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I. Introduction 

 

Amongst western countries, the UK is one the most seriously threatened by homegrown 

terrorism.1 With a sizeable Muslim community, and a small yet very active minority of Islamic 

extremists, the security services have struggled to keep up with the danger of British citizens 

being exposed to the Islamist agenda and identifying with it. The UK’s nationwide counter-

                                                           
1 Terrorism perpetrated by individuals who have been born or have spent a considerable number of their 

formative years in the country where they would later on attack. See: Daveed Gartenstein-Ross y Laura 

Grossman, “Homegrown terrorists in the US and UK: an empirical examination of the radicalization 

process” FDD’s Center for Terrorism Research (April 2009) p. 11. 
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terrorism strategy (CONTEST) acknowledges such a threat, placing Prevention as one of its four 

basic workstreams (the four P´s: PURSUE, PREVENT, PROTECT and PREPARE).2  

 

The aim of the PREVENT strategy is to stop individuals from becoming terrorists in the 

first place. Its whole approach rests on the concept of radicalization, which is defined as “a 

process by which people come to support violent extremism and join terrorist 

groups.”3 The broad range of measures contemplated under PREVENT attempt to tackle the 

alleged factors behind radicalization, such as integration issues, but also to identify and rehabilitate 

specific individuals who are already radicalized or “at risk” of radicalization.4  

 

For some, certain preventive strategies, such as funding Muslim civic organizations on the 

basis of promoting the counter-narrative debate, seemed to have benefited extremist agendas, 

widening the gap between Muslims and the rest of the community, instead of increasing cohesion. 

Another heavily criticized aspect of PREVENT was the construction of a suspect community, 

with surveillance and policing measures focusing on Muslim minorities.5 Leaving aside the debate 

on whether that is justified or not,6 questions arise regarding the strategy’s impact, with some 

arguing that PREVENT is rather counterproductive when it comes to tackling radicalization.7 

This essay attempts to determine whether PREVENT has in fact contributed to the radicalization 

of British Muslims.  

 

                                                           
2 “Counter-terrorism strategy,” (CONTEST) Home Office, Government UK, published 12 July, 2011, 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counter-terrorism-strategy-contest 
3 Anthony Richards, “The problem with ‘radicalization’: the remit of ‘PREVENT’ and the need to refocus 

on terrorism in the UK” International Affairs, 87:1 (2011) p. 145.  
4 See Prevent Strategy review 2011. Pp. 55-56.  
5 See Imran Awan “I Am a Muslim Not an Extremist: How the Prevent Strategy Has Constructed a Suspect 

Community” Politics & Policy, 40:6 (2012) p. 1158. 
6 Certain authors argue that the targeting of Muslim communities does not necessarily constitute 

discrimination, at least not reprehensible discrimination, in the words of Stephen Greer: “Feeling under 

official suspicion is not the same as being under such suspicion, nor is being under suspicion the same as 

being under unjustified suspicion” See “Anti-Terrorist Laws and the United Kingdom’s ‘Suspect Muslim 

Community’: A Reply to Pantazis and Pemberton.” British Journal of Criminology, 50 (2010) p. 1175. 
7 Arun Kundnani, (2009) Spooked: How Not to Prevent Violent Extremism (London: Institute of Race 

Relations) pp. 35-39. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/counter-terrorism-strategy-contest
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My thesis is that, although there is no definitive answer, the evidence suggests an unbalance 

between PREVENT’s achievements and its negative impact. This has contributed to alienate 

British Muslims, which in turn has made some of them more likely to embrace violent extremism. 

To argue so I will make some preliminary clarificatory points, in order to then examine the 

measures implemented by PREVENT under the light of the available evidence and the existing 

literature. In the last section I will conclude with a few recommendations for future strategies.  

 

II. Premises 

 

The first problem is the confusion surrounding the concept of radicalisation. The term, 

which constitutes the very backbone of the strategy, has become a sort of “catch all” in the field 

of counter terrorism, and PREVENT’s definition has not helped to delineate the concept. The 

reality is that many people hold “radical” views without ever having anything to do with terrorism. 

This has led several authors to question the utility of the radicalization discourse,8 and that makes 

answering the essay question even more difficult. How can we say whether PREVENT has 

contributed to the radicalization of British Muslims without a clear understanding of what counts 

as radicalization? Does disliking certain policies or not sharing certain values constitute evidence 

of radicalization? How do we know whether a whole population is now more “radical” than 

before? Do we try to see whether there are more radicals amongst its members? But perhaps what 

those findings show is only that those with radical views are now more visible. And so on.  

 

Another issue that comes up when studying radicalization is the difficulty of linking it to 

any given factor. Given that correlation does not always imply causation and that empirical data 

beyond the anecdotal is seldom available, a lot of what has been said about the impact of 

PREVENT is rather speculative. In other words, even if we were to find that British Muslims are 

indeed more radical today, how could we blame PREVENT, considering all the different factors 

that the radicalization literature recognizes as potentially relevant?  

 

                                                           
8 See Charlotte Heath-Kelly “Counter-Terrorism and the Counterfactual: Producing the 

‘Radicalisation’ Discourse and the UK Prevent Strategy” British Journal of Politics and International Relations 

15:3 (2013) pp. 397-402.  
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These are all very pressing questions that highlight the difficulty of tackling this issue. 

Nonetheless, we must look at the specific measures implemented under PREVENT and try to 

evaluate their impact on the Muslim community, at least to the extent that circumstances permit.  

 

III. What does PREVENT do? 

 

There have been three published versions of PREVENT since the first CONTEST strategy 

was developed in 2003.9 The initial PREVENT Strategy emphasized structural problems such as 

socioeconomic disadvantage. The approach aimed to be comprehensive and international, 

investing in reform in the UK and abroad. New legislative measures were put in place targeting 

those who did not participate in terrorism directly but encouraged it or actively supported it, 

expanding the size of the security services and their powers.10 Also, governmental agencies 

established links with Muslim community leaders and civic organizations, to empower them in 

the so-called battle of ideas.11  

 

The revised version of 2009 also continued these pathways but with a narrower scope, 

focusing on the homegrown threat.12 It further increased the role of policing, subjecting spaces 

like mosques, educational institutions and others to a higher degree of scrutiny. Referrals to the 

Channel programme,13 a deradicalization scheme introduced in 2007, increased significantly 

during this period and so did the promotion of “moderate” voices within the Muslim 

community.14 

 

                                                           
9 HM Government, “Countering International Terrorism: The United Kingdom’s Strategy,” July 2006.  
10 See the List of Unacceptable Behaviours published on August 2005 and The Terrorism Act of 2006. 
11 HM Government, “Countering International Terrorism: The United Kingdom’s Strategy,” July 2006, 

pp. 10-16. 
12 Phil Edwards “Closure through Resilience: The Case of Prevent,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 39:4, 

(2016) p. 300.  
13 A multi-agency programme, in the form of local panels that tailor specific responses to individuals 

referred to it. See: HM government, “Channel Guidance Guide.” Also see: HM Government, “Pursue 

PREVENT Protect Prepare: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering International Terrorism,” 

March 2009 pp. 82-93.  
14 Joana Cook, “Avoiding the pitfalls of Prevent” Bridging Theory & practice: countering violent 

extremism, Georgetown Institute for Women, Peace and Security (2017) pp. 3-4. 
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The most recent version, published in 2011, acknowledged some of the issues that had 

arisen during the previous years, such as the lack of control over allocation of funds which led to 

the centralization of control over PREVENT strategies. In addition, it tried to separate integration 

work, which emphasized “British values,”15 from counterterrorism but for the most part 

continued with the overall strategy of doing General Preventive Work (work with sectors and 

institutions where there is vulnerability) and carrying out one-to-one interventions (through the 

Channel programme) when there were specific signs of radicalization.16  

 

IV.  Assessing PREVENT  

 

The faults that have been attributed to PREVENT can be divided in three main headings. 

First, that it contributes to the development of a culture of surveillance; second that it has been 

misused or even infiltrated; and third, but not least important, that it pathologizes Islam and 

Muslim dissent. On the other hand, there are the positive outcomes of PREVENT, which should 

also be acknowledged. The question of how to assess PREVENT, therefore, boils down to the 

balance between these: i.e. to whether it has done more harm than good for British Muslims.  

 

V. PREVENT and Surveillance 

 

One of the most criticized aspects of Counter Terrorism strategies in general, and 

PREVENT in particular, is their contribution to the development of a culture of surveillance 

surrounding the Muslim community. For instance, PREVENT’s initial implementation targeted 

areas of significant Muslim presence, establishing a minimum quota of Muslims as a requirement 

for funding initiatives.17 This basically equates the presence of Muslims with a danger, considering 

them as potential radicals.18 The engagement with communities was also designed from a security 

                                                           
15 Ibid. 
16 Lorenzo Vidino, James Brandon, “Countering Radicalization in Europe” ICSR (2013) p. 14-16. 
17 The initial criterion was Muslim populations of 5% or more, which later was replaced with a quota of 

5000 Muslims. See: Therese O'Toole, Daniel Nilsson De Hanas & Tariq Modood, “Balancing 

tolerance, security and Muslim engagement in the United Kingdom: the impact of the ‘Prevent ’agenda,” 

Critical Studies on Terrorism, 5:3, (2012) pp. 376-377. 
18 Ibid. 
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lenses, with police officers, sometimes from Counter Terrorism Units, occupying key positions 

in the PREVENT programme and carrying out a significant percentage of PREVENT´s work with 

the community.19 Also there have been many cases of PREVENT activities being used as cover 

for spying on Muslim communities, for instance, by using surveys to identify would be 

extremists.20 This is accentuated by other measures implemented under different CONTEST 

workstreams such as the installation of covert CCTV in predominantly Muslim areas or the 

infiltration of undercover police officers in Mosques.21  

 

More recently PREVENT legislation has established statutory duties for public 

organizations and institutions, such as schools and Universities.22 Education professionals are 

expected to monitor students, searching for indicators of radicalization. These indicators are 

supposed to reveal not only which students are radicalized, something that is already quite hard 

to determine, but also those who are not yet radicalized but may become so in the future.23 It 

goes without saying that Muslim students, especially those from conservative backgrounds, are 

much more likely to be called out for their views, which has led to complaints for profiling. In 

many instances this damaged communication and trust between teachers and students, since 

students who fear they will be labelled as “at risk” because of their views are more likely to detach 

from the class than to engage in an open discussion. In addition, the policy causes numerous 

practical problems, as the indicators are so broad24 that students tend to be overreported, 

increasing the feeling of being under surveillance.25 Complaints have been voiced for example, 

by the National Union of Students which launched the “Students not Suspects” campaign.26 

                                                           
19 Ibid, 378. Also see Thomas, p 40 and 45. 
20 Awan “I Am a Muslim Not an Extremist…” p. 1168. 
21 Ibid. 
22  Counter Terrorism and Security Act 2015,  
23 Aislinn O’Donnell, “Securitisation, Counterterrorism and the Silencing of Dissent: The Educational 

Implications of PREVENT,” British Journal of Educational Studies, 64:1, (2016) 55-58. 
24 Some examples are: a need for identity, meaning and belonging, a desire for moral a political change, 

being at a transitional point in life… See: HM Government, “Channel Duty Guidance,” (2015) Annex C. 
25 Caitlin Monroe, “Evaluating CVE: Understanding the Recent Changes to the United Kingdom’s 

Implementation of Prevent” Perspectives on Terrorism Volume 10, Issue 2 (2016) p. 57. 
26 “Preventing PREVENT-We are students not suspects,” NUS, accessed February 11, 2018 

https://www.nusconnect.org.uk/campaigns/PREVENTing-PREVENT-we-are-students-not-suspects 

https://www.nusconnect.org.uk/campaigns/preventing-prevent-we-are-students-not-suspects


 7 

Indeed, empirical studies show that intense surveillance and scrutiny is one of the main issues 

behind the grievances held by British Muslims.27 

 

VI. Misuse and Infiltration of PREVENT 

 

Another problem was the unintended proliferation of extremist organizations, which were 

able to infiltrate some of the schemes implemented under PREVENT. Although this was 

corrected over time, the initial lack of control over the allocation of funds meant that some of 

them went to organizations which did not share the PREVENT agenda or in some cases worked 

actively to undermine it. For instance, in 2008 the Cordoba foundation, a Muslim think tank, 

received £38.000 from the London Borough of Tower Hamlets. With that money, they organized 

a debate between Muslim Brotherhood members and pro jihadi speakers, which was won by the 

latter.28 Also, the allocation of funds for Muslim-focused projects has aggravated tensions with 

other groups who complain about the prioritization of a single minority’s needs. This has 

contributed to polarization and further marginalization of the Muslim community, giving way to 

“virulent envy”.29 In other occasions organizations with an extremist agenda, were deliberately 

included in PREVENT organized activities to refute their views, with the unintended effect of 

providing a platform for them to reach a wider audience. Concerns about the infiltration of 

PREVENT were also raised by the fact that known terrorists, like the author of the 2017 London 

Bridge attack or the suspect of the Parsons Green bombing, seemed to have been involved with 

PREVENT.30 Some of these issues were recognized by the Home office itself as one of the main 

reasons to redefine the strategy,31 increasing control over funding, mainly by centralizing 

competences, and ensuring there is a more careful choice of partners.32 

                                                           
27 See Choudhury, T., & Fenwick, H. The impact of counter-terrorism measures on Muslim 

communities. Equality and Human Rights Commission Research Report (2011) 
28  Lorenzo Vidino, James Brandon, “Countering Radicalization in Europe” ICSR (2013) p. 30.  
29 Birt, Y. (2009) ‘Promoting virulent envy: reconsidering the UK’s terrorist prevention 

strategy’, Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) Journal, 154(4), 52–8 
30 See: Sewell Chan and Steven Erlanger “Questions on U.K. Policing Mount as 3rd London Attacker Is 

Identified” The telegraph, June 6, 2017. See: “Parsons Green bombing: Third arrest over Tube attack” BBC 

news, 20 September 2017.  
31 See: HM government, PREVENT strategy review (June 2011) p.1. 
32 Lorenzo Vidino, James Brandon, “Countering Radicalization in Europe” ICSR (2013) p. 20-23. 
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VII. Pathologizing Islam and Muslim dissent  

 

Other aspect of PREVENT that has upset British Muslims is its attempt to change the values 

of the Muslim community, as if those values were a factor of radicalization in themselves. This is 

what Aislinn O’Donnell calls the pathologizing of dissent, which results mostly from PREVENT´s 

rhetoric which depicts radicalization as a viral phenomenon to which Muslims seem to be very 

especially vulnerable.33 For instance, when it comes to British foreign policy PREVENT 

engagement strategy leaves little room for open criticism.34 Indeed, British Muslims complained 

that those critiques that are raised by them are often heard as voicing alien, non-British, concerns 

and easily identified with extremism, as opposed to similar critiques being raised by non-

Muslims.35 In other words they are seen to be speaking as Muslims rather than British, as if these 

were two conflicting identities and one of them had to be “diluted” in order to give way to the 

other. Similarly, placing all the blame for non-assimilation on Muslims and making one sided 

demands for integration has also contributed to alienate many British Muslims.36 

 

This was accentuated by the 2011 version of PREVENT, which adopted a line of “muscular 

liberalism,” trying to promote so-called British values, and refusing to work with Muslim groups 

that did not subscribe to them.37 While the government clearly has the right to promote a certain 

set of values, to do so in a counter terrorism strategy targeting a specific community carries a risk 

of securitising the relationship between the state and such community. This undermines the 

efforts done for community cohesion by reifying and reinvigorating Muslim identity rather than 

emphasizing commonalities.38  

                                                           
33 Aislinn O’Donnell, “Securitisation, Counterterrorism and the Silencing of Dissent: The Educational 

Implications of Prevent,” British Journal of Educational Studies, 64:1, (2016) 58-60. 
34 Therese O'Toole, Daniel Nilsson DeHanas & Tariq Modood, “Balancing tolerance, security and Muslim 

engagement in the United Kingdom: the impact of the ‘Prevent’ agenda,” pp. 377-378. 
35 Leda Blackwood, Nick Hopkins and Stephen Reicher, “From Theorizing Radicalization to Surveillance 

Practices: Muslims in the Cross Hairs of Scrutiny,” Political Psychology, 37:5, (2016) pp. 606-607. 
36 Kelly “Counter-Terrorism and the Counterfactual: Producing the ‘Radicalisation’ Discourse and the 

UK Prevent Strategy” p. 410.  
37 O'Toole, Nilsson DeHanas & Modood, “Balancing tolerance, security and Muslim engagement in the 

United Kingdom: the impact of the ‘Prevent’ agenda,” pp. 374-375. 
38 Paul Thomas, Prevent and Community Cohesion in Britain The worst of all possible worlds? Chapter 

in Counter-Radicalisation: Critical Perspectives, (edited by Christopher Baker-Beall 2014) pp. 40-41.  
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In addition, PREVENT has increased the perception among Muslims that the State is trying 

to infiltrate religious practice by promoting certain interpretations and discouraging others. The 

underlying assumptions behind the government’s approach equate stronger faith identity with 

threat while deeming weaker faith identity as acceptable or safe.39 This has infuriated many within 

the Muslim community who see no conflict between holding conservative views and being 

committed to using nonviolent means only. Some even argue that these strategies have the 

opposite effect by diminishing the credibility of those of who work to promote integration and 

good relations with the state.40  

 

VIII. PREVENT’s pros  

 

Despite all criticism these shortcomings/ faults, there is evidence that PREVENT has also 

had a positive impact. At the local level, some praiseworthy outcomes are the improvement of 

mutual understanding and the development of partnerships between Muslim communities and 

authorities, including the Police. For example, reaching out and building trust with the Muslim 

Somali community in Bristol led members of a rather conservative mosque to report a radical 

who was preparing to commit a terrorist attack.41 Also, the Channel programme, an essential 

part of PREVENT,42 has contributed to steering people away for extremism in a very specific 

manner. Here we have evidence of actual people becoming deradicalized, rather than speculative 

statements about British Muslims in general.43 

 

                                                           
39 Ibid 
40 Narzanin Massoumi, Muslim Political Mobilizations in Britain In: Muslim Women, Social Movements and 

the ‘War on Terror’. (Palgrave Macmillan, London, 2015) 
41 Lorenzo Vidino, James Brandon, “Countering Radicalization in Europe” ICSR (2013) p. 13.  
42 See HM government, Chanel Duty Guideline (2015) p. 3 
43 See “Security Minister statement on today's publication of Prevent and Channel data” Home Office in 

the Media, Key facts and figures, accessed February 27, 2018. 

https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2017/11/09/security-minister-statement-on-todays-

publication-of-prevent-and-channel-data/ Also see: Catrin Nye “The man who is being deradicalized” BBC 

News, September 1 2015. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-34073367 

https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2017/11/09/security-minister-statement-on-todays-publication-of-prevent-and-channel-data/
https://homeofficemedia.blog.gov.uk/2017/11/09/security-minister-statement-on-todays-publication-of-prevent-and-channel-data/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-34073367
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Although it is true that complains about PREVENT are generally well founded, it´s also 

true that the British government has acknowledged these issues and taken steps to improve the 

strategy. For instance, when assessing PREVENT, public consultations have addressed the 

potential problems it creates for the Muslim community and asked for input on how to mitigate 

them.44 As a result, the Strategy has been extended to cover different forms of extremism, and 

not just rhetorically. Today, far-right radicalization occupies a significant proportion of 

PREVENT’s resources, with one third of Channel referrals responding to right wing extremism.45 

This shows, at the very least, good faith from the authorities. Arguably that must have been 

noticed by some in the Muslim community, thus mitigating early negative reactions to 

PREVENT. 

 

IX. Conclusions 

 

Although there is no definitive answer to the question whether PREVENT has contributed 

to the radicalization of British Muslims, the evidence suggests that there is an unbalance between 

its negative and positive effects. Indeed, studies at the ground level prove the ethnic minorities 

that make up most of the Muslim demographic in the UK believe that Counter Terrorism 

measures (Which include CONTEST, which in turn includes PREVENT) have diminished their 

sense of citizenship. In other words, they have made them feel more alienated and have created 

mistrust towards the state, hindering integration and cohesion.46 According to the radicalization 

literature behind PREVENT, this may very well result in disengagement from society and 

increased chances of people embracing violent extremism.  

 

This does not mean that PREVENT should be terminated, on the contrary, the arguments 

for its creation remain valid. We must acknowledge that violent extremism cannot be tackled 

                                                           
44 See: HM government, Prevent strategy: Equality Impact Assessment (June 2011) p.14.    
45 Vikram Dodd, Alexandra Topping and Jessica Elgot, “Right wing extremists involved in nearly a third 

of terror referrals,” The Guardian, June 20, 2017.  
46 See Lister, Michael and Jarvis, Lee ‘Disconnection and Resistance: Anti-terrorism and Citizenship in 

the UK’, In Citizenship Studies, Vol 17/Issue 6-7 (2013) pp.763-770.  
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solely with reactive measures.47 PREVENT, as a Counter Terrorist strategy, has approached this 

threat in a novel manner that addresses its underlying causes and attempts to anticipate rather 

than wait for terrorists to become so. It should be noted that, historically, Counter Terrorism 

strategies have been much less considerate with suspect communities. PREVENT, by contrast, 

shows unprecedented patience and balance and can be equated, to a certain extent, with similar 

strategies which have delivered results in other European Countries.48 This is what has led some 

to argue that “PREVENT done badly is better than PREVENT not done at all.49  

 

Nonetheless, public resources are scarce and should only be allocated to the most efficient 

strategies, which does not seem to be the case with PREVENT. Clearly, there is plenty of room 

for improvement. However, rather than changing some of the specific measures implemented 

under PREVENT, the evidence on the ground calls for a change of paradigm. For one thing, there 

should be a clear distinction between community cohesion policies and counterterrorism 

strategies, without ignoring the synergies between the two. Community cohesion and integration 

efforts form a ‘hearts and minds’ campaign that should be oriented to all those who are at risk of 

being marginalized, not just the Muslim community. Engagement with minorities must be 

perceived as sincere if it is to be effective.50  

 

Independently of that, preventive work should continue but with a tighter focus and greater 

intellectual clarity.51 Within PREVENT, one of the most sensible measures is the one-to-one 

intervention within the Change Programme. These should address particular grievances rather 

than contesting ideological beliefs directly.52 In addition, the people engaging with “individuals at 

                                                           
47 Caitlin Monroe, “Evaluating CVE: Understanding the Recent Changes to the United Kingdom’s 

Implementation of Prevent” p.57. 
48 Paul Thomas, “Failed and Friendless: The UK’s ‘Preventing Violent Extremism’ Programme,” British 

Journal of Politics and International relations, Vol 12 (2010) pp. 455-456. 
49 Caitlin Monroe, “Evaluating CVE: Understanding the Recent Changes to the United Kingdom’s 

Implementation of Prevent” p.53.  
50 Cook, “Avoiding the pitfalls of Prevent” Bridging Theory & practice: countering violent extremism,” 

pp. 12-14.  
51 Lorenzo Vidino, James Brandon, “Countering Radicalization in Europe” ICSR (2013) p. 26 
52 This a trend in the more successful European approaches to CVE, in countries the Netherlands, see: 

Riazat butt and Henry tuck “European Counter-Radicalisation and De-radicalisation: A Comparative 
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risk” should be those with credibility on the ground, like former radicals themselves. Prior 

evidence of radicalization, in the form of plausible threats, must be a requisite. This implies that 

a certain degree of dissent, in the form of extremist ideas, has to be tolerated. In any case this a 

job for social workers, not police officers, who should only become involved directly when there 

are indications of criminal activity.53 Surveillance measures must also be detached from preventive 

work, to avoid further securitization of relations.54  

  

In conclusion, PREVENT, flawed as it has been, is a step in the right direction. However, 

although it’s hard to say with certainty that PREVENT has contributed to the radicalization of 

British Muslims, it has definitively added to their list of grievances. This may very well result in 

individuals amongst that community becoming more alienated and detached from British society, 

which will in turn will make them more susceptible of becoming involved in violent extremism. 

This calls for a change of paradigm that will redefine PREVENT to avoid such a backlash.  It 

remains to be seen whether the upcoming reforms succeed in addressing these issues satisfactorily.  

  

                                                           
Evaluation of Approaches in the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark and Germany” Institute for Strategic 

Dialogue | Cross-Country Evaluation Report (2014) pp.3-8.  
53 This does not mean waiting for attacks to happen. Counter Terrorist legislation grants broad powers to 

security forces and proscribes things like, incitement to violence, glorification of terror and conspiracy to 

commit terrorist attacks. See Terrorism Act 2006, Counter Terrorism and Security Act 2015.  
54  Paul Thomas, “Prevent and Community Cohesion in Britain: the worst of all possible worlds?” pp.36-

37. 
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