 1991). Whatever
the extent to which modularity applies to the human mind, we can note several
characteristics to describe most evolved mechanisms that comprise human nature.
Buss (2004) sums up the features of an evolved psychological mechanism (EPM): 

(1) An EPM exists in the form that it does because it solved a specific problem of
survival or reproduction recurrently over evolutionary history

(2) An EPM is designed to take in only a narrow slice of information
(3) The input of an EPM tells an organism the particular adaptive problem it is

facing
(4) The input of an EPM is transformed through decision rules into output
(5) The output of an EPM can be physiological activity, information to other

psychological mechanisms, or manifest behaviors
(6) The output of an EPM is directed toward the solution to a specific adaptive

problem. (pp. 50–52)

For example, consider how a specific module for detecting and inducing fear of
snakes would fit the above criteria. First, such an adaptation would clearly solve a
specific problem of survival: avoiding dangerous environmental stimuli. Second, a
module for detecting dangerous organisms may indeed take in only a limited type of
information – it may induce us to pay special attention to serpentine forms and to
motivate a fear response only towards a specific type of phenomena: perception of
snakes. The third and fourth criteria are also met, in that the input – sensory processing
of a snake or something snake-like – provides the organism with the information to
produce a response appropriate to that particular input based on the adaptive problem
that mechanism evolved to solve, which in turn activates a particular decision rule:
fear and increased attention to the stimuli. The outcome of detecting a snake meets the
final criteria, as the evolved mechanism for fear of snakes induces us to take action to
remove ourselves from the danger, clearly a physiological response evolved to
preventing bodily harm.

It turns out that we do appear to possess an innate predisposition for noticing and
fearing snakes, but we do not seem to possess a similar aversion to other dangerous
stimuli, such as cars or guns (Hagen, 2005; Öhman & Mineka, 2001). The apparent
incongruity that arises from this fact is that modern hazards pose a more serious threat
to many of us than do snakes. The solution to this dilemma is that snakes were a part
of our ancestral environment for a long enough time to exert sufficient selection
pressures to produce such a fear module, whereas relatively novel aspects of our
environment, such as cars, simply have not had sufficient time or selective impact to
drive natural selection to build a module for fearing and avoiding them. This
solution is clarified by describing a second key concept of evolutionary psychology,
the environment of evolutionary adaptedness.

The environment of evolutionary adaptedness

The importance of identifying the relevant features of the environment of evolutionary
adaptedness (EEA) for humans cannot be overstated. To generate testable hypotheses
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about what mental tools we should expect humans to have, we must know something
about the conditions under which our ancestors evolved. However, the EEA does not
refer to one specific habitat or time period. Rather, it represents, ‘a statistical compos-
ite of the adaptation-relevant properties of the ancestral environments encountered by
members of ancestral populations, weighted by their frequency and their fitness-
consequences’ (Tooby & Cosmides, 1990, pp. 386–387; see also Cosmides & Tooby,
1994; Daly & Wilson, 1999). For any given adaption, there was a particular set of
selection pressures to which that adaptation arose as a solution. The conditions that
gave rise to one adaptation will differ from those that gave rise to another, and thus
the EEA of each adaptation will differ. For instance, an organism having both a shell
and an acute sense of smell would likely have evolved these adaptations under
different circumstances and for different reasons. Its ancestors may have evolved a
keen sense of smell to locate food, but evolved their shells to protect them from pred-
ators. Mental modules arose in the same way. A mental module for preferring specific
foods would evolve under different circumstances and solve a different adaptive
problem than a mental module for detecting whether someone is cheating in a social
context.

Hagen (2005) points out that, ‘[E]nvironments change, so the causal structure of
the environment an adaptation finds itself in may not correspond to the causal
structure the adaptation evolved in, and therefore the adaptation may not work as
designed’ (p. 8). This leads us to an important observation: given the plodding pace of
evolution by natural selection, the mechanisms our minds possess took a crushingly
long time to evolve, and for the vast majority of this time, we lived in small tribes of
nomadic hunter-gatherers (Pinker, 2002; Tooby & Cosmides, 1992). Several evolu-
tionary psychologists (e.g. Pinker, 2002) have described modern humans as being
stuck with a Stone Age mind which underwent much of its evolution in hunter-
gatherer tribes under conditions that persisted over many millions of years, but which
in many respects differ from our modern environment (Hagen, 2008). However,
despite the slow pace of natural selection, we should not jump to the conclusion that
the EEA for most human adaptations differs dramatically from the contemporary
environment (Hagen, 2005). Although some aspects of our modern environments do
differ from features of our ancestral environments, most of the adaptations we possess
are likely to be operating as they were designed to operate. If they did not, and were
our environments to have changed dramatically and rapidly from our ancestors, Hagen
(2008) points out that we would probably be headed towards extinction: 

The human species is clearly not going extinct; hence the common belief that [evolution-
ary psychology] claims humans currently live in an entirely novel environment is
incorrect. Most aspects of the modern environment closely resemble our EEA. Hearts,
lungs, eyes, language, pain, locomotion, memory, the immune system, pregnancy, and
the psychologies underlying mating, parenting, friendship, and status all work as adver-
tised – excellent evidence that the modern environment does not radically diverge from
the EEA. (p. 154)

Evolutionary psychologists do not maintain that current environments are ‘entirely
novel’, and Hagen (2005) notes the many functional similarities between the ancestral
past and the present. However, it does appear that until a few thousand years ago, our
ancestors lived similarly to modern day hunter-gatherer tribes. Modern life in devel-
oped countries may be similar to the environments of our ancestors in many funda-
mental ways, but we cannot ignore the differences that exist. Modern technology, for
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example, now provides many humans with environmental input that did not exist for
the majority of our history as a species. Because the information-processing mecha-
nisms of the brain function by responding to environmental input, it is important to
consider contemporary environments and the novel ways in which they may interact
with evolved psychological mechanisms.

The concepts of EPMs and EEAs, although fundamental to evolutionary psychol-
ogy, represent only a portion of the major tenets related to this approach to human
behavior. However, rather than simply continue to describe what evolutionary
psychology is, we believe it is useful to round out our description of evolutionary
psychology by describing what it is not, particularly by highlighting and correcting
some of the major misconceptions associated with an evolutionary psychological
approach to human behavior.

Myths, misconceptions, and misrepresentations of evolutionary psychology

Despite phenomenal growth in evolutionary psychology, this perspective has contin-
ued to be plagued by misconceptions and misrepresentations. An exhaustive response
to these criticisms is beyond the scope of the present article, and there are already
numerous responses that address the majority of these criticisms (see Buss, 2004;
Geher, 2006; Hagen, 2005; Kurzban, 2002; Liddle & Shackelford, 2009; Sell, Hagen,
Cosmides & Tooby, 2003; Workman & Reader, 2008). However, an audience new to
an evolutionary approach to psychology might be put off by many of these common
misunderstandings, and a brief overview will serve to put such misunderstandings
aside.

Misconception 1: evolutionary psychology is panadaptationist

One charge leveled against evolutionary psychologists is that they regard every aspect
of behavior as an adaptation, and have failed to acknowledge the importance of other
sources of genetic change (Gould, 2000). This claim is false. Evolutionary psycholo-
gists have made a point of explicitly noting that evolution does not only lead to the
production of adaptations, but also results in the accumulation of byproducts and noise
(Kurzban, 2002 provides a copious list of evolutionary psychologists stating this).

However, what makes this claim so obviously mistaken is that there are so many
examples of evolutionary psychologists explicitly proposing and testing byproduct
hypotheses. Symons (1979) speculated 30 years ago that the human female orgasm is
a byproduct of an adaptation (namely, male orgasm). Other examples include
Thornhill and Palmer (2000) arguing that the predisposition for rape is a byproduct of
the male sex drive, Pinker (1994) maintaining that music is a byproduct of language
and that art is a byproduct of habitat selection, and Dawkins (2006) speculating that
religion is a byproduct of evolved mechanisms that arose to solve adaptive problems
unrelated to a religious predilection. Not only do evolutionary psychologists acknowl-
edge the presence of byproducts, their published works are saturated with references
to them (see Buss, 2005).

Misconception 2: evolutionary psychology is unscientific

Another pair of criticisms frequently aimed at evolutionary psychology is that it
consists of little more than ad hoc storytelling, and that it is based on untestable,
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unfalsifiable speculation over unknown details of our evolutionary past. Both of
these criticisms are based on the argument that we know too little about the relevant
features of ‘the’ EEA to make verifiable claims about the evolved architecture of the
mind. For instance, Gould (2000) has asked, ‘how can we possibly obtain the key
information that would be required to show the validity of adaptive tales about the
EEA … we do not even know the original environment of our ancestors’ and goes
on to insist that, ‘the key strategy proposed by evolutionary psychologists for
identifying adaptation is untestable and therefore unscientific’ (p. 120; originally
quoted in Kurzban, 2002; Kurzban also cites other examples of similar charges, such
as Benton, 2000, p. 262).

There are several problems with these criticisms. First, Sell et al. (2003) note that
the charge of generating ad hoc hypotheses is inconsistent with how evolutionary
psychologists have actually conducted research. Rather than attempting to find
suitable explanations for previously acknowledged facts, evolutionary psychologists
have tended to generate hypotheses for the purpose of discovering new facts. For
instance, evolutionary psychologists hypothesized that men would experience greater
distress over a romantic partner’s sexual infidelity than emotional infidelity, whereas
women would experience greater distress over a partner’s emotional infidelity than
sexual infidelity (Daly, Wilson, & Weghorst, 1982; Symons, 1979). Rather than
conjuring an explanation for an already recognized fact of human psychology, this
research discovered the existence of a previously unknown sex difference in human
psychology.

Second, the charge that we know too little about ‘the’ EEA (as noted above, there
are as many EEAs as there are adaptations) to generate anything more than armchair
theories seems to be based on the misconception that an EEA is substantially different
from today’s environment and that it is more mysterious than the crucial historical
assumptions that permeate other fields, such as physics, geology and biology (Sell
et al., 2003). We may not know much about the specific details of the evolutionary
history of humans, but the notion that we know too little to generate hypotheses is not
defensible in light of the rather modest assumptions evolutionary psychologists
actually make to generate and test hypotheses. Hagen (2005) notes that the physical
and chemical laws which govern the universe were the same, the ecological and
geographical features of the world were the same insofar as the landscape was dotted
with trees, caves, hills and lakes, and populated with similar types of plants, animals
and pathogens. Likewise, important sociological phenomena were similar insofar as
there were men and women who lived in family groups that consisted of parents,
siblings, offspring and people of varying ages and relatedness.

If these details seem insufficient to allow for the generation of defensible evolu-
tionary hypotheses, Hagen (2005) comments: ‘We know that in ancestral environ-
ments women got pregnant and men did not. This single fact is the basis for perhaps
three-quarters or more of all [evolutionary psychology] research’ (p. 156). In other
words, women must heavily invest in individual offspring – they must carry a child to
term and nurse it afterwards – whereas men do not, and this disparity alone has gener-
ated numerous hypotheses about how men and women interact with one another that
have been tested and confirmed (Buss, Larsen, Westen, & Semmelroth, 1992; Buss
et al., 1999; Camilleri & Quinsey, 2009, Goetz & Causey, 2009; Hughes, Harrison, &
Gallup, 2004; Miller & Maner, 2008; Stieger, Eichinger, & Honeder, 2009; Stone,
Goetz, & Shackelford, 2005; Wiederman & Kendall, 1999). The bottom line is that
evolutionary psychology is no less capable of generating testable hypotheses than any
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other scientific approach, and contrary to the claims of critics, we in fact know a great
deal about the relevant aspects of our evolutionary past.

Misconception 3: evolutionary psychology implies determinism

One of the most frequent criticisms of evolutionary psychology is that it implies
genetic determinism (Nelkin, 2000; Rose, 2000; Shakespeare & Erikson, 2000).
Genetic determinism is the view that all behavior is determined by our genes, and that
free will or the environment play little if any role (Buss, 2004). Evolutionary psychol-
ogy implies no such thing. This misunderstanding is particularly worrisome because
it continues to resurface in unexpected places, such as Jerry Coyne’s book Why evolu-
tion is true (2009). Coyne’s otherwise masterful marshalling of evidence for evolution
is diminished by his critique of evolutionary psychology, which he opens by asking,
‘So if our evolution as social apes has left its imprint on our brains, what sorts of
human behavior might be “hardwired”?’ (p. 226).

The misunderstanding Coyne displays is a simple but important one. Evolutionary
psychologists do not claim that behavior is hardwired. Rather, they contend that natu-
ral selection has shaped numerous information-processing mechanisms which interact
with input (e.g. the environment) to produce behavior (Liddle & Shackelford, 2009).
Hagen (2005) notes that, even if the structure of these mechanisms was genetically
determined, this would not imply that behavior is genetically determined. Evolution-
ary psychology takes an interactionist approach, which requires two criteria to be met
to produce a particular behavioral output: (1) a module for processing particular kinds
of input, and (2) appropriate environmental stimuli to activate that module (Buss,
2004).

Thus, contrary to the claim that evolution has shaped brains that produce fixed,
rigid behaviors ‘hardwired’ by our genes, evolutionary psychologists maintain that we
possess a set of richly context-dependent modules that produce behavior contingent
on environmental variables. Indeed, not only does evolutionary psychology not imply
genetic determinism, its most prominent proponents have repeatedly and explicitly
rejected genetic determinism, insisting that by ignoring the necessary interaction
between genes and the environment, genetic determinism is not only false but also
nonsensical (Kurzban, 2002).

With these misconceptions of evolutionary psychology set aside, we can turn our
attention to putting the evolutionary psychological approach into practice and
examining religious belief and behavior. Because we argue that religion is an impor-
tant motivating factor for suicide terrorism, it is important to illustrate how evolution-
ary psychology can enhance our understanding of religious belief and behavior in
general, thus paving the way for an evolutionary examination of suicide terrorism.

The evolution of religion

Religion is by no means a new topic of study within psychology (see James, 1902),
and applying evolutionary theory to religious belief and behavior can be traced to
Darwin (2006/1871) himself, who proposed that, ‘The same high mental faculties
which first led man to believe in unseen spiritual agencies, then in fetishism, polythe-
ism, and ultimately in monotheism, would infallibly lead him … to various strange
superstitions and customs’ (p. 816). However, despite Darwin’s laudable prescience
of applying evolution to the ‘mental faculties’ of religious belief, an evolutionary
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psychological approach to religion is relatively novel and has only begun to gain
momentum over the last decade.

Although there is much empirical work left to be done, the current consensus
among many evolutionary psychologists and other researchers approaching religion
from this perspective is that religion originated as a byproduct resulting from the inter-
action of several evolved psychological mechanisms, and with that initial foundation
interacting with cultural evolution, religion has become what it is today (Atran, 2002;
Bering, 2005; Boyer, 2001). One such psychological mechanism is the ‘hypersensitive
agent detection device’, or HADD, which was proposed in large part by Guthrie
(1993), although the term was coined by Barrett (2000, 2004), who also expanded
upon the idea.

Humans have a tendency to detect agency in the environment even when none
exists, and Guthrie (1993) hypothesized that this behavioral predisposition could have
an evolutionary basis. For the majority of human evolutionary history, predators were
a real threat, and successfully detecting predators meant the difference between life
and death. However, our ancestors probably had to interpret ambiguous environmental
stimuli often (e.g. hearing a noise in the brush). Given ambiguous stimuli, those who
made a false-positive error suffered a much smaller fitness cost compared with those
who made a false-negative error. In other words, misinterpreting a harmless, natural
noise in the brush for a predator would at most result in wasted energy escaping from
an imaginary foe, whereas misinterpreting a real predator for a harmless noise could
lead to severe injury or death. Therefore, a selection pressure probably existed for
hypersensitive agency detection, because those who made false-positive errors were
more likely to survive and reproduce than those who made false-negative errors.

Several researchers have demonstrated that adults have a strong tendency to detect
agency, even when none exists (Berry, Misovich, Keen, & Baron, 1992; White and
Milne, 1999; also see Boyer, 2001 and Scholl & Tremoulet, 2000 for a review), and
there is an extensive developmental literature suggesting that this tendency emerges
in infancy (Bering, 2005; Gergely & Csibra, 2003; Hamlin, Wynn, & Bloom, 2007;
also see Atran, 2002, for a review). This psychological mechanism may have laid the
foundation for religious belief, with people predisposed to posit supernatural agents
(e.g. ghosts, spirits, gods) for certain classes of ambiguous stimuli. However, this
mechanism by itself is not enough to explain the existence of complex religious
beliefs.

Belief in supernatural agents may emerge as a byproduct of the HADD, but this
does not explain the characteristics bestowed upon such agents by those who believe
in them. In further support of the byproduct hypothesis of religious belief, it has been
proposed that the design of our memory system plays an important role. More specif-
ically, Boyer (2001) suggests that people are particularly susceptible to remembering
what Barrett (2004) has labeled ‘minimally counterintuitive’ (MCI) concepts, and that
supernatural agents are examples of such concepts. MCIs can be succinctly described
as concepts in which a relatively small number of assumptions are violated, thus
grabbing our attention (see Barrett, 2004, for a detailed description). However, not all
MCIs are equally memorable. After conducting several experiments to determine the
degree of recall among concepts of varying counterintuitiveness, Boyer (2001)
explains: 

Barrett and I also found that violations of ontological expectations – as found in the
templates for supernatural concepts – are recalled better than what we called ‘mere
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oddities.’ For instance, ‘a man who walked through a wall’ (ontological violation) was
generally better recalled than ‘a man with six fingers’ (violation of expectations, but not
of those expectations that define the ontological category PERSON). (p. 80, italics and
capitalizations in original)

Additionally, these experiments found that concepts with too many assumptions
violated were not recalled as well as MCIs, a finding that was replicated by Barrett
and Nyhof (2001). Boyer and Ramble (2001) have even provided cross-cultural
support for these recall tendencies.

In summary, a condensed description of the byproduct account of religious belief
focuses primarily on the HADD and MCIs. Supernatural agents arise as a byproduct
of the HADD, and the specific characteristics of supernatural agents persist in a
given society because they were the easiest to remember, because one byproduct of
our memory systems is the susceptibility to MCIs. However, not all researchers
studying religion from an evolutionary perspective agree with this byproduct
account, and so it is only fair to provide a brief review of adaptationist hypotheses
for religious belief.

Wilson (2002) has proposed that religion may be an adaptation because throughout
our evolutionary history, religious beliefs allowed groups to function more success-
fully and ‘out-compete’ groups that did not hold religious beliefs. Wilson is an
advocate of group-level selection, which suggests that, in addition to operating at the
level of individuals, natural selection can operate at the level of groups. Group-level
selection was powerfully, and many would argue decisively, refuted by Williams
(1966), and the current consensus among evolutionary researchers is that group-level
selection is highly unlikely except under very specific and rare circumstances. Also,
Wilson provides little empirical support for his claims, and until such empirical
support is provided by Wilson or others, group-level selection will probably remain a
minority view.

Some researchers have proposed that religious belief, especially church
attendance, may have a positive effect on one’s health (Koenig & Vaillant, 2009;
Koenig et al., 1999; McCullough & Larson, 1999; McCullough, Larson, Hoyt,
Koenig, & Thoresen, 2000), which would seem to support the view that religion has
adaptive qualities. However, despite the positive relationships that have been found,
these researchers have properly acknowledged the possibility of alternative explana-
tions, such as one’s health benefiting from the feeling of belonging and acceptance in
a tight-knit group, feelings which are not exclusive to religious organizations. For
example, Park, Fenster, Suresh and Bliss (2006) have written about the importance of
general social support in facilitating positive adjustment in chronic illness popula-
tions, and they have provided evidence that social support is a significant predictor of
decreased feelings of depression for those suffering from congestive heart failure
(CHF). Furthermore, Murberg and Bru (2001) have shown that the perceived social
isolation of patients with CHF is a significant predictor of mortality. On the other
hand, positive relationships between church attendance and health have been found
even after controlling for social connection variables (Koenig et al., 1999). Neverthe-
less, this does not address whether people belonging to certain non-religious groups
might benefit in similar ways. Although manipulating religiosity or church attendance
is not feasible, additional research must be conducted to determine whether these
health benefits result from factors that are exclusive to religiosity, or if these factors
exist in other contexts.
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Arguably the most compelling adaptationist account of religion suggests that
religious belief leads to a greater degree of prosocial, or cooperative, behavior within
groups (Alcorta & Sosis, 2004; Bering, McLeod, & Shackelford, 2004; Bulbulia,
2004; Purzycki & Sosis, 2009). Although this could be interpreted as group-level
selection, it could also apply to selection at the level of individuals, because individual
members of a prosocial group will, on average, benefit from these prosocial tenden-
cies. A review of the literature on religious belief and prosociality by Norenzayan and
Shariff (2008) led the authors to conclude that religious belief does indeed increase
prosocial behavior, but that this increase is highly context-sensitive. Specifically, reli-
gious individuals are more likely to exhibit prosociality toward other members of their
group than to ‘outsiders’. Also, the increase in prosocial behavior occurs primarily
when the situation can affect one’s social reputation in the group. Finally, increased
prosociality is not reliably observed unless one’s religious beliefs, particularly those
regarding a morally concerned deity, are cognitively salient at the moment when
prosocial behavior is possible. Taken together, these results suggest a possible
adaptive role for religious belief, but they do not eliminate the possibility of religion
as a byproduct. Perhaps religious belief can be best described as an exaptation (Gould,
1991; Buss et al., 1998), originally a byproduct of the HADD, our memory system and
other psychological mechanisms, and eventually serving the adaptive function of
facilitating cooperation among individuals in a group.

Finally, it is worth mentioning memetics, which is another evolutionary approach
to understanding religious beliefs, but does not neatly fall into the category of byproduct
or adaptation. Dawkins (1976) coined the term ‘meme’ and suggested that ideas, or
memes, may ‘evolve’ in a way analogous to genes. Ideas can be thought of as competing
with one another for residence in the minds of people, and those ideas that are most
successful at being remembered will survive, get passed on and possibly change (i.e.
evolve) over time. Since its inception in 1976, memetics has been expanded upon by
several authors (Blackmore, 1999; Brodie, 2009), and has been discussed explicitly in
reference to religion by Dennett (2006). However, at this stage memetics is still a spec-
ulative, and controversial, approach to understanding cultural evolution and the spread
of ideas (see Aunger, 2001). Nevertheless, Fincher and Thornhill (2008) have provided
some indirect support for the memetic perspective in their examination of the degree
of religious diversity throughout the world as it relates to pathogen prevalence. Fincher
and Thornhill hypothesized, and found, that pathogen prevalence is positively correlated
with religious diversity. Although they were not conducting this research from a
memetic perspective, their results make sense within a memetic framework. If high
pathogen stress limits contact between groups, there is less direct competition between
different religious beliefs, which means that these different beliefs will continue to
survive. Conversely, low pathogen stress translates into greater cultural transmission,
which leads to competition between beliefs, and only the ‘fittest’ beliefs survive.

As we have shown here, an evolutionary psychological perspective has generated
many interesting hypotheses regarding religious belief, and these hypotheses will
undoubtedly be refined as additional empirical work is done. We can now turn our
attention to how such a perspective can be used to examine suicide terrorism.

Applying evolutionary psychology to suicide terrorism

Like religion, suicide terrorism has been studied extensively from a psychological
perspective (see Bongar, Brown, Beutler, Breckenridge, & Zimbardo, 2007; Stern,
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2003). However, the focus of this research has largely been to determine and under-
stand the proximate causes of suicide terrorism. Although this research is important,
we argue that the addition of an evolutionary psychological perspective has the
potential to increase our understanding of terrorism, in general, and of suicide
terrorism in particular, by explaining why the propensity for such behavior exists in
the first place.

We argue that religious belief is a primary factor in the occurrence of suicide
terrorism, yet it is necessary to clarify this argument before attempting to link evolu-
tionary psychological theories of religion to suicide terrorism. We are not arguing that
religiosity is a strong predictor of suicide terrorism, since the number of religious
people in the world vastly outnumbers those willing to engage in suicide terrorism.
However, there are certain religious beliefs that may facilitate such willingness (e.g.
belief in the afterlife, endorsement of martyrdom, viewing one’s in-group as ‘the
chosen people’, the vilification of heretics and nonbelievers). Therefore, although
religiosity may not positively predict one’s willingness to engage in suicide terrorism,
the lack of religiosity (i.e. the lack of certain specific religious beliefs) should predict
one’s unwillingness to engage in suicide terrorism.

We are not the first to propose a link between religious beliefs and terrorism
(Dawkins, 2006; Harris, 2004; Stern, 2003), but there is a lack of strong empirical data
supporting this link. At the same time, data provided to disconfirm this link (Ginges,
Hansen, & Norenzayan, 2009) is, as of yet, unconvincing (Liddle, Machluf, &
Shackelford, 2010). People may point to the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam, or the
Tamil Tigers, as a disconfirmation of the link between religion and suicide terrorism,
since they are recognized as a secular organization. However, this label does not
provide us with information about the specific beliefs of Tamil Tigers who are willing
to commit acts of suicide terrorism. One can maintain supernatural beliefs without
belonging to an organized religion (Zuckerman, 2008), and unless we can determine
that the majority of Tamil Tigers willing to commit suicide terrorism lack the beliefs
that are likely to facilitate such terrorism (e.g. belief in the afterlife), the secular
identity of the organization as a whole is not a convincing argument.

As it stands, the direct link between specific religious beliefs and one’s willingness
to engage in suicide terrorism is open for debate, since there is no evidence strong
enough to effectively confirm or disconfirm this hypothesis. Nevertheless, the theories
of religion outlined earlier provide a useful illustration of the application of evolution-
ary psychology, and the same principles of evolutionary psychology that have begun
to demystify religious belief can be applied to the issue of suicide terrorism.

As with religious belief, an evolutionary psychological perspective requires us to
consider whether suicide terrorism is produced by specialized psychological adapta-
tions or is a byproduct of other psychological mechanisms. Although at first glance
such behavior would appear maladaptive, primarily because of the forfeit of one’s life
in the process, there are promising adaptationist hypotheses worth considering.
Perhaps the most promising hypothesis is that such behavior can be maintained via kin
selection.

The theory of kin selection, originally proposed by Hamilton (1964), explains how
traits that are not necessarily beneficial to an organism can nevertheless be selected
for. This apparent contradiction is eliminated when one switches their focus from the
individual to the gene. A trait that is harmful to an individual can be selected for if it
is sufficiently beneficial to the individual’s relatives, because from the gene’s
perspective, the harm is offset by the benefits to others who are likely to carry the
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same gene. The use of this theory by evolutionary psychologists has been particularly
helpful in providing a partial explanation for altruistic behavior (see Buss, 2004).
Although altruistic behavior often entails a cost to the altruist, the psychological
mechanisms that allow such behavior to occur can be selected for if the behavior is
directed toward genetic relatives. The genes for altruism are likely to survive even if
the altruist suffers, because those same genes are likely to be carried by the altruist’s
relatives who benefit from the behavior.

In terms of suicide terrorism, it is possible that such behavior persists because it
provides benefits to the relatives of terrorists (Victoroff, 2009). Pedahzur et al. (2003),
when examining the demographics of Palestinian suicide terrorists, concluded that
these terrorists had few ‘family ties’ because 84.2% of their sample consisted of bach-
elors. However, 81% of these terrorists came from families with at least eight
members (Blackwell, 2005). Therefore, even though the majority of these terrorists
were seemingly unsuccessful in passing on their genes directly, their large families of
genetic kin provided an ample opportunity for kin selection to take place, if their kin
benefited from the act of suicide terrorism. In addition to the increased status and
honor bestowed upon the families of these Palestinian suicide terrorists, these families
have been paid between $10,000 and $25,000 by Hamas, spread out in monthly
stipends of roughly $1000 (Blackwell, 2005). Given the benefits bestowed upon the
genetic kin of these suicide terrorists, and the large number of genetic kin in place to
receive such benefits, the seemingly maladaptive act of suicide terrorism can prove to
be adaptive through the action of kin selection. Although these data do not refer to all
acts of suicide terrorism, they provide support for kin selection as a driving force
behind Palestinian suicide terrorism, suggesting that a similar driving force may exist
in other regions.

Whereas kin selection theory provides an adaptationist explanation for suicide
terrorism, the same theory can also provide a useful foundation for considering
byproduct explanations. One possibility is that, in cases in which genetic kin do not
benefit from such terrorist acts, the same psychological mechanisms geared toward
helping kin are ‘hijacked’. In much the same way as altruism toward strangers may be
produced by misfiring of mechanisms designed to benefit relatives, suicide terrorism
may sometimes be triggered by feelings toward one’s group (i.e. terrorist organization
or religious sect), despite the lack of genetic relatedness. In other words, one’s group
may be considered ‘fictive kin’, leading to the unconscious activation of mechanisms
that generate behavior normally geared toward benefitting genetically related kin.

Indeed, organizations that recruit individuals to carry out suicide terrorism
promote feelings that are likely to lead to a misfiring of kin selection mechanisms. As
Goetze and James (2004) describe: 

The small, terrorist cell serves as a meaningful substitute to family and it is not surprising
that members end up forming strong emotional bonds with each other as well as the
typical sacrificial inclinations of close family. Leaders of terrorist organizations cultivate
and manipulate these emotional bonds and steer their expression toward political goals
of the terrorist organization. (p. 155)

Furthermore, data on 39 recruits to an organization allied with Al-Qaeda indicate that,
‘All believed that by sacrificing themselves they would help secure the future of their
“family” of fictive kin’ (Atran, 2003, p. 1537). In addition to terrorist organizations,
religious sects of would-be suicide terrorists are also prime suspects for the misfiring
of kin selection mechanisms. Many religious belief systems, such as Judaism, Islam
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and Christianity, rely heavily on terminology often reserved for genetic kin (Atran,
2002). In short, the idea of suicide terrorism resulting from the misfiring of psycho-
logical mechanisms deserves further empirical attention, because discovering the
factors that contribute to these misfirings can help guide actions to prevent or reverse
such effects.

For kin selection mechanisms to motivate suicide terrorism, whether these
mechanisms are activated by expected benefits to genetic kin or fictive kin, the benefit
to the survival and reproduction of one’s kin must outweigh the costs to oneself. This
provides another opportunity for religious beliefs to play a role in facilitating suicide
terrorism. Without the belief that one’s life continues after death (and the belief that
martyrdom will be rewarded in the afterlife), the largely unconscious cost–benefit
calculation that motivates kin selection-related behaviors would probably motivate the
would-be terrorist to not follow through with a suicide act. Life after death, particu-
larly a life of rewards in paradise for eternity, might play a large role in offsetting the
costs associated with suicide terrorism, thereby ‘tipping the scale’ in favor of the
expected benefits to one’s kin. In short, even with expected kin benefits, specific
religious beliefs may be a vital, but insufficient, motivating factor for suicide
terrorism.

Speaking of beliefs, it is possible that, as with religion, memetics can shed light on
the phenomenon of suicide terrorism. It may be the case that suicide terrorism persists
because the ideas and beliefs that terrorist organizations and certain religious sects
disseminate to their followers ‘parasitize’ the brain. As Pedahzur et al. (2003)
describe, ‘In a society where honor is among the highest virtues, there are indeed
powerful social pressures lying behind the suicide bomber’s decision’ (p. 420). The
‘virtues’ of groups that foster terrorist activity can be considered memes, with
the terrorist acts serving to benefit and propagate those memes. More specifically, the
belief of everlasting life in paradise can be an extremely powerful meme, which is
possibly one of the main reasons that suicide terrorism is so often performed by
individuals with strong religious beliefs. It is clear that a terrorist’s beliefs are a crucial
component when attempting to explain their actions, and it is possible that these
beliefs can be better understood within a memetic framework.

For example, often when confronted with stories of Islamic suicide terrorism,
Muslims are quick to explain these terrorists as twisting Islamic beliefs and misinter-
preting the Quran. These explanations can take on a whole new meaning from a
memetic perspective. The differential survival and replication of religious beliefs
(memes) should be related to which beliefs are the most ‘successful’ in a given envi-
ronment. Islamic beliefs that promote martyrdom, condemn heresy, apostasy and
nonbelief, and highlight rewards in the afterlife for killing the ‘enemies of Islam’ will
be emphasized by those who recruit, train, engage in or support suicide terrorism.
Likewise, these beliefs will be de-emphasized by moderate Muslims, who will instead
emphasize Islamic beliefs that promote peace and tolerance of those with different
religious beliefs, and condemn acts of martyrdom. Both sets of beliefs can be found
in the Quran (Harris, 2004), but moderate Muslims are right to distinguish ‘their’
Islam from the Islam promoted by terrorists. Asking whether Islam is a religion of
peace or a religion of war is the wrong type of question to ask, and memetics can
illustrate why: Islam, like other organized religions, is not a homogenous set of
beliefs. It has evolved into several ‘sub-species’ of Islam, each with their own sets of
core beliefs that can be traced back to a ‘common ancestor’ (i.e. the Quran). These
sub-species are the result of different selection pressures, in that different groups
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select, emphasize and transmit those beliefs that best suit their needs. By adopting a
memetic perspective, we may gain a better understanding of how and why the Islam
of suicide terrorists differs so widely from the Islam of moderates, and how the
emphasis of different sets of core beliefs can influence the occurrence of suicide
terrorism.

Directions for future research

We have provided the theoretical groundwork for thinking about suicide terrorism
from an evolutionary psychological perspective, but such an endeavor is only useful
if it can open up new avenues of empirical study. We now provide some examples of
how an evolutionary psychological approach to suicide terrorism can be applied to
future research.

As mentioned earlier, kin selection may be a motivational force in suicide
terrorism. Given the data on Palestinian suicide terrorists and the benefits received by
their genetic kin (Blackwell, 2005), a next step would be to investigate whether
genetic kin receive similar benefits in other populations in which suicide terrorism
takes place. Are the majority of suicide terrorists in other populations bachelors? Do
these individuals come from large families? Do their kin receive monetary rewards or
improved status after the terrorist act? If so, do the monetary rewards or increases in
status correlate with the degree of relatedness (i.e. parents and siblings of suicide
terrorists receiving greater benefits than cousins)? The accumulation of data related to
these questions would go a long way in determining whether kin selection plays a role
in motivating individuals to engage in suicide terrorism.

In addition to (or in lieu of) benefitting genetic kin, suicide terrorists may be
motivated by affiliations with ‘fictive kin’, which causes kin selection mechanisms to
misfire. One way to investigate this would be to question suicide terrorists directly,
using surveys or interviews to determine the extent to which they view others in their
organization, religious sect, society, etc. as kin, and to compare their responses to
those from the population at large. However, this brings us to one of the greatest
difficulties in attempts to study this population: researchers would be hard pressed to
find a less amenable group to analyze than suicide terrorists, with the only ones avail-
able for questioning being those who are in training or those who were unsuccessful.
Of that sub-group, those willing to respond to surveys or engage in systematic
interviews may well be in the minority. Nevertheless, such interviews are possible
(see Stern, 2003), but there are other options available as well.

One option is to measure the support for suicide terrorism among individuals
who are not suicide terrorists themselves. Although people who support terrorism
are not synonymous with people who engage in terrorism, there is likely to be some
overlap in the psychology of these two groups. For example, Ginges, Hansen and
Norenzayan (2009) found a positive relationship between religious service atten-
dance and support for suicide attacks, which is consistent with the possibility of
misfiring kin selection mechanisms, since attending religious services can strengthen
one’s feeling of being connected to the community (Zuckerman, 2008). Additional
research should be conducted in this fashion, comparing support for suicide terror-
ism and perceptions of fictive kin. This can be done through surveys, as well as
other methods, such as investigating whether priming concepts of kin influences
one’s level of support for suicide terrorism. Clearly, studying individuals who
support suicide terrorism should not be viewed as a replacement for studying actual
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suicide terrorists, but the former group can inform our understanding of the factors
associated with suicide terrorism.

Another important avenue for future research is testing the hypothesized relation-
ship between religiosity and suicide terrorism. Granted, there are difficulties associ-
ated with trying to empirically assess this relationship. As we stated earlier, religiosity
is unlikely to have any strong predictive power because there are far more religious
people than would-be suicide terrorists in the world. Nevertheless, investigating the
relationship between religiosity and suicide terrorism is not a lost cause. One can
generate hypotheses regarding which specific religious beliefs are likely to facilitate
suicide terrorism. For example, belief in the afterlife is likely to have a strong impact
on the (probably unconscious) cost–benefit analysis of engaging in suicide terrorism
by minimizing the projected costs. Also, religious beliefs that strengthen the in-group
bond and create a feeling of ‘fictive kin’, coupled with beliefs that strengthen out-
group hostility, may activate psychological mechanisms related to kin selection and
protecting one’s in-group (which consisted mostly of genetic kin throughout our
evolutionary history), thus motivating behavior that is perceived to benefit the in-
group and hurt the out-group, such as suicide terrorism.

A list of specific religious beliefs, like the ones mentioned above, allows us to
generate more specific hypotheses. Within terrorist organizations, or among individu-
als who support suicide terrorism, there should be an emphasis on promoting these
religious beliefs relative to other beliefs from the same religion. In other words,
religious beliefs that likely facilitate suicide terrorism should be rated as more
important than other beliefs within the same religion, but this pattern should not be
found among those from the same population who are not supportive of, or willing to
engage in, suicide terrorism. By considering specific religious beliefs, rather than
religiosity in general, we may have a better chance of detecting the link between
religiosity and suicide terrorism, if such a link exists.

Conclusion

Terrorism, in all its forms, is a phenomenon that we must try to understand as best we
can, in the hopes that we can curtail its occurrence. This level of understanding can
only be achieved by interdisciplinary efforts. We have reached a point at which
proximate explanations of terrorism are becoming clearer, but ultimate, or evolution-
ary, explanations have yet to be pursued with similar enthusiasm. We believe that an
evolutionary psychological perspective has the potential to provide such ultimate
explanations.

For the purposes of this article, we restricted our analysis to suicide terrorism. The
surge of evolutionary psychological research on religion in the last decade provides a
powerful stepping off point for examining acts of terrorism that are seemingly moti-
vated by certain religious beliefs. By reviewing the many ways in which an evolution-
ary perspective has influenced current research on religion, we sought to illustrate how
evolution can be a useful framework for researching suicide terrorism. Applying the
evolutionary principles of kin selection, and possibly memetics, to suicide terrorism
has great potential, but researching terrorism from an evolutionary perspective is by
no means limited to the ideas offered here. We encourage researchers to utilize the
principles of evolutionary psychology when studying suicide terrorism, or terrorism
in general, with the hope that such an approach will uncover valuable insights regard-
ing such behavior.
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Sic[k] of the ‘new terrorism’ debate? A response to our critics

Alexander Spencer*

Geschwister-Scholl-Institute for Political Science, Ludwig-Maximilians-University, Munich,
Germany

(Received 19 July 2011; final version received 11 August 2011)

Apart from the great debates on the definition of terrorism or its causes, the discussion
about whether ‘new terrorism’ can really be considered new or not has become one of
the central disagreements in terrorism research. This article will respond to the criticism
voiced by some of the proponents of the ‘new terrorism’ idea and reflect on the merits
of their arguments. It will emphasis the importance of words and the implication of
small predicates such as ‘new’ for the construction of terrorism and our reaction to it.

Keywords: new terrorism; criticism; words; debate; waves; metaphors

Introduction

In a recent article entitled ‘The “new terrorism” and its critics’, Ersun N. Kurtulus (2011)
vehemently criticises what he refers to as the critics of ‘new terrorism’. He makes a num-
ber of important and interesting points. Seemingly sick of the debate on ‘new terrorism’,
Kurtulus attempts to resolve once and for all the continuous discussion about the concept.
By pointing to a number of ‘errors’ made by the opponents of the idea, he aims to illus-
trate the truly new nature of ‘new terrorism’ as religious, networked and indiscriminate.
Thus far, the ‘debate’ on the concept of ‘new terrorism’ has been fairly one sided (see e.g.
Gunarathna 2010, Spencer 2010a), as there was no response from the proponents of ‘new
terrorism’ to the criticism offered by a diverse number of scholars (Copeland 2001, Tucker
2001, Crenshaw 2003, Duyvesteyn 2004, Spencer 2006a, Field 2009). Many of the critics
will therefore be glad that someone has finally engaged in a scientific debate on the issue.

In the following discussion, I will examine the three main criticisms offered by
Kurtulus. The first part will focus on his criticism of using straw man arguments and
selective evidence, while the second part will reflect on his accusation of a reductionist
interpretation and the use of inappropriate categories. The third and final part will consider
the idea of newness and indicate the importance of small seemingly unimportant predicates
such as ‘new’.

A straw man argument and the selective use of evidence

A central criticism raised by Kurtulus is, first, that the opponents of the ‘new terrorism’
concept have built up a straw man: ‘The concept of “new terrorism” is used by a few
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460 A. Spencer

but criticized by many’ (Kurtulus 2011, p. 476). This appears to be a fairly strange claim
which is difficult to uphold due to the fact that there are a number of highly influential
and renowned scholars who make use of the concept (see e.g. Kushner 1998, Laqueur
1999, Lesser et al. 1999, Juergensmeyer 2000, Simon and Benjamin 2000, Hoffman 2002,
Kegley 2002, Neumann 2009). The argument by Kurtulus is also interesting, because if the
proponents of the ‘new terrorism’ concept were indeed only straw men for our argument,
then why would anybody make the effort of defending the straw man if there was no affinity
with, or belief in, the straw stuffing.

Second, critics are accused of shamelessly using statements of senior politicians to
strengthen their argument: ‘This raises the question of why the loose rhetoric of politi-
cians, which aim to justify and mobilize, is jumbled together with peer-reviewed texts of
academics, which attempt to understand’ (Kurtulus 2011, p. 492, emphasis added). As
will be argued in part three below, the fact that the concept of ‘new terrorism’ is or can
be used to justify and mobilise is precisely one of the points many of the critics want to
make. While Kurtulus argues that the term ‘new terrorism’ is not explicitly used by politi-
cians, he consciously or unconsciously forgets to illustrate that the statements of many of
the politicians and officials quoted by the critics of ‘new terrorism’ do explicitly link the
predicate ‘new’ with the concept of ‘terrorism’. For example, Tony Blair referred to ‘new
global terrorism’, and George Bush spoke of ‘new realities and dangers posed by modern
terrorists’ (Field 2009, p. 195). Regardless of whether they have the same concept of ‘new
terrorism’ in their mind as academics, the important point here is that the understanding of
‘newness’ is linked to the concept of ‘terrorism’, thereby making only ‘new’ counterterror-
ism measures seem appropriate to dealing with the dangers of ‘new terrorism’. Referring
to statements of politicians is a way of showing that the understanding of ‘new terrorism’
has penetrated the political realm and therefore has real implications for policy. Beyond the
academic bickering over whether terrorism is really ‘new’ or not, the inclusion of political
rhetoric is a way of illustrating the policy relevance of the debate and importance of our
criticism.

Furthermore, Kurtulus criticizes the critics of ‘new terrorism’ for ‘overlooking the issue
of representativeness of the historical examples that they mobilize against the concept of
“new terrorism”’ (Kurtulus 2011, p. 482). Referring to examples of indiscriminate mass
casualty terrorism incidences cited by the critics as arguments against ‘new terrorism’,
Kurtulus argues that these may be statistical outliers. In response to a number of examples
of mass casualty terrorism incidences prior to 9/11, Kurtulus argues that

[g]iven the fact that this list more or less contains all mass casualty attacks prior to the emer-
gence of new terrorism, there is a strong possibility that these attacks are, statistically speaking,
outliers in over a hundred years of modern terrorist activity. (2011, p. 482)

One is left wondering whether statistical evidence can really help us evaluate the nature
of terrorism for two related reasons. First, the data or information necessary to establish
any kind of statistical database is hard to collect and is subject to definitional biases as to
what to count. For example, Kurtulus would probably include all incidences of insurgency
in Iraq into such a database, while others may be more hesitant in equating terrorism with
insurgency (Wilkinson 2000). Second, due to the fact that terrorism, in comparison to other
social phenomena such as crime or traffic accidents, is very rare, any statistical evidence
has to be treated with caution especially if one wants to discard uncomfortable ‘outliers’
(Falkenrath 2001, Mueller 2005, Spencer 2006b).

So, critics are accused of selectively choosing examples which fit their arguments. This
is an interesting point to make as Kurtulus himself does not seem too bothered about using
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Critical Studies on Terrorism 461

selective examples to illustrate his argument. For instance, Kurtulus brings up a number of
examples which indicate that ‘new terrorism’ has a clearly religious character. Pointing to
the insurgency in Iraq, Kashmir and the conflict between Israel and Palestine, he claims:
‘A couple of examples should be sufficient to illustrate this point’ (Kurtulus 2011, p. 481).
Furthermore, Kurtulus does also not shy away from generalisations without presenting any
of what Kurtulus would surely consider scientific proof in the form of statistical analysis.
For example, Kurtulus argues that ‘anarchist terrorist campaigns were know [sic] for being
highly selective in their targeting’ (2011, p. 487). Statistical proof for this claim would have
probably been too much, but a couple of references would have been nice.

I think that Kurtulus misunderstands the whole point of questioning the concept of
‘new terrorism’. The main purpose, in my opinion, is not to prove that terrorism today
is ‘old’ and that terrorism has not changed, but that the category of ‘new terrorism’ is
contestable and not as unproblematic as some may suggest. The aim is to question the
dominant interpretations and thereby show the inherently contested nature of the ‘new
terrorism’ category.

Reductionist interpretations and inappropriate categories

This leads to a second area of criticism. Kurtulus accuses the critics of ‘new terrorism’
of employing ‘reductionist interpretations’ and ‘inappropriate categories and labels, which
make it impossible to differentiate the characteristic features of new terrorism from those
of the old’ (2011, p. 477).

First, one may respond that Kurtulus again does not seem to be too worried about reduc-
tionist arguments or inappropriate categories himself. He, for example, argues that ‘ethnic
hatred’ can be considered ‘more similar to the religious motivation of new terrorists than
the political motivation of traditional terrorists’ (2011, p. 482). Any kind of further elabora-
tion on the why and how in order to ‘prove’ this adventurous claim is missing. Furthermore,
he seems to equate insurgency in places such as Iraq and Kashmir with terrorism. In an
attempt to illustrate the importance of religious motivation for ‘new terrorism’ Kurtulus
argues:

In Iraq, the insurgency against the coalition forces had a clearly religious character although
the country was a bastion of secular Arab nationalism and had one of the strongest Communist
parties in the Arab world just a couple of decades ago. [. . .] In Kashmir, since 1989, 13 of the
17 insurgent organizations have religious outlooks in varying degrees. (2011, p. 481)

A large number of academics have tried to illustrate the differences between terrorism and
insurgency, including renowned terrorism scholars such as Paul Wilkinson who stated: ‘it
is grossly misleading to treat terrorism as a synonym for insurgency, guerrilla warfare or
political violence in general’ (2000, p. 1).

Apart from mixing and equating concepts such as insurgency and terrorism, Kurtulus is
confronted with the same problems of subjective, or what he may refer to as inappropriate,
categories. Kurtulus here discusses three different types of binary categories: indiscrimi-
nate versus selective attacks by terrorists; religious versus secular motivations; and network
versus hierarchical organisational structures of terrorist organisations.

Interestingly, when accusing the critics of ‘new terrorism’ of inappropriate categories,
Kurtulus chooses the categories of indiscriminate and selective use of violence (2011,
pp. 485–486), which by their very nature are selective, not stable categories, and inherently
involve some sort of subjectivity. What one considers to be a ‘legitimate’ or select target
is not something established by nature. What we consider to be indiscriminate attacks on
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462 A. Spencer

the Pentagon and the World Trade Center, others may interpret as a selective strike on the
military and financial centre of the United States. One may therefore argue that Al-Qaeda
and other ‘new terrorists’ can still be considered selective. ‘New terrorists’ generally do not
go about randomly killing everybody, they do continue to carefully plan their attacks and
consciously select their targets for maximum effect. Just because the selected target group
is considered wider does not make it indiscriminate. Al-Qaeda is probably not interested
in killing a native villager in the middle of the rainforest.

So selectivity and its influence on public opinion are still very important to ‘new terror-
ists’; it is only because wider selection includes categories such as western civilians that we
consider it an indication of the indiscriminate nature of ‘new terrorism’. One may go as far
as claiming that selectivity is central to the definition of terrorism which seeks to achieve
some sort of objective. Terrorism, including ‘new terrorism’, is not random but uses vio-
lence selectively to create fear to reach its political/religious goals. Here, Jeff Goodwin’s
theory of categorical terrorism points out that this supposed randomness of terrorist victims
has something to do with whether the ‘terrorists’ perceive the civilians as potential allies
or not. He argues that in a situation where there is little interaction between ‘terrorists’
and civilians due to, for example, different languages, religions or territorial segregation,
seemingly random attacks against civilians are more likely (Goodwin 2006).

This brings us to a second type of category put forward by Kurtulus: secular versus
religious motivation (2011, pp. 487–488). He argues that ‘old terrorists’ had predominantly
secular motivations, while ‘new terrorists’ have mainly religious motivations. With regard
to the underlying rhetoric and language used by terrorist organisations, I would fully agree.
Very few would refute that the RAF used a more secular line of argumentation, while
Al-Qaeda makes more references to religious themes in their public statements. Similarly,
no one would disagree that most ‘old terrorists’ such as the RAF came from the West, and
most ‘new terrorists’ come from the Middle East. It remains, however, open to debate as to
whether this would justify the term ‘new terrorism’, especially considering that the ‘reli-
gious or mystical motivation’ (Kurtulus 2011, p. 478) of ‘new terrorists’ is fundamentally
political as well.

Here, I would agree with Kurtulus that it is difficult to separate religion from politics
in Islam. However, I would go further to claim that it is almost impossible to separate pol-
itics from religion in general, and in particular when it comes down to the motivations of
terrorist organisations. Although in many countries in the West there is an explicit sep-
aration between the institution of the state and the institution of religion, most political
life is somehow influenced by religious belief systems. With regard to ‘old terrorism’ the
argument was not that ‘old terrorist’ groups are/were religious, but that many of their moti-
vations were partly influenced by religion and that Al-Qaeda, and on this Kurtulus and I
would agree, is also motivated by politics. As Richard Jackson et al. (2011) point out:

many ‘secular’ groups displayed ‘religious’ characteristics. For example, both the German
RAF and the Italian Red Brigades pursued a radically different world order, painted their
conflict in terms comparable to ‘cosmic war’, and described their enemies in similar eschato-
logical terms to Al-Qaeda. Much of their violence was ‘symbolic’ or ‘redemptive’ rather than
‘strategic’, and the level of loyalty demanded from members was as total as that of the most
exacting religious cults.

Overall, drawing a clear separation between religious and secular motivation seems
extremely difficult.1 With regard to ‘old terrorists’, one may ask: ‘Were the Jewish ter-
rorists in British Palestine fighting for religion or against colonialism? Do the Tamil Tigers
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Critical Studies on Terrorism 463

want their own homeland because they are Hindus in a Muslim nation or because they are
Tamils in a Sinhalese country?’ (Quillen 2002, p. 288). Surely the answer is a bit of both.

The third type of category which according to Kurtulus is used in an inappropriate
fashion is the distinction between a network or hierarchical structure of terrorist organi-
sations. Fittingly, Kurtulus here discusses B. Jackson’s typology of terrorist organisations
(Jackson 2009). While Jackson refers to these types of organisation as ‘networks’, Kurtulus
claims: ‘it can be argued that the use of the term “network” should be confined to this latter
category and Jackson’s typology should be regarded as taxonomy of hierarchical terrorist
organizations’ (2011, p. 490). So while Jackson calls them networks, Kurtulus believes that
most of them involve ‘hierarchical dimensions’.

This illustrates our point very well. It is unclear where a hierarchy stops and a network
begins, as organisations show signs of both kinds of organisational arrangement. This is
visible even in the apparently most network-like organisation such as Al-Qaeda, when,
following Osama bin Laden’s death, second-in-command Ayman al-Zawahiri has taken
over as the head of the organisation.2 And to a certain point, Kurtulus and I would agree
that one can see an increased level of networking due to a technological and information
revolution throughout society. As Kurtulus argues:

Seen from the perspective of this article, there is no reason to assume that contemporary terror-
ist organizations are immune to such influences that emanate from the Internet and information
technology.3 One possible outcome of this transformation is the emergence and strengthening
of horizontal networks among terrorists – just like other political organizations and social
movements – where power is more evenly distributed at the expense of vertical hierarchical
structures where the power is concentrated at the top. (2011, p. 491)

It is, however, then questionable whether this would legitimise the use of the concept ‘new
terrorism’. As pointed out by some:

Can we really expect terrorists to remain as they were in an isolated state of inertia, separated
from the evolving world around them? Evolution does not justify the term ‘new terrorism’.
If this was the case we would have to call most things new every single day. (Spencer 2006a,
p. 25)

Overall, Kurtulus’ criticism of using ‘inappropriate categories’ is an important one, as it
reflects precisely one of the central points many of the critics of the concept ‘new terror-
ism’ would want to make. By questioning the validity of the categories of, for example,
selective and indiscriminate targeting, critics can illustrate the disputed nature of the con-
cept. The point is not so much to prove that ‘new terrorism’ is in fact ‘old terrorism’, but
that the categories which are used to establish this difference are artificial or at least con-
tested. Kurtulus is right to point out that the categories used by the critics are unstable, but
illustrating the instability of categories is precisely the point of the exercise.

The concept of ‘newness’ and the power of words

Finally, Kurtulus accuses the critics of the ‘new terrorism’ concept of adopting ‘a simplistic
notion of “new” or “newness” that cannot detect significant social change or novel social
trends’ (2011, p. 480). Here he suggests that dictionary style definitions of concepts cannot
grasp the complexity of the real word. Definitions of newness which consider ‘new’ to
mean ‘not existing before’ or ‘discovered recently of now for the first time’ are, in his
opinion, inappropriate to capture the cyclical return of different terrorisms.
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464 A. Spencer

Interestingly, Kurtulus fails to provide a convincing original conceptualisation of ‘new-
ness’ and instead copies Rapoport’s idea of ‘waves’ of terrorism (Rapoport 1984, 2004).
Kurtulus here argues that ‘[t]he important thing is whether there are sufficient number of
qualitative changes in sufficient number of key features to warrant the claim that a “new
wave” has emerged – regardless of whether there is one or another residual element’ (2011,
p. 484). He goes on to argue that:

The underlying presumption here is that if the society or the political climate has experienced
a significant change – such as increased religiosity, technological revolution, desensitizing to
violence – it is only natural that terrorism and terrorist organizations will also do so. (Kurtulus
2011, p. 484)

Interestingly, this is exactly the argument made by some to critics of the concept of ‘new
terrorism’:

Without doubt terrorism has evolved and changed over time. But so have many things. Without
wanting to re-ignite the old debate about agency and structure, one should consider whether
terrorism has changed or whether the world has changed in which it operates. (Spencer 2006a,
p. 25)

Surely, very few of the critics of ‘new terrorism’ would suggest that terrorism has not
changed at all and our quarrel is not with the notion of ‘waves’ of terrorism suggested by
Rapoport, but with the concept of ‘new terrorism’ and the small, seemingly unimportant
predicate ‘new’.4

In my opinion, the most important element in this discussion is not whether ‘new
terrorism’ is really new or not, but that the concept of ‘new terrorism’ is not simply a
neutral description of reality. So, Kurtulus and I probably have a fundamentally differ-
ent perspective on what we consider words capable of in (international) politics. While
Kurtulus, and more positivist authors, would argue that words simply reflect reality, other
more post-positivist authors believe in the constitutive power of words. From this perspec-
tive, the words we use not only describe the world but actively take part in its constitution
(Kratochwil 1989, Onuf 1989, Guzzini 2000).

Let us take the example of the ‘wave’ suggested in the article by Kurtulus. While he
would probably consider this metaphor to be an appropriate rhetorical tool to accurately
describe the reality of current terrorism, I would hold that words and metaphors such as
‘new’ or ‘wave’ do more than simply describe reality. As firmly established in cognitive
linguistics (Lakoff and Johnson 1980), and imported into political science (Landau 1961,
Zashin and Chapman 1974, Miller 1979, Rayner 1984), International Relations (Campbell
1998, Milliken 1999, Little 2007, Carver and Pikalo 2008) and most recently terrorism
research (Hülsse and Spencer 2008, Spencer 2010b), metaphors such as ‘wave of terrorism’
transfer knowledge from a source domain (wave) onto a target domain (terrorism). They
create a strong perceptional link between the two concepts and thereby almost automati-
cally make us apply knowledge about one domain onto the other. This understanding effects
our reactions to the phenomena. As Chilton and Lakoff point out, metaphors ‘are concepts
that can be and often are acted upon. As such, they define in significant part, what one takes
as “reality”, and thus form the basis and the justification for the formulation of policy and
its potential execution’ (Chilton and Lakoff 1999, p. 57).

For example, the metaphor of ‘waves’ constructs terrorism as something natural, in
effect, as something normal, unstoppable, almost inevitable (Lakoff and Johnson 1980, pp.
145–146). As pointed out elsewhere:
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If terrorism is a ‘wave’ then ceasefires and negotiations are nonsensical as one cannot persuade
a wave from hitting the shoreline. As waves and catastrophes are a natural phenomena they
are unstoppable, they will happen regardless of what is done to prevent them. If terrorism is a
‘wave’ the reasons for such ‘waves’ become unimportant as one cannot change the physics of
their creation. The naturalisation of ‘new terrorism’ through these metaphors marginalizes the
question of what causes ‘waves’ of terrorism. What is clear is that we are not responsible for
these ‘waves’. If we cannot prevent the ‘waves’ from striking the coastline then it does makes
sense to implement measures to alleviate the effects such ‘waves’ will have. (Spencer 2010b,
p. 120)

Similarly, from a perspective open to cognitive linguistic approaches, the concept of new-
ness and the predicate ‘new’ actively takes part in the constitution of the world in general,
and terrorism in particular. By describing terrorism as ‘new terrorism’, our understand-
ing of what is considered appropriate in response is already framed in a particular way.
As Kurtulus himself points out: ‘It is true that these politicians sometimes refer to a new
terrorist threat in their speeches, most probably to justify new measures, increase their rat-
ing among the electors or simply to mobilize support for their policies’ (2011, p. 491).
So despite our disagreements, we seem to agree that the concept of ‘new terrorism’ can
be used, for example, to make new counterterrorism seem appropriate. They make certain
reactions seem more appropriate than others.5

Conclusion

Kurtulus’ reply to the criticism voiced by a number of scholars against the concept of
‘new terrorism’ is a welcome one as it shows that terrorism research is not (yet) sick
of the ‘new terrorism’ debate. Even though the debate may not reveal who is right and
who is wrong, it nevertheless nicely illustrates the contested nature of the ‘new terrorism’
category. Although further discussion on the issue may never fully convince the other of
abandoning his or her perspectives, continued engagement can stimulate if not understand-
ing, then mutual acceptance. At the very least, it can alleviate the feeling of talking to a
brick wall.

Notes
1. For more detailed critical evaluation of religion and terrorism, see, for example, Gunning (2007)

and Zulaika (2009).
2. Ayman al-Zawahiri appointed as al-Qaeda leader. BBC News [online]. Available from:

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-13788594 [Accessed 5 July 2011].
3. Original footnote 106 here reads: ‘Cf. Neumann, Old and New Terrorism, 49–50. Neumann also

identifies “the freer movement of people across national borders” as one of the independent
variables that explain the emergence of transnational terrorist networks’.

4. For a more detailed and critical engagement with Rapoport and his idea of ‘waves’ of terrorism,
see Sedgwick (2007) and Rosenfeld (2010).

5. Whether new counterterrorism is ‘really’ needed or is not is the question here.
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This article attempts to fulfill a lacuna in the literature on terrorism by providing a
systematic response to the widespread criticism of the concept of “new terrorism.”
According to this conceptualization, the “new terrorism” is characterized by religious
motivation, networked organizational structures, tendency to launch mass casualty
attacks and possible use of weapons of mass destruction. This conceptualization is crit-
icized by scholars who argue that religiously motivated terrorism has always existed;
that increased frequency of mass casualty attacks is due to other factors; that traditional
terrorists were also indiscriminate in their targeting; and that there is nothing new about
terrorist attempts to use WMDs or horizontal terrorist networks. These critics are not
convincing on three counts: they adopt a rudimentary notion of “new” which is hardly
appropriate for detecting or understanding social change; they employ inappropriate
categories and labels, which make it impossible to distinguish the characteristic fea-
tures of new terrorism from those of the old; and several critics create a straw man
version of the “new terrorism” argument by resorting to reductionist interpretations.
The article points out that the contemporary terrorism is not only religious, but is also
characterized by the absence of several ideological and political imperatives for cen-
tralized and hierarchical organizational structures and for using discriminate violence
that characterized left wing and ethno-nationalist terrorism of the past. The critics also
ignore the fact that there is a declared intention on the part of new terrorists to organize
horizontally through networks and to kill indiscriminately among civilians.

The concept of “new terrorism” is used by a few but criticized by many. To what extent
is this criticism warranted? This article is an attempt to answer this question. On the
basis of recent empirical research on terrorist organizations, terrorist aims and terrorist
networks—and also, on the basis of what proponents of the concept of “new terrorism”
actually claim about these issues—it endeavors to evaluate various arguments formulated
by scholars who are critical of the claim that contemporary terrorism has gone through a
radical transformation and that it is qualitatively different from the old. At the same time,
it also attempts to develop the notion of “new terrorism” in such a way that its main claims
and arguments are rendered more precise and they more accurately reflect the new reality
of terrorism.
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The main argument of this article is that while the concept of “new terrorism” is often
formulated and used by its proponents in a rather imprecise and fluid manner, the criticism
directed against it is unwarranted on several counts. First, the critics adopt a rudimentary
notion of “new” that is hardly appropriate for understanding social change or detecting new
social trends. As a result of this, they regard one or another historical example, together
with residual elements from the past, as signs of continuity and mobilize them against the
concept of “new terrorism”—without giving any consideration to the representativeness of
the examples. In this context, critics also tend to ignore the empirical and statistical evidence
put forward by the proponents. Second, the critics employ inappropriate categories and
labels, which make it impossible to differentiate the characteristic features of new terrorism
from those of the old. Consequently, they are unable to distinguish properly between
religious and secular terrorist organizations, networked and hierarchical organizational
structures and selectiveness and indiscriminateness in the targeting of terrorists (i.e., those
categories that constitute the gist of the debate about new terrorism). Finally, several critics
create a straw man version of the “new terrorism” argument. This happens at several
levels: by associating the concept of new terrorism with the rhetoric of politicians such as
George Bush, Tony Blair, and Gordon Brown and their relatively unpopular policies, such
as the “War on Terrorism”; by applying scientific sociological arguments selectively and
explaining the alleged popularity of the concept of new terrorism with reference to personal
and institutional agendas and interests of its proponents; and by attributing simplistic and
easily criticizable claims to the proponents of the concept of “new terrorism”—claims that
no one has ever made.

The corollary of this criticism of the critics of “new terrorism” is a positive state-
ment about empirical reality: as this article will show, the world is witnessing, to borrow
Rapoport’s terminology, a new “wave” of terrorism that is qualitatively different from the
previous waves. This new terrorism is indiscriminate, networked, and religious. There is al-
ready statistical evidence in the literature to show that both the number of religious terrorist
organizations and that of mass casualty terrorist attacks have increased during the last two
decades. This can be explained with reference to the fact that, differently from left-wing,
and ethno-nationalist terrorism of the previous waves, new terrorism lacks ideological and
political imperatives for centralized and hierarchical organizational structures and for using
discriminate violence. This tendency is bolstered by a declared intention on the part of the
ideological and operational leaders of new terrorist organizations to organize horizontally
through networks and to kill indiscriminately among civilians. Furthermore, at a rhetorical
level, attempts to justify terrorist violence are done within the framework of a religious
rather than a secular discourse.

The Main Features of New Terrorism—Four Main Claims

In the contemporary academic literature, “new terrorism” refers to a qualitative change
in the nature of terrorism, which has allegedly taken place during the 1990s.1 The claim
about this transformation and what it requires of academics and counterterrorism agencies
are often expressed in powerful terms. For instance, Laqueur claims that “there has been
a radical transformation, if not a revolution, in the character of terrorism” and that “what
has been thought about terrorism, including some of our most basic assumptions, must be
reconsidered.”2 In an earlier work, he writes that “[n]ew definitions and new terms may have
to be developed” to capture this new reality.3 Hoffman argues that “. . .the emergence of
obscure, idiosyncratic, millenarian movements . . . alongside zealously nationalist religious
groups . . . represent a very different and potentially far more lethal threat than the more
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478 E. N. Kurtulus

familiar, ‘traditional’ terrorist groups.” This, he concludes, “shatters some of our most basic
assumptions about terrorists and their violence . . . [and] raises serious questions about the
continued relevance of much of the conventional wisdom on terrorism. . .”4 A group of
analysts refer, in turn, to the “changes in organisation, doctrine, strategy, and technology
that, taken together, speak to the emergence of a ‘new terrorism’ attuned to the information
age.”5 Finally, in a comprehensive and insightful work published only recently, Neumann
traces the origins of this novel development back to factors emanating from “late modernity
and globalisation.”6

These scholars agree on the main characteristics of new terrorism, although they may
emphasize them in varying degrees or add one or another feature to the list. First, dif-
ferently from traditional terrorism, which had left-wing, right-wing, or ethno-nationalistic
political goals, new terrorism has religious or mystical motivation. According to Hoffman,
“religious imperative for terrorism is the most important characteristic of terrorist activity
today.”7 Laqueur, in turn, argues that religious terrorism is on the rise not only in Islam but
also in Christianity, Judaism, and Hinduism.8 Juergensmeyer discerns such a trend even in
Sikhism and Buddhism and claims that “religious violence has reappeared in a form often
calculated to terrify on a massive scale.”9 Second, while traditional terrorist organizations
were characterized by vertical and hierarchical organizational structures, the new terrorist
organizations consist of horizontal networks. What is being witnessed, according to Simon
and Benjamin, is the emergence of “non-group groups” with “little hierarchy.”10 Arquilla
and colleagues claim that in new terrorist groups “[i]deally there is no single, central lead-
ership, command, or headquarters” and “[t]he network as a whole (but not necessarily
each node) has little to no hierarchy, and there may be multiple leaders.”11 Third, while
old terrorism was often selective in its targeting and surgical in its use of violence, new
terrorism is characterized by indiscriminate attacks aimed at causing high number of casu-
alties. According to Laqueur, the “new terrorism is different in character, aiming . . . at the
destruction of society and the elimination of large sections of the population.”12 Differently
from old terrorists who, in Jenkins’s famous formulation, wanted “a lot of people watching,
but a few people dead”13 the new terrorist organizations “want a lot of people watching and
a lot of people dead.”14 Fourth, the new terrorist organizations have the intention and the
potential to acquire and use Weapons of Mass Destruction (i.e., chemical, biological, radi-
ological, and nuclear weapons, or the so-called CBRNs). In the words of Hoffman, “many
of the constraints, both self-imposed and technical, which previously inhibited terrorist use
of WMD are eroding.”15 According to Simon and Benjamin, “WMD are perfectly tailored
to a group that has maximal objectives and an eschatological worldview, and seeks the
humiliation and annihilation of its enemies.”16 Although some scholars may add one or
another feature to the list, such as “increasing technological and operational competence
of terrorists,”17 “greatly enhanced striking power,”18 or use of “asymmetric warfare,”19 it
would be safe to regard these four claims as the gist of the argument that terrorism has gone
through a radical transformation, that the world is witnessing the emergence of a new form
of terrorism and that this warrants the use of a new concept, the concept of “new terrorism.”

Before moving on to the critics, it is necessary to make several observations. To start
with, statements about a transformation in the nature of terrorism and the emergence of a
new form of terrorism are almost always made in passing and never defended or elaborated
at a conceptual level when criticized.20 Partially as a result of this, the argument about “new
terrorism” is neither based on explicitly formulated criteria of “new” or “newness” that
would enable identification of new societal phenomena21 nor—as pointed out by several
critics—systematic empirical-historical studies that compare various periods and terror-
ist campaigns. Moreover, characteristic features of new terrorism is not formulated in a
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 479

sufficiently precise manner and there is often some uncertainty about their exact nature:
Is one of the main features of new terrorism “indiscriminate attacks” caused by deliberate
targeting of civilians or “mass casualty attacks” due to accidental circumstances such as
increased lethality of weapons or tactics used? Does the argument about the use of Weapons
of Mass Destruction refer to a theoretical possibility due to other traits of new terrorism,
such as indiscriminate attacks, or intention on the part of terrorist organizations to use such
weapons, which can be derived from their rhetoric, or actual attempts by such organizations
to acquire them? Furthermore, given the fact that world religions are highly diversified, what
exactly is the distinguishing character of religiously motivated terrorism, to the extent that
the category of new terrorist organizations contains isolated apocalyptic organizations such
as Aum Shrinkyo as well as highly politicized and apparently fashionable organizations
such as Al Qaeda? How can such religious organizations be differentiated from other types
of secular, ethno-nationalistic terrorist organizations that may have a religious dimension
as a defining element of the nation or ethnic groups, which they claim to represent? In
spite of such conceptual problems, several proponents move on to make statements about
causal links between various traits of new terrorism, for instance, by arguing that indis-
criminate attacks are causally linked to religious motivation,22 which begs the question
why several religiously motivated terrorist organizations in the past had been conduct-
ing selective assassinations rather than indulging in mass slaughter. Partially due to such
shortcomings, other scholars have been quick to develop a critical approach to the concept
“new terrorism.”

The Criticism of New Terrorism—The Counter Arguments

The argument about the emergence of a new form of terrorism has been criticized in a wide
range of academic works—the last of which was published as late as 2009.23 For instance,
writing immediately after the 11 September 2001 attacks, Copeland argues that “although
there are some important recent developments in terrorism, they primarily reflect older
trends in terrorism which never really went away but which had been ignored or submerged
during the height of political terrorism in 1970s and 80s.” Thus, there are clear “logical and
empirical reasons for questioning a shift to the new paradigm of terrorism”24 Tucker, in turn,
concludes his analysis with the claim “that there is little new in the new terrorism and what
is new is not necessarily more dangerous or difficult to counter than the old.”25 According
to Duyvesteyn, “from a historical perspective there are several reasons to be hesitant about
the application of the label new.”26 For Spencer, to give a fourth example, “the distinction
between old and new terrorism is artificial and some extent (sic) dangerous, as it can be
used to justify a whole new set of rushed restrictive governmental counter-measures without
these being democratically debated, publicly discussed, independently monitored or even
necessary.”27 Zimmermann, in turn, claims that “the conception of ‘New Terrorism”’ is
“potentially distorted, in that it almost invariably conveys an ill-defined, impressionistic
image of post-Cold War political violence movements. . .”28 and “the distinction between
the older terrorism and the ‘New Terrorism’ is artificial at best, and the conception itself
is rendered tautological and quite probably otiose.”29 In a recent article, to give a last
example, Field claims that the “overall accuracy and analytical value [of New Terrorism] is
questionable” and argues that “the historical evidence demonstrates that there is significant
continuity in terrorist group behaviour, suggesting that as opposed to a wholesale revolution
we have simply seen the evolution of well-established terrorist practices and behaviours.”
Thus, he concludes, “the shift in the nature of terrorism has been exaggerated, providing a
misleading and distorted picture of radical change.”30
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480 E. N. Kurtulus

The critics of new terrorism muster a range of arguments to support their view that no
paradigm change has occurred. First, according to several of these scholars, there is nothing
new about religiously inspired violence and what appears to be new is more of a “a cyclic
return to earlier and maybe forgotten motivations for terrorism” and “many old terrorist
organisations also had close links with and partly motivated by religion.”31 Furthermore,
what appears to be religious motivation may be mundane political programs in disguise:
“the actors responsible for the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 were also focused on
national and territorial aspects similar to the traditional terrorists.”32 In a similar vein, “the
presumed connection between suicide terrorism and Islamic fundamentalism is misleading”
and “what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a specific secular and
strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that
the terrorists consider to be their homeland.”33 Second, the terrorist targets are “still largely
symbolic” and the claim of “the new terrorism school” that new terrorism is more lethal
due to “the increasingly indiscriminate nature of the targeting” is not completely supported
by evidence.34 Third, the causes of mass casualty attacks and increased lethality of terrorist
attacks should be sought elsewhere than in a change in the nature of terrorism: absence of
state sponsorship,35 increased lethality of weapons used,36 other motivations which may
or may not involve religion.37 Fourth, there is nothing new about attempts by terrorists to
use Weapons of Mass Destruction,38 use of such weapons are imbued with surmountable
difficulties,39 and that there are no serious attempts on the part of terrorists to use such
weapons.40 Fifth, the critics of new terrorism argue that there is nothing new about horizontal
terrorist networks as such networks have always existed41 and that even the so-called new
terrorist organizations have hierarchical structures.42 In this critical body of literature, there
are also arguments that state sponsorship of “new” terrorism has not disappeared43 and
that there is nothing particularly “transnational” about “new” terrorism.44 Thus, according
to several of these authors reasons behind this neologism should be sought elsewhere:
absence of historical perspectives in the debate about new terrorism and “[t]he dominating
influence of social and political science”45 or “the institutional impact of adopting the new
paradigm”46

On three accounts the criticism of the concept of “new terrorism” fails to provide
a convincing explanation: first of all, they depart from a simplistic notion of “new” or
“newness” that cannot detect significant social change or novel social trends; second, they
employ imprecise categories which cannot distinguish between the features of new and old
terrorism; and finally, they create a straw man version of the new terrorism argument by
resorting to reductionist and/or distorted interpretations. In the rest of this article, each of
these three aspects of the criticism will be elaborated in detail.

Emergence of a “New” Phenomenon—The New, the Old, and the “Wave”

The critics of the concept of new terrorism adopt a simplistic notion of “new” or “newness”
that is neither suitable for detecting new social trends nor conducive to understanding social
change. Several critics are explicit about this rudimentary conceptualization of the “new.”
For instance, Spencer departs from the Oxford English Dictionary definition of the adjective
“new” as “not existing before” or “discovered recently of now for the first time.” Thus,
“new” and “old” are “time-dependent concepts and one considers there to be something
different between old and new and that there is a clear distinction or break between the
two.”47 Duyvesteyn, in turn, argues that “‘[n]ew’ can signify that a phenomenon has not
been witnessed before” or “the label ‘new’ can rightly be applied when it concerns seen-
before phenomena but an unknown perspective or interpretation is developed.” As regards
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 481

to the arguments about the emergence of a new form of terrorism, she claims, “the first
understanding of new is prominent, that is, among others, the fanaticism and ruthlessness
of the Al-Qaeda terrorists, who are held responsible for the devastating terrorist attacks, has
not been seen before.”48 However, more often, this notion of “new” as “never seen before”
or “seen for the first time” is implicit in the texts. For instance, one of the critics, Crenshaw
argues that “. . .accounts of the ‘new’ terrorism cite the common characteristic of religious
doctrine as motivation. However, although the ‘new’ terrorists are all supposedly religious,
not all religious groups are deemed to be ‘new”’49—as if witnessing one or another religious
terrorist organization in the era prior to the alleged emergence of new terrorism should be
sufficient to invalidate this claim. A similar approach to “new” is also adopted by Field,
who disregards the issue of to what extent the distinguishing characteristics of old and new
terrorism appeared in different periods,

. . .many of the supposedly “new” developments, such as religious motivation,
global objectives, indiscriminate violence and even an interest in nuclear, bio-
logical or chemical weapons, can in fact be observed in “traditional” terrorists
groups. Similarly, “traditional” characteristics, such as secular motivation, lo-
calized objectives, strategic calculation and the controlled use of violence, have
continued to be features of the “new terrorism.”50

The outcome of adopting such a conceptualization of “new” has been a double strategy
of counter argumentation that aims to demonstrate that the alleged features of new ter-
rorism have historically existed before and that historical features of terrorism still exist
today.

It is possible to make two observations about this conceptualization of “new.” In the
first place, such a notion is innately biased toward emphasizing continuity at the expense of
change, quantitative variation at the expense of qualitative transformation,51 and evolution-
ary development52 at the expense of cyclic waves, where terrorist organizations emerge,
disappear, and reemerge. Seen from such a perspective, there can never be anything new
in society since the “new,” as a matter of fact, always has the relics of the old and the old
always carries the seeds or the embryonic appearance of the new. Moreover, it is doubtful
that it is this type of understanding of novelty that proponents of the concept of “new terror-
ism” have in mind. Seen from their perspective, to refer to some of their central arguments,
religiously motivated terrorism is not new in the sense of “appearing for the first time”
but new against the background of more than two centuries of generally secular terrorism.
In this sense, the new terrorism argument is a claim about the omnipresent ascendency of
religious terrorist groups and how they have replaced or marginalized traditional left-wing,
right-wing, and ethno-nationalist terrorist organizations that were known for their secular
orientation. A couple of examples should be sufficient to illustrate this point. In Iraq, the
insurgency against the coalition forces had a clearly religious character although the country
was a bastion of secular Arab nationalism and had one of the strongest Communist parties
in the Arab world just a couple of decades ago. In Palestine, Hamas captured the leadership
of the Palestinian national liberation movement from the secular organizations of Fatah,
People’s Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and DFLP.53 In Southern Lebanon,
the more religious Hizbullah ousted the more secular Amal movement as early as the late
1980s. In Israel, Baruch Goldstein and Yigal Amir were inspired more by the religious
symbolism of Gush Eminum than the secular-revisionist right-wing Zionism of the 1940s
as adopted by organizations such as Irgun and Lehi54; In Kashmir, since 1989, 13 of the 17
insurgent organizations have religious outlooks in varying degrees.55 In the Philippines, the
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482 E. N. Kurtulus

religiously orientated Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and the jihadist Abu Sayyaf
Group (AGS) replaced the secular Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF).56 Finally,
millenarian/religious terrorist organizations such as Aum Shinrikyo in Japan and Lord’s
Resistance Army in Uganda emerged from basically nowhere. Given the scope of change,
what one has been witnessing is nothing less than a general paradigm shift in terrorist
motivations, which cannot be captured by the reductionist notion of “new” adopted by the
critics. Similarly, to refer to another core argument of new terrorism, the networked organi-
zational structures of new terrorism are new not in the sense of “not been seen before” but in
the sense of disappearance of the necessity for centralized and authoritarian organizational
structures that characterized much of old terrorism. There are no longer any ideological
imperatives to control the interpretation of a Marxist doctrine by the central committee of
the vanguard party of the proletariat as it was the case with left-wing dissident terrorist
organizations; nor are there any practical reasons to be the only possible negotiating partner
or state-bearing entity as it has been the case with secessionist ethno-nationalistic terrorist
organizations. Thus, the new qualitative change in terrorism is paradoxically due to the
disappearance of such ideological and practical factors. Once again, the notion of “new”
adopted by critics is unable to capture such mechanisms that may operate in the background
and that may not be observable in each case of terrorist activity.

In the second place, and as a corollary of the first, as a result of this simplistic notion
of “new” or “newness” critics overlook the issue of representativeness of the historical
examples that they mobilize against the concept of “new terrorism.” As mentioned earlier,
the key question is not whether one or another trait of new terrorism occurred before or one
or another feature of traditional terrorism still occurs today, but the frequency and scope of
that occurrence in each historic period.57 This can be illustrated with a couple of examples
related to the core features of new terrorism. One recurrent theme in the critical literature is
that even traditional terrorist organizations were willing and capable of indiscriminate, mass
casualty attacks.58 The cases of bomb attacks launched by French and Spanish anarchists,
the bombing of Air India flight in 1985, Pan Am flight in 1988, and Bologna railway
station in 1980, indiscriminate attacks by the Japanese Red Army in Israel, the FLN, and
OAS in Algeria, and bomb attacks on pubs by Provisional Irish Republican Army (IRA)
in the 1970s are often cited as evidence to support this claim.59 Given the fact that this list
more or less contains all mass casualty attacks prior to the emergence of new terrorism,
there is a strong possibility that these attacks are, statistically speaking, outliers in over
one hundred years of modern terrorist activity—a possibility not discussed by the critics.60

Furthermore, some of these attacks were possibly motivated by ethnic hatred, which renders
them more similar to the religious motivation of new terrorists than the political motivation
of traditional terrorists. More interestingly, the argument overlooks the development of
some traditional terrorist organizations such as the IRA and Euskadi Ta Askatasuna (ETA)
from indiscriminate to selective targeting61—a development that is diametrically opposed
to that of, for instance, jihadi new terrorist organizations, who had over the years became
increasingly indiscriminate in their attacks. In a sense, it could be argued that Al Qaeda’s
attack on the U.S.S. Cole in Aden in 2000 was, due to its selective nature of being directed
against a military target, an aberrant case—and hence, an outlier in the history of this
organization. Similarly, the IRA’s indiscriminate pub bombings in the autumn of 1974 and
ETA’s Hipercor bombing in 1987 are deviations from the general strategy adopted by these
terrorist organizations that concentrate on assassinations, targeting of military personnel,
and early warnings. However, seen from the perspective of the critics, such outliers can
be seen as proof of continuity in international and domestic terrorism. Furthermore, while
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 483

disregarding the difference between outliers and representative cases, the critics also ignore
the statistical evidence about the increased lethality of terrorist attacks.62 Another recurrent
argument that ignores the issue of representativeness is the claim that religiously motivated
violence has always existed. According to Duyvesteyn, “religiously inspired terrorism
aimed at killing others has existed for millennia.”63 Duyvesteyn does not conduct any
discussion about the representativeness of the referred cases that presumably consists
mainly of three organizations—Zealot-Sicariis, Assassins, and Thugies, from a population
that contains a very large number of anarchist, ethno-nationalist, and left-wing and right-
wing terrorist organizations. Once again, the critics ignore the statistical evidence that
indicate that the proportion of religiously motivated terrorist organizations to secular ones
has dramatically increased at least until mid-1990s64—a trend that can only have been
strengthened by the religiously motivated insurgencies in Iraq, Chechnya, Afghanistan,
and Pakistan. Finally, to give a last example, critics also argue that terrorist networks
have always existed. Referring to a comparative study on urban unrest in Iran and Egypt,
Tucker, for instance, claims that “[i]n fact there is a very long tradition of these kinds of
networks in the Middle East” and that one such network “existed in Iran in the 1940s.”65

It is true that Iran experienced an assassination campaign in the 1940s, but there is no
evidence to suggest that the organization behind these activities, Fadayeen-e Islam under
the leadership of Navaab Safari, consisted of networks. The organization appears to have
penetrated the judiciary and the executive of the country by means of networks, but this is
not the same as consisting networks.66 As regards to the terrorist campaigns in Egypt during
the period referred to, the Muslim Brotherhood was centralized to such an extent that a
mufti, adopting the role of some kind of an attorney, had to sanction every assassination of
the Special Apparatus.67 To move on to other examples, the second and third generation
of Red Army Faction in Germany,68 was one of the few deviations in a Marxist-Leninist
terrorist tradition which, as mentioned above, was obsessed with the vanguard role of
the proletarian party, its privilege and duty to interpret the Marxist-Leninist dogma and
to preserve the ideological purity of the party. Finally, the last example often given by
critics, the organizational structure of Anarchists69 do not present a clear picture: some of
the Anarchists involved in assassinations did not have any organizational affiliations at all
while some other Anarchist terrorist campaigns were launched by organizations, such as
Narodnaya Volya in Russia, which displayed traits of hierarchical structures. Even if one
accepts that all these terrorist organizations were networks, as claimed by the critics, the
question remains as to what extent they were representative of all terrorist organizations
that existed during that historic period.

To sum up the argument so far, the critiques of new terrorism are based, to a large extent,
on a rudimentary notion of “new” or “newness” that is not appropriate for understanding
new social trends and social change. Consequently, they mobilize non-representative—and
sometimes inaccurate—historical examples of indiscriminateness, networked structures,
and religious elements against the new terrorism argument. They also argue that charac-
teristic features of traditional terrorism are still existent, without raising the question of to
what extent that existence is widespread or representative of contemporary terrorism.

However, this scrutiny of the critics still leaves the proponents of new terrorism ar-
gument with the task of developing a set of sound criteria—or at least a more advanced
understanding of the “new.” This task is complicated due to one particular aspect of terror-
ist organizations: terrorist campaigns and the organizations that launch them, emerge in a
cyclic mode, where appearance and disappearance—or emergence and destruction—rather
than a linear historical development is the norm. Thus, terrorist organizations are not
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484 E. N. Kurtulus

institutions, and insights that can be gained from, for instance, historical institutionalism,
with its focus on critical junctures and path dependency are not particularly helpful in
this context. A more fruitful point of departure for this purpose, however, is the notion of
“wave” formulated by Rapoport, who otherwise does not use the term “new terrorism” but
applies this concept to depict cycles of intensive terrorist activity. Thus a “wave” is

. . . a cycle of activity in a given time period—a cycle characterized by ex-
pansion and contraction phases. A crucial feature is its international character;
similar activities occur in several countries, driven by a common predomi-
nant energy that shapes the participating groups’ characteristics and mutual
relationships. As their names—“Anarchist,” “anitcolonial,” “New Left,” and
“Religious”—suggest, a different energy drives each.

Each wave’s name reflects its dominant but not its only feature. . . . The
wave pattern calls one’s attention to crucial political themes in the general
culture—themes that distinguish the ethos of one generation from another.70

This means that various waves, while being qualitatively different, may also have common
elements. Moreover, according to Rapoport, waves of terrorist activity are not identical with
the sum of terrorist organizations which constitute it, since waves have longer life spans
than organizations Most interestingly, he claims that “[w]hen an organization transcends a
wave, it reflects the new wave’s influence. . .”71

Such a conceptualization of terrorist activity in terms of “waves” provides a better
understanding of new trends and qualitative changes in terrorist violence. Thus, when a
new wave of terrorist activity that is qualitatively different from the previous one emerges,
there is nothing like a radical and complete breach between the new and the old: residual
elements may abide, may acquire new features in a new environment, may exist side by side
with the new embryonic developments for a while; the new elements may eventually lead to
qualitative changes but may not be able to obliterate the residual elements completely. The
important thing is whether there are sufficient number of qualitative changes in sufficient
number of key features to warrant the claim that a “new wave” has emerged—regardless
of whether there is one or another residual element. Seen in this vein, it becomes clear
why the critics may have argued that the allegedly new features of new terrorism are
actually old and that old features of traditional terrorism are actually still persistent today:
all empirical claims that can be derived from the notion of “wave” is compatible with
both what critics observe as different aspects of continuity and what proponents observe
as elements of transformation. However, while the critics refer only to various residual
or embryonic elements, the proponents, once they adopt the notion of “wave,” have the
possibility of capturing the whole picture—and in that sense, they have the possibility of
developing a better theory. Thus, the new terrorism argument is sound to the extent that
there are qualitative changes in a sufficient number of key features of terrorism—despite
of the existence of residual elements—as encapsulated in the notion of a new “wave” in
Rapoport’s terminology.72

Furthermore, the notion of a new wave of terrorism also puts such qualitative changes
in a social and political context—while at the same time being sensitive to history. The
underlying presumption here is that if the society or the political climate has experienced
a significant change—such as increased religiosity, technological revolution, desensitizing
to violence—it is only natural that terrorism and terrorist organizations will also do so.
There are several possibilities involved here. The collapse of the communist regimes and
the decline of Marxist-Leninist movements may have opened up a window of opportunity
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 485

for new radical ideological movements, among them religious movements such as Islamist
radicals—and in its extreme form, jihadist terrorists. Similarly, as it shall be seen in the
next section, according to several studies, IT technology and the use of the Internet have
radically changed not only society as such but also the premises of political activism—and
thereby, also premises of terrorism. Furthermore, according to at least three studies, there
is a direct link between greater lethality of terrorist attacks and desensitizing of the pub-
lic and the mass media “by the sheer frequency of terrorist acts around the world.”73 In
general, the argument here—yet to be researched systematically—is that the emergence
of a new form of terrorism characterized by religious motivation, networked structures,
and indiscriminate attacks may be explained with reference to the emergence of a new
social and political environment characterized by increased religiosity, the widespread
use of information technology and exposure to and desensitization by mass medial vio-
lence. The critics discount such contemporary social and political factors while, as indi-
cated earlier, not being able to develop a historical approach that is sensitive to issues of
representativeness.

Thus, “new terrorism” is new in the sense of constituting a new “wave” with common
characteristics that distinguishes it from previous waves. It may be possible to identify
watershed events, which can be regarded as the starting point of a new wave, but each wave
always has residual elements from the past waves and can possibly only be understood
against the social and political context within which it occurs.

Unstable Categories of Organizational Structures, Ideologies,
and Forms of Violence

At the most basic level, arguments and counter-arguments about new terrorism boil down
to statements about the existence or not of certain features, which distinguish new terrorism
from the old—indiscriminateness versus selectivity, religious versus secular ideologies,
networks versus hierarchies. The main argument of this section is that neither the critics
nor the proponents define these features clearly, precisely and, in a few cases, correctly. As
a result of this, the debate about new terrorism is launched on precarious ground, where
tools and concepts used cannot possibly resolve the controversy.

One important distinction, which is not properly made in the literature on new terrorism,
is the one between the indiscriminate and selective use of terrorist violence. This distinction
is often blurred by the introduction of another concept, which is employed both by the
proponents and the critics: increased lethality of terrorist attacks.74 This third concept is
not helpful for at least three reasons. First, it captures nothing specific about the distinction
between the indiscriminate and selective use of violence, which putatively distinguishes
new terrorists from the old. Although all successful indiscriminate attacks lead to increased
lethality, the latter can also be the outcome of the selective use of terrorist violence. To
the extent that what is meant by selective targeting is terrorist attacks against military
personnel, secret police officers and chiefs, police stations, high level representatives of a
state as distinguished from third party civilians and non-combatants, selective targeting does
not exclude the possibility of terrorists being very effective and inflicting high numbers of
casualties on their targets. The Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) operations against
the Sri Lankan military and police in the past is a good example of such selective targeting
leading to very high number of casualties.

This point can also be illustrated by comparing two very well-known examples from
the recent history of terrorism. Both the 11 September 2001 attacks on the Twin Towers and
the Pentagon and the 23 October 1983 truck bomb assaults on the U.S. Marines barracks
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486 E. N. Kurtulus

and French Paratroopers in Beirut indicate “increased lethality” due to the capabilities
on the part of perpetrators to cause a large number of casualties. However, it would be a
mistake to regard both of them as “indiscriminate attacks”: While the truck bomb attacks on
American and French forces were selective as they ostensibly targeted military personnel
that were involved in hostilities with the local Shi’a militia groups, the 11 September
attacks, including the one on Pentagon, were indiscriminate as the perpetrators did not
make any distinction between civilians and military personnel. “Indiscriminateness” has to
do with the blurring of the distinction between targeting military and state representatives
on the one hand and targeting civilians and non-combatants on the other; with the intention
to observe or disregard such a distinction, or finally, with producing possible justifications
for observing or not observing such a distinction. “Mass casualty attacks” or “increased
lethality,” on the other hand, indicates nothing about the nature of the targets other than
the numbers targeted and the capabilities to inflict large number of casualties. From the
point of view of security and intelligence organizations the differences between these two
types of terrorist attacks may not be very important as both pose threats to state security
and the citizens or the institutions of the state. However, from the point of view of research
on terrorist trends, tactics and motivations, and—most importantly for the purposes of this
article—from the point of view of differentiating between new and traditional terrorism,
such differences are of utmost importance. Given the large number of professional or
amateurish, successful or failed attempts to detonate bombs among civilian targets and
to kill as many civilians as possible, what is new in new terrorism is the deliberately
indiscriminate nature of the terrorist attacks—regardless of the capabilities to do so.

This brings the article to the second shortcoming of the concept of increased lethality:
it emphasizes accidental circumstances that may result in large numbers of casualties at the
expense of intention and strategy on the part of terrorist organizations to cause such large
number of casualties. Given the statistical evidence that indicates a steady increase in the
number casualties, critics as well as proponents identify various factors such as the explana-
tory variables: high mass media threshold for publicity,75 religious motivation,76 lack of
state sponsorship,77 amateurish nature of terrorists,78 and increased lethality of the weapons
used.79 However, these explanations omit the strategy and the intention of—especially
jihadist—terrorist organizations to kill as many civilians as possible.80 Furthermore, what
is perhaps unprecedented in the history of terrorism is that they explicitly regard such
indiscriminate targeting of civilians as legitimate and some of them go to pains to justify
this strategy on a moral and religious basis. Osama bin Laden’s “Declaration of the World
Islamic Front for Jihad against the Jews and Crusaders,” which was signed by five jihadist
organizations, is perhaps the best known document where an intention to kill American
civilians is declared explicitly81; however it is not the most sophisticated theoretical at-
tempt to justify such an intention. Since the mid-1990s two lines of argument are used
in the Salafi-jihadist literature to legitimize targeting of civilians: “the doctrine of propor-
tional response,” that is, the view that “when the infidel kills Muslim civilians it becomes
permissible to attack their civilians in kind”82 and the redefinition of “civilian” to exclude
those who “assist the enemy” by fighting “with words [e.g., propaganda] and acts [e.g.,
spying or otherwise assisting in warfare].”83 The second line of argument legitimizes at-
tacks on anyone who has the “capacity to fight” and results in an argument about “personal
and individual culpability in a democracy.”84 Such a notion of collective responsibility is
without any precedent in the history of Islamic theological thought and jurisprudence85 but
appears regularly in jihadist statements.86

Third, the notion of increased lethality is unable to capture the connections between
different features of new terrorism. One such linkage is the debate about a causal link
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 487

between increased lethality and religious motivation.87 Once increased lethality is inter-
preted in terms of indiscriminate attacks against civilians and the deliberate nature of such
attacks is identified, the whole debate about this link can be couched in new terms: it is
a specific form of religious motivation, which is yet to be researched properly, that le-
gitimizes and causes indiscrimination between the civilians and the military in terrorist
targeting. Leaving aside the debate on new terrorism for a moment, such a refinement
of the conceptual apparatus, enables one to understand the difference between religiously
motivated but selective targeting of organizations such as the Assassins, Special Section of
the Muslim Brotherhood, and Groupe Salafiste pour la Prédication et le Combat (GSPC)
in Algeria—a type of targeting that may or may not lead to mass casualties—and likewise
religiously motivated but indiscriminate targeting of organizations such as Hamas in Pales-
tine, Group Islamique Armée [Armed Islamic Group] (GIA) in Algeria and Al Qaeda and
its affiliated organizations, which, if successful, definitely leads to mass casualties. In the
contemporary era, jihadist organizations of the former type are the minority—hence, the
argument about new terrorism—but they nevertheless have the potential to explain why
and under what circumstances the organizations of the latter type may emerge. The second
linkage is the one between indiscriminate terrorist attacks and the possible use of Weapons
of Mass Destruction (WMD) by terrorists. Ironically, several critics of new terrorism are
in agreement with the proponents when they claim that the probability of WMD use by
terrorists has increased significantly.88 However, unless the terrorists are ascribed the capa-
bility to deploy such weapons tactically and selectively89 (to judge from the debate about
“flexible response,” during the Cold War era, it is doubtful that even a superpower such
as the United States possesses such a capability), such increased probability would imply
the existence of at least one more feature of new terrorism: indiscriminate attacks. Thus,
there is a logical link between the two and the factors that impede new terrorists from using
WMD should be sought at an empirical level. Previous research results indicate that, given
the technical level of terrorists, conventional weapons appear to be much more effective for
the purposes of causing mass casualties than nuclear, chemical, biological, and radiological
weapons.90

Another distinction, which in not properly made by the critics, is the one between
religious and secular terrorist organizations. The blurring of the difference between these
categories happens when the critics attempt to muster empirical evidence to support two
claims that in turn supposedly indicate that there is nothing new about religious terrorism:
that some of the traditional terrorist organizations were indeed religious; and that contempo-
rary religious terrorist organizations also have territorial and/or political dimensions. To start
with the first claim, the critics provide a list of traditional terrorist organizations, which are
allegedly also religious: the Catholic IRA in Northern Ireland, the Greek Orthodox EOKA
in Cyprus, the Jewish Irgun in Israel, and the Muslim FLN in Algeria.91 The problem
with this interpretation is that it shifts the definitional characteristics of ethno-nationalist
terrorist organizations from their political programs and goals, which can be secular or
religious (i.e., which may aim to establish a secular nation-state or a theocratic regime), to
primordial features that define the ethnic group or the nation and that are independent of the
terrorist group as such. Since, in the aforementioned cases, Catholicism, Greek Orthodox
creed, Jewishness, and Islamic belief (at the time of Algerian independence but not at the
moment) are regarded as essentialist traits, on the basis of which nationhood is defined,
what is seen in these cases is nothing other than secularized religious elements at the service
of nation-building—in contradistinction to religiosity as such. In other words, seen from
the perspective of critics, there is no difference between those terrorist organizations, which
aspire to establish a theocratic regime, and those that aim to create a secular nation-state in
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488 E. N. Kurtulus

all those cases where religion, rather than language, race, citizenship, common history, and
so on is one of the constitutive characteristics of the nation. They are all per se religious
terrorist organizations.

Second, critics also provide a list of religious terrorist organizations, which are sup-
posedly also territorial and political. Often referred to as “mixed categories”92 or “hybrid
groups,”93 this list contains a long range of groups such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad in
Palestine, several organizations in Chechnya, armed groups involved in the Iraqi insurgency,
Hizbullah in Lebanon, the Moro Islamic Liberation Front and the Abu Sayyaf group in the
Philippines, Lashkar-e-Taiba in Kashmir and Jundullah Militia in Indonesia. Furthermore,
it is also argued that Al Qaeda, which the critics often regard as a purely religious terrorist
organization, has nationalistic and territorial ambitions such as expelling the U.S. forces
from Saudi Arabia, resistance to Israel, establishing a sanctuary in Afghanistan, creating a
Caliphate that stretches over the lands of Islam. Consequently, according to the critics, there
is no difference, in terms of religiosity, between Al Qaeda, hybrid groups, and some of the
traditional groups.94 It is no coincidence that the list does not contain a single non-Islamic
terrorist organization. The main source of inspiration of most of these organizations, the
mainstream Orthodox Islam, both in its Sunni and Shi’a manifestations, has been intrinsi-
cally territorial and community orientated since its early history. Nowhere are these aspect
more strongly expressed than in the notion of a Muslim umma which is, at least in popular
imagination, tied together with bonds of brotherhood and the territorial division of the
world in Islamic jurisprudence between the realm where Islam rules (dar al-Islam) and
the domain where Islam is at war (dar al-harb). Furthermore, mainstream orthodox Islam
does not distinguish between religion and politics, between the spiritual and the mundane,
between—to refer to an example from Christianity—what is due to Caesar and what is
due to God. Thus, the Quran is a religious text,95 which inspires the believers as much
as it is a political and legal text,96 which organizes the everyday life of the early Muslim
community. Given these circumstances, the examples given by critics expose a serious
misunderstanding about the nature of mainstream, traditional Islam. While, as mentioned
earlier, Islam as a secular identity and as a primordial feature of an imagined nationhood
can be mobilized at the service of nation-building—as in the cases of Algerian and Boshnak
independence movements—Islam as a religious program aiming to establish a theocratic
order—whether by peaceful means or by violent acts—is intrinsically both territorial and
political. In the former case there is a combination of secularism, politics, and territoriality,
while in the latter there is religion, which is per se anti-secular, while at the same time
being political and territorial. When critics reiterate such political and territorial elements
as a counterweight to religious elements, they are presupposing dichotomies (politics vs.
religion or territoriality vs. religion), which do not exist in mainstream Islam.

Finally, the critics of the concept of “new terrorism” do not distinguish properly
between the categories of networks and hierarchies. They argue that there is nothing
new about contemporary terrorist organizations consisting of horizontal networks and that
similar organizational structures also characterized some of the old terrorist organization.97

According to one of the critics, Tucker,

[t]he striking thing about the networked structure of the new terrorism is that
it differs little from the structure of the old terrorism. The Palestine Liberation
Organisation (PLO), for example, was itself an umbrella group, like Hizbal-
lah, whose dominant faction, Fatah, did not have a monopoly of power and
whose constituent parts have had different relations with each other, splintering
and adhering and developing different policies and strategies. . . . Furthermore,
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The “New Terrorism” and its Critics 489

the PLO was networked externally, by some reports, with up to 21 different
organizations that the PLO had previously trained or supplied with weapons
and other logistical support. Marxist or left-wing revolutionary groups also be-
came network-like as ideological differentiation lead to structural complexity.
Many of these groups, such as the Red Army Faction (RAF), were, despite the
hierarchical connotation of the word “army,” not very hierarchical at all.98

Other critics reiterate the same view but add a few more organizations and sub-units of
organizations to the list: Anarchists of the nineteenth century, Japanese Red Army, Black
September, the Active Service Units of the IRA, Red Brigades in Italy, Action Directe in
France.99

As mentioned in the previous section, the critics disregard the issue of representative-
ness when they attribute representative status to exceptional and aberrant cases such as
the Red Army Faction. Moreover, again as mentioned earlier, some of the cases, such as
the Anarchists of the late nineteenth century, are far from being as unambiguous cases of
networks as the critics seem to presume.100 Besides these points, however, the argument
of the critics is imbued with an important conceptual problem: it is unable to distinguish
between networks and cooperation among hierarchical terrorist organizations on the one
hand and terrorist organizations that consist only of networks on the other. The argument of
the proponents of new terrorism concerns the latter, and here it is not difficult to demonstrate
that constituent organizations of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), Hizbullah
and, to a certain extent even Red Army Faction (RAF)—traditional terrorist organizations
given as examples of networks by the critics—were actually hierarchical. For instance, in a
manner that is logically incompatible with the idea of horizontal networks, but much more
in line with the modus operandi of vertical authoritarian hierarchies, these organizations
dealt with dissent and defection often brutally. To give two examples from two of the three
most powerful organizations of the PLO in the 1970s, Sabri al-Banna (better known as
Abu Nidal) was condemned to death and expelled from Fatah in the early 1970s, while a
similar expulsion from the People’s Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) was in-
flicted on Wadi Haddad in the mid-1970s—ironically, because of his unauthorized external
networking and terrorist operations. The breakaway of Suphi al-Tufayli from Hizbullah was
anything but peaceful as it was followed by armed clashes in the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon
and Ingeborg Barz, to give a last example, suddenly and mysteriously disappeared from the
ranks of RAF, when she was suspected of defection.

Furthermore, the argument about traditional terrorist organizations also consisting of
networks does not distinguish between horizontal networks and delegation of operational
capabilities to lower ranks in a hierarchy. This is the reason why, for instance, the opera-
tional leeway enjoyed by the Active Service Units of the IRA is regarded as indicative of
networks—while the role of the Army Council within that same organization is ignored.
A hierarchical structure may have different shades and it is not incompatible with the idea
of delegation—which is per definition vertical. A fruitful point of departure to capture this
variation and to make a conceptual distinction between hierarchical and networked struc-
tures can be found in Jackson’s study on typology of terrorist organizations. According to
Jackson, the “type of authority” in a terrorist organization can take the form of “strategic,”
“operational” and/or “tactical control and influence.” Consequently, he identifies three types
of organizations depending on the degree of central control: “loosely-coupled movement”
where there is only “strategic control,” “coupled networks” that experience “strategic and
operational control,” and finally, “tightly-coupled groups” where there is “strategic, oper-
ational and tactical control.”101 Although Jackson confusingly uses the term “networks”
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490 E. N. Kurtulus

in his analysis, in all three types of organizations, there is a hierarchical dimension to
the extent that there is a center that exerts power in a downwardly direction—even if in
varying degrees. The typology excludes genuinely networked organizations where many
actors exert power horizontally, in a multi-directional manner. Thus, it can be argued that
the use of the term “networks” should be confined to this latter category and Jackson’s
typology should be regarded as taxonomy of hierarchical terrorist organizations. In other
words, the difference between the three types of organizational structures classified by
Jackson and networks is that while the influence and power in the former is unidirectional,
since it emanates from a center and is brought upon the lower levels of the hierarchy, such
dissemination in the latter is multi-directional as it is exerted in all directions in a manner
that obliterates hierarchical elements.

It is nothing other than this multi-directional nature of power and influence, which
distinguishes the organizational structures of new terrorism. Al Qaeda, to refer to the most
famous new terrorist organization, displayed characteristics of a multi-faceted organization
even before the 9/11 attacks and the ensuing war in Afghanistan. According to Hoffman,

Bin Laden . . . is perhaps best viewed as a “terrorist CEO”; essentially hav-
ing applied business administration and modern management techniques to
the running of a transnational terrorist organization. Indeed, what bin Laden
apparently has done is to implement for al-Qaeda the same type of effective
organizational framework or management approach adapted by corporate exec-
utives throughout much of the industrialized world. Just as large, multinational
business conglomerates moved during the 1990s to flatter, more linear, and
networked structures, bin Laden did the same with al Qaeda.

Additionally, he defined a flexible strategy for the group that functions
at multiple levels, using both top down and bottom up approaches. One the
one hand, bin Laden has functioned like the president or CEO of a large
multinational corporation. . . . On the other hand, however, he has operated as a
venture capitalist: soliciting ideas from below, encouraging creative approaches
and “out of the box” thinking, and providing funding to those proposals he
thinks promising.102

Moreover, research on post-9/11, Al Qaeda–inspired terrorist attacks shows that this ten-
dency of developing horizontal structures has been strengthened during the last decade.
What is being witnessed is an increased atomization of new terrorist organizations, an
alarming trend to move from hierarchies to networks and from networks to isolated self-
starter cells: according to several accounts, the 9/11 hijackers were directly affiliated to the
Al Qaeda leadership and may have received direct orders. The Madrid bombers, however,
were more or less a flat network that had several influential individuals as its nods; finally,
7/7 London bombers have all the hallmarks of an isolated self-starter cell.103 To a certain
extent, this gradual development can be explained with reference to the post 9/11 strategies
of Al Qaeda– affiliated organizations. Formulated by influential jihadist ideologues, such
as Abu Musab al-Suri, this “new strategic concept” aims to replace hierarchical elements
with the “individual terrorism” of locally recruited jihadists.104 Thus, similarly to the case
of indiscriminate attacks, there is an intention on the part of new terrorists to develop flat,
horizontal and networked organizations and this intention—similarly to the intention to kill
indiscriminately—is ignored by the critics.

It is also possible to muster a theoretical argument to support the view that when it
comes to new terrorism, networks are the norm and hierarchies are the exception. The
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Internet and information technology have radically changed not only society as such but
also the premises of political activism. According to several scholars, such technological
developments, due to their interactive nature, where the participants are both consumers and
producers of information, have had a deep impact on power structures of modern society. As
a result of this, there is a new distributional change, which undermines the foundations of
political authority.105 Seen from the perspective of this article, there is no reason to assume
that contemporary terrorist organizations are immune to such influences that emanate from
the Internet and information technology.106 One possible outcome of this transformation is
the emergence and strengthening of horizontal networks among terrorists—just like other
political organizations and social movements—where power is more evenly distributed at
the expense of vertical hierarchical structures where the power is concentrated at the top.
There are already several studies, which reveal that terrorist organizations use the Internet to
disseminate information, recruit members, and launch propaganda campaigns against each
other.107 However, there are no systematic empirical studies on the effects of Internet use
on the internal power structures of terrorist organizations and networks.108 There are many
interesting research questions that one could ask: Do terrorist sympathizers and cadres at
the lower levels by-pass the center and anonymously communicate with each other using
user names, chat rooms, e-mails, and other modes of communication? If yes, what is the
impact of such interactions on the power structure of the terrorist organization? Given the
decentralized nature of the contemporary jihadist movement, what types of transactions
and inter-communication take place on the net between different centers of religious and
political authority and potential recruits? To put it in a nutshell: Is there a free market of
terrorists leaders, jihadist authorities and instigators of violent religious activism, which
is the subject of discussion and selection among sympathizers? Our knowledge about the
answers to these questions is practically non-existent.

Creating a “Straw Man” of the Concept of New Terrorism

Finally, the critics of the concept of new terrorism do not do justice to their opponents. They
create a straw man version of the new terrorism argument by associating it to the unpopular
policies and counterterrorism rhetoric of politicians, by attributing easily refutable claims
about the characteristic features of new terrorism that none of the proponents have made,
and finally, by explaining the use and the alleged popularity of the concept with reference
to material incentives and individual or institutional agendas. This final section is devoted
to a critical scrutiny of these debate techniques employed by the critics.

In their articles, several critics quote a wide range of political celebrities who suppos-
edly use the concept of new terrorism: the former U.S. president George W. Bush, two
British prime ministers, Tony Blair and Gordon Brown, the former U.K. Home Secretary,
Jacqui Smith, and the second governor of an occupied country, Paul Bremer of Iraq.109

Due to considerations of space it is not possible to reproduce these quotations here, but
the modus operandi of the critics raises a couple of issues. It is true that these politicians
sometimes refer to a new terrorist threat in their speeches, most probably to justify new
measures, increase their rating among the electors or simply to mobilize support for their
policies. However, seen from the perspective of academic debate on new terrorism, the im-
portant question is whether these politicians have the concept of new terrorism—as defined
and conceptualized in the academia, with all its complexity and with all its characteristic
traits, such as networks, religious motivation, indiscriminateness, and the possible use of
WMDs—in mind when they refer to this new threat. The critics do not discuss this matter
and nothing in the texts, speeches or statements quoted by them indicate that this is indeed
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492 E. N. Kurtulus

the case. Moreover, the critics do not even refer to the fact that with one exception,110 the
word “new terrorism” does not even appear in these quotations. This raises the question
why the loose rhetoric of politicians, which aim to justify and mobilize, is jumbled together
with peer-reviewed texts of academics, which attempt to understand. Given the unpopular-
ity of some of the politicians involved, their largely discredited War on Terrorism and their
involvement in the putatively illegal invasion of Iraq, one dares to say that the critics use a
debate technique that ought not to have any place in a scientific context. It is implied that
the concept of new terrorism has some loose association with unpopular and illegitimate
policies, and it should be rejected also on that basis. This is nothing other than the debate
technique “guilt by association” in operation.

Several critics also attribute a set of easily refutable claims to the proponents of the
concept of new terrorism. Thus, one is told that according to the proponents, new terrorism
is different from old terrorism because it is characterized by “unlimited, non-negotiable and
incomprehensible goals,”111 its “transnational” nature,112 and by the fact that it is perpetrated
by “amateurs.”113 One of the critics argues that “the use of weapons of mass destruction
certainly does not constitute a trend as some experts have tried to make every one believe”
and that “two cases [Tokyo subway attack and anthrax letters in the United States] do
not form a trend.”114 The common denominator of these claims is two-fold. First of all,
they are easily refutable. For instance, the common view among experts is that Al Qaeda,
at least until the 9/11 attacks, was very professionally organized. That it may be willing
to negotiate can be derived from proposals for a truce that appear repeatedly in Osama
bin Laden’s numerous audiotapes. Moreover, the idea of terrorism being a transnational
phenomenon is hardly disputable. At least since the Anarchist terrorist campaigns of the
late nineteenth century, if not the time of the Assassins who had bases both in Iran and
Syria between the eleventh and the thirteenth centuries, international borders or other kinds
of frontiers have not confined terrorism. However, secondly and more importantly, these
claims have not been made by any of the proponents of new terrorism—at least, they have
not been formulated as main characteristics of new terrorism in contradistinction to those
of old terrorism.115

Finally, once the critics putatively refute the validity of the concept of new terrorism,
several of them move on to explain why it is used frequently and why it is so popular
among academics and policymakers. Here, there is a given a set of factors that are supposed
to explain the behavior of academics. Thus, it is argued that the concept of new terrorism
“supports the case for major policy change—a justification for a war on terrorism, a strategy
of military preemption, and homeland security measures that restrict civil liberties.”116

Moreover, according to several critics, there are “institutional incentives” as which security
departments will receive how large a share from the budget depends on which concept—the
old or the new terrorism—is adopted by the state authorities.117 Finally, one is told that
there are individual incentives as “terrorism ‘experts,’ especially newcomers to the field,
might find it convenient not to have to take the time to study complicated history of the
phenomenon”118; or that they may “see an opportunity to establish their reputation” and
“regard the use of the label new as a way of originality”119 and that—to quote a last but
an extreme viewpoint “the debate [on the “New Terrorism”] boils down to money . . . the
threat of superterrorism is likely to make a few defense contractors very rich and a large
number of specialists moderately rich as well as famous.”120

Here, it is possible to formulate two counterarguments in defense of the proponents.
In the first place, it can be argued that these factors are irrelevant, as they say nothing about
the validity or accuracy of the concept of new terrorism. At best, presuming that they are
correct observations, they can be regarded as being related to, or reflecting “extra-scientific
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values” in the Weberian sense of this term. In other words, these factors may explain
why academics may have chosen a certain concept or a certain object of study, but they
say nothing about whether the concept appropriately captures a certain phenomenon or
whether the object of study is studied properly and rigorously and in a manner that would
provide reliable and valid knowledge. In the second place, although these arguments are
basically causal statements that purportedly explain the behavior of academics, they are
not supported by any systematic evidence or tested in any strict sense of this term. There
are several methodological problems involved here, which deserve serious consideration.
There may be a case of over determination: both the research of academics and various
state institutions may be operating in the same direction but independently from each other.
One may be encountering a problem of endogenity: rather than academics adjusting their
use of concepts according to the expectations of state authorities, the state authorities may
be adjusting their priorities according to the concepts used by the academics. Interesting
though these claims are, they are nevertheless in need of rigorous examination.

Conclusions

The critics of the concept of new terrorism do not provide a convincing account. They adopt a
simplistic notion of “new” and “newness” that is not suitable for detecting societal change or
identifying new social trends. By emphasizing the sheer incidence of one or another feature
of new terrorism in the past or one or another feature of old terrorism at present, they
ignore the question of representativeness of their examples, which they mobilize against
the new terrorism argument. In this process, the critics often regard statistical outliers
as indicators of continuity. Furthermore, due to this conceptualization of “new,” their
approach is innately geared toward emphasizing continuity at the expense of change and
evolutionary developments at the expense of cyclic waves of disruption and re-emergence.
The critics also use unstable or unclear categories and labels. Consequently, they are unable
to differentiate properly between selective versus indiscriminate targeting, secular versus
religious motivation, and hierarchical versus networked organizational structures—in short,
those categories that distinguish between old and new terrorism. Finally, several critics
produce a straw man version of the new terrorism argument by attributing easily refutable
claims to the proponents—arguments that no one has made; by associating the new terrorism
argument of the academics with the rhetoric of politicians such as George W Bush and
Tony Blair, and finally, by explaining the alleged popularity of the concept with reference
to the perceived individual and institutional agendas of the proponents.

There is something new about contemporary terrorism. It is religious, networked, and
indiscriminate. As shown earlier, nowhere is this change more clear than in the declared
intentions and the deployed tactics of the new terrorist organizations. They not only ex-
plicitly declare their purpose to kill civilians and to adopt horizontal networks, but they
also go to lengths to justify this novel tactical and organizational approach. Moreover, in
Palestine, Kashmir, Israel, Iraq, and the Philippines, religiously motivated terrorist organi-
zations have hijacked the political or ethno-nationalistic agendas which were promoted by
secular terrorist organizations just a couple of decades ago. These developments are in line
with the statistical evidence provided in the literature, which indicate that terrorist attacks
are increasingly lethal and that the number of religiously motivated terrorist organizations
are on the rise—at least until the mid-1990s, but possibly even at the moment of writing
given the religious nature of the insurgencies in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. What is
being witnessed today is a new wave of terrorist activism, that has new motives, deploys
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494 E. N. Kurtulus

new tactics, and has adopted new organizational structures. This new wave is qualitatively
different from the previous one.

Notes
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Abstract 

 Over the last ten years scholars have examined the phenomenon of suicide attacks and 

offered hypotheses that emphasize the qualitatively different nature of its various 

manifestations. One of the main arguments is that suicide attacks are strategic by nature. They 

are executed mostly by national liberation groups seeking to coerce foreign (democratic) 

occupying forces to withdraw from the homeland. Lately however, we have seen the 

proliferation of suicide attacks in states such as Iraq, Afghanistan and the tribal regions of 

Pakistan. Many of these areas cannot be defined as occupied by foreign forces. These attacks 

have typically been directed against local targets and in many cases in environments that do 

not provide the ‘high visibility’ and signaling capacity. Suicide attacks have also been observed 

to occur in parallel with other ‘conventional’ types of attacks such as car bombings and gun 

attacks. These developments call for a re-examination of the ‘strategic logic of suicide attacks’.  

In the paper we will pose the question: Should suicide attacks be seen as an opportunistic tactic 

rather than an outcome of a highly organized campaign? We have constructed two 

comprehensive databases of suicide attacks worldwide and collapsed this with data from the 

Global Terrorism Database (GTD) for the years 1998-2008. From this consolidated database, we 

have constructed a ranked list of terrorist groups in descending order of suicide terror attack 

frequency. Analyzing the attack data for each of these groups by year and month, we find that 

suicide attacks are significantly interspersed (in time) with non-suicide attacks. These findings 

suggest that Suicide attacks are one tactic among many used by terrorist groups.  A further 

analysis of this data by target type shows that a significant number of suicide attacks have been 

directed against military targets rather than civilian ones.  The totality of these findings suggests 

that suicide attacks are a set of opportunistic tactics used in conjunction with other 

conventional tactics in pursuit of a diverse set of goals. We begin by examining the case of Iraq 

and suggest a framework for future research that examines whether the targets of suicide 

attacks are local ethnic rivals rather than armed occupiers. We also examine whether suicide 

attacks are high visibility signaling attacks against prominent opponents - such as perceived 

foreign occupiers or local government officials in highly ‘visible’ settings – or in more ‘local’ 

environments against targets that may not be as prominent. Preliminary findings indicate that a 

significant number of suicide attacks are used in ‘low visibility’ settings and against ethnic 

opponents. This calls into the question the theory that suicide attacks are primarily used against 

foreign occupation. We propose to use this methodology to examine other cases such as 

Pakistan in the future to gain a better understanding of the dynamics of Suicide attacks. 

  



I  Introduction 

 Scholars and policy makers alike have struggled to explain and deal with the 

phenomenon of suicide attacks by armed groups. Apart from the morbid visual of individuals 

willing to kill themselves to harm others, Suicide Terror presents particularly difficult challenges 

for security agencies and a puzzle for social scientists who seek to explain this behavior. Suicide 

attacks are particularly difficult to deter because the traditional security measures that states 

take to deter terrorist attacks partially include the threat of retaliation both during the attack as 

well as after it (if the attacker escapes). With uicide attacks however, such deterrence fails since 

the attacker by definition is willing to die to complete his or her mission. For social scientists, 

the willingness of the attacker to lose their life in the act of killing someone against whom the 

terrorist may not have a personal (as opposed to political) grievance is one puzzle that needs to 

be explained. The importance of the attacker in the whole scheme of things is another. Finally, 

the perceived difficulty of finding recruits who are willing to kill themselves and the ‘costly’ 

signal a successful suicide attack sends to the target government makes this a ‘special’ case 

worth studying. 

Suicide attacks shot into prominence in the early 1980s with the attacks on American 

troops in Beirut1. Since then, the tactic has been adopted by groups worldwide, with the 

Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) gaining infamy for using the Suicide Attacks against Sri 

Lankan Military and Civilian targets.  While the study of terrorism as a weapon to further 

political aims has a long history, the study of Suicide attacks as a category that merited 

specialized attention is of more recent provenance2, with the greatest attention being paid at 

the turn of the twenty-first century.  The widespread use of suicide attacks by Palestinian 

groups such as Hamas against Israeli targets as well as the attacks by al-Qaeda on September 

11, 2001 focused attention on the role of Religious Fundamentalism, especially the role of 

Islamic Fundamentalism. However, as scholars have shown3, one of the biggest ‘practitioners’ 

of Suicide Attacks has been a relatively secular group, the LTTE, which is partly driven by 

                                                           
1
 New York Times, October 24, 1983, Friedman, “Beirut death toll at 161 Americans..”. 

2
 Hoffman,1998, Ch4., “Religion and Terrorism”, pg. 105, ‘Inside Terrorism’ 

3
 Pape, Aug. 2003, “..the world leader in suicide terrorism is actually the LTTE..” pg, 343, ‘The Strategic Logic of 

Suicide Terrorism’ 



Marxist Ideology. Many of the groups that have committed suicide terror attacks have the 

stated aim of overthrowing perceived foreign occupation. In the case of the LTTE, the aim was 

to create an independent Tamil homeland in the northern part of Sri Lanka. This has given rise 

to theories that argue that suicide attacks are primarily a reaction to foreign occupation, 

disproportionately used by terror groups that have a stated aim of national liberation.4 At the 

same time, data suggests that suicide attacks are occurring in areas that cannot be defined as 

occupied by foreign forces. These attacks typically been directed against local targets, both 

military and civilian, and in many cases in environments that do not provide the wide publicity 

and demonstration of intent that these types of attacks are supposed to provide. 

In this paper, we undertake an empirical analysis of suicide and conventional attack data 

from public databases as well as databases constructed by the authors and their research 

associates, and analyze how suicide attacks fit into the overall strategy of a terrorist group. Are 

Suicide attacks strategically planned, or are they part of a broader tactical toolkit used by 

terrorist groups as and when the opportunity arises? Are suicide attacks primarily planned 

against targets commonly defined as civilian, or are they also used against military and security 

targets thus making them an insurgent tactic? Our response to these questions is a hypothesis 

that suicide attacks are tactical tools used by terrorist-insurgent organizations in an 

opportunistic fashion, while they concurrently carry out more conventional attacks. A second 

hypothesis is that suicide attacks are carried out against both military/security targets as well as 

civilian ones thus making Suicide attacks more akin to other ‘conventional’ tactics favored by 

terrorist-insurgent groups. rather than a Strategic Terror tactic. Finally, we describe the scope 

of our future research, including analysis of suicide attacks by terror groups on ethnic rivals 

which may further illustrate the tactical nature of suicide attacks. 

 

                                                           
4
 Pape, Aug. 2003 “..resentment of foreign occupation of their national homeland is a key part of the motive for 

suicide terrorism..” pg, 357, ‘The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism’ 



II Theory 

 Scholarly debate on the dynamics of suicide attacks have centered on the strategic 

terror nature of these attacks. One of the dominant theories on suicide attacks, propounded by 

Robert Pape, is the idea that foreign occupation leads to suicide terror attacks. Pape has argued 

that foreign occupation often sets debilitating limits on the autonomy, freedoms, cultural and 

economic norms of local communities. This motivates members of the community to ‘self-

sacrifice’ and more amenable to be recruited for suicide attacks. Indeed, this, and the de-

emphasis of the religious aspect and its causal power appears to be a compelling narrative. 

Some of the most prominent perpetrators of suicide attacks have been groups like the LTTE and 

Hamas that had a stated aim of ‘liberating’ their territories from perceived occupiers. The LTTE 

was, as we mentioned before, driven by a Marxist ideology and was still successful in finding 

recruits to carry out its suicide attack missions.  While evidence certainly exists that groups such 

as Hamas and Hezbollah used religious rhetoric in glorifying and motivating their suicide attack 

recruits, it is also true that they were, like the LTTE, primarily motivated by the imperative to 

drive Israel out of territories that believed it unjustly occupied. 

 So does this mean that foreign occupation is the prime driver of suicide attacks? Authors 

such as Moghadam5 have provided strong counter-arguments against the foreign occupation 

theory. In particular, he argues that organizations such as al-Qaeda place a significant emphasis 

on the role of religion and that they might be less motivated by perceived foreign occupation 

than they might be with establishing the dominance of their brand of religious fundamentalism. 

The argument is also made that suicide attacks are carried out as much against military targets 

as they are against civilian ones, muddying the picture considerably as far as a data driven 

analysis of the relative number of ‘suicide’ terror attacks versus suicide attacks that would be 

classified as ‘insurgent6.’ While Moghadam argues that this distorts the ranking of terror groups 

based on the number of suicide attacks they commit, it leads to a larger point – that suicide 

                                                           
5 Moghadam, 2006 “ ..(Pape) he fails to appreciate the importance of religion as a driving force of Al 

Qaeda”, pg. 709, ‘Suicide Terrorism, Occupation, and the Globalization of Martyrdom: A Critique of Dying to Win’ 
6
 We use an operative definition of terrorism which is adapted from the definition of Terrorism by Schmid and 

Jongman [1988, pp.1-38], to cover acts of violence or threats of violence against non-combatants in a political 
context, Political Terrorism: A New Guide to Actors, Authors, Concepts, Databases, Theories, and Literature 



attacks resemble other more conventional forms of attack that are used by armed groups, 

which may make them a ‘tactical’ choice of terrorists or insurgents, rather than a ‘strategic’ or 

well thought out campaign, a point we will come back to when we test our hypotheses. A 

finding in favor of this hypothesis will suggest that the terror component of suicide attacks is 

just one aspect of it and alter the understanding of the dynamics that drive insurgent and 

terrorist target selection. 

 What makes suicide attacks special and imbibes them with strategic logic? According to 

Pape, they are supposed to signal strong coercive intent to the target audience as well as a 

‘costly’ signal that the attacking group is willing to endure the sacrifice of its own to kill its 

enemies.7 The sending of this costly signal presupposes that the target audience understands 

that the terror group leaders have done something that is especially difficult or expended a 

significant effort and could not have been deterred by the threat of retaliation. The key here is 

the idea that the suicide bomber is the critically important factor in the whole exercise. Since 

that person is ready to give up their life, any threat of retaliation is meaningless. However, as 

Pedahzur and Perliger have shown8, the suicide bomber or attacker is himself marginal or 

peripheral to the process of carrying out the suicide attack. The bomber is recruited to the 

network on an ad-hoc basis. While this finding was made in the context of showing that local 

network based approaches are more important than hierarchical top down organizational 

approaches in understanding how and why suicide attacks are carried out, the importance of 

this from our perspective is that such a finding shows us the local tactical nature of suicide 

attacks as opposed to one that follows a strategic top down approach. Many of these attacks 

are undertaken in response to local rivalries and competition among these networks. A further 

theoretical insight we can posit is that if the bomber is himself/herself ‘expendable’ from the 

perspective of the leaders of the insurgent/terrorist organization, then the threat of retaliation 

theoretically can be said to still exist, if the target government understands who is really 

                                                           
7
 Pape, Aug. 2003, “…suicide attacks are an especially convincing way to signal the likelihood of more pain to come, 

be-cause suicide itself is a costly signal, one that suggests that the attackers could not have been deterred by a 
threat of costly retaliation”, pg. 347, ‘The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism’. 
8
 Pedahzur, Perliger, June 2006, “..(a) feature that most Palestinian networks share is the peripheral position of the 

suicide bombers in the networks and their relatively low number of ties”, pg. 11 of 23, ‘The Changing Nature of 
Suicide Attacks: A Social Network Perspective’ 



directing the attack. Indeed, as the Israeli and Iraqi experience shows, governments that have 

been targeted by suicide attacks have typically focused their attention on retaliation against the 

bomb-makers and strategists who have been identified as the lynch-pins of the campaign. In a 

sense, this is no different from the approach followed by governments and security agencies as 

they tackle terror and insurgent organizations by going after the ‘head’. 

 A major aspect of the ‘strategic logic’ of suicide terror is supposed to be the perception 

among terror group leaders that these attacks are particularly effective9. If this were indeed the 

case, one would expect that we will find a disproportionate use of suicide attacks to the virtual 

exclusion of other more ‘conventional’ attacks. Anecdotal evidence suggests however that 

conventional attacks do not stop when suicide attacks take place. This suggests again that the 

reliance on suicide attack is opportunistic. 

 We formalize the propositions made above in the form of a hypothesis, which is that 

‘suicide attacks are tactical tools used by terrorist-insurgent organizations in an opportunistic 

fashion (based on the vulnerabilities of the target and the ‘resources’ of the group) while they 

concurrently carry out more conventional attacks’. Many of these attacks are carried out on 

‘low visibility’ targets. A corollary/conclusion we can draw from this is that if governments 

understand the tactical nature of suicide attacks, they can devise responses and credible 

retaliatory actions to the attacks. These responses can focus on eliminating the conditions that 

allow networks and group leaders’ access to the ‘recruiting channel’ of potential suicide 

attackers.  

 The second hypothesis we aim to test is that suicide attacks, like conventional attacks by 

armed groups have been used against both civilian and military/security targets. We posit that 

is the case because suicide attacks are viewed by armed group leaders primarily as tactical 

moves rather than the central piece of an exclusive strategic plan.  This finding will have 

implications for how policy makers should allocate defensive resources to guard vulnerable 

assets.  

                                                           
9
 Pape, Aug. 2003, “The main reason that suicide terrorism is growing is that terrorists have learned that it works”, 

pg. 350, ‘The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism’ 



One of the criticisms made of the foreign occupation hypothesis is that there has been 

no analysis of the conditional probability of foreign occupation causing suicide attacks, other 

factors being present.10 Contemporary accounts suggest that once the initial shock of the first 

suicide attacks wears off, governments undergo a period of strategic learning where they treat 

suicide attacks as ‘cheap’ signals, in the sense that they are willing and able to deploy multiple 

strategies to counter these attacks. These include both methods to prevent immediate 

instances of suicide attacks (such as blast barriers and checkpoints), as well as long term 

preventive and retaliatory strategies such as going after the networks and leaders that motivate 

suicide attackers. Finally, our hypothesis that suicide attacks are tactical rather than strategic 

explains why groups employ this tactic against ethnic rivals, as we see in the case of Sunni 

attacks against the Shia in Pakistan11 and similar cases in Iraq – instances that cannot be 

explained even by the ‘Indirect Foreign Occupation’ thesis. Once we separate the actual 

attackers from the planners, and understand that attackers can and are recruited by networks 

for a wide variety of personal, familial, ethnic/sectarian or political reasons, we can better 

understand the rash of suicide attacks that have occurred in parts of the world that may or may 

not have seen foreign occupation. In the next section, we discuss the methodology used to test 

our hypotheses. 

III Methodology and Results 

 To understand how suicide attacks fit into the scheme of the overall terrorist campaign, 

it is important to see how many suicide attacks were conducted relative to other conventional 

attacks during the period under study. The authors and their research associates have created 

two comprehensive databases of suicide terror attacks between 1998-2008, using both 

contemporary news reports as well as field research.12 In this study, we have collapsed this data 

with data from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD 2010) which is publicly available for 

                                                           
10

 Ashworth et al., May 2008,“The conditional probability of suicide terror tactics given territorial occupation, 
religious extremism, or any other potential cause, is unidentified and, thus, the attributable risk is also 
unidentified.”, pg. 272, Design, Inference, and the Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism 
11

 Times of India, Sept 4 2010 
12

 Suicide Attack Database Pedahzur, Ami, Suicide Terrorism, 241–253 and Pedahzur, Ami and Arie Perliger, 
“Worldwide Terrorism Database”. The authors would like to acknowledge Dr. Arie Perliger for his assistance. These 
databases were constructed at the NSSC, the University of Haifa by a team of researchers under the direction of 
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research purposes from the same time period. We have sorted this data by group name, 

eliminating duplicates and standardizing the names of terrorist/insurgent groups which varied 

slightly between GTD 2010 and our databases. This allows us to get a comprehensive picture of 

the total number of suicide attacks (ST) versus non-suicide or conventional attacks (non-ST) by 

armed insurgent-terrorist groups in the course of most of the last decade. In addition to being 

the time period for which the most comprehensive data was available, the period 1998-2008 

also happens to be when suicide attacks became both widespread, well-known and 

geographically dispersed. An important point to note while perusing this section is that GTD 

2010 includes data on attacks that would be coded as ‘insurgent’ – indeed, the database itself 

codes the data in similar terms – we use this to show how suicide attacks are used against 

military/security as well as civilian targets. 

 Once we constructed a comprehensive database of conventional, suicide attack data for 

insurgent/terror groups, we processed the data to find the top twenty-five groups sorted in 

descending order of the number of suicide attacks they conducted. This classification covers 

almost all groups that have conducted suicide attacks except a handful that had committed 

suicide terror attacks in the single digits. This ensured that we had a data grouping of almost 

the complete universe (97.1%) of suicide attack groups13. Next, we tabulated the total number 

of ST versus non ST attack data for these groups. Figure 1 shows this breakdown. Non-ST 

attacks accounted for 70% of the total number of attacks. From this, it is evident that non-ST 

attacks form a bigger proportion of the total number of attacks than do ST attacks at least at 

the ‘macro’ level when we look at data for even the biggest perpetrators of suicide attacks 

overall.  

 Our next step was to dissect this data at the level of the individual group. Figure 2 shows 

the breakdown of ST versus non ST attacks for the top twenty five ST groups. As is evident from 

the graph, for most of these groups, and very clearly in the case of the top five attack groups, 

the number of non-ST attacks is significant and comparable to the number of ST attacks. 

Analyzing the year to year and further dividing each year into thirty day periods corresponding 
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to calendar months, a breakdown of ST versus non ST attacks finds that in a large majority of 

the cases, most of the months under consideration saw these groups commit non-ST attacks 

when ST attacks were committed14. In the case of the group that committed the most number 

of suicide attacks, the Taliban group in Afghanistan, 97.9% of the thirty day periods during 

which they committed suicide attacks also saw them committing non-suicide conventional 

attacks. For the second largest perpetrator of suicide attacks, al-Qaeda, we see that this 

percentage is 66.6% and for the third ranking suicide attack group, the LTTE, the percentage is 

85.4%. This finding is especially significant since between them, the Taliban, al-Qaeda and the 

LTTE cover all three major types of suicide attack groups – a religious ideology based group that 

is fighting to expel what it perceives to be a foreign occupation, a transnational religious 

terrorist group, and a secular group that is fighting again to expel what it perceives as occupying 

forces. This supports our hypothesis that suicide attacks are used in conjunction with non-ST 

attacks, lending credence to the idea that suicide attacks are opportunistic-tactical in nature as 

opposed to them being part of a ‘strategic’ campaign. One of the key qualities that imbibe 

suicide attacks with Strategic importance is supposed to be the fact that terrorist and insurgent 

groups have ‘learned’ that these are disproportionally effective. However, as our findings show, 

terrorist and insurgent groups have continued to use conventional attacks at the same time as 

they have used suicide attacks. In fact, as the monthly attack data for terror groups in Appendix 

A shows, there are a significant number of 30 day periods following suicide attacks where 

groups have resorted only to conventional attacks. Taken together, this provides strong support 

for our ‘tactical’ hypothesis. 

 In our second empirical test, we coded the targets chosen by the top twenty five suicide 

attack groups for their suicide attacks by type. Appendix C Table 1 shows the classification of 

suicide attack target type for each of the top twenty five groups. We find that the percentage of 

military targets is 29% or greater of the overall number of suicide attack targets for the top 

three suicide attack groups. This is after we include targets that are classified as ‘unknown’ in 

the civilian column so it is possible that the percentage of military targets is even greater. This 
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supports our hypothesis that a significant number of suicide attacks can be classified as 

insurgent rather than purely terrorist - illustrating the fact that suicide attacks are tactical 

moves that are qualitatively similar to other conventional types of insurgent/terrorist attacks, 

and throwing doubt on the Strategic Terror hypothesis. The breakdown by target type- military 

versus civilian - for conventional attacks by these same groups shows a similar distribution, 

further emphasizing the similarities between Suicide and conventional attack dynamics. 

IV The Low Signaling Aspect of Suicide Attacks 

 Suicide attacks are said to convey strategic intent on the part of the group conducting 

the attack to sap the will of their opponents due to the spectacularly destructive and ‘hard to 

prevent’ nature of these attacks. Such attacks are said to be usually conducted against high 

profile targets, such as large convoys of foreign troops, bases, and symbols of ‘occupation’, such 

as local government entities, that are, in the narrative of the insurgent or terror group, 

supporters of occupation. These attacks are said to send strong signals to the foreign 

occupation, intending to sap the resolve of the perceived occupier. Yet, anecdotal evidence 

suggests that in theaters such as Iraq and increasingly Afghanistan and the Pakistani conflict 

zones, suicide attacks are being used in varied strategic environments, including against 

obscure targets and in remote areas. Since high visibility and the strategic signaling that it 

involves is supposed to be a central distinguishing feature of suicide attacks, we aim to 

quantitatively determine the ‘Signaling’ nature of suicide attacks by specifying criteria that 

would determine whether a specific suicide attack event can be categorized as a ‘high visibility’ 

signaling event or a ‘low visibility’ event. We use the meeting of at least one of the following 

two criteria to classify a suicide attack event as a ‘high visibility’ attack 

- An attack against a fixed and visible symbol of the government or foreign occupation such 

as a military base, government building, police station, political office, public facility (such 

as a transportation facility) 

- An attack against a convoy of military or police vehicles, as opposed to an attack on a 

patrol. 

- An attack that involved multiple suicide attacks or a combination of suicide attacks and 

other means such as IEDs and the like. 



Using this criteria, we examined data from our consolidated database for the case of Iraq 

between 2003 and 2005, using only events where a description was available of the event, and 

classified suicide attack events into ‘high’ and ‘low’ visibility criteria. Appendix D shows the 

breakdown of Suicide Attacks into ‘High’ and ‘Low’ Visibility based on this coding scheme for 

the years 2003-2005. We can clearly observe a marked increase both in the overall number of 

low signal attacks over this three year time period, as well as a significant increase in low 

visibility suicide attacks as a percentage of the total number of suicide attacks. This suggests 

that insurgent groups began to use suicide attacks as yet another tactic in their overall arsenal, 

employed with increasing indiscrimination as regards the type of target being attacked.  

 

VI The Use of Suicide Attacks in Ethnic Conflict 

 As we have seen above, current literature on suicide attacks has framed it as a strategic 

campaign central to resistance against perceived foreign occupation. This has especially been 

true in the case of Iraq. However, field reports suggest that Suicide attacks have been used to 

settle ethnic rivalries, and in many cases to stoke them. Contemporary reports at the height of 

the war in Iraq suggest that the use of Suicide attacks by both Sunni and Shia militants was part 

of a broader ethnic power struggle rather than a strategy used against foreign occupation. 

Indeed, the continuation of these types of attacks in Iraq supports this theory. Pakistan is 

another case where suicide attacks appear to have been used against ethnic rivals. To 

quantitative analyze the use of suicide attacks against ethnic opponents, we coded suicide 

attacks in Iraq between 2003 and 2005 into either ‘ethnic’ or ‘non-ethnic’ cases based on the 

type of the target and the organization or group that carried out the attack. Appendix E shows 

the breakdown by year. We can clearly see that the number of ‘ethnic’ suicide attacks increased 

from a very small number in 2003 at the beginning of the Iraq war to account for nearly 30% of 

the total number of suicide attacks, clearly demonstrating their use as a weapon used in 

ethnic/civil conflict notwithstanding their use against any other opponents such as foreign 

troops.  



VII Conclusion and Future Research 

Our results show that there is no evidence of the exclusive use of suicide attacks to the 

exclusion of conventional attacks. This calls into question the ‘strategic’ aspect of suicide 

attacks that suggests that these are heavily favored by armed terror groups.  The data also 

shows that suicide attacks on military targets account for a large percentage of the overall 

number of suicide attacks. In the next stage of our research, our analysis shows that suicide 

attacks are used against both low visibility targets as well as ethnic opponents. This throws 

considerable doubt on the thesis that suicide attacks are primarily used to coerce foreign 

occupiers out of a state. Field reports suggest that suicide attacks have continued to occur in 

Iraq after the withdrawal of American forces, and our quantitative analysis supports this 

conclusion. Attacks in the Pakistani provinces of Sind and Punjab on Shia groups and 

congregations are also not readily amenable to explanations such as those proposed in the 

‘indirect occupation’ causal mechanism15 that has been advanced as an addendum to the 

foreign occupation hypothesis. We propose a rigorous quantitative and qualitative examination 

of suicide attacks in Iraq and Pakistan extending beyond the data that we have analyzed so far 

from these two countries to test our hypothesis that suicide attacks are used in an 

opportunistic fashion against ethnic rivals as well as in ‘low-signaling’ environments that 

suggests their use as one weapon among many employed by insurgents and terror groups.  
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Figure 1: Total number of ST versus non ST attacks for the Top 25 Perpetrators of Suicide Attacks 

 

 

Figure 2: ST versus non ST attacks for the top 25 perpetrators of Suicide Attacks 
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Appendix A 

 

 

Table A1: The cumulative percentage of Suicide attacks conducted by groups listed in a descending 

order of number of these types of attacks  



 

Appendix B – Monthly Suicide (ST) versus non-ST attack data analysis 

. The percentage of 30 day periods that saw ST and non-ST attacks was 97.9% of the 30 

day periods that saw STs for the Taliban. It was 66.6% for the al-Qaeda and 85.4% for the LTTE. 

Monthly breakdown of suicide versus non suicide attacks by the Taliban group 
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Monthly breakdown of suicide versus non suicide attacks by the al-Qaeda group 
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Monthly breakdown of suicide versus non suicide attacks by the LTTE group 
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Appendix C 

Group Name Target Type 

- Civilian Military Total 
Al Qaeda* 114 47 161 

al-Tawhid wa'al-Jihad(JTJ) 7 4 11 
Ansar al-Sunnah 23 3 26 
Ansar Allah 0 3 3 
DHKP-C 5 2 7 
Fatah-Tanzim-Al Aqsa Martyrs Brigades 37 21 58 
Hamas 56 31 87 
Hezbollah 1 3 4 
Islamic Jihad (Ideological Grouping) 9 4 13 
Islamic State of Iraq (ISI) 64 1 65 
Jaish-e-Mohammad (JeM) 8 7 15 
Jama'atul Mujahideen Bangladesh (JMB) 6 0 6 
Jemaah Islamiya (JI) 7 0 7 
Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) 12 3 15 
Lashkar-e-Jhangvi(LeJ) 5 1 6 
Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) 3 4 7 
Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) 53 43 96 
Mujahideen Shura Council (MSC) 15 5 20 
Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ) 38 13 51 
Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) 7 2 9 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) 0 4 4 
Riyad us-Saliheyn Martyrs' Brigade 26 17 43 
Taliban 178 73 251 
Tehrik-i-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) 10 1 11 
United Liberation Front of Assam (ULFA) 4 0 4 
Total 688 292 980 

 

Table C1: Breakdown of civilian versus military suicide attack targets 

*Note: One suicide attack target for the group Al Qaeda was labeled as ‘terrorist’ - we moved it into the 

civilian category, because of its non-military nature. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Group Name  Target Type  

-  Civilian  Military  Total  

Al Qaeda  114 (70.8%)  47 (29.2%)  161  

Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)  53 (55.2%)  43 (44.8%)  96  

Taliban  178 (70.9%)  73 (29.1%)  251  

Total  345 (67.9%)  163 (32.1%)  508  

 

Table C2: Breakdown of military versus Civilian targeted suicide attacks 

Group Name  Target Type  

-  Civilian  Military  Total  

Al Qaeda  82 (67.2%)  40 (32.8%)  122  

Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE)  141 (57.6%)  104 (42.4%)  245  

Taliban  389 (82.2%)  84 (17.8%)  473 

Total  612 (72.9%)  228 (27.1%)  840 

 

Table C3: Breakdown of military versus Civilian targeted conventional attacks 

 

 

Figure C1: Breakdown of Civilian versus Military targets in Suicide Attacks in Iraq 
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Figure C2: Breakdown of Civilian versus Military targets in Suicide Attacks in Pakistan 
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Appendix D 

Suicide Attacks in Iraq coded by ‘Visibility’ 
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Appendix E 
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