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The UK government’s counter-extremism strategy, Prevent, is coming under
heavy criticism.  In particular, it has been said, that it inhibits discussion in schools
about issues of terrorism and extremism, and that it stifles freedom of speech on
university campuses.  Some Muslims have said they feel as if they are under
surveillance and even that their children are at risk of being taken into care.  In
this seminar, the independent reviewer of the UK’s anti-terrorism laws, David
Anderson QC, will introduce some current issues relating to Prevent and explain
why he thinks there should be an independent review of the strategy.

seminar description

Professor Humayun Ansari Professor of the History of Islam Culture, 
Royal Holloway, University of London

Dr Muhammad Abdul Bari Trustee, Muslim Aid
Professor Ravinder Barn Professor of Social Policy, Royal Holloway, 

University of London
Andrew Brown The Guardian
CC Simon Cole Chief Constable, Leicestershire Police
Professor Sir Malcolm Evans Professor of Public International Law, 

University of Bristol & Trustee, Cumberland 
Lodge

Sir John Gieve Independent Director of Morgan Stanley
Dr Owen Gower Director, Cumberland Lodge Programme
Professor Gwen Griffith-Dickson Director, The Lokahi Foundation
Sunder Katwala Director, British Future
Dr Omar Khan Director, Runnymede Trust
Canon Dr Edmund Newell Principal, Cumberland Lodge
Martin Newlan Bursar, Cumberland Lodge
Dr Therese O’Toole Centre for the Study of Ethnicity and 

Citizenship, University of Bristol
Baroness Prashar of Runnymede Deputy Chair, British Council & Trustee, 

Cumberland Lodge
Sandra Robinson Associate Director, Cumberland Lodge 

Programme
Amrit Singh Senior Legal Officer, National Security and 

Counterterrorism, Open Society Justice 
Initiative

Rebecca Sparkes Programme Administrator, Cumberland Lodge
Professor Paul Thomas Professor of Youth and Policy Director of 

Research, University of Huddersfield
Canon Guy Wilkinson Trustee, St Ethelburga’s Centre

participants

2



about Cumberland Lodge

the Chatham House Rule

Cumberland Lodge is the home of a charitable educational foundation, which was
granted use of this former royal residence by George VI in 1947. The vision of
Amy Buller, and under the patronage of Her Majesty The Queen, the foundation
supports students in higher education through study retreats and educational
mentoring, and runs a cross-disciplinary conference programme and other events
that follow the Cumberland Lodge Rule:

In our discussions we seek to exchange views across academic disciplines and
beliefs and consider the ethical dimension of issues in order to make a positive
contribution to society.

We ask all who take part in our events to embrace this rule, and to ensure that
discussions are inclusive and respectful, particularly where there is disagreement.

"When a meeting, or part thereof, is held under the Chatham House Rule,
participants are free to use the information received, but neither the identity nor
the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other participant, may be revealed". 

The entire evening is under the Rule including when using social media. Please
note that it is forbidden to make video or audio recordings.

key questions for discussions over dinner
Is there a causal link between the expression of extremist views and terrorism1
or other undesirable consequences? (See: David Anderson Q.C., September
2015: The Terrorism Acts in 2014, para.9.29c)

In February 2012 the Home Affairs Select Committee submitted its report2
Roots of Violent Radicalisation.  It contained a suggestion that the Prevent
Strategy be re-named the Engage Strategy (p.32, para. 80).  To what extent
are the criticisms of Prevent a matter of language, perception and “brand”?

A witness to the Home Affairs Select Committee in 2012 said that: the best3
way to defeat non-violent extremism was “probably funding projects that are
not about extremism, that bring communities together for completely unrelated
reasons to extremism” (p.29, para. 70) -  do you agree?

Do you agree with the Prime Minister that:  “For too long, we have been a4
passively tolerant society, saying to our citizens: as long as you obey the law,
we will leave you alone.  It’s often meant we have stood neutral between
different values.  And that’s helped foster a narrative of extremism and
grievance.”?
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what is the Prevent strategy?
The Prevent strategy was initiated by the last Labour Government, following the
London bombings of 2005, as part of its wider counter-terrorism strategy
CONTEST.  Its remit included promoting community cohesion and integration.

As part of its counter-terrorism review, the coalition Government published a
review of Prevent in June 2011.  A key recommendation was that community
integration work should be separated from counter-terrorism activity.  Announcing
the revised counter-terrorism strategy, The Home Secretary said (7 June 2011):

[T]he Prevent programme we inherited from the previous Government
was flawed.  It confused Government policy to promote integration with
Government policy to prevent terrorism.  It failed to tackle the extremist
ideology that not only undermines the cohesion of our society, but
inspires would-be terrorists to seek to bring death and destruction to our
towns and cities.

Since the overhaul in 2011, Prevent has had three specific strategic objectives:

respond to the ideological challenge of terrorism and the threat we1
face from those who promote it;
prevent people from being drawn into terrorism and ensure that they2
are given appropriate advice and support; and
work with sectors and institutions where there are risks of3
radicalisation that we need to address.

The Prevent strategy allocates resources according to priority, proportionate to
threats posed to national security.  These priorities are currently defined by the
Prevent Duty Guidance: for England and Wales (March 2015, para 9 & 10) as:

9. [...] The most significant of these threats is currently from terrorist
organisations in Syria and Iraq, and Al Qa’ida associated groups. But
terrorists associated with the extreme right also pose a continued threat
to our safety and security.

10. Islamist extremists regard Western intervention in Muslim-majority
countries as a ‘war with Islam’, creating a narrative of ‘them’ and ‘us’.
Their ideology includes the uncompromising belief that people cannot
be both Muslim and British, and that Muslims living here should not
participate in our democracy. Islamist extremists specifically attack the
principles of civic participation and social cohesion. [...]

The Channel programme is a significant part of the Prevent strategy.  This is a
multi-agency programme coordinated by the police to identify individuals
vulnerable to radicalisation and direct them towards appropriate support.  It was
piloted in 2007 and rolled out across England and Wales in 2012.
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Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015
The Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 placed Channel and Prevent on a
statutory footing. It came into force on 1st July 2015.

Section 26 of the CTSA places a duty on certain bodies, including educational
institutions, the NHS and other public bodies to have “due regard to the need to
prevent people from being drawn into terrorism”.

the terrorist threat
At a recent meeting at Cumberland Lodge, held under the Chatham House rule,
participants were informed that:

There were 7 disrupted terrorism plots in the 18 months prior to April•
2016.

850 British citizens identified as “people of interest” by security services•
are believed to have travelled to Syria and Iraq to fight for ISIL.

There were 280 terrorism offences for the year ending December 2015.•

In 2015 there were 2,000 referrals to social services and to Channel,•
the de-radicalisation unit of Prevent.  Of these 200 received support
directly from Channel.

In July 2015, the UK's most senior counter-terrorism police officer, the Metropolitan
Police Service’s Assistant Commissioner, Mark Rowley, said that up to 50 deadly
terror attacks have been stopped since the 7 July bombings in 2005 when 52
people were killed (see: 7 July 2015: “UK terror police chief: Fifty attacks stopped
since 7/7” by Nick Beake, Home Affairs Correspondent, BBC News).

The 2014 Annual report on the UK’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism (published
March 2015) stated that:

46,000 pieces of unlawful terrorist-related material were removed from•
the internet in 2014 (p.15, para. 2.24).

As of February 2015 there were 201 terrorism-related offenders in•
custody, and a further 53 under probation supervision (p.17, para. 2.37)

600 prisoners have given cause for concern by exhibiting extremist•
behaviours (p.17, para. 2.37)
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safeguarding vulnerable people
Chief Constable Simon Cole, the national police lead for the Prevent strategy,
addressed the Home Affairs Select Committee annual conference on 21 April
2016.  In a subsequent blog on the National Police Chief’s Council website, CC
Cole explained that the underlying principle of the Prevent strategy is to safeguard
vulnerable people:

I told them the story about a boy in his mid-teens who was at school and
had been doing well. Then, over a period of time, his teachers became
really concerned that he had aspirations to follow some older boys from
the school out to Syria. After some careful thought and professional
consideration, they decided he was at risk and needed to be safeguarded
from potential harm. So they referred him to the local police unit Prevent
team. Officers looked at the case, with partners, and decided that
mentoring was the best way forward for somebody who may be about to
put themselves in the way of great harm.

The mentoring allowed an exploration of other ways the boy could
challenge foreign policy and to debate different moral codes between
faiths. I’m please to say that some months later the youngster is once
more doing well at school.  Of the group of friends he had originally
supported we believe two were killed in Syria and one has been jailed for
attempting to travel to the conflict zone to engage in armed terrorist
activities. 

In straight-talking terms, this story is what Prevent is all about. It is a non-
criminal safeguarding activity. It seems somewhat ironic to me that
Prevent is often thought of and spoken of in some fairly extreme terms
when it is a common sense diversionary activity preventing the
unnecessary criminalisation of vulnerable people. 

Why wouldn’t any caring person want to intervene to stop that boy
following others on a path that could have led to a serious criminal
conviction – or his death?

In my 27 years plus as a Police Officer I have seen acts of terror
committed all over the world by people of every race, faith, colour and
creed. As a young PC I was regularly told, as I patrolled Birmingham on
foot, about the horror of the pub bombings, just as a Chief I now I hear of
conflict in Syria, of Pakistani school children being murdered in the
playground, Nigerian girls kidnapped from their classrooms, British
citizens shot on a Mediterranean beach and European cities devastated
by acts of terrorism. 

Against this background, I am seeing the success of mentoring and
diversion schemes as a way of helping stop people being drawn into
extremism and to avoid being criminalised. For me there are obvious
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parallels reaching across into those individuals who are at risk – just as
we have done for youngsters exposed to guns and gang violence.

Of course I do understand that Prevent is seen by some as contentious.
But if we accept that the State has a responsibility to help to keep people
safe, then diversion is morally and ethically the right thing to do. It is also
unsurprising that the prevention required needs to be focussed at an age
range that is pretty reflective of other crime types; young people are bulk
business for policing. It is striking that the controlling mind behind the plot
to behead a police officer or soldier in Australia on ANZAC Day was an
online 15 year old from the other side of the world, here in the North West
of England.

At the moment we cannot be naïve and pretend that those taking and
abusing the name of Islam to justify some very barbarous unIslamic acts
are not a significant part of the Prevent case Management workload.
However, we must also acknowledge that Prevent is being used to divert
those who want to fight on all sides of the Syrian conflict, and to divert
those who see extreme right wing activities as legitimate too. 

Prevent is voicing the concerns of people of good conscience. It is
stopping people being criminalised, it is safeguarding the vulnerable. It is
making us all safer, in a proportionate, thoughtful fashion. 

Do nothing, remain silent and the parents of the boy whose story I told
today might now be mourning their son, or visiting him in prison, instead
of looking forward to a bright future.
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terrorism offences
In 2013 the Home Office published a short article entitled: Terrorism arrests -
analysis of charging and sentencing outcomes by religion.  It was intended as
additional analysis following a comment in the 2011 annual report by the
Independent Reviewer of Terrorism Legislation, David Anderson Q.C., which
identified a perceived link between religion and sentence length for those arrested
for terrorism-related offences:

Some Muslims believe that there is a greater readiness on the part of press,
politicians, police and law enforcement officers to characterise attacks by
Muslims as ‘terrorism’ than attacks by far-right extremists. This, they say,
results in discriminatory sentencing and cements popular perceptions of
terrorism, at least in Great Britain, as crime perpetrated overwhelmingly by
Muslims. (The Terrorism Acts in 2011, David Anderson Q.C., June 2012,
p.26).

The Home Office article summarises data between September 2001 and the end
of August 2012. In that time 2,297 people were subject to terrorism-related arrest
in Great Britain. Of these, 838 were charged with either a terrorism-related or a
non-terrorism-related offence.  41% of the number of arrests (i.e. 436) which were
subsequently charged were Muslim.  

241 people (out of a possible 838) were convicted of a terrorist offence, of which
175 were Muslim. The average sentence length for terrorism related convictions
is 8.3 years for Muslims, 6.9 years for other or no religion, and 5.9 years for
unknown religion.

what is “extremism”?
In October 2015, the Government published a new Counter-Extremism Strategy,
which defines extremism as:

[T]he vocal or active opposition to our fundamental values, including
democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and mutual respect and
tolerance of different faiths and beliefs.  We also regard calls for the death
of members of our armed forces as extremist.

Prior to this publication, at the Conservative Party conference in September 2014,
the Home Secretary already said:

As part of the Government’s counter-terrorism strategy, Prevent has only
ever been focussed on the hard end of the extremism spectrum.  So the
Home Office will soon, for the first time, assume responsibility for a new
counter-extremism strategy that goes beyond terrorism.
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A new Extremism Bill was announced in the Queen’s Speech in May 2015.
Alongside this, at a meeting of the National Security Council on 13 May 2015, the
Prime Minister said:

For too long, we have been a passively tolerant society, saying to our
citizens: as long as you obey the law, we will leave you alone.  It’s often
meant we have stood neutral between different values.  And that’s helped
foster a narrative of extremism and grievance.
The government will conclusively turn the page on this failed approach.  As
the party of one nation, we will govern as one nation, and bring our country
together.  That means actively promoting certain values.
Freedom of speech.  Freedom of worship.  Democracy.  The rule of law.
Equal rights regardless of race, gender or sexuality.
We must say to our citizens: this is what defines us as a society.  To belong
here is to believe in these things.  And it means confronting head-on the
poisonous Islamist extremist ideology.  Whether they are violent in their
means or not, we must make it impossible for the extremists to succeed.

The Cabinet Office briefing that accompanied the Queen’s Speech explained that
the proposed Extremism Bill would contain the following measures:

Banning Orders – a new power for the Home Secretary to ban extremist•
groups.
Extremism Disruption Orders – a new power for law enforcement to•
stop individuals engaging in extremist behaviour.
Closure Orders – a new power for law enforcement and local authorities•
to close down premises used to support extremism.
Broadcasting – strengthening Ofcom’s roles so that tough measures•
can be taken against channels that broadcast extremist content.
Employment checks – enabling employers to check whether an•
individual is an extremist and bar them from working with children.

Responding to the Prime Minister’s speech at the National Security Council,
Baroness Warsi said:

[T]he plans felt like an attack on the very values we were professing to
promote.
And this has been the pattern of policy making since the Blair years.  More
and more, authoritarian counter-terrorism strategies have undermined our
values, yet not made us feel any safer.
We’re told that our protection and our freedoms can only be secured by
the curtailment of freedoms.  And the battle of ideas is not fought and won
by bigger and better ideas, but by banning, silencing through legislation
and securitising communities. (Baroness Warsi, “The way to build British
values is to bring people together - not isolate, ban, and silence them”
Conservative Home, 14 May 2015)
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non-violent and violent extremism
On the 19 June 2015, the Prime Minister gave a speech at the Global Security
Forum in Bratislava, during which he said:

I am clear that one of the reasons is that there are people who hold some
of these views who don’t go as far as advocating violence, but who do buy
into some of these prejudices giving the extreme Islamist narrative weight
and telling fellow Muslims, “you are part of this”.

This paves the way for young people to turn simmering prejudice into
murderous intent.  To go from listening to firebrand preachers online to
boarding a plane to Istanbul and travelling onward to join the jihadis. [...]
.....

[I]f we are really to tackle this threat, we need to confront extremism in all
its forms, violent and non-violent, to stop our young people sliding from one
to the other.

There is considerable difference of opinion over the causal connection between
non-violent and violent extremism.  An article in the New Statesman responding
to the Prime Minister’s speech said: 

It is a sad indictment of the government’s attempts to tackle extremism
properly that it continues to peddle the same, unsubstantiated, widely-
debunked and frankly self-serving “conveyor-belt” theory of extremism.
This theory somehow holds that anyone with socially conservative views
is merely a few steps from blowing us all up (Myriam Francois-Cerrah,
“State-sanctioned prejudice is at the heart of David Cameron’s approach
to countering extremism”, New Statesman, 21 July 2015).  

In 2012 Professor Conor Gearty (LSE Law) said that: 

...the key empirical foundation for the shift of government policy away from
violent extremism and towards extremism as such is unproven.  (Gearty,
C. “Is attacking multiculturalism a way of tackling racism - or feeding it?
Reflections on the Government’s Prevent Strategy”, European Human
Rights Law Review pp.121-129)

A 2010 article in the journal International Affairs analysed a number of cases of
radicalisation and came to a similar conclusion: 

Approaches that emphasise specific forms of Islamic ideology or theology as
causal ‘mood music’ for terrorism are, at best, existentializing red herrings that
are prone to miss the point, no matter how politically faddish. (Githens-Mazer J.,
& Lambert R., “Why conventional wisdom on radicalisation fails: the persistance
of a failed discourse”, International Affairs, Vol. 86, pp.889-901)
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extremism and the limits of the law
There is a further concern that the law is not the right instrument with which to
tackle non-violent extremism.  Referring to the proposed Extremism Bill, David
Anderson Q.C. said:

That does not mean I think the counter-extremism strategy is wrong to be
looking at non-violent extremism. … but I am wary about extending the law,
the hard law, any further than it already goes into what people believe and
what they say. (Home Affairs Select Committee, Oral evidence: Countering
extremism, HC 428, 19 January 2016).

Former Attorney General Dominic Grieve is reported to have said:

Any restriction on freedom of expression of individuals outside the criminal
law is something that has to be approached with very great caution (N
Morris, “Tory Party Conference: ‘Snoopers’ charter’ – critics round on
Theresa May’s ‘draconian’ proposals”, 30 September 2014, Independent)

In his 2014 Hamlyn Lectures, Sir John Laws, Visitor to Cumberland Lodge,
observed that:

The defence of the consititutional balance, and of the moderate liberality
of the common law, requires that we tolerate the extremist’s possession of
his doctrine but prevent or punish the execution of his agenda.  We need
to be clever enough, and brave enough, to face down the difficulties and
challenges which that involves.  To confront the threats of extremism, more
is needed than the muscular provision of TPIMs, control orders or
detention.  The constitutional balance has to be defended through the prism
of reason, fairness and the presumption of liberty.  By this means the
legislature is allowed efficacy but forbidden oppression; and our constitution
will mark the difference between the extremist’s doctrine and his agenda.
(Sir John Laws, 2014: The Common Law Constitution, Cambridge
University Press, p.55).

Acknowledging the current lack of understanding of the link between non-violent
and violent extremism, David Anderson Q.C., has recommended that the
Government explains the evidence for this connection in its forthcoming
Extremism Bill (September 2015: The Terrorism Acts in 2014, para.9.29c).

11



In drafting the Terrorism Act, Lord Lloyd, Life Fellow of Cumberland Lodge,
identified 3 elements which together define terrorism: 

a. The actions (or threats of actions) that constitute terrorism, which
encompass serious violence against a person; serious damage to property;
and actions which endanger life, create a serious risk to health or safety, or
are designed seriously to interfere with or seriously to disrupt an electronic
system.

b. The target to which those acts must be directed: in short, to influence a
government or international organisation, or to intimidate the public or a section
of the public.

c. The underlying purpose that must be present: advancing a political, religious,
racial or ideological cause.

Terrorism Act 2000, section 1

Some legal commentators suggest that including reference to an “underlying
purpose” is unhelpful in a legal context because it has “the undesirable effect of
focussing on a defendant’s religion or politics” (discussed in D. Anderson 2013
Shielding the Compass: How to fight Terrorism without defeating the law, para.62)

Fear of the domestic effects of Islamist extremism is on the rise across Europe
and the US.  A 2015 survey showed that 52% of British people are now “very
concerned about Islamic extremism in our country”, which is up by 21 points since
2005 (Pew Research Center):

fear of extremism
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In February 2015, BBC Radio 4 Today commissioned a poll of British Muslims
(ComRes).  It found that 95% of British Muslims feel loyalty to Britain.  Other
findings were:

More than two in five (46%) feel that being a Muslim in Britain is difficult due•
to prejudice against Islam.
Almost all Muslims living in Britain feel a loyalty to the country (95%). Just 6%•
say they feel a disloyalty.
Nine in ten (93%) British Muslims believe that Muslims in Britain should always•
obey British laws.
One in four (27%) British Muslims say they have some sympathy for the•
motives behind the attacks on Charlie Hebdo in Paris.
However, two thirds (68%) say acts of violence against those who publish•
images of the Prophet can never be justified while a quarter (24%) disagree.
Muslim women are more likely than men to feel unsafe in Britain.•
One in nine (11%) British Muslims feel sympathetic towards people who want•
to fight against western interests while 85% do not.
Half (49%) believe Muslim clerics preaching that violence against the west•
can be justified are out of touch with mainstream Muslim opinion, while 45%
disagree.

narratives of “us” and “them”?
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In 2014, Dr Maria Sobolewska wrote a blog for the University of Manchester
entitled: Can we ever estimate how many British Muslims will become Islamic
extremists? In it, she stated that:

[...] Fourteen public opinion polls of British Muslims were conducted in the
18 months following the 2005 attacks on London. Between them they
asked more than 400 questions, around 30% of them on the topic of
terrorism and extremism. However, the results of these questions were
confusing.

On questions about direct support for terrorism (specifically 7/7 attacks and
more generally) between 2% of British Muslims expressed support (which
is well within polling error and so not meaningfully different from 0), and
9% – a substantial number.

Questioned more broadly on potential and soft support for terrorism, the
disparity got even bigger: between 13% support expressed in some polls
and a hair-raising 56% in others. Finally, some form of conditional support
(the type of questions where Muslims were asked ‘I support terrorism but
only if…’) was expressed by between 2% and 22% of Muslims: another
huge gap.

So, what is the real, informative picture of Muslim public opinion on
terrorism? To find out, I looked at the wording of all these questions and
ran some of the same questions among a non-Muslim sample of British
people (thanks to the kind support of YouGov) in 2011.

What I found was that what we receive as a true picture of what Muslims
think is mostly an artefact of what they get asked and that the non-Muslims
answer similar questions in a similar fashion. So 6% of my non-Muslim
sample agreed that suicide bombings can be justified for reasons of Islamic
terrorism: a copy of a similar question asked of Muslims, and which yielded
comparable results. [...]

should opinion polls inform policy?
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In February 2016, David Anderson Q.C. gave written evidence to the Home Affairs
Select Committee in which he said that “the lack of confidence in aspects of the
Prevent programme, particularly but not exclusively among Muslims, is
undeniable.” (p.1).   He lists the following examples from the past 12 months:

a. Former Metropolitan Police Chief Superintendent Dal Babu was quoted
in March 2015 as saying: “Sadly, Prevent has become a toxic brand and
most Muslims are suspicious of what Prevent is doing”.

b. 35 Professors and some 240 others, led by Professor Baroness Ruth
Lister, wrote in an open letter of July 2015 that Prevent “reinforces an ‘us’
and ‘them’ view of the world, divides communities, and sows mistrust of
Muslims”, and called on the Government “to end its ineffective Prevent
policy and rather adopt an approach that is based on dialogue and
openness”.

c. The Waltham Forest Council of Mosques in December 2015 described
Prevent as “an ill-conceived and flawed policy” used to “spy and denigrate
the Muslim community and cause mistrust”.

d. The chairman of Birmingham Central Mosque was reported in January
2016 to have called for a boycott of Prevent after claiming it “unfairly targets
Muslims and school children”.

e. Naz Shah MP said in her recent evidence to the Home Affairs Select
Committee, on which she serves, that questions about the effectiveness
of Prevent have been “a constant concern with many MPs representing
areas with large Muslim populations”.

f. Stories alleging the insensitive and discriminatory application of the
Prevent duty in schools have since last summer become a media staple
(including in mainstream outlets such as the Guardian, Independent and
BBC).

David Anderson acknowledged that these claims should not be accepted
uncritically, but nevertheless suggested that Prevent is suffering from a
widespread problem of perception.

is Prevent a “toxic brand”?
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