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Abstract

The 2004 Madrid bombings marked the deadliest Islamic terrorist attack to take
place in European history, and followed by the London bombings in 2005,
constituted a significant turning point for the European Union (EU) with both the
materialisation of a ‘distinctive, separate and multi-dimensional’
counterterrorism policy domain and the collective recognition for the need to
internally prevent radicalisation and terrorism. However, operating within a
multilevel European security field marked by national sovereignty, it has
questioned to what extent the EU has subsequently impacted and shaped
member states’ counterterrorism policy. Moreover, with a mutual reaction to the
2004/2005 attacks, the analogous adoption of ‘Prevent’ strategy, and as a
leading member state in advanced counterterrorism practice, the United
Kingdom (UK) has further questioned not only the extent to which national policy
has been impacted by, but has impacted, EU-level policy. By employing Britain
as a longitudinal case study, this thesis thereby examines to what extent the UK
and EU have ‘uploaded’ and ‘downloaded’ counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy to
the respective European and national level, with the aim to provide new insight
into the processes and levels of Europeanisation within the EU’s post-2005

counterterrorism policy domain.
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1 Introduction

1.1. Topic introduction

Counterterrorism became a recognised collective priority within the European
Union (EU) following the 9/11 attacks in the United States (US). However, it was
not until the Madrid bombings in 2004, constituting the deadliest Islamic terrorist
attack in European history, followed by the London bombings in 2005, that
counterterrorism materialised into a ‘distinctive, separate and multi-dimensional
policy domain’ and initiated a European regularity in counterterrorism policy

adoption (Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015).

The Union’s role within counterterrorism became more tangible, despite
national security remaining ‘the sole responsibility of each member state’ and
the marked reluctance for supranational governance in the intergovernmental
Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) space. Branded a ‘relatively weak actor’ in the
direct fight against terrorism (Argomaniz 2011), the EU’s objectives therefore
consolidated on ‘strengthening national capabilities, facilitating European
cooperation, developing collective capability, and promoting international
partnership’ (Romaniuk, et al. 2017), enshrined within the EU’s first publicised
Counterterrorism Strategy in 2005.

With the threat of internal terrorism and ‘radicalised nationals’ realised, the EU
introduced a concerted aim to ‘prevent people from turning to terrorism by
tackling the factors or root causes which can lead to radicalization and
recruitment’ (Council 2005a), engendering a separate Strategy on
Radicalisation and Recruitment (Council 2005b). Yet despite such ambitions,
national reception and engagement within collective EU counterterrorism efforts

has continued to greatly vary across European states and over time.



Nevertheless, one member state overstating such ambitions has been the
United Kingdom (UK), with a prevalent history of national terrorism and the
adoption of some of the most stringent, yet advanced, counterterrorism policies
in Europe. The UK published its first Counterterrorism Strategy in response to
the national London attacks (‘7/7’), prioritising the prevention of radicalisation
and recruitment as a necessary action to stop terrorism (HM Government 2006).
Here, the mutual reaction to the 2004/2005 attacks, the similar adoption of a
distinct ‘Prevent’ strategy strand, as well as the UK’s advanced counterterrorism
approaches, has questioned to what extent the EU has impacted upon, and/or
been impacted by, member states (MS’s) within the intergovernmental and

multilevel counterterrorism policy domain.

1.2. Research questions

To explore such a question, utilising Britain as a longitudinal case study, this
thesis considers; (a) has the UK ‘uploaded’ counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy
content, structures and style to the EU level? (b) And has the EU ‘downloaded’
counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy content, structures and style to the UK national
level? Such questions aim to provide new insight into the processes and extent

of impact between the EU and MS’s counterterrorism policy from 2005 to 2016.

1.3. Theoretical and conceptual framework

To consider such, a developing theoretical framework to effectively assess both
uploading (bottom-up) and downloading (top-down) processes, specific to EU
studies, is that of Europeanisation. As the literature review entails, as a
consequence of the theory’s late development and wide scope of
conceptualisations, a sufficiently concise analytical framework of
Europeanisation for the counterterrorism policy field is yet to be literary
established. Yet, the research questions still warrant answering. Therefore,
utilising de Flers and Muller’s (2010) theorisation for EU foreign policy, as the

most compatible policy domain to counterterrorism, this thesis is able to address



(1) the dimensions of Europeanisation, (2) the impact on policy, and (3) the
measurement (level) of impact on both the UK and EU’s respective

counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy.

Following de Flers and Mdller (2010, 2012), Jordan and Liefferink (2004) and in
light of current literature, this thesis conceptualises Europeanisation as an
interactive two-way process bracketed into two key dimensions; the uploading
of national policy to the European level, and the downloading of EU policy to
the national level, both of which can lead to multiple outcomes (Major 2005;
Suleymanoglu-Kirim 2019). To analyse the impact on policy, three distinct yet
interrelated variables are categorised; (a) policy content (with the sub-
categories of goals, instruments and calibration of instruments), (b) policy
structures and (c) policy style (Jordan and Liefferink 2004). On evaluation of
both the uploading and downloading of each variable, a measurement of impact
will be taken on a scale of inertia, absorption, accommodation and
transformation, representing null, low, modest and high levels of impact
respectively, to support overall conclusions on the extent of Europeanisation

(Borzel and Risse 2003).

1.4. Research design

This framework does not follow a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach or provide a
singular outcome in which to measure, but instead the Europeanisation process
‘follows no single logic’, can lead to multiple outcomes, and therefore must be
assessed in a concise yet flexible way (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004; Zhang 2016).
Here, Europeanisation is often ‘couched in both rationalist and constructivist
perspectives’ (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003), in which this thesis adopts a
problem-oriented approach (rather than method-driven), to both acknowledge
the complexity of EU policymaking and processes, and better work the theory

around the phenomena it is being used to explain (Winn 2003).



Following suggested and successful taxonomies (De Flers and Muller 2010),
this thesis employs a longitudinal case study with the selected MS to engage
with in-depth policy analysis. Here, the methodological tool of bracketing
ensures the dimensions of uploading and downloading are separately
examined to better engage with the two-way processes and detect directional
impact. The Madrid and London attacks (July 2005) act as a mutual analytical
baseline in which to map the extent of impact on the ‘Prevent’ policy variables,
until the end of June 2016, the month of the Brexit referendum in which

subsequent engagements no longer address Britain as a member state.

1.5. Structure of thesis

Following this brief introductory chapter, Chapter Two explores the application
of Europeanisation through a literature review and sets out the theoretical and
conceptual claims and justifications of this thesis. Chapter Three details the
research design, addressing methodology, critique and empirical reliability.
Chapter Four provides a brief history of EU and British counterterrorism before
and after 2005, distinguishes the Madrid and London attacks as a turning point
for counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy, and characterises the subsequent EU-UK
relationship. Chapter Five provides the empirical analysis, divided into sub-
chapters to address the variables of policy content (goals, instruments and
calibration of instruments), structures and style. Within each variable,
distinguishing factors of the UK and EU’s policy approaches are set out, in
which the extent of uploading and downloading is assessed and concluded with
a proposed level of impact between inertia and transformation. Chapter Six
summarises the measurements of impact and concludes the levels of
Europeanisation derived from the empirical analysis, as well as reflects on the

limitations and prospects for future research.



1.6. Addressing the gap

This study aims to address several gaps in current counterterrorism and
Europeanisation research. Firstly, there is an ‘absence of theoretically informed
analyses’ that sufficiently assess the multiplicity of EU counterterrorism policy
(Argomaniz 2009). Through a problem-oriented approach, this thesis aims to
contribute to a more accurate literary understanding by empirically addressing
the inner processes, contexts and influencing actors within the
intergovernmental and multilevel counterterrorism domain. Secondly, this thesis
aims to enrich research hypotheses by going beyond the well-established ‘top-
down’ analysis of the EU’s impact on domestic policy, and instead contribute to
the growing theorisation of a two-way interactive process in which MS’s are both
shaped by, and the shaper of, European policy (Jokela 2011; Graziano and Vink
2013).

Thirdly, this thesis aims to support consensus literature in distinguishing the
Madrid and London attacks as a turning point for European terrorism prevention
policy (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Argomaniz 2009), in which subsequent
interactions between the EU and national level deserve to be empirically
recorded. Lastly, with the UK as a case study, this thesis delivers insight into
Britain’s role in the development of European counterterrorism policy, and
provides a basis for emerging literature on ‘de-Europeanisation’ and
‘renationalisation’ processes post-Brexit (Turpin 2015; Copeland 2016; Burns,
et al. 2019). This thesis thereby presents a highly relevant, and yet so far
unexplored, case study on the processes and levels of Europeanisation within

the EU’s post-2005 counterterrorism policy domain.
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2 Europeanisation

2.1. Literature review

2.1.1. Development of Europeanisation

Europeanisation grew out of the dissatisfaction of European integration theory
in the late 1990s, characterising the EU-MS relationship through a
supranational lens on integration processes. It lacked accountability of the
reinvigorated political arena following the expansion of powers in the 1992
Maastricht Treaty creating a more multi-level system of governance, and which
subsequently attracted a new focus on national inputs (Jordan 2004a). The
‘Europeanisation turn’ was therefore perceived as a step towards a better-
equated view, considering both ‘the domestic impact of the EU, and/or the

domestic impact on the EU’ (Flockhart 2010).

The theorisation originated with a predominantly top-down focus. Ladrech
provided one of the first pronounced definitions, framing Europeanisation in an
economic context as ‘a process reorienting the direction and shape of both
‘national politics and policy-making' (1994). This formed the basis for the most

documented definition by Radaelli, that held Europeanisation consists of

“... processes of construction, diffusion and institutionalisation of formal
and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing
things’ and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and
consolidated in the EU policy process and then incorporated in the logic
of domestic (national and subnational) discourse, political structures and

public policies” (2004).

The broad conceptualisation has characterised the subsequent application of

Europeanisation, in which offshoots of Radaelli’'s definition have created an
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array of ‘complex and varied’ understandings (Featherstone 2010). This has
had ‘contradictory, divergent and contingent effects’ on its theoretical
development (Radaelli 2000; Howell 2004), in which it has been termed a ‘multi-
faceted’ and ‘variable geometry’ concept (Oslen 2002; Tebaldi and Calaresu
2013). It has been subject to continuous conceptualised debate, of which Oslen

considers ‘no single definition could explain and clarify the term’ (2002).

2.1.2. Associated theories

Europeanisation’s complex ontology does not fit easily in positivist theoretical
frames, in which it has borrowed from longer-established political science
theories, particularly European integration (Featherstone 2010; Howell 2004).
However, this consequently led to interchangeable references and
understandings in literature between ‘Europeanization; European ius
commune; harmonization or legal convergence; cross-fertilization process;
indirect influence; indirect reception; legal infiltration; and spill-over effect’
(Ferreira 2009), in which ‘conceptual cleaning’ has been deemed an analytical

necessity (Tebaldi and Calaresu 2013).

For Radaelli (2000), the best strategy has been to clarify ‘what Europeanisation
is not’, particularly against theories of integration, convergence and
harmonisation. Such theories have been studied as both explanans,
explanatory processes of the domestic alignment to EU approaches, as well as
an explanandum, as a singular outcome of other theorised processes (Grunhut
2017). Europeanisation continuously interacts with such theories, however
literary consensus has shown it is best considered ‘a process that leads to
multiple outcomes’, which can include integration, convergence and
harmonisation, and therefore primarily resides in the ontological explanans

phase (Den Boer and Wiegand 2015; Suleymanoglu-Kirim 2019).

Europeanisation has been praised over more established theories because it

allows for analysis beyond one outcome of impact, as Montpetit considers, the
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process ‘encourages domestic policy change, but not all MS’s will opt for the
same types of change’ (2000), in which the theory accommodates for more
specific national analysis. It has also been commended for its ability to look at
cross-pillar and intergovernmental contexts, and more recently, the need to
better address the significance of ‘bottom-up’ processes (Featherstone and

Radaelli 2003).

2.1.2. ‘Downloading’ and ‘uploading’

In its most explicit form Europeanisation has been conceptually dominated as
a process of ‘downloading’, referred to as a ‘top-down’ process in which EU
level stimuli, pressures and commitments influence national adaptation (De
Flers and Mdaller 2010). Whilst the study of ‘downloading’ has held to provide
the clearest example of Europeanisation (George 2001), it has also been
criticised as partially ‘ghettoized’ by EU specialists drawn by the European, not

national, perspective (Featherstone 2010).

Moreover, whilst Ladrech and Radaelli’'s definitions consider downloading
exclusively, such approaches have been increasingly regarded as discounting
the view of Europeanisation as a ‘dual-process’, particularly in
intergovernmental domains contingent upon national engagement (Flockhart
2008). Here, the process of ‘uploading’ refers to the ‘bottom-up’ projection of
national preferences, ideals and models to the EU level (De Flers and Muller
2010). Over time, literature has progressively addressed the ‘uploading’
dimension, contending that Europeanisation must account for the interactive
nature of the domestic and EU level, highlighting their interdependence and co-
evolution (Dyson 2002; Howell 2004; Featherstone 2010). The processes have
been considered ‘circular’ in nature, where national preferences can impact
upon EU developments, in which the outcomes feedback into domestic
structures, and vice versa (Turpin 2015). Thus, as Borzel (2001), Bulmer and
Burch (2002) and De Flers and Muller determine, Europeanisation is therefore

best studied as a ‘two-way process’ (2010).
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2.1.3. Variables

Despite broad conceptualisations, the subject variables within Europeanisation
literature have demonstrated more consensus, commonly applying the
independent variable within a threefold typology of EU politics, polity and policy
(Borzel and Risse 2003). Few studies have engaged with all three, or have done
so to limited empirical depth, whereas more profound studies have focused on
one type for analysis. In particular, Europeanisation has been regarded as most
empirically and comprehensively explored within the policy domain (Jordan
2004a). Its literary development followed the EU’s increased competencies with
the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, in which vast domestic policy areas were
considered ‘shaped by the growing EU multilevel political system’ and to some
extent ‘affected by Europeanisation’ (Graziano and Vink 2013). Most
significantly, policy has proven to be the most advanced typology in successfully
studying the ‘two-way process’ (Bulmer and Burch 2002; De Flers and Miuller

2010; Turpin 2015).

2.1.4. Europeanisation of policy

However, research has demonstrated ‘there is little consistent pattern’ of impact
across the policy typology (Featherstone 2010). Distinctions have therefore
been made between domains of national importance and sovereignty, for
example, security and foreign policy (Tebaldi and Calaresu 2013; Mayor 2005),
and ‘areas of lesser political salience’ (Featherstone 2010), such as agriculture,
cohesion, transport and environmental policy (Jordan 2004a). The latter
became the initial focus of empirical studies, considered to be the most
detectable impacted policy, typically documented through the vertical
downloading of policy in a top-down hierarchical fashion and showcasing
supranational regulation together with national adaptability (Turpin 2015; Burns
et al. 2019).

14



Nevertheless, policy areas typically at the preserve of national sovereignty have
become increasingly topical within ‘dual-process’ studies (Flockhart 2008).
Here, the impact is not only evident through vertical means, but also ‘horizontal’
processes that better reflect their multidimensional nature, working with
intergovernmental initiatives and soft non-binding rule (Featherstone and
Radaelli 2003). This has been reflected in a range of Europeanisation studies,
including on asylum (Guild 2006), immigration (Costello 2006), regional (Ertugal
2011), foreign and security policy.

Notably, foreign policy has attracted significant application of the theory, from
both a downloading (Major 2005; Miskimmon 2007) and uploading perspective
to varying degrees of empirical depth (Tsardanidis and Stavridis 2005; Major
and Pomorska 2005). De Flers and Muller (2010), providing one of the most
comprehensive and refined studies on foreign policy, contend that
Europeanisation has actively contributed to ‘a better understanding of the
complex nature of European foreign policy-making’, and amongst international
relations scholars, has ‘reflected the evolution of EU foreign policy coordination
itself (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003). Further literature has analysed foreign
policy with case study countries such as Greece (loakimidis 2000), Turkey
(Terzi 2005), and Spain (Escribano and Lorca 2004). This has also extended to
security, and whilst not to the same empirical depth, has posed important
questions on the ‘two-way’ development of European security policy (Major
2005; Tebaldi and Calaresu 2013; Turpin 2015).

2.1.5. Europeanisation and the UK

Borzel and Risse (2003) and Featherstone (2010) both briefly evaluate the
extent of downloading on the threefold typology of British polity, politics and
policy. Considering the two-way process, Bulmer and Burch address the
Europeanisation of the UK Government in 2005, which remains one of the few
national pieces addressing polity and politics (2005). However, policy has been

studied more at length, including on cohesion (Bache and Jordan 2008),
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financial services regulation (Howell 2004), and particularly environmental
policy (Jordan 2004a; Copeland 2016; Burns, et al. 2019). The ‘de-
Europeanisation’ and ‘renationalisation’ of policy has also been progressively
explored following the 2016 Brexit referendum (Copeland 2016; Burns, et al.
2019).

Moreover, policy domains typically at the preserve of national sovereignty have
also been addressed, including British defence policy between 1997 and 2005
(Dover 2007). The ‘dual-process’ has been increasingly acknowledged in the
study of UK security policy (Turpin 2015) as well as in the analysis of British
involvement in European internal security (Carrapico et al. 2019). However,
such research has not yet established a comprehensive framework in which to
evaluate the UK’s engagement in more niche security policy sectors, i.e.

counterterrorism.

2.1.6. Europeanisation of counterterrorism policy

A host of literature preceded each of the 9/11, Madrid and London attacks, and
has continued to date with the study of counterterrorism ‘approaches’,
‘responses’ or ‘actions’ (Den Boer and Monar 2002; Argomaniz 2011;
Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015). Fewer, however, have assessed
counterterrorism policy explicitly (Crenshaw 2001; Den Boer 2003; Spencer
2006; Nohrstedt and Hansén 2010; Bures 2011; European Parliament 2017).
Similar to other sovereign-based policy, this has been attributed to the relatively
weak Union competencies compared to more vertically processed policy
sectors (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Jokela 2011). Where
counterterrorism policy has been studied, a range of theoretical frameworks
have been utilised to assess national approaches, particularly ‘differentiated
integration’ (Baetz 2016) and convergence theory (Nohrstedt and Hansén 2010;

Abrahamsson 2012).
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Europeanisation itself has been theorised to assess counterterrorism policy,
initiated with Den Boer’s ‘9/11 and the Europeanisation of anti-terrorism policy’
paper in 2003 which, whilst providing a limited empirical and methodological
framework, has been highly referenced to date. More recently, Den Boer and
Wiegand (Wiegand 2011; 2015) evaluated the impact of EU counterterrorism
strategies on domestic policy, considering Europeanisation as a process.
However, these studies have been assessed either through a top-down
approach only, or have been based on a single outcome indicator, such as

convergence (Den Boer and Wiegand 2015).

Several of these studies refer to the significance of uploading. In particular,
statements within literature regard the UK as having directly uploaded and
downloaded counterterrorism policy (Den Boer 2003; Turpin 2015), but have
not been substantiated with empirical analysis or a coherent framework in which
to ratify (Featherstone 2010). As Nohrstedt and Hansén remark, ‘observers are
thus left to wonder whether national counterterrorism policy changes at the MS
level reflect the consolidated commitment of the European Union’ (2010), in

which this thesis aims to better explore.

2.2. Theoretical and conceptual claims and justification

2.2.1. Theoretical and conceptual challenges

The first challenge lies within the ontology of Europeanisation, with the issue of
equifinality and literary criticisms of ‘being too ready to attribute causality to the
EU’ (Featherstone 2010; Graziano and Vink 2013). Here, a theoretical
distinction should be made between the impact of Europeanisation and other
phenomena, such as internationalisation, globalisation, integrated markets and
domestic causes (Featherstone 2010). Literature has featured attempts to
‘control’ rival hypotheses, by raising awareness of the ‘situation of change’, in
this instance, the Madrid and London attacks instigating terrorism prevention

policy (Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015). Other approaches acknowledge
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the wider factors, as well as some degree of potential obscureness to their

conclusions (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003).

The second challenge is the theoretical complexity and scope of
Europeanisation, considered to risk conceptual misinformation, stretching and
'degreeism' (Featherstone and Radaelli 2003). As Radaelli argues, it is difficult
to define because ‘if all things have been touched by Europe, to some extent or
other, all things have been Europeanized’ (2000), which could render the term
‘'meaningless’ and challenge its explanatory power (Howell 2004). However,

narrow and broad conceptions have been distinguished, as Flockhart puts,

“...the narrow conception sees Europeanisation as a two-way process,
involving the impact of the EU on domestic politics and the influence of
member states on the EU... Those who see Europeanisation in broader
terms, see it as a process of cultural, political and organisational change
along European lines, within and beyond the borders of Europe” (2010,
86).

The narrower classifications have allowed for some degree of ‘conceptual
overstretch’ in which precise boundaries can, and have, been used for distinct

levels of analysis (Flockhart 2010; Graziano and Vink 2013).

2.2.2. Dimensions of Europeanisation

Here, the narrow classification has allowed for the problem-oriented approach
to better target and explore EU policy processes. As Olsen notes, it is not about
what Europeanisation necessarily is, ‘but whether and how the term can be
useful for understanding the dynamics’ (2002). Whilst concise frameworks have
proven rare, those established offer applicable range across policy areas, and
for this thesis in particular, De Flers and Muller’'s (2010) analysis of European
foreign policy provides a comprehensive and in-depth framework transferable

to the undertheorized counterterrorism domain.
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Utilising an established framework in this manner creates consensus and
comparability across research, rather than approaching the study as an isolated
phenomenon (De Flers and Mdller 2012; Featherstone 2010). The analysis of
foreign policy acts as a comparable domain due to its analogous mode of
governance, not marked by vertical ascendency, but rather 'intense
transgovernmentalism' (Wallace 2000). It confers ‘that Europeanisation is a
carefully controlled phenomenon’ in which actors on both the EU and domestic
level determine the meaning and extent of the process (Dover 2007). With an
accurate conceptualisation dependent on the mode of governance (Bulmer and
Burch 2005), this thesis thereby follows De Flers and Mdller’s understanding of
Europeanisation as an interactive process of both uploading and downloading,
in which the two dimensions will be bracketed and analysed to better

comprehend the separate directional processes of impact (2010; 2012).

2.2.3. Impact on policy

There has been an interplay between ideational and structural policy variables
used to study Europeanisation, in which neither have proven to be a superior
model (Major 2005; Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009). Variables have ranged
from, for example, policy outcomes and processes (Borzel and Risse 2003) to
policy objectives, principles, procedures and financial instruments (Graziano
and Vink 2013). For in-depth analyses, more niche and tailored sub-aspects
have been distinguished, for example, Featherstone evaluates British public
policy through five variables, ‘actors, policy problems, style, instruments and

resources’ (2010).

De Flers and Mdller interchangeably refer to the policy variables of ‘substance,
priorities and objectives’ (2010, 9) and ‘style, objectives and substance’ (2010,
11). Whilst they significantly overlap, to ensure a rigorous structural and
conceptual frame, where ‘absolute precision’ is deemed essential (Nohrstedt

and Hansén 2010), this thesis recategorizes these into three distinct, yet
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interrelated variables; (1) policy content (with the sub-variables of goals,
instruments and calibration of instruments), (2) policy structures and (3) policy
style. These variables are uplifted from Jordan and Liefferink’s comprehensive
empirical assessment of Europeanisation on ten MS’s environmental policy,
including the UK’s (2004). As De Flers and Miiller heavily draw upon
environmental policy literature, given its advancement in conceptualising
Europeanisation as a ‘two-way street’ (2010; Bérzel 2001), and with Jordan and
Liefferink’'s categorisations widely recognised for ‘theoretical clarity and
empirical richness’ (2004; Hussey 2007; Billiet 2007), it acts as an appropriate

and beneficial recalibration that enshrines De Flers and Miiller’s initial variables.

Here, there are benefits and drawbacks to studying single and multiple policy
categories. One-dimensional approaches can prove insufficient in recognising
diversities and tensions (Nohrstedt and Hansén 2010), and risk degreeism
(Featherstone and Radaelli 2003), whereas multi-dimensional studies can
succumb to over-compartmentalising, limiting the value of empirical instances
(Heichel et al. 2005). Here, the three core categories (with a total five variables)
have shown to be narrow enough for conceptual clarity, and sufficiently broad
to allow for macroanalysis and distinction of different levels of impact across the
policy aspects (Jordan and Liefferink 2004; Dias Soares 2007). Such
categorisation could only be achieved through the study of policy, rather than
polity and politics, with its advanced theorisation and ability to provide a more
consistent basis for measurement and precision research (Featherstone and
Radaelli 2003). However, polity and political aspects operating within the given

variables will be referenced where appropriate.

Regarding the chosen variables, policy content incorporates three ‘sub-
aspects’; goals, instruments and calibration of policy instruments (Hall 1993).
The former concerns goals such as strategy, objectives, threat perceptions and
understandings that guide policy. The second refers to the instruments or
techniques used to attain such goals, including for example, programmes,

formal and informal engagements or legal instruments. The third aspect
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categorises their calibration, the processes of determining instruments used
and the level of standards set. Structures can be considered wide-ranging, ‘from
formal bureaucratic organisations to more informal phenomena’ (Peters 1999).
For national structures, this could be from basic government ‘machinery’,
including departments, agencies and the networks between them, to EU
structures directing operations. Lastly, policy style can be described as the
‘standard operating procedures for making and implementing policies’ (Bulmer

and Burch 2000; Jordan and Liefferink 2004).

Within each of the policy categories in Chapter 5, analysis of the UK and EU’s
variables will be broken down into multiple sub-titled factors, to enable further
empirical depth and provide a foundation for measuring the respective levels of
impact. These factors are based on the policy areas most cited and/or prioritised
in the UK and EU’s official counterterrorism strategies (Council 2005a; Home
Office 2006, 2009, 2011a), the EU’s radicalisation and recruitment strategies
(Council 2005b, 2008, 2014) and the UK’s Prevent (Home Office 2011b) and
Counter-Extremism Strategy (Home Office 2015). The factors were also
determined by those referred to as ‘preventive’ to the radicalisation of
individuals, in both the pre-criminal and pre-violent setting, in which policy areas
sometimes operating under the ‘Prevent’ agenda, including de-radicalisation,
police administrative or judicial powers, asset freezing, border control or the
deprivation of citizenship, will not be addressed given the delimited length of
this thesis. Strategy has been regarded as the best means to determine such
factors, which confer ‘clear delineate categories that represent values and
priorities’ (Abrahamsson 2012), particularly appropriate for the UK and EU’s

analogous ‘Prevent’ strategy strand.

2.2.4. Measurement (level) of impact

Following De Flers and Muller's conceptualisation, uploading and downloading
processes ‘can lead to multiple outcomes’, which can take a variety of forms

including, but not limited to, integration, convergence, harmonisation,
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institutionalisation, model transfers, and regulation compliance (Radaelli 2000;
Featherstone and Radaelli 2003; Ferreira 2009; Den Boer and Wiegand 2015).
Within these, downloading outcomes could materialise as, for example,
increased conformity to the EU agenda, accommodation of common policies,
adoption of European policy definition, or increased engagement with EU policy
structures (De Flers and Muller 2010; Tebaldi and Calaresu 2013). Uploading
outcomes could include the adoption of national models and preferences in EU
policy discussion and strategy, increased policy coordination and dialogue
following national initiatives, or the absorption of norms and values guided by
national leadership (Quaglia and Radaelli 2007; De Flers and Muller 2010).
Based on analysis of such outcomes, the measurement of impact within each
policy variable can be considered. Whilst the scope of outcomes can provide
significant further insight into the dynamics of Europeanisation, the absence of
a singular measurable outcome ultimately means the levels of impact are
determined through an informed, yet subjective, account of the author, with the

purpose to enlighten and inform the reader’s own concluding thoughts.

To measure such impact, various methodological approaches have been used
to varying degrees of depth and conceptualisation. For example, Pedersen
refers to the measurement of ‘silent’ and ‘loud’ Europeanisation, underscoring
it ‘will not occur to the same degree everywhere’ (2017). Both De Flers and
Muller and Jordan and Liefferink reflect or utilise Boerzel and Risse’s widely
cited scale of ‘adaption, accommodation or transformation’, moving from minor
to major impact (2003). Absorption implies minor adaptation, for example,
incorporating the impactors’ policies or ideas into programs and structures, but
without substantial modification. Accommodation represents a more
fundamental change, such as the modification of policies or processes to align
approaches, but without altering core features (Borzel and Risse 2003).
Transformation denotes a high impact, such as significant reform or the
adoption of new policy, and where there is a substantial change in norms or
features (Bulmer and Burch 2005; Orbie and Carbone 2016). If no impact is

evident, the level can be regarded as null, or as subsequent literature has added
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to the scale, ‘inertia’ (Radaelli 2004; Graziano 2011; Tebaldi and Calaresu
2013). With the measurement of impact on both uploading and downloading
processes determined within each policy variable, Chapter 6 will conclude the
levels of Europeanisation that can be deduced from the empirical results,

representing null, low, modest and high degrees respectively (Borzel and Risse
2003).
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3 Research Design

3.1. Methodology

Methodological approaches have similarly advanced with theoretical
developments, in which taxonomies must be put in place to overcome
‘conceptual stretching’ (Radaelli 2000). A qualitative case study approach has
dominated literature, employing either a single or comparative case study of
nation states (Falkner 2001; Grabbe 2001; Graziano and Vink 2013). In the
assessment of policy, both recursive and causal models have been adopted
(Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009), with analytical methods including causal,
discourse, document and content analysis (Mahoney and Goertz 2006).
Quantitative methods have proven rare, but where present have used brief
descriptive statistics and meta-analysis (Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009; Zhang
2016). Some complex causation research has included non-linear econometric
frameworks and structural model equations, however, more successful
empirical analyses have followed a single linear causation approach, based on

a longitudinal case study and policy analysis (Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009).
3.1.1. Case study of the United Kingdom

A longitudinal case study has several advantages. Firstly, it can generate added
depth and accuracy to the findings, which can better support research validity.
Secondly, it can produce a greater empirical base for causal claims over
statistical or multiple case study approaches that detail more cases, but fewer
variables. Thirdly, it provides a better opportunity to explore micro-analyses,
such as policy-makers’ strategy, beliefs and wider contexts (Exadaktylos and
Radaelli 2009; Odell 2018). The UK was selected as the national case for three
methodological reasons. Firstly, due to the direct impact of the 2005 London
attacks, which parallel to the EU, demonstrated a turning point in the

prioritisation of terrorism prevention. Secondly, the general acknowledgement
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that British objectives were mirrored within the EU’s 2005 Strategy warrants
investigation, best suited to a two-way analysis of Europeanisation. Thirdly, the
volume of accessible British primary sources makes it an appropriate subject

for in-depth case analysis.

3.1.2. Policy analysis

To study Europeanisation, specifically the two-way process, prior case studies
have successfully utilised policy analysis on two key types of sources (Tebaldi
and Calaresu 2013; Jokela 2011). Official EU and British policy documents
constitute the primary source of information for this study, including published
strategies, action plans, reports, recommendations, discussion papers and
speeches. Regarding Union sources, whilst some specific action plans have
remained classified (Council 2005d), there remains a wide range of accessible
data and information. The European Commission, Council and Parliament
document databases have been a valuable resource for access to strategies,
communications and implementation reports. These have been complemented
by EU agency publications, such as the EU Counter-Terrorism Coordinator’s
annual implementation reports and perspective papers, the yearly Terrorism
Situation and Trend reports (TE-SAT), as well as the EU’s Radicalisation
Awareness Network reports on the full range of MS ‘Approaches and Practices’
(RAN 2019).

For UK sources, in consideration of policy variance across the Devolved
Administrations of England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, this thesis
accords with England’s policy as representative of the UK. Here, the
Government publishes frequent reports and holds accessible archives and
documentation on policy measures, as well as on EU contributions and
dialogue. From 2009, only counterterrorism ‘delivery plans’ have been classified
for security reasons (Home Office 2009), in which Britain has been considered
one of the most publicised and ‘open’ MS’s to share policy information (Home

Affairs 2018). Moreover, there have been extensive internal consultations,
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critical debates and reports on terrorism prevention following both the
controversy associated with British ‘Prevent’ approaches as well as the impact
of the Brexit referendum (Inkster 2016; Glees 2017; European Parliament
2018). Such sources have been collectivised from governmental databases,
particularly the Parliament and House of Commons search engine, that
provides, for example, open-access session reports on ‘Preventing Violent

Extremism’ policy (House of Commons 2010).

Further platforms used to attain primary sources include The National Archives,
Statewatch, and EU Monitor that deliver full document and policy databases,
including a catalogue of all EU counterterrorism measures adopted since 2001
(SECILE 2013). To support this further, a broad range of secondary sources
have been sifted, including academic research, news articles, interviews, online
databases, non-governmental organisation publications, and think-tank policy
documents. Additionally, publications on both EU and national policy from
recognised entities, such as the Council of Europe and the Parliamentary
Assembly, as institutions not formally part of the EU structure, as well as the

United Nations (UN), have informed the empirical findings.

3.1.3. Bracketing

Studying the two-way process allows for a unique and in-depth understanding
of the interactive nature of Europeanisation. However, with the processes able
to be ‘mutually constitutive’ and circular in nature, boundaries can become
blurred as they ‘merge for different lengths of time and with differing levels of
intensity’, which can make analytical distinction difficult (Howell 2004; De Flers
and Muller 2010). It has therefore been deemed necessary to distinguish such
boundaries, in which taxonomies can ‘organise research and make complex

concepts amenable to empirical analysis’ (De Flers and Muller 2010).

Here, bracketing as a methodological tool has been increasingly and

successfully used, breaking down the study of the Europeanisation process into

26



two separate, yet interlinked, assessments of uploading and downloading
(Howell 2004; Martinsen 2007; De Flers and Mdller 2010; Exadakttylos and
Radaelli 2012). This method is not just ‘theory testing’, but instead utilising the
problem-oriented approach to construct a narrative, support empirical reliability
and further the study from ‘thin causal effects’ to deeper evaluations (Winn
2003; Howell 2004). Therefore, each policy variable in Chapter Five, and the
factors within it, will in turn consider the impact of uploading and downloading,

bracketed as separate dimensions of the Europeanisation process.

3.1.4. Timeframe

July 2005 to June 2016 presents an ideal timeframe to expose patterns and
substantiations of impact for several reasons. Firstly, it acts from a mutual
turning point in the prioritisation of terrorism prevention. This follows Jordan and
Liefferink’s framework, being the first empirical study of Europeanised policy
over an extended period, selecting a 15-year timeframe based on a turning point
in environmental policy development (2004). Secondly, it accounts for the Brexit
referendum dates in which subsequent policy no longer refers to Britain as an
MS. Thirdly, it ensures that the timespan is ‘capable of capturing gradual policy
developments’ (Nohrstedt and Hansén 2010), particularly for variables such as
policy style. Fourthly, it is controlled enough to stay within a ‘policy cycle’, whilst
not getting lost in prolonged timeframes of counterterrorism expansion in the

wider JHA and security domain (Hussey 2007).

3.2. Critique

There are several challenges in exploring this thesis from a research design
perspective. The reliance on access to primary sources has not posed as much
of an obstacle as initially anticipated, however some key documents, including
the EU’s 2005 Radicalisation and Recruitment Action Plan, have remained
classified (Council 2005d). In instances of data gaps, research has been

informed by secondary sources, including those in the academic and media
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domain, which may be critiqued for subjectivity and reliability. On the other side,
analysis at this micro-level can include ‘specification of the situation’, which can
be ‘data-intensive’ and risk overlooking relevant information (Zhang 2016),

particularly with the scope of official EU and UK sources.

Additionally, whilst it is methodologically beneficial to separate the policy
variables of content, structures and style, in practice they can be closely
intertwined and difficult to distinguish (Mair 2007). This can lead to an attribution
problem when categorising causal impacts within the EU’s ‘multilevel system of
governance involving national, sub-national and supranational actors’, further
mirrored at the British domestic level (Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015).
This can also raise concern when measuring the level of impact, particularly

with different variables and sub-factors leading to different types of outcomes.

Finally, there remains little consensus on Europeanisation criteria or research
designs (Haverland 2005; Exadaktylos and Radaelli 2009). Therefore, whilst
this thesis attempts to mitigate bias by adopting more comprehensive and
established frameworks, the choice of such, as well as the subsequent
measurement of impact, has ultimately derived from an informed yet subjective
account of the author, which may limit the ability to make a viable contribution

to the academic field.

3.3. Empirical reliability

This thesis adopts the core research techniques within Europeanisation
literature to enhance reliability and address potential critique (Major 2005;
Mendez, Wishlade and Yuill 2008; De Flers and Muller 2010). Notably, with the
ability to predominantly rely on primary sources, wider official EU and British
records such as speeches, discussions and reports have been able to
‘triangulate’ secondary sources when data gaps have arisen. Here, triangulation
is used to ‘examine a single social phenomenon from more than one vantage

point’, to verify contentions and provide closer accuracy (Dover 2007).
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Moreover, the equitable timeframe and availability of chronological databases

for primary sources have minimised the risk of omitting relevant material.

To overcome the methodological challenge of equifinality, distinguishing impact
from Europeanisation and other phenomena, circumspection has been
considered (Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015; Bulmer and Burch 2005). Per
prior literature, this thesis acknowledges some degree of potential obscureness
from alternative causal factors, while aiming to minimise such with the
employment of bracketed analysis and the restructuring of the variable
framework to ensure clearer lines of causation (Dover 2007; De Flers and Muller
2010). The careful identification of control variables similarly alleviates
difficulties of impact categorisation (Mair 2007), as justified in section 2.2.3.
Overall, this thesis does not attempt to make causal claims but utilise the
problem-oriented approach to better explore impact processes within the EU’s
counterterrorism policy domain, to inform and enlighten the reader's own

conclusions.
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4 History

4.1. Pre-2005 counterterrorism

Counterterrorism is not a new phenomenon, rather it was central to the EU’s
early internal security objectives, enshrined in the establishment of the
intergovernmental Trevi Group in 1975. Intentions developed over time,
particularly following an expansion of powers with the 1992 Maastricht Treaty
(also known as the Treaty on European Union [TEU]), in which the EU actively
sought further national engagement in the counter-crime and terrorism field
(Council 1997). Whilst the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(1957) provided the basis for EU-level action, its capabilities were limited within
the TEU instituting that 'national security remains the sole responsibility of each
Member State' (1992). As a consequence, corresponding with the inherently
diverse scope of domestic terrorism threat perceptions, integration models and
policymaking approaches across Europe, the EU’s pre-2001 collective

ambitions were met with minimal reception (Bakker 2015).

This changed following 9/11, which acted as an external crisis initiating major
policy reform, with recognition of a new shared threat from international jihadist
terrorism. Such reactions were enshrined in the EU’s Extraordinary JHA Council
Meeting that took place 10 days after the attack, which called for ‘concerted
action’, introduced over 175 new measures (Council 2001a), and by October
had adopted the first counterterrorism Plan of Action (Council 2001b). Several
actions were binding on domestic criminal justice systems, including
Framework Decisions on ‘Arrest Warrant and Surrender Procedures’ (Council
2002a) and ‘Combating Terrorism’ (Council 2002b), commencing new
processes and redefining terrorist offences. Such adoptions were further
complimented by the establishment of facilitating institutions with the 2003
Treaty of Nice, including Eurojust, the European Judicial Network and the

European Crime Prevention Network.
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The 2003 European Security Strategy (ESS) acted as another milestone,
demonstrating ‘a major shift from the Cold War-inspired’ security notions
(Violakis 2019), to terrorism and organised crime being considered the ‘new
menace’ (Council 2009a). The EU reinforced a criminal approach to terrorism,
rather than the US ‘war model’, with the logic being that crime can be ‘subdued,
suppressed, mitigated or controlled, but never completely eradicated’
(Rakovska 2014). This in turn created a ‘giant leap forward’ for the EU’s
intergovernmental JHA domain, the former third pillar for police and judicial
cooperation (Den Boer 2003). Though, as Den Boer and Monar reflected, 9/11
was credibly the “first truly cross-pillar test of the Union’s role as a security actor’,
which also actioned under the first (legislative ‘community’) and second

(Foreign and Security Policy) pillars (2002).

Prior to the adopted Framework Decision on Combating Terrorism in 2002,
Britain was one of only six MS’s to have national counterterrorism policy. This
was a consequence of the UK’s prominent history of terrorism, in which from
1939 the primary security threat stemmed from protracted separatist conflict
over Northern Ireland joining the Republic of Ireland, which institutionalised a
national counterterrorism approach to domestic terrorism early on. However, as
a progressively irregular yet existent threat in the 1990s, the UK began to
identify more international-based threats, in line with increasing acts of Islamic-
based terrorism overseas, and as reflected in the 2000 Terrorism Act. The
effects of 9/11 consolidated this approach, in which the Act was revised to
incorporate criminal policies that went far beyond both EU and UN approaches,
nationally establishing the ‘most elaborate provisions’ and ‘strictest counter-

terrorist regulations’ in Europe (Den Boer and Wiegand 2015).

4.2. 2005 as an analytical baseline

The 9/11, Madrid and London attacks have been recognised as crises that act

as ‘punctuated equilibria’, which similar to wider policy developments within the
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JHA field, ‘put into question the policy that has been followed’ and act as a
turning point for change (Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015). In particular,
the totalled reaction to the Madrid and London attacks was conceived to have
instituted a ‘distinctive, separate and multi-dimensional policy domain’ for
European counterterrorism (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004; De Flers and Mdller

2010; Den Boer and Wiegand 2015; Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015).

On the 11" March 2004, a series of bombings took place on four commuter
trains during rush hour in Madrid, using backpacks with explosives that were
detonated at a distance via mobile phones, killing 191 and injuring 1,430 people.
It constituted Europe’s deadliest Islamic attack to date, and by 2007 over 21
people had been convicted, the majority Moroccan nationals (Barrett 2007).
Similarly, on the 7t July 2005, three trains and one bus were targeted during
London rush hour, killing 52 and injuring 700 people. Backpacks were used, but
in this case, suicide bombers detonated the explosives, with one additional
failed plot on the Underground. The attacks were executed by four second-
generation Pakistani immigrants, ‘born and raised’ in Britain (Abrahamsson
2012). A second series of explosive attacks were attempted on the 21st July,
but the homemade devices failed to detonate on three Underground stations

and a bus in London, by majority British nationals inspired by the prior attacks.

Whilst not directly connected, both events were unique in Europe’s history of
terrorism for several reasons; firstly being internal attacks with a high number
of European fatalities and casualties, secondly, the perpetrators were not
directly affiliated with an international jihadist terrorist organisation but executed
the attack in support of them, and thirdly, they were seen as the result of
‘homegrown’ or ‘neighbour’ terrorism, and for the UK, carried out by ‘ordinary
British citizens’ (Klausen 2009). The events saw a reformulation of Europe’s
threat perception to that of internal jihadist terrorism, widely conceived to be ‘a
product of intra-EU radicalization processes and terrorist recruitment’, and
thereby constituted a turning point in the need for European preventative action
(Bures 2011).
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4.3. Post-2005 counterterrorism

Whilst this study focuses on policy in the aftermath of the London attacks, it
must be recognised that the multitude of European responses and action
following the Madrid attacks were foundational to the emerging domain. In
particular, the European Council adopted the ‘Declaration on Combating
Terrorism’, including a Union-wide Solidarity Clause (Council 2004a),
accompanied with a Plan of Action detailing 129 prospective measures,
initiating both new and previously unactioned proposals (Council 2004b). The
Commission also produced the ‘Hague Programme’, communicating 10 new
priority areas, the second being counterterrorism, as well as a policy roadmap

in light of the new level of endorsed action across Europe (Council 2005c).

The EU became further active in response to 7/7, institutionalising its goals with
the publication of the first European Counterterrorism Strategy. The Union
aimed to ‘add value’ by setting objectives, coordinating policies, conceptualising
joint threats, harmonising legislation, increasing the mandate of European
agencies such as Europol, and establishing new support structures, including
appointing a Counterterrorism Coordinator (Council 2005b; Argomaniz, Bures
and Kaunert 2015). Action ensued across all three pillars, which despite formal
abolishment in the 2009 Treaty of Lisbon, remained as legacy systems. With
the Treaty also delegating unprecedented new power to the Commission,
Parliament and Court of Justice in the criminal and terrorism domain, the Area
of Freedom, Security and Justice (AFSJ) emerged as a wider field for
counterterrorism advances, as a space of shared competence and former

cross-pillar coordination (Wolff, Wichmann and Mounier 2008).

There are certain policy areas in which the EU has retained strong former first
pillar legislative competencies, and sometimes even acted as primary regulator,
including in the terrorist financing, aviation and maritime security sectors
(Argomaniz, Bures and Kaunert 2015). However, the majority of
counterterrorism actions have fallen within the police, judicial and intelligence

realm, in which no ‘clear, vertical chain-of-command’ is assumed (Bulmer and
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Radaelli 2004). With security sovereignty residing at the national level, MS’s
have ultimately continued to shape the EU’s value and purpose, which as the
Treaty of Lisbon ‘footnotes summit’ characterised, ‘cooperation instead of
further integration seems to be the slogan of the day; any diagnosis of
widespread Europeanisation is contested’ (Lorenz 2011). This has been further
reflected in MS choices, such as designating the Counterterrorism Coordinator
with weak powers and mandate, rejecting the proposal for a European
intelligence agency, and instead opting for soft legislation and an
intergovernmental framework to best support national responses (Mawdsley
2017).

For the UK specifically, despite the advancement of policy prior to 9/11, the
Madrid and London attacks were considered a turning point for British
counterterrorism, particularly with the latter both taking place internally and
executed by British nationals. The UK’s first national counterterrorism strategy
was established in 2003, but reviewed following 7/7 and publicly launched as
‘CONTEST in 2006 (Home Office 2006). In direct response to the attacks,
Prime Minister Tony Blair also announced a 12-Point Plan that would ‘transform
the landscape of British counterterrorism’ (2005). Here, structures and
processes were rearranged, national intelligence agencies increased their
scope and regional presence, new community and police unification
approaches were adopted, ambulance relay, tube communications and police
command structures were reviewed, an extensive range of terrorist-related
criminal offences were added, and a focus was placed on the need for terrorism

prevention (Home Office 2011c).

4.4. The EU-UK relationship

For MS’s operating within the EU framework, many factors determine the type
of Europeanisation processes nationally endured. Domestic variables including
size, networks, resources, as well as historic factors such as ‘national identity

and strategic culture’, appear to impact the extent of Europeanisation.
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Integration factors, for example membership duration, can also contribute, in
which new members appear to hold less bottom-up influence, compared to
larger and long-term members often referred to as policy ‘shapers’, not ‘takers’
(Miskimmon 2007; De Flers and Muller 2010). Moreover, literature suggests
those with ‘high levels of competence and experience in counterterrorism’, such
as the UK and France, are more inclined to upload preferences, yet remain

resistant to attempts of supranationalisation (Mawdsley 2017).

Britain has somewhat reflected this in its unique relationship with the EU. It has
both ‘visibly taken on a position of leadership’ as well as been inherently
‘awkward’ towards integration (Turpin 2015). Notably, Britain entered the Union
with little intention to ‘be systematically Europeanised by Europe’, but for
pragmatic and economic reasons only (Jordan 2004a). For example, the UK
acquired a unique status early on, securing several JHA ‘opt-outs’ in 1997,
which extended to cooperation in policing and criminal justice in 2007, and any
JHA-provisioned legislation in 2016 (Cabinet Office 2016). Furthermore, the UK
was regarded as ‘never really adapted to EU membership in terms of their
mindset’ (Young 1998), in which policy downloading has generally been
recognised as ‘via a series of deep political conflicts and unintended

consequences, rather than in a smooth or evolutionary manner’ (Jordan 2004a).

The UK’s engagement with the Union as an ‘opportunity structure’ has been
considered rare, but is most evident in the Single Market Programme, as well
as defence and asylum policy (Bulmer and Burch 2005). Regarding security,
uploading was reflected in the UK and France’s Saint-Malo Declaration in 1998,
setting out a framework for European security policy cooperation (CVCE 1998).
Britain was also considered one of the ‘Big 5’ influential members, being vocal
Council supporters in the furtherance of European security post-2001, as well
as part of the G-6 grouping, termed ‘a laboratory for [EU security] proposals’
(Argomaniz 2009). UK input to the 2003 ESS was also evident, with its
‘remarkable similarity’ to a British strategy report, with the then Prime Minister

Tony Blair viewing it as an ‘opportunity to influence’ (2003). Such instances
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have been regarded illustrative of the ‘circular nature of Europeanisation,
whereby Britain has had strong input... but has also adapted its own policy to

create a comprehensive convergence’ (Turpin 2015).

However, following the 7/7 attacks the UK upheld its ‘transactional approach to
EU membership’ (Nohrstedt and Hansén 2010; European Parliament 2018). In
regard to counterterrorism, Britain’s early innovated and extensive national
policy conceivably resulted in a level of ‘misfit with the common European
adoption of the EU’s Strategy and Action Plan in 2005 (Den Boer and Wiegand
2015). Literature has therefore postulated that Britain may have experienced
‘first mover disadvantage’, potentially minimising the nation’s capability to both
download harmonised European policy, and/or upload relevant collective

responses (Jordan 2004b).

Nevertheless, with the EU and UK’s analogous counterterrorism strategies,
both introducing four core strands; Prevent, to ‘safeguard people from becoming
terrorists’, Pursue, to ‘stop terrorist attacks happening’, Protect, to ‘strengthen
protection against a terrorist attack’ and Prepare or Respond, to ‘mitigate the
impact of a terrorist incident’ (Council 2005a; Home Office 2006), it has
demonstrated a discernible link between Union and national efforts. With 7/7
acting as a mutual turning point in the need for terrorism prevention, the
subsequent prioritisation of the ‘Prevent’ strand, the growing communitarisation
of security competencies, and Britain’s national counterterrorism
advancements, it questions to what extent the EU has impacted upon, and/or
been impacted by, the UK within the Union’s multilevel and intergovernmental

counterterrorism policy system.
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5 Empirical Findings

This chapter will address the variables of policy content (with the sub-variables
policy goals, instruments and calibration of instruments), policy structures and
policy style. As explained and justified in Chapters 2 and 3, each section will
analyse key factors of the UK and EU’s counterterrorism ‘Prevent’ policy, and
in turn address the bracketed processes of uploading and downloading to
deduce the level of respective impact on a scale of inertia, absorption,

accommodation and transformation.

5.1. Policy Content

5.1.1. Policy Goals

(1) Strategy strands

The United Kingdom

Official security documents are widely conceived as ‘narrative representations’
of policy objectives, including national strategy (Abrahamsson 2012). For the
UK, policy goals following 7/7 were enshrined in the Prime Minister's 12-Point
Plan (2005), as well as the revised ‘CONTEST’ Strategy in 2006. Further
revisions were published in 2009, 2011 and 2018, with annual reports and
action plans updating interim objectives. Each strategy refers to the four core
strands of Prevent, Protect, Pursue and Prepare, with ‘particular focus and
effort’ on prevention (Home Office 2006). In light of 7/7, Britain advocated this
specific need to ‘prevent terrorism by tacking the radicalisation of individuals’
(Home Office 2006), in which it is the only strand detailed in separate strategic
publications, notably the Prevent Strategy in 2011 and Counter-Extremism
Strategy in 2015.
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The objectives within the ‘Prevent’ strand have remained relatively consistent,
whilst accounting for the evolution of threat and new leadership. The 2006
Strategy promoted three core goals, which were significantly expanded in scope
and detail in 2009, and consequently re-evaluated and narrowed in 2011. Yet
central aims have persisted; to challenge ideology and ‘support mainstream
voices’, ‘disrupt those who promote violent extremism’ and the environments
they operate in, support those ‘vulnerable to recruitment, ‘increase resilience
of communities’ and address ‘grievances which ideologues are exploiting’ in

both the UK and overseas (Home Office 2006, 2009, 2011b, 2015).

The European Union

The EU’s first strategy was published in December 2005, categorising four
remarkably similar strands of Prevent, Protect, Pursue, and Respond. Whilst
there has been no subsequent counterterrorism strategy, several publications
have continued to outline EU objectives, including the 2010 Internal Security
Strategy (ISS), the 2015 European Agenda on Security and the 2016 Global
Strategy. The Hague and Stockholm Programmes in 2005 and 2010 had also
provided respective five-year internal security goals, supported by frequently
published action plans and European Commission communication reports. For
the Prevent strand only, the EU published a ‘Strategy for Combating
Radicalisation and Recruitment to Terrorism’ alongside the main 2005 Strategy,
revised again in 2008 and 2014.

The core Prevent objectives have remained consistent throughout the
respective documents, including to (1) ‘develop common approaches to spot
and tackle problem behaviour’, (2) address ‘key environments’ of radicalisation
and recruitment, (3) ‘develop a media and communication strategy to explain
better EU policies’, (4) ‘promote good governance, democracy, education and
economic prosperity’, (5) foster cooperation through ‘inter-cultural dialogue’

targeting inequalities, discrimination and structural factors, (6) ‘develop a non-
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emotive lexicon for discussing the issues’, and (7) ‘research, share analysis and

experiences’ to better ‘develop policy responses’ (Council 2005a, 2005b).

Impact

a. Uploading

The British strategy, initially produced in 2003, has been widely acknowledged
as directly uploaded to the EU level during the UK’s Presidency of the European
Council in July-December 2005. Prime Minister Tony Blair had a threefold
agenda for his Presidency; counterterrorism, people-trafficking and
enlargement, which included ‘implementing the EU action plan on counter-
terrorism’ (European Parliament 2005b). With the London attacks taking place
during his term, Britain was therefore considered to have utilised its ‘incumbent
EU presidency to upload’ existing strategy (Bakker 2015). Goals were not only
visibly transferred within strategy but also in the European Council’s official
response to the 7/7 attacks on the 13" July, with these two publications
regarded as the structural basis of Union objectives to date (Council 2005d;
Abrahamsson 2012). As David Anderson Q.C, the British Independent
Reviewer of Terrorism Powers affirmed, the EU’s equivalent strategic goals and
‘closely modelled’ core strands, that had not been seen in strategy elsewhere,
indicated a ‘high degree of UK influence’ (Anderson 2013), and thereby an

impact level of transformation.

b. Downloading

Britain’s 2006 Strategy held particularly analogous goals with the Netherlands
and Denmark. This is noteworthy when considering the former Dutch European
Council Presidency in July-December 2004, in which national counterterrorism
objectives in response to the Madrid attacks, as well as the murder of the Dutch
filmmaker Van Gogh in November 2004, were regarded as uploaded to the EU-

level (Bigo, et al. 2014). Deliverables of the Dutch Presidency included the
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publication of the Hague Programme, which considered the ‘prevention and
suppression of terrorism’ as ‘key’, and expressed the need for ‘a long-term
strategy’ (Council 2005c). The British Presidency subsequently acted upon
these objectives, with both strategy publication and high reference to the Hague
Programme in the counterterrorism agenda (European Parliament 2005b), in
which the prioritisation of ‘Prevent’ was similarly reflected in the revised UK
Strategy (2006). Beyond 2006, whilst the UK has continued to demonstrate full
accordance with EU ‘Prevent’ objectives, this has been due to early domestic
policy adoption generating automatic compliance (Abrahamsson 2012). It
thereby suggests an impact level of inertia, with some initial, albeit minimal,

absorption from the Dutch Presidency in 2005/6.

(2) Threat perception

The United Kingdom

Since 2001 the UK’s greatest national threat has been categorised as some
form of Islamist terrorism, with the preventative goal of tackling the extremism
behind it. Whilst objectives addressed ‘all types of terrorism’, the focus was
placed on ‘tackling extremism in Muslim communities’ as the main source of
threat (Home Office 2006). With concerns of stigmatisation in the first Strategy,
it led to a redefinition of tackling ‘violent extremism’ in 2009. Yet, this was later
retracted following an expansion of efforts in 2011 to tackle ‘all forms of
extremism’, including both violent and non-violent. Within such, and for the first
time in strategy, extremism was nationally defined as ‘the vocal or active
opposition to fundamental British values, including democracy, the rule of law,
individual liberty and mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs’

(Home Office 2011a), which has remained the definition to date.
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The European Union

The EU similarly perceived the greatest threat to be that of jihadist-based
terrorism, in multiple forms over time, with the preventative aim to tackle
associated extremism within Europe (Council 2005b). Terminology changed in
the 2010 ISS, to address the threat of ‘violent extremism’ (Commission 2010).
Despite a range of definitions across different EU structures and bodies, EU-
level strategy has continued to hold the threshold of extremism at the support
and embracement of radical ideology that ‘accepts, uses or condones violence’,
but to date has not provided an official or collectively endorsed definition

(Commission 2020c).

Impact

a. Uploading

It has been contended that the EU’s definitional change to ‘violent extremism’
was a subsequent adjustment following Britain’s revised 2009 Strategy that
‘coined the term’ in Europe (Bakker 2015). With national publication in March
2009, the term was first referenced on the EU-level in the draft Stockholm
Programme in October 2009 (Council 2009b), approved in the UK’s Programme
response comments (HM Government 2009b), and subsequently implemented
in the 2010 ISS and succeeding Communications on ‘“Violent Extremism’
(Commission 2014). However, the UK’s conceptualising influence seemingly
ended in 2010, in which the EU did not adapt in accordance with the revised
2011 UK Strategy in recognising ‘all forms’, i.e. nonviolent extremism, as a

threat to counter.

From another standpoint, the UK could be regarded as inadvertently impacting
the Union’s threat perceptions, based on the annual TE-SAT reports that inform
EU objectives. Within these, Britain has contributed some of the highest

proportions of European terrorist attacks and plots (Europol 2015), which may
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have skewed threat perceptions towards British-associated terrorism. Whilst the
UK has experienced a range of jihadist, ethno-nationalist and separatist, left
and right-wing terrorism, generally representative of the European threat
demographic, policy responses have also incorporated UK-specific threats,
such as Dissident Republican Groups in Northern Ireland (Europol 2016), as
well as been informed by UK-based threat research (Bures 2011). This
inadvertent influence as well as the initial stimulus to term violent extremism
implies an impact level of absorption, in which neither have resulted in a distinct

reformulation of EU goals.

b. Downloading

Due to the UK’s experience of ‘all types’ of European terrorism, the EU itself
has had limited influence on national threat perception. Rather, both the UK and
EU have corresponded in their observations of the main jihadist threat, following
its changing form from Al-Qa’ida, to clandestine networks and other ‘radical
Islamists’, to homegrown and ‘lone wolves’, to the threat posed by the Islamic
State of Irag and the Levant in 2015 (Council 2014; Home Office 2015).
Considering strategy, the 2011 British definition of extremism, regarded as an
opposition to ‘British values’, whilst widely criticised for its narrow language
(Lowe 2016), exemplified the national focus placed on threat perceptions. With
no pronounced impact from the EU-level apparent, it can therefore be marked

at the level of inertia.

(3) Local partnerships

The United Kingdom

The 7/7 attacks acknowledged the advancement of ‘neighbour terrorism’, a
more internal threat that required a new type of partnership in order to prevent
(Walker and Cawley 2020). The 2006 Prevent strand introduced a ‘joined-up

approach’ between the Government, police, ‘public, private and voluntary
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sectors’ and the community (Home Office 2006). It put ‘local delivery at its
heart’, dependent on community and front-line actors to better reach those
individuals at risk of radicalisation (Home Office 2009). Fundamental to the
Prevent strategy goals, these partnerships were placed on a statutory footing
to ensure conformity in 2015 (Home Office 2015), as will be detailed in policy

instruments.

The European Union

As a supranational actor, the EU has upheld that action ‘lies primarily with the
Member states’ in addressing domestic radicalisation, in which the Union can
partner with MS’s, as well as non-governmental civil society, to support national
efforts, with the latter regarded as ‘key’ to the EU’s initial strategic objectives
(Council 2005b). This expanded in 2010 with the concept of direct partnerships
between the European, regional and local levels newly addressed (Commission
2010), and by the 2014 Strategy, the support of a community response was
bought to the forefront of the EU agenda. The aim was to better engage ‘key
environments’ of radicalisation and recruitment, as well as support, train and
share best practice with first-line practitioners to address extremism on the local
level (Council 2014).

Impact

a. Uploading

Britain has been regarded as a leading European model of ‘good governance’
for its application of community-based partnerships (Jordan 2004b). Several
MS’s have acknowledged this approach as best practice, including Danish,
Dutch and Spanish authorities (Klausen 2009). The EU exhibited similar
endorsement, with the clear reformulation of more localised aims in the 2010
ISS and 2014 Strategy, reflecting British focus on first-line practitioner and local

actor engagement (Home Office 2009). This is further evident when comparing
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the lack of Union support to alternative leading European approaches,
particularly the French strategy that prioritised preventive arrests and
extradition, and discounted the concept of ‘partnering’ with Muslim communities
(Klausen 2009). Remarking the difference between Union strategy in 2005 and
2014, the UK can be sourced as producing a transformative level of influence

to the EU’s changing partnership goals.

b. Downloading

The UK has demonstrated support for the EU’s developed objectives on
European-community partnerships, particularly to enhance local-level
capabilities and support the comparable agenda on engaging first-line
practitioners (Home Office 2015). Both the UK and EU have promoted the
importance of exchanging best practice and cooperation, which has been
evident in both EU-MS relations through the coordination of partnership goals
(HM Government 2009b), as well as in EU-local engagements (RAN 2016b), as
will be considered in policy instruments and structures. Here, the EU has been
able to support multi-levels of British partnership goals at the national,
community, business and local level, however not necessarily change the

objective content, suggesting an impact level of absorption.

(4) Nature of the problem

The United Kingdom

Within policy goals, Hall also studies ‘the very nature of the problems they are
meant to be addressing’ (1993). Here, both the UK and EU have placed similar
strategic focus on four key radicalisation enablers; communities, the internet,
communications, and international terrorism. The UK has addressed these
‘problems’ with niche objectives, firstly the need for community cohesion to
‘mobilise and empower communities’ (Home Office 2011b). Secondly,

regulation of the internet, used for radicalisation, recruitment, planning and
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enabling ‘the concept of global jihad’ (Home Office 2011a). These have been
further facilitated by communications, in which extremist propaganda must be
met with counter-ideological work and the promotion of credible alternatives
(Home Office 2009). Lastly, national strategy has linked ‘local and international
delivery’, including the support of ‘regionally-led reform in the Muslim world’ to
‘address the political and socio-economic environment which extremists exploit’
(Home Office 2006, 2009).

The European Union

The EU has similarly placed importance on community cohesion to better
integrate and promote a ‘multicultural society’, particularly amongst minority
communities (Council 2014). Regarding the internet, the Union has aimed to
tackle the ‘dissemination of extremist or terrorist material online’ (Council 2008),
and advocated communication goals, in ensuring ‘voices of moderation prevail’
and a ‘non-emotive lexicon’ is developed (Council 2005b). The Union’s external
objectives have been twofold; to tackle the root causes of radicalisation, and
assist third country development (Commission 2016), intending to ‘align internal
and external counter-radicalisation work’ which poses as much threat ‘abroad

as it does at home’ (Council 2014).

Impact

a. Uploading

The European Commission has described Britain as ‘very active’ in informing
EU-level counter-radicalisation goals as well as understandings on the nature
of the threat (Anderson 2013). Notably, with the UK’s focus on Prevent as the
best mode to tackle such long-term problems (Home Office 2006), enshrined
within the uploaded British strategy and subsequent national calls for EU
preventative action, particularly in written comments to the proposed Stockholm

Programme, it later saw the formalisation of ‘Prevent’ as the Union’s priority
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counterterrorism strand (HM Government 2009b; Council 2010). Moreover,
certain British understandings have continued to inform EU-level Prevent
objectives. For example, the EU’s concept of ‘community cohesion’ was
founded on definitions in the British ‘Cantle Report’ (2001). Further Union goals
have been informed by national conceptualisations on the nature of the
problem, particularly regarding social media (Bartlett and Miller 2011) and
online radicalisation processes (HM Government 2009b). As David Anderson
Q.C. conveyed ‘it is evident that EU mechanisms have been productive as a
method of spreading UK thinking and good practice in the field of counter-

terrorism’ (2013), suggesting an impact level of accommodation.

b. Downloading

Similarly, British policy objectives have been informed by, for example, ‘guiding
principles’ in Europe’s response to community intolerance in the Council of
Europe’s (CoE)' ‘Living Together’ report (2010), as well as the EU’s ‘promotion
of the rule of law and respect for human rights’, embraced as ‘essential’ to UK
internal and external objectives (Home Office 2006). Further strategic goals
have developed relatively accordingly, including to better explain EU policies
and address British ‘international behaviour as a potential enabler of
radicalisation (Council 2005a; Home Office 2006). Additionally, both strategies
express objectives to better understand the radicalisation process, in which their
respective research outcomes have been recurrently uploaded and
downloaded between the EU and national level (HM Government 2009b).
Within such, it is mutually conveyed there is ‘no single model of radicalisation’,
which can be enabled by a ‘combination of different factors’, particularly
ideology (Home Office 2011b, Commission 2016). In this regard, the
corresponding conceptualisations on the nature of the problem have limited the
UK’s requisite to alter its policy goals based on EU-level stimulus, therefore

indicating an overall impact level of absorption.

! The CoE shares the same fundamental values as the EU, but is not the same entity.
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5.1.2. Policy Instruments

(1) Prevent programmes

The United Kingdom

The UK has enabled its Prevent goals through a range of policy instruments,
the first being programmes. Several programmes have been implemented on
the governmental-level, including ‘Prevent overseas’ projects to better address
extremism in ‘Prevent priority countries’ (Home Office 2011b). However, with
focus placed on the community-led approach, national ‘prevent programmes’
have been key, in particular the ‘Preventing Violent Extremism’ (PVE) and
‘Channel’ programmes initiated in 2007. For PVE, local authorities were able to
create a range of tailored programmes to ‘reflect specific local circumstances’,
from building civil leadership and mentoring, to local education, sport, and
cultural projects (Home Office 2009). Local authorities received funding via the
governmental Pathfinder Fund, which by October 2007 had supported over 50
national programmes (Home Office 2009). Whilst a 2010 Review led to funding
recalibrations, to support programmes with ‘Prevent objectives’ only, wider
initiatives, particularly those promoting a ‘cohesive society’, have continued to

compliment the range of local preventative projects (Cameron 2015).

Nevertheless, substantial funding and focus has continued to be placed on one
of the UK’s most renowned programmes, ‘Channel’, a police-led mentoring
scheme for potential radicals. Piloted in 2007 and officially employed in 2012,
the programme involves a partnership between police, local authorities and by
2015, legally obliged non-governmental structures, to refer individuals at risk of
violent extremism to a ‘Channel Panel’ (HM Government 2015b). The panel
conducts a risk assessment of individuals referred, and with consent, provides
a tailored support package through a range of further mentoring schemes ‘to

help move individuals away from radicalisation’ (Home Office 2015).
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The European Union

Despite national prerogative, several programmes have been launched by the
EU on the supranational, as well as the national and local level. Prevent-
associated programmes have been initiated through EU structures, such as the
Civil Society Empowerment Programme by the EU’s Internet Forum, and the
‘Radicalisation Prevention in Prisons’ programme by Erasmus+ (Commission
2020a). Moreover, to link internal and external counter-radicalisation work,
bilateral ‘Political Dialogues’ and assistance programmes have been
established, including within the ‘European Neighbourhood Policy’ with 16
external countries (Council 2005a). Yet, the most far-reaching instrument has
been the EU’s multiple ‘funding programmes’, directly sponsoring a wide range
of national and local initiatives across Europe with the goal to ‘assist in
developing new programmes’ (Council 2014; Commission 2020b), including for
example, Connecting Europe, Horizon 2020, the Seventh Framework

Programme (FP7) as well as the European Commission directly (RAN 2018).

Impact

a. Uploading

It is evident within the references to British programmes in Union
communications that EU-level thinking has been shaped (Commission 2014,
2016). As the British Head of Europol (the EU’s law enforcement agency) from
2009 to 2018 Sir Rob Wainwright held, the UK’s programmes have acted as the
‘best practice model in Europe’, supported by the Head of the European
Commission’s Terrorism and Radicalisation Unit, Hans Das, holding they have
demonstrated ‘a lot of good practice’ (Hooper 2017). It is further apparent on
the horizontal level that UK Prevent interventions, as expressed by the French
General Secretariat for Defence and National Security, have constituted a

model for ‘initiatives elsewhere in Europe’ (Home Office 2011a; Hoffner 2014).
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More directly, the UK has been credited with uploading preferences to EU-level
programmes. This has included proposed projects on national ‘Prevent priority
countries’, for example in the Horn of Africa, that later transpired into Union
mandates (Commission 2014). Here, the Commission has regarded Britain as
actively redirecting such programmes to support ‘primarily Prevent’ objectives
(UK Delegation 2009; Anderson 2013). Yet, considering the UK’s central focus
on internal programmes, and the more horizontal transfer of British content, it

suggests an overall impact just short of accommodation, at high absorption.

b. Downloading

Likewise, the UK has horizontally absorbed other European models. For
example, the Home Office required a ‘well-developed family support
programme’, in which lessons were taken from Dutch and German models, as
suggested in prior EU Communications and subsequently transferred through
the EU’s Radicalisation Awareness Network (Commission 2005; RAN 2018).
However, the UK has been less receptive to requests for programme adaption.
For example, the widely controversial Channel programme was evaluated by
the CoE’s Human Rights Commissioner. The Memorandum concluded that the
programme was ‘discriminatory against Muslims’, undermining ‘free speech,
civil liberties and even counter-terrorism efforts’ (Hooper 2017) and
recommended national change (Commissioner 2016). However, the UK’s
limited response held ‘Prevent does not target a specific faith or ethnic group’
(HM Government 2016), exemplifying Britain’s wider response to criticism on

the Prevent agenda, with a lack of action.

On the other hand, the UK’s Prevent programmes have undoubtedly been
changed by EU funding instruments. Such funding has not only impacted upon
governmental capacity, but also business and local level projects in which
funding is applied and received directly between Union programmes and
beneficiaries. Considering one EU funding programme, the FP7 that ran from

2007-2013, an evaluation on research-based programmes found the UK was
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involved in 41% of the FP7’s programmes, receiving 15% of total funds, the
second-highest after Germany. The evaluation also found UK partners held
‘project coordinator’ roles in 49% of them, ‘more often than any other country’,
as well as 57% in Horizon 2020 (ICF 2017), exemplifying the two-way nature of
Europeanisation. Therefore, whilst the UK has not been receptive to requested
change, national programmes have been highly enhanced and, particularly on
the local level, originated through EU funding programmes, demonstrating a

high accommodation level of impact.

(2) Public engagements

The United Kingdom

There are two ways in which the UK has used public engagements as a policy
instrument, the first being working and advisory groups to determine national
policy. In particular following 7/7, the Home Secretary chaired meetings with
Muslim leaders that resulted in the establishment of seven community-led
‘Preventing Extremism Together (PET) working groups (Home Office 2006).
The Groups developed policy recommendations and achieved several
deliverables, including the establishment of a Mosques and Imams National
Advisory Board. Similar groups have been established, such as the National
Muslim Women’s Advisory Group in 2007, and a Young Muslims Advisory
Group in 2009, to advise national policy and programmes. Commissions,
seminars, forums and ‘listening tours’ have also been utilised, for example the
‘Commission on Integration and Cohesion’ in 2006 and the Prime Minister's

Engagement Forum to gather direct local insight (Home Office 2015).

Secondly, public engagements have been used in the form of national
conferences and campaigns to better inform and educate the public. Notably,
one outcome of the PET working group was the establishment of six regional
Muslim Forums on Extremism and Islamophobia, as well as the community-

interest company ‘Radical Middle Way’ conducting tours of mainstream Islamic
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scholars. The Government has also commissioned a range of engagements,
such as public workshops, sponsoring ‘credible commentators’ and civil society
groups, as well as funding scholarships based on Islamic themes at British

universities (Home Office 2006).

The European Union

The EU has similarly utilised the working group model but on a supranational
level, including several expert groups, forums and EU-wide conferences
convened by the Council, Europol, RAN and other bodies to pool experiences
and good practice on national public engagements. Moreover, the EU hosts
several ‘Working Groups’ to provide recommendations, such as the Joint
Situation Centre (SitCen) Working Group on Terrorism, the Terrorism Working
Party (JHA) and RAN-based advisory groups (Council 2004b). There is also
evidence of the EU directing local level engagements, for example through the
funding of advisory groups by the European Forum for Urban Security (Efus), a
network of local and regional authorities that collaborate over policy
recommendations, including those on counter-extremism community action
(EUCPN 2019).

Furthermore, the EU has operated its soft powers to influence national public
engagements, for example, by declaring 2008 the ‘European Year of
Intercultural Dialogue’ to promote community cohesion (Bakker 2015). Several
EU bodies have supported such agendas, with for example, the IMPACT
Europe Consortium holding public conferences and Erasmus+ launching
projects to connect ‘young people from the EU and third countries’ (Commission
2016). There has been further direct support to civil society initiatives, such as
providing a European platform for the ‘No Hate Speech Movement’ campaign,
as well as funding community-level engagement programmes (Commission

2016).

Impact
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a. Uploading

The UK has been active within European working groups, particularly in hosting
and attending annual RAN Conferences and demonstrating strong national
representation within group structures, including the Efus advisory network,
RAN working groups and further clusters, as will be further considered in policy
structures (EUCPN 2019). Britain’s well-established working group models
have also been horizontally transferred via the EU platform, with for example
the Netherlands’ ‘Second Wave My City Real World’ cooperative group cited as
a direct transfer from London working group practices in 2010 (RAN 2018).

Several of the UK’s public engagement and educational projects have also been
sighted as model examples by RAN. This has included Operation Bachelor and
Graduate, two police discussion exercises with the higher education sector in
2010. Public workshops have been referenced, such as the ‘Workshop to Raise
Awareness About Prevent’ in 2007 and ‘Holding Difficult Conversations
Workshop’ in 2015 (RAN 2018). Beyond horizontal model transfers, content-
based media projects have also been promoted and incorporated into EU-level
programmes, such as ‘Extreme Dialogue’ films and animations (RAN 2018), as
well as the ‘Internet Safety Toolkit’ approved by the EU to promote awareness
of online extremism (RAN 2015). However, whilst the horizontal dissemination
and vertical endorsement of national models suggests a strong influence on
European practices, it has not directly reformed Union policy, therefore implying

very high-level absorption, potentially guiding accommodation.

b. Downloading

From a supranational level, the EU’s working groups have had more capacity
for impact, with for example, the specific RAN ‘Prevent Working Group’
engaging in Europe-wide exchanges of national experiences and best practice,

in which the content produced has informed British approaches (Commission
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2016). The scope of the UK’s public engagement initiatives has, similar to
‘Prevent programmes’, also been impacted by EU funding instruments. For
example, the ‘Radical Middle Way’ Islamic scholar tour was not only delivered
nationally, but was subsequently funded by the EU’s Seventh Framework

Programme to deliver over 230 programmes overseas (IMPACT 2020).

With funding programmes mandated to support specific types of engagements,
such as the European Voluntary Service sponsoring those ‘reaching out to
disadvantaged people and communities’, and in 2016, the Commission
allocating 4.5 million Euros to ‘interreligious and intercultural’ projects
(Commission 2016), the EU may have also inadvertently influenced the type
and direction of British public engagements. Whilst such impact has not
transformed the core features of national public engagements, it has
reinvigorated the UK’s multilevel capabilities, particularly with funding not

limited to a ‘Prevent’ agenda, suggesting an overall level of accommodation.

(3) Declarations and guidance

The United Kingdom

Declarations, action plans and guidance publications have been utilised as an
instrument to steer Prevent objectives, with the 12-Point Plan initiating the
national counterterrorism direction in the aftermath of 7/7. Subsequent Prevent
policy developments have been heavily recorded through the regular
publication of guidance and plans for all levels of actors involved, including
‘Guides for Local Partners’ (HM Government 2008a) and ‘Next Steps for
Communities’ (HM Government 2008b). Particularly following the 2015
statutory duty on community-based structures, detailed guidance publications
have constituted the central means of government policy implementation (HM
Government 2015b), to ‘ensure no institutions can provide an uncontested

space for extremist ideology’ (Home Office 2015).
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The European Union

Lacking the supranational authority to directly enforce objectives on the
domestic level, the Union has extensively utilised declarations, action plans,
communications and statement reports as instruments to guide and encourage
MS’s policies. Notably, in the aftermath of the Madrid Attacks, the Commission
adopted the ‘Declaration on Combating Terrorism’ which incorporated a
Solidarity Clause, mandated the June 2004 Action Plan and voiced the need for
a new guiding structure, the EU Counter-Terrorism Coordinator (CTC) (Council
2004a). Further examples include the Hague (2005c) and Stockholm (2010)
Programmes in delivering policy guidance and calling for national action, as well
as the RAN ‘Prevent Working Group’, regularly producing and disseminating an
extensive range of guidelines and handbooks to nation-states (Commission

2016).

Impact

a. Uploading

It is the EU’s utilisation of declaratory instruments that has enabled the UK to
upload policy. For example, in reaction to the uneven implementation of the
Prevent strategy, in 2008 the CTC called on five specific MS’s to ‘take the
initiative in various areas’ (Council 2008a). With the UK firstly referenced, Britain
led a two-day session ‘to review the current guidance’ and ‘effectiveness’ of EU
arrangements, requested so the CTC could ‘present the results to key
policymakers’, in this case France, to revise and publish the next Action Plan.
Such instances of direct and requested influence have been cyclical to the EU’s
formation of declarations and plans (European Parliament 2005b; Council 2010;
Anderson 2013). Moreover, with consistent reference to British guidance within
EU-level publications and communications (European Commission 2016), it

suggests a level of impact reaching accommodation.
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b. Downloading

The authoritative nature of an EU ‘declaration’ has been considered
misconceiving for its tangible level of impact. As the UK remarked, the Solidarity
Clause did not ‘empower Member States to do anything which they could not
do’, being entirely dependent on national political will (Parliament 2011). For the
UK, the consequence of holding objectives in relative accordance with, and
extending beyond Union policy, has been that EU declarations and plans have
contained few new domestic movements. Albeit, where there have been
instances of national ‘misfit’, there has been no indication of policy adaption, but
peculiarly instead, advocation for other states to comply with the supranational
requirements (HM Government 2009b). In addition, national reception to EU-
level guidance has been limited, for example, in response to the Commission’s
proposal for a ‘handbook of actions and experiences’, the UK held its
dissemination would be neither ‘practical nor add value’ (Parliament 2011),

implying minimal downloading at the level of inertia.

(4) Research and networks

The United Kingdom

Britain has utilised research as an instrument to better inform policy. Notably,
following the 7/7 attacks the Intelligence and Security Committee commissioned
several critical studies as a foundation for the revised 2006 Strategy (House of
Commons 2006). Since then, domestic research structures and independent
enquiries have increasingly been established and commissioned, with
emphasis placed on conducting ‘evaluations based on empirical research’
(Mastroe 2016). For example, in 2011 three Rapid Evidence Assessments were
assigned to develop national understandings on radicalisation (Home Office
2011b), and enquiries commissioned on, for example, the misuse of Shari’a law

(Home Office 2006). National research has also been considered
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‘complemented by comparable international studies’, with wider networking

termed ‘vital’ for informed and effective policy (Home Office 2011b).

The European Union

The EU has worked to demonstrate value through its contribution to research.
Notably, as per the central goal to ‘increase understanding’ on radicalisation
(Council 2005b), the Union commissioned key analyses on national
experiences in 2008 to better inform European policy approaches (Change
Institute 2008; Dyre and Belaala 2008; Neumann and Brook 2007). The EU has
also been a significant funding body for research initiatives, including for the
Transnational Terrorism, Security and the Rule of Law project, producing a
common framework for conceptualising violent radicalisation (TTSRL 2009), as
well as directly commissioning research through national universities and
institutions. Further multi-annual research projects have been funded under the
Sixth and Seventh Framework Programmes, on topics such as ‘Radical versus
Moderate Muslims’ and the ‘Scientific Approach to Fighting Radical Extremism’
(European Parliament 2010). Additionally, the EU has initiated and supported
‘the exchange of best practices and experience’ (Council 2014), particularly

through its research and networking structures, as later addressed.

Impact

a. Uploading

The UK has considered itself an integral contributor to the EU’s research and
networking outputs. As Prime Minister Theresa May maintained in a letter
addressed to the EU President Donald Tusk in 2016, the lack of a post-Brexit
relationship would result in ‘weakened’ European counterterrorism cooperation
(Hooper 2017). The Europol Director Rob Wainwright similarly held, European
MS’s are concerned over ensuring ‘British expertise and leadership is not lost’

(Hooper 2017). Here, statistical evaluations have suggested the UK'’s research
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base is a ‘critical component of Europe’s research capacity’, including within the

counterterrorism and radicalisation domain (CT Morse 2016; ICF 2017).

Moreover, EU-level policy research has commonly been commissioned to UK-
based institutions, including one of the three key analyses for the EU’s revised
Strategy (Change Institute 2008), with British influence made apparent when
the findings were considered to reflect only ‘certain” MS Muslim communities
(Bures 2011). Similarly, policy-informing research from wider entities has often
proven to be composed by British expertise, such as the Organisation for
Security and Cooperation in Europe’s policy report on the ‘Community-Policing
Approach’ (OSCE 2014), adopted by the EU in 2014, suggesting both a direct

and inadvertent level of accommodation.

b. Downloading

Both the EU’s financial support of national research to better understand
radicalisation processes (such as funding ‘ICT Thinking’ at the University of
Cambridge) as well as the access granted to MS-only networking structures
(such as RAN), has promoted the UK’s capabilities beyond those available at
the national level (Council 2014; RAN 2018). With the enhanced scope of
knowledge generation and resource, as well as the UK’s active engagement
with and endorsement of European-level research (Parliament 2009), it
demonstrates the inherently circular nature of impact. Furthermore, the EU’s
instruments again go beyond impacting the governmental level and have
directly enhanced the capacities and exchange of expertise to and in-between
community-level actors (RAN 2018). Consequently, the UK’s research and
networking instruments have seen an inherent adaptation in functionality and

featured capabilities, indicating a level of impact at transformation.

(5) Legal instruments

The United Kingdom
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The Terrorism Act 2000 remains one of the UK’s primary counterterrorism
legislative instruments, with amendments made in 2001 following 9/11, and
again in 2005 and 2006 in response to the Madrid and London attacks, in which
terrorist offences and administrative powers expanded at each juncture.
Markedly, the 2006 Act bought legislative instruments directly into the strand of
‘Prevent’, widening the scope of offences to the promotion and encouragement
of terrorism, including to ‘directly or indirectly encourage the commission,
preparation, or instigation of acts of terrorism or disseminate terrorist
publications’ (s.1), including ‘statements or publications that glorify terrorism’
(s.2). Sections 1 and 2 also addressed the ‘publication and dissemination on
the internet and other electronic services’ (2006), providing a legal basis for the

removal of unlawful terrorist-related material.

Within Europe, the UK also constitutes the only MS to have imposed legislative
duties on PVE-related institutions and workers. This took form in the Counter-
Terrorism and Security Act in 2015, which under s.26 imposed a duty on local
authorities, education institutions, prisons and probation services, health and
social care bodies and the police ‘to have due regard in the exercise of their
functions to the need to prevent people from being drawn to terrorism’, including
the flagging and referral of individuals deemed ‘at risk’ to the Channel

programme (Home Office 2015).

The European Union

In the aftermath of 9/11, the Council adopted its first legislative-based
Framework Decision on Combating Terrorism (2002b), providing common
definition for terrorism offences. Whilst not prescriptive, it imposed a binding
obligation to ensure criminalised acts and minimum penalties were incorporated
into domestic law. This was revised in 2008 to accommodate ‘preparatory’ acts,
including public provocation to commit a terrorist offence, terrorist recruitment
and/or training (Council 2008c). Yet, the subsequent variance in national

compliance has been considered to have ‘conditioned’ the acceptability of
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counterterrorism policy divergence across Europe (Meyer 2009), thereby
limiting the collectivised effect of EU legislative instruments. Nevertheless, the
EU has retained and administered the authoritative legal tool of the European
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). Enforced predominantly through
Resolutions and political publications, the EU has compelled and reminded
MS’s to abide and respect fundamental rights. Particularly for ‘Prevent’ policies,
this has included the ‘rights to data protection, freedom of expression,
presumption of innocence and effective remedy (Bigo, et al. 2014,

Commissioner 2016).

Impact

a. Uploading

It is generally acknowledged within literature and reports that the Union has
embraced the UK’s legal approach to Prevent, representing ‘a strong preventive
component grounded on partnerships and community policing... as a
complement to executive and judicial powers’ (Bigo, et al. 2014). This is
particularly evident when comparing alternative leading approaches, with EU
documentation reflecting the British model over the French executive and
judicial approach (Commission 2014; Commission 2016). Most significantly, as
David Anderson Q.C. reviewed, ‘UK legislation played a key role at the
European level’, in which the EU’s 2002 and 2008 Decisions ‘introduce laws
equivalent to some of those established in the UK’s Terrorism Acts 2000 and
2006’ (2013). Therefore, with a recognised foundation in the EU’s initial
introduction of legislative instruments into the ‘Prevent’ strand, it suggests a

level of impact at high accommodation.

b. Downloading

Legislative downloading has not been necessary for the UK in two respects; its

secured ‘opt-out’ status within the JHA domain, and with the Framework
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Decision minimum requirements domestically met prior to their enactment.
Nevertheless, the Union has evidently impacted upon the MS’s legislative
boundaries. For example, the UK’s introduction of the Prevention of Terrorism
Act in 2005, that had proposed the enforcement of pre-emptive ‘control orders’
on those suspected of terrorist involvement, was later declared incompatible
with the ECHR’s ‘right to a fair trial’ and subsequently abolished (Hooper 2017).
Moreover, the 2015 Act has also been questioned for legal legitimacy, for
example, in the CoE’s 2016 Commissioner Review, regarded as a ‘benchmark
for human rights in Europe’ (2007). The Review concluded the UK should not
‘encroach upon the very values of freedom, democracy, justice and the rule of
law’, with the ‘repressive’ policies ‘stifling free speech’ (Commissioner 2016).
Further reviews by the UN Human Rights Council also led several delegates,
including the Netherlands, to propose a national British review to ensure
compliance ‘with the highest human rights standards’ (Hooper 2017). Yet the
national response has been limited, as the Minister of State Justice contended,
the ‘government continues to believe that its terrorism legislation and measures
comply with our international human rights obligations’ (Heald 2017). Whilst
legislative instruments have been further problematic within the more punitive
CONTEST pillars, Britain’s minimal response confers the overall level of

downloaded impact to be at enforced absorption.
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5.1.3. Calibration of Instruments

The United Kingdom

The UK’s calibration of local PVE programmes was originally based on the
categorisation of ‘priority’, ‘supported’, and ‘non-priority areas’, in which the
former received primary funding and attention, including the assignment of a
Prevent coordinator (Home Office 2009). With areas initially categorised by
Muslim population, this changed in 2011 to ‘the threat of extremism faced’,
determined by an undisclosed evaluation system (Home Office 2014). In 2007,
a National Indicator Set was created to monitor programme delivery, however,
a lack of oversight and measurable framework encouraged the need for
stronger ‘monitoring and evaluation’ (M&E) models, to ensure instruments were
determined based on evidence, risk assessment and performance monitoring
(Home Office 2011a).

This was formalised in the UK’s first governmental evaluation of CONTEST in
2010, with the findings resulting in considerable instrument recalibrations,
including changes to PVE funding distributions, a reduction of programmes to
those only ‘relevant to Prevent objectives’, and the separation of community
cohesion work (Carlile 2011). A second formal evaluation in 2014 demonstrated
similar effects (Anderson 2014), calling for stronger -cross-evaluation
capabilities and thereby leading to a standardisation of PVE programmes

across both priority and non-priority areas (Home Office 2015).

Beyond M&E, the UK has also expressed the need to calibrate instruments
based on a ‘comprehensive understanding of the factors driving radicalisation’
(Home Office 2009). This materialised through commissioned reports, research
enquiries and independent reviews, for example, the Behavioural Insights Team
(BIT) were commissioned to produce statistical evaluations based on
behavioural sciences research (Mastroe 2016). Moreover, the national

‘Independent Reviewer of Terrorism Legislation’ has regularly reviewed and
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informed domestic policy calibrations, with Lord Carlile of Berriew Q.C.

appointed from 2001-2011, and David Anderson Q.C. from 2011-2017.

The European Union

From early development the EU held that preventive policies must be
scrutinised and annually reviewed to ensure the ‘approach remains up to date’
(Council 2005b). Critical reviews were already a structural norm for EU policy
calibrations (Commission 2017), however for collective national policy, the CTC
expressed there were flaws in EU-level guidance, with the 2005 Strategy and
Action Plan wording considered too ‘vague and difficult to translate into
operational action’ (Council 2007). To overcome such, the EU has
experimented with two different methods. The first being a member state-led
approach, exemplified in the 2008 Council of Ministers Resolution, in which the
CTC designated select ‘lead countries’ to determine appropriate calibrations
within specific Prevent areas (Council 2008d). The second was an EU
regulatory approach, established following a 2009 critical review, calibrating
instruments in a way that would attract wider European consensus (Council

2009¢).

Yet, the multiplicity of counterterrorism policies across Europe led to neither
approach dominating. The Union therefore aimed to facilitate independent
national calibrations, and by 2011 advocated a no ‘one-size-fits-all approach’
(Hooper 2017). Here, utilising research and guidance, the Council has
repeatedly advised MS’s to ‘develop tools to assess the effectiveness of
measures’ (Council 2008d), as well as used platforms such as the Stockholm
Programme to call for widespread policy assessment (Council 2010). The
European Parliament also employed its increased power under the Lisbon
Treaty in 2010 to directly request ‘comprehensive evaluations’ from MS’s,
outlining specific criteria and instruments to be addressed (European

Parliament 2011).
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Impact

a. Uploading

Initially, the UK demonstrated influence as a select ‘lead country’ in 2008. As
David Anderson Q.C. professed, ‘I was told that if the UK supports a
Commission initiative, that initiative is immediately given credibility’, particularly
for the ‘assessment of risk’ (2013). Here, both Britain and the Netherlands’ early
development of Prevent risk-assessment frameworks led to their subsequent
widespread dissemination across Europe (Heide, Zwan and Leyenhorst 2019).
For the UK, this was the 2006 ‘Extremism Risk Guidance’ assessment,
regarded as a ‘common use’ instrument within European prison and probation
systems (Knudsen 2020). Moreover, based on this model, the UK established
a ‘Vulnerability Assessment Framework’ in 2015, as a psychologist-developed
22 indicator risk-assessment for individuals referred to the Channel program,
which has been highly referenced and promoted on the EU-level (EUCPN
2019).

Considering EU policy calibrations, Britain has been regarded as a
comprehensive evaluator of European initiatives, for example with the nation
requested to assess RAN’s ‘Workforce Development Programmes’ for
European-wide PVE training, in which the programmes were subsequently
‘quality assured’ by the Government and independently accredited by The CPD
Standards Office in London (RAN 2015). The UK has been further active within
commissioned bodies to develop EU evaluation instruments, such as the
IMPACT Europe Consortium, constructing an online scientific-based evaluation
toolkit for preventative instruments. Notably within IMPACT, of the five
policymakers on the Advisory Board, two were British, including Simon Smith
the Head of UK Prevent Delivery (RAND 2020). Here, the early creation of
assessment tools, the involvement in EU-level evaluations and widespread

dissemination of model frameworks, implies high-level accommodation.
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b. Downloading

Despite calibrations remaining at the discretion and political will of nation-states,
following the requests made in the Stockholm Programme and directly by the
European Parliament in 2010, Britain was the only MS to subject its national
Prevent policies to an authoritative review. In this regard, the EU directly
influenced the UK’s admission to its first formal evaluation of CONTEST (Carlile
2011). Not only did this result in a recalibration of some of the nation’s most
adversarial instruments (Bossong 2014), but it also instigated a national change
in approach with the institutionalisation of M&E methods to determine future
Prevent policy, demonstrating a clear level of impact at accommodation,

potentially transformation.
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5.2. Policy Structures

(1) Coordinating structures

The United Kingdom

In 2007 the Home Secretary assumed primary responsibility for coordinating
CONTEST. The Office for Security and Counterterrorism (OSCT) within the
Home Office was established to lead its development, and new national
structures and powers emerged to support its delivery. The Department for
Communities and Local Government (DCLG) constituted another prominent
coordinating structure established in 2006, responsible for local Prevent
delivery, including the funding and implementation of PVE programmes. Many
other governmental structures work in support of the Prevent agenda including
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) holding responsibility for delivery
overseas, and a range of Departmental bodies from the Department of Health
to International Development (DfID) operating specific initiatives and

collaborating through cross-governmental networks.

The European Union

The JHA Council adopts EU strategy, which requires close-level cooperation
between the Council and Commission in its development and implementation.
Regarding coordination, no other body holds such a distinct role as the CTC,
with the aim to oversee and coordinate the EU counterterrorism agenda, policy
and structures, via a series of recommendations and annual reports. Further
structures have been created to better support Prevent mandates, such as the
Commission’s Terrorism and Radicalisation Unit and the European
Counterterrorism Centre (ECTC). The Commission also works with the
European External Action Service (EEAS) to coordinate efforts overseas.

Additionally, more established bodies such as Europol and the European Crime
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Prevention Network (EUCPN), have increasingly engaged in Prevent

operations.

Impact

a. Uploading

The UK has been well represented within Union structures. Most notably, Sir
Rob Wainwright as the Director of Europol from 2009 to 2018, one of the EU’s
key agencies and regarded as having ‘developed under UK leadership as an
effective information hub’ (Anderson 2013). With his direction, increased
support was granted to the counterterrorism and Prevent agenda, for example,
with the establishment of the EU’s Internet Referral Unit (EUIRU) and the ECTC
within Europol, considered ‘an operations centre and hub of expertise’
(Commission 2016), as well as the commissioning of annual TE-SAT reports.
The UK has also been active in policy-impacting structures, such as the
Committee of the Regions (CoR), which informs Commission policymaking, as
well as internally represented by Sir Julian King as EU Commissioner for the
Security Union in 2016. With EU-level conferences on ‘Combating
Radicalisation and Violent Extremism’ led by Sir King, follow-up reports have
shown to been largely reflective of British structural preferences (CoR 2016),

suggesting an overall accommodation level of impact via coordinating actors.

b. Downloading

The UK was viewed as a surprising supporter in establishment of the CTC
(Bures 2011), which it believed could ‘play a useful role as a bridge between
the internal and external aspects of terrorism’ (Parliament 2011). However,
whilst the CTC audited progress and proposed cooperative mechanisms, its
lack of both powers and mandate, as granted by member states, resulted in its
structural role being perceived to add ‘limited value’ to European coordination

(Bures 2011). Nevertheless, the EU’s wider objectives enshrined within the
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mandate of its structures; to promote international partnership, develop
collective capabilities, enhance European cooperation and strengthen national
capacities (Council 2005a), as well as Britain’s endorsement and involvement
in EU-level organisation, suggests there is a consistent level of absorption to

sustain the two-way coordinating relationship.

(2) Research and network structures

The United Kingdom

The UK has promoted cross-governmental efforts to better inform policy through
increased networking and shared resource, with extended outreach to both non-
governmental departments as well as intelligence services. Structures have
been established to ensure the pertinence of research, including the founding
and commissioning of the BIT in 2010 for empirical studies, as well as the
Extremism Analysis Unit in 2015, to provide an ‘appropriate and informed basis’
to prevention policy (Home Office 2015). These structures have also
coordinated with, and been informed by, commissioned university departments
and institutions, including the world-leading International Centre for the Study
of Radicalisation and Political Violence (ICSR), the Institute for Strategic

Dialogue (ISD) and the Change Institute.

The European Union

The Union has enacted upon its research and network objectives by working
within pre-existing structures such as Europol, Eurojust and SitCen,
commissioning worldwide research institutions, as well as establishing new
specialised EU-level structures. Notably following 7/7, the Commission founded
The Expert Group on Violent Radicalisation in 2006, succeeded by the
European Network of Experts on Radicalisation (ENER) in 2008, and by RAN
in 2011, acting as a ‘multidisciplinary network of academics, policymakers, law

enforcement and security officials’ to share research and practice to better
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‘inform future policy’ (Council 2014). RAN embodied a new mode of EU
structure, as a ‘horizontal network among subnational authorities’, to overcome
nation-level sovereignty concerns and instead promote ‘expert-driven multilevel
governance’ (Hooghe and Marks 2001). The network became officially

institutionalised in 2015 as the Netherlands-based RAN Centre of Excellence.

Impact

a. Uploading

UK-based research structures have enabled the uploading of British
understandings to the European level. For example, both ISD and ICSR
research outputs have been extensively referenced within RAN publications
and have directly informed Union strategy (RAN 2018). In particular, the ISD’s
‘Radicalisation, the Role of the Internet’ report provided a strategic basis for the
EU’s online radicalisation policy (Briggs 2014), and the ICSR hosted the first
international conference on radicalisation in 2008, which the EUCPN regards
as ‘one of the prime research institutions focusing specifically on radicalisation’
(2019). Britain has also been well-represented within EU-level structures, for
example, the ISD Research and Policy Director was also co-chair of the RAN
Internet and Social Media Working Group (Briggs 2014). Moreover, high
representation in preceding expert groups was evident, with the 2006 Expert
Group’s finalised Report not publicised due to the content too narrowly reflecting
British circumstances (2008), as similarly experienced with the 2008 Change

Institute report.

Furthermore, the formal establishment of RAN by the Commission and CoR in
2011 was considered to follow structural precedents of the EUCPN and Efus.
Here, the Home Office regarded the UK as ‘inspiring and to some degree even
guiding’ in RAN’s design (RAN 2016a), being a leading state in both the EUCPN
and CoR, and addressing the need for a new cooperative platform in the 2010

Stockholm Programme (European Parliament 2009). Additionally, the UK has
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introduced networking structures to the European level directly, co-founding the
intergovernmental Policy Planner’'s Network on Polarisation and Radicalisation
(PPN) with the Netherlands in 2008. Despite being outside the EU framework,
the network consisted of eight leading MS’s, and actively informed and
cooperated with the Commission and CTC (ISD 2020). Such structural
engagements exemplify a transformative level of impact for both the uploading

of policy resource and directional input in networking structures.

b. Downloading

Whilst the UK promoted further cooperation within the Stockholm Programme
and considered RAN a ‘positive step’ (Parliament 2011), it also stressed that
‘cooperation must be set in the context of the international terrorist threat to
Europe’ only (HM Government 2009b), thereby minimising the scope, but not
necessarily eliminating the process of downloading. Here, the Union has
demonstrated a level of impact on national institutions directly, including the
ISD, ISCR and the Change Institute via structural funding and commissioned
projects, as well as institutionalising EU research entities within Britain, such as
RAND Europe (a UK and Brussels-based policy research organisation). Within
such, the EU has been able to guide the direction of domestic Prevent research,
particularly in incorporating a more European-centric approach (CT Morse
2016). It exemplifies the two-way nature of the Europeanisation process and
implies a high-level of national structural absorption, potentially

accommodation.

(3) ‘Prevent’ and training structures

The United Kingdom

Numerous structures are involved in the delivery of Prevent, particularly those

institutions placed under the 2015 statutory duty. Here, local authorities are

structurally tasked to ensure a multi-agency (local authority and police) panel
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exists in their area to assess individuals for Channel. Wider institutions, as listed
in legal instruments, were selected based on their capacity to provide ‘more
specific and direct support’ to those at risk (HM Government 2015d). Frontline
professionals within such structures receive governmental assistance, with
training a further statutory requirement. For example, the Department for
Education ensures educational staff are trained to spot radicalisation and
contact local Prevent teams. For universities, there is a ‘legal and moral
obligation to staff and students’ to ‘safeguard vulnerable young people’ (Home
Office 2011b), supported by the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills,
with a similar partnership between the NHS and the Department of Health.
Structures were also established for the purposes of training, including the
RecoRa Institute in 2008, and with mandatory programmes introduced
alongside the 2015 Act, such as the Workshop to Raise Awareness About

Prevent (WRAP).

The European Union

Several EU structures have facilitated the development of national ‘awareness-
raising programmes and sector-specific training modules for first-line
practitioners’ (Council 2014). Notably, upon request RAN provides national
training and counselling through its range of Workforce Development
Programmes. Guidance, handbooks and training courses have been
disseminated through EU structures such as the IMPACT Europe Consortium,
as well as a wealth of uploaded initiatives circulated via RAN, including for
example, the credible Belgian Community Policing (CoPPRa) project in 2010
(RAN 2015). In addition, the EU has utilised CEPOL, the EU Agency for Law
Enforcement Training, to provide relevant academies to national forces, such
as the European Police College (EPC) course ‘Preventing Radicalization and
Recruitment’ (CEPOL 2008).

Impact
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a. Uploading

Britain has been actively engaged in European training and education
structures, for example, as a partner country in the CoPPRa project and
represented within IMPACT Consortium leadership. As previously cited, the UK
was invited to ‘quality assure’ RAN’s Workforce Development Programmes
before European-wide dissemination, which was a collective initiative originally
proposed by the UK at a 2013 RAN Conference (RAN 2015). Further UK-based
content, particularly the ‘Training the Trainer’ programme produced by the
RecoRa Institute, WRAP and HINDSIGHT, a 2010 multimedia training product,
have all been regarded in ‘proposed policy recommendations’ on the EU-level,

and widely adopted across Europe (RAN 2012; RAN 2015).

Moreover, it has been expressed within EU Strategy (2014) and Commission
reports (2014; 2016), including by the Head of the Commission’s Terrorism and
Radicalisation Unit, that Britain has exemplified ‘good practice’ in training first-
line practitioners (Hooper 2017). Significantly for EU-level training structures,
CEPOL headquarters were based in the UK from 2004 to 2014, with a British
Director, and with representation evident in the expert consortium leading the
EPC courses (CEPOL 2008). Here, it is apparent that the UK has been
directional to both transnational and EU-level training structure practices,

suggesting an impact level of accommodation.

b. Downloading

The EU has acknowledged that MS’s are ‘responsible for their own education
and training systems’ (Commission 2016), however again there is a clear two-
way process of impact with for example, the RecoRa Institute’s ‘Training the
Trainer’ project being funded by the Commission. This has been more widely
replicated, with the Commission and CoE jointly funding the British Citizenship
Foundation to produce a ‘Training Pack for Teachers’ in 2014, to then be

distributed across the 51 CoE member states (RAN 2018). Moreover, the EU’s
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‘TERRA II’ project from 2014-2016 provided resources to national frontline
workers, but was also based on uploaded practices of four nations, including

the UK Prevent Strategy (EUCPN 2019).

The UK has been more directly influenced by EU training structures, particularly
through presence in CEPOL courses across Europe. These have been
attended by British police to learn ‘how the other European countries are
tackling the problems of community policing’ (CEPOL 2008), and as an MS
received the most training of 100 multi-agency Prevent practitioners, quoted as
‘favourably received’ (RAN 2015). The EU has also assisted first-line workers
directly through resources such as ‘eTwinning’, the largest teacher networking
platform addressing the root causes of terrorism and delivering over 11,000
projects in the UK since 2005 (Commission 2016; British Council 2020). With
an extensive range of further initiatives, funding, training and resource
platforms, it conveys a multilevel of transformative impact, boosting capabilities

beyond national and local level capacity, and enabling subsequent uploading.

(4) Communication structures

The United Kingdom

In 2007, the cross-departmental Research, Information and Communications
Unit (RICU) was established. RICU’s purpose was to ensure the ‘Government
communicates effectively to reduce the risk of terrorism’, by ‘advising
CONTEST partners’, ‘exposing the weaknesses of violent extremist ideologies’,
and ‘supporting credible alternatives’ (Home Office 2009). RICU has led several
counter-propaganda campaigns, such as ‘Help for Syria’, which sought to
‘influence conversations among young British Muslims’ and involved distributing
leaflets to over 760,000 residencies (Cobain, et al. 2016). RICU has worked
alongside the Office of Communications (Ofcom) and the FCO but has also
heavily outsourced to strategic communications and public relations

companies, which following accusations of ‘black propaganda’ and covert
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operations, led to increased oversight in 2011 (Robinson 2016). National third-
party structures have also been active, including the ‘HOPE not hate’

counternarrative campaign, with a large social media and publication platform.

The European Union

Several structures have been established to support the EU’s communication
goals, including the Syria Strategic Communication Advisory Team (SSCAT),
the Working Party on Terrorism- International Aspects (COTER), and the
European-wide Civil Society Empowerment Programme (CSEP), all structured
to develop and support the exchange of counter-radicalisation communications
and strategic practice (European Parliament 2016). Most significantly, emerging
from the SSCAT project, the European Strategic Communications Network
(ESCN) was established as a flagship initiative by the Commission in 2015,
composed of 19 MS’s sharing analysis for ‘strategic communications in
countering and preventing violent extremism’, as well as providing national

consultancy and guidance (European Commission 2015).

Impact

a. Uploading

Considering SCCAT, whilst a Belgium-led team, it collaborated with the UK’s
RICU to deliver an advisory service to 13 MS’s (CTC 2016). The Prime Minister
considered the UK to have played a significant role, providing private sector
experts and ‘supporting member states to tackle the particular national and local
communications challenges’ (Hooper 2017). Moreover, the Head of
Consultancy at SSCAT was the British Luke Havill, former RICU advisory and
later Head of Advisory at ESCN. With the ESCN Head of Network also a UK
representative, it was later ‘revealed’ that the structure was being directed and
overseen by RICU, providing an annual 10 million Euros to disseminate

counter-extremism campaigns and consultancy across Europe (Hooper 2017).
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British structures have demonstrated further influence, with for example the
‘HOPE not hate’ counternarrative outputs, including the 2015 ‘State of Hate
Assessment’ being ‘widely reported around the world’ (RAN 2019), and despite
controversies, RICU has continued to be recognised as a ‘leading
communications body’ in Europe (RAN 2016a). Such acknowledgement reveals
the UK as a transformative leader in the actions and development of EU
communications structures, particularly in the furtherance of the Prevent

agenda.

b. Downloading

Whilst Britain’s strategic communication objectives have been enhanced
through EU structures, there have been limited instances of EU-oriented
national adaptation. For example, despite the COTER producing a European
Media Communication Strategy in 2007, there were a ‘limited number of cases’
of its national reference and use (Council 2011). Nevertheless, British civil
society has demonstrated some absorption of impact, including the CSEP
supporting and funding national industry partners, in which out of the 616
organisations engaged in the platform, 21 were UK-based (European
Commission 2020a). Again this can be viewed as a circular process of impact,
with the CSEP’s ‘Counter Narrative Handbook’ sourced by the UK’s ISD and
Quilliam Foundation (a British counter-extremism organisation), structures
however, that were initially commissioned by the EU to produce the relevant
material (EUCPN 2019). This instigation of action by the Union implies a level

of domestic impact reaching absorption.

(5) Internet regulation structures

The United Kingdom

The UK established the Counter-Terrorism Internet Referral Unit (CTIRU) in

2010, responsible for removing extremist-related content online. With a legal
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grounding in the 2006 Terrorism Act, the Unit serves notice to those responsible
by requesting the ‘material to be removed or modified’ within 48 hours, and
where there is failure to do so, works with the Crown Prosecution Service to
prosecute (HM Government 2006). Cross-governmental departments, regional
broadband consortia, filtering industries, as well as public referrals via the
‘DirectgovTerrorist’ web tool, further assist the CTIRU’s search and removals
(Home Office 2011a). Other facilitating structures include the UK Safer Internet
Centre, established in 2011 as a public awareness and hotline centre to report
and advise on inappropriate online content. More widely, partnerships with web
hosting companies have been nationally sought, with governmental requests in
2010 initiating YouTube’s ‘promoting terrorism referral flags’ adoption (Behr, et
al. 2013). The CTIRU has also striven for relationships with international law
enforcement and private sector structures to better address material hosted

overseas (Home Office 2011a).

The European Union

The EU Internet Referral Unit (EUIRU) commenced operations in July 2015
within the ECTC, mandated to ‘refer terrorist and violent extremist content to
Online Service Providers’ and support MS’s in internet investigations (Europol
2017). EU structures have also provided a platform for the projection of national
internet regulation initiatives. Notably, Europol’'s ‘Check the Web’, a German-
led project in 2009 producing an online portal for cross-national police services
to monitor extremist websites and share information, as well as the Dutch-led
‘CleanIT project’, establishing a public-private non-legislative framework to
counter online extremism (CTC 2011). The Commission has also supported
structures by hosting conferences, for example the ‘Public-Private Dialogue to
Fight Online lllegal Activities’ (2009), and the first Ministerial-level meeting with
global social media companies to facilitate EUIRU removals and secure a

‘Dialogue on Hate Speech Online’ (CTC 2016).

Impact
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a. Uploading

With the CTIRU operational in 2010, Britain was considered to have actively
assisted in the establishment of the EUIRU in 2015, as per the UK’s goal for
‘CTIRU to become a model of international best practice’ (Home Office 2011a).
Moreover, whilst the UK has referenced national use of uploaded European
initiatives, it had also been proactive in their initial development. For example,
British Strategy has termed the UK as a ‘multilateral’ collaborator in the creation
of the ‘Check the Web’ project, as well as being one of the four state partners
operating the ‘CleanlT’ project (Home Office 2011b). Strategy has also
emphasised Britain’s involvement in the 2009 ‘Public-Private Dialogue’ and
recognised national collaboration with global social media companies as
directly supporting European internet regulatory goals (Home Office 2011b).
Such input, together with the directly uploaded CTIRU model and project

development contributions, indicates a transformative level of impact.

b. Downloading

Whilst Commission communications have made reference to the uploading of
guidance resources from the UK Safer Internet Centre, it is a national structure
operating under an EU funding instrument, the Safer Internet Digital Service
Infrastructure. As one of the 31 centres in Europe utilising the EU’s Insafe
Network (Safer Internet 2020), it again demonstrates the circular nature of
impact. Additionally, as a larger entity, the EU’s work with social media
companies and international partners has further complimented British efforts,
particularly in operating as a collective European figure for global outreach.
Most significantly, EUIRU’s outputs have directly enhanced national objectives
of online content removal at home and overseas, with for example, 92% of the
45,000 content referrals to the EUIRU in 2019 removed within Europe (EUCPN
2019). It suggests an accommodation level of impact, with the UK attributing an
increased reliance on EU regulatory platforms, particularly after the

establishment of the EUIRU in 2015.
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5.3. Policy Style

(1) Internal policy style

The United Kingdom

As Jordan and Liefferink remark, ‘there are two aspects to policy style: the style
of British policy in Britain, and the style of the British in the EU’ (2004). Internally,
policymaking style has undergone several iterations with different
Governments, but generally remained consistent. The style can firstly be termed
as ‘incident driven’, evident in the reactionary policy responses following 9/11,
Madrid and London (Bakker 2015). This has endured, with the 2015 Strategy
and Act considered reactionary to, not only internal jihadist threats, but an
increase in right-wing attacks, international concerns following the 2015 Tunisia
attacks killing 30 British citizens, and the surge of nationals joining the Syrian

conflict (Mawdsley 2017).

Secondly, the policymaking style has been in the context of the ‘pre-criminal
space’, bringing legislative instruments directly into the ‘Prevent’ strand. As a
result, policies have attracted vast campaigns of mistrust, Islamophobia, spying,
human rights encroachment and McCarthyism, advanced by a range of local,
national and international actors (CRT 2017). Thirdly, this adversarial nature
has influenced the style of policy implementation, for example, with the change
in approach to make policy ‘as open as possible’ (Home Office 2009), and with
the 2015 Act intended to ‘boost transparency’ (Walker and Cawley 2020).
However, such contentions have also, over time, become embedded and
customary to the national policymaking style, as David Anderson Q.C. held,
‘there is enough good in Prevent for it to be worth working with’ (Home Affairs
Committee 2016).
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The European Union

Similarly, the repeated shock of terrorist attacks as well as rotating EU
leadership has led to policies being termed as ‘mainly incident driven’ (Bakker
2015). This was particularly evident after 9/11, Madrid and London, and again
in response to the Stockholm and Copenhagen attacks in 2010, Berlin and
Norway attacks in 2011 and Toulouse shootings in 2012, reacting to the

‘changing nature of the threat’ (Council 2014).

Secondly, the 2008 Decision Framework marked a shift towards an anticipatory
and pre-criminal policy style, yet caution has remained on domestic ‘broad
understandings’ (Bigo, et al. 2014). Moreover, EU-level policy has not
necessarily been umbrellaed under ‘counterterrorism’, but as Rhinard, Bion and
Ekengren categorise, one of the three levels; those ‘explicitly engineered toward
the fight against terrorism’, those ‘managing complex threats and natural
disasters’, and those that ‘respond to adverse events’ (2007), in which almost
half of the 2005 Strategy measures addressed ‘crime in general’ (SECILE
2013).

Thirdly, to minimise policy contentions, it has been reasoned that over time, the
Union has striven for a policymaking style increasingly based on ‘mapping out
and analysing the problem’ rather than ‘seriously addressing it (Argomaniz
2010). Therefore, despite further powers granted under the Lisbon Treaty, the
EU has demonstrated a policymaking style progressively focused on
coordination and cooperation within the intergovernmental framework,

lessening any supranational attempts of integration (Bures 2011).

Impact

a. Uploading

717 reinforced the EU’s ‘incident driven’ style due to the timely advocacy of the

Netherlands and UK’s respective Presidencies corresponding with domestic
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attacks. This forced national reactions onto the EU platform, uploaded with little
dispute, and also prescribed the need to make Prevent ‘the heart’ of EU policy
(HM Government 2008c). As a consequence, policy was required to operate in
the pre-criminal context, and with the EU’s Decision Frameworks reflective of
the preceding UK Terrorism Acts (Anderson 2013), it purports a degree of

influence from Britain’s reactionary and pre-emptive style.

Whilst the EU’s response to the Madrid attacks conveyed a more direct policy
style, the 2005 strategies written under British Presidency actively reinforced
the notion of sovereignty and the EU’s ‘supportive’ role (Council 2005b).
Although strategy does not necessarily inform policymaking, it was seen to have
‘succeeded in staking out the possible or desirable contribution of the EU’, and
was later reflected in the subsequent policymaking style (Bossong 2014).
Thereby, with the UK reactively uploading a focus on Prevent, providing a pre-
emptive legislative framework, and terming the EU’s supportive role, it suggests

an accommodation level of impact.

b. Downloading

UK policy has also been reactionary to European terrorist attacks. Here, Union
declarations and responses have ushered Britain towards the adoption of a
more transnational approach, with Europe representing the most ‘shared threat
from terrorism’ (Home Office 2011a). The EU’s more precautious style has also
been recognised as impacting national policymaking, to the extent of ensuring
British measures intended for uploading are EU-compliant (CRT 2017).
Moreover, the Union’s embodiment of ‘security, justice, democracy and
opportunity for all’ within its policymaking approach (Council 2005b), has been
reflected in the national style ‘grounded in a set of core values’ (Home Office
2009). Yet, with the UK’s history of terrorism shaping its reactionary, pre-
emptive and nationalistic approach, it suggests limited adaptation of policy style

from EU stimulus, at a level of absorption.
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(2) External policy style

The United Kingdom

On the 13" July 2005, the Prime Minister declared international cooperation
was essential to ‘pull up this evil ideology by its roots’ (Blair 2005b), in which
Britain’s external policymaking style focused on ‘developing international best
practice’ (Home Office 2009). The UK refers to the US, UN, EU and European
states as key partners in Prevent deliverance, expressing a versatile
‘international approach’ in five key areas; intelligence sharing, tackling
extremism, improving government capabilities, building third country capacities,
and ‘joint work on Prevent-related interventions’ (Home Office 2009). Notably,
the UK’s style has been particularly accommodating of the UN, ensuring legal
implementation of Resolutions, adopting the agreed common policy style in the
UN Global Counterterrorism Strategy (2006) and in the Action Plan on
‘Preventing Violent Extremism’ (2015). Britain has further considered the US as
its ‘closest ally’ in terms of counterterrorism law enforcement and intelligence
sharing, as well as the ‘most important single relationship’ for internet regulation

(Home Office 2011a).

The European Union

The EU also reflects a policy style flexible at both the ‘European and
international level’, stressing the importance of extending counter-radicalisation
partners ‘beyond member states’ (Commission 2016). Policy has acceded to all
UN strategy and action plans, with the Union granted ‘special rights’ as a
European entity within the Nations (Renard 2012). Furthermore, the EU
coordinates with wider partners including the CoE, OSCE, NATO, the Global
Coalition to Defeat ISIS and the Global Counterterrorism Forum (GCTF), and
also terms the EU-US relationship as a ‘core part of the European approach’
(Council 2005a).
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Impact

a. Uploading

The UK has actively pushed for the Union to take ‘further action’ with
counterparts overseas, especially with the US and UN, and has upheld
‘repeated’ calls for ‘a closer working relationship between the EU and NATO
situation centres’ (Home Office 2009; Parliament 2011; Commission 2016).
Particularly regarding US relations, the European Council has recognised
Britain as ‘exceptionally useful in managing the EU-US relationship’, in which
‘UK influence has been decisive in the negotiation of a number of specific
measures’ (Anderson 2013). Nevertheless, the MS’s role has predominantly
impacted the effectiveness of the EU’s partnerships, not necessarily the
external style in instituting them, suggesting a level of impact no higher than

absorption.

b. Downloading

Whilst both the UK and EU have expressed that ‘concerted and collective
European action’ must be extended beyond Europe (Council 2005a), Britain
has not necessarily had to adapt its policy approach in accordance with
developing EU external relations. Rather, the UK has secured external
partnerships as both an MS and an independent nation, including with the US,
UN, NATO, the GCTF, and for example, attained direct relations with the vast
majority of European Neighbourhood Policy partner countries (Home Office
2006). The UK has also secured prominent roles within these international
bodies, for example, as a major military contributor and ‘leading’ partner in the
Global Coalition, with the EU termed a ‘non-military partner’ (2020a; 2020b).
Here, the UK’s active international outreach and independent style of policy
security has limited the EU’s external scope of impact, suggesting minimal
absorption as a participating MS, but a level of inertia as an independent

country.
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6 Conclusions

6.1. Measurement of impact

To support the assessment of Europeanisation, the previous chapter set out the
respective policy variables of both the UK and EU and analysed the extent of
the bracketed processes of uploading and downloading, making periodic
evaluations on the proposed level of impact on a scale of inertia, absorption,
accommodation, and transformation (Borzel and Risse 2003). This thesis does
not make causality claims but has provided an informed yet subjective account,
in which the analysis of factors and measurement of impact may be determined

differently by the reader. The table below summarises the findings.

Policy variables Measurement of impact
Uploading Downloading

Policy content Accommodation Absorption
Policy goals Transformation Absorption
Policy instruments Accommodation Absorption
Calibration of Accommodation Accommodation
instruments
Policy structures Transformation Absorption
Policy style Absorption Inertia/Absorption

Table 1. Measurement of impact on UK and EU Prevent policy 2005-2016.

Within policy content, the uploading of British goals is apparent, the EU’s
response to the 7/7 attacks represented undoubted transformation with the
direct uploading of the CONTEST strategy and ‘Prevent’ strand. Moreover, as
a core MS influencing the demographic of Europe’s terrorism threat perception,
a leader in the local partnership approach and determining core features of the

radicalisation problem in the 2005 Union strategies, the UK has initiated and
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directly influenced the trajectory of the EU’s policy goals. In terms of
downloading, whilst Britain has incorporated the Union’s direction within its own
agenda, their respective aims have corresponded over time, and when
attributing back to the initial uploaded strategy, there are few instances of

additionally downloaded objectives, suggesting overall absorption.

Policy goals Uploading Downloading
Strategy strands Transformation Inertia/Absorption
Threat perception Absorption Inertia
Local partnerships Transformation Absorption
Nature of problem Accommodation Absorption
Overall Transformation Absorption

Table 2. Measurement of impact on UK and EU Prevent policy goals 2005-2016.

Regarding policy instruments, the EU has acted as an uploading distribution
platform for the horizontal dissemination of the UK’s Prevent programmes and
public engagement practices, but as a supranational entity has not been notably
impacted given the focus placed on local-level instruments. Yet, with the UK’s
leadership evident in a range of European working groups and networks, the
projection of research informing EU-level policy, and particularly with the upload

of legal instrument content, it implies an overall impact level of accommodation.

In examining the downloading of instruments, the EU does not have the same
national or political capabilities, and therefore instruments are bound to remain
weaker and undermine the overall output of EU prevention efforts. At the same
time however, the Union’s funding, research and networking instruments have
significantly widened the scope of UK programmes, public engagements and
policy tools, on both the national and local level. Whilst the EU’s more direct
instruments, such as declarations, guidance and legal apparatus demonstrate

minimal impact, due to Britain’s early establishment of counterterrorism policy,

83



an overall level of absorption can be deduced through the utilisation

instruments to develop and enhance national approaches.

of EU

Policy instruments Uploading Downloading
Prevent programmes Absorption Accommodation
Public engagements Absorption/Acco | Accommodation

mmodation
Declarations and Accommodation Inertia
guidance
Research and networks | Accommodation Transformation
Legal instruments Accommodation Absorption
Overall Accommodation Absorption

Table 3. Measurement of impact on UK and EU Prevent policy instruments 2005-2016.

For the calibration of these instruments, it is apparent that the UK has acted as
a European instigator and model for M&E techniques, horizontally transcribed
through EU structures. Moreover, with British methods internally cited, and with
the direct contribution to EU-level policy and instrument calibrations, it proposes
a level of impact at accommodation. With respect to downloading, the Union’s
call for national evaluations, particularly in the 2010 Stockholm Programme,
initiated Britain’s espousal to an M&E approach and subsequent national
adaptations, conferring a mutual accommodative impact on calibration
practices. The analysis of these three sub-variables thereby affirms the
uploading of national policy content to reflect an accommodation level of impact,
and the downloading of EU policy content to be at a level of absorption, as noted

in Table 1.

Uploading Downloading

Calibration of instruments | Accommodation | Accommodation

Table 4. Measurement of impact on UK and EU calibration of Prevent policy instruments

2005-2016.
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For policy structures, the UK is reputed as having had a transformative impact
on the Union in its active uploading, support and development of EU-level
institutions, particularly for research, networking, communications and internet
regulation, regarded as playing ‘a leading role in Europe’ (Bigo, et al. 2014).
Britain has also had a moderate impact on the EU’s coordinating and training
counterterrorism structures, both internally via British representatives as well as

engagement in initiatives as an MS.

The limitations and complexities of national sovereignty and diverse European
threat perceptions must be considered when addressing the EU’s operational
influence on domestic structures (Meyer 2009; Bures 2011). Whilst the Union
has notably shaped the scope and capabilities of national Prevent, training and
internet regulatory structures, influence on wider institutions has had a low-
modest impact, given their primary focus on local-level engagement. Therefore,
whilst the EU’s supportive role has facilitated domestic structures, its impact

has remained limited to absorption, potentially ad hoc accommodation.

Policy structures Uploading Downloading
Coordinating structures Accommodation Absorption
Research and network Transformation Absorption/
structures Accommodation
Prevent and training Accommodation | Transformation
structures
Communication structures Transformation Absorption
Internet regulation Transformation | Accommodation
structures
Overall Transformation Absorption

Table 5. Measurement of impact on UK and EU Prevent policy structures 2005-2016.

Reviewing policy style, different national and supranational policymaking

processes limit the possibility for any significant type of governance impact. Yet,
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it is apparent that Britain’s reactionary and pre-emptive approach was
incorporated into the EU’s counterterrorism policy style within the 2005
strategies and action plans, and has continued to incite its approach towards
external partnerships, suggesting an overall level of impact reaching
absorption. Considering downloading, Britain’s policymaking style has
remained receptive towards Union coordination, which in some cases has seen
the reshaping of policy to better operate within the intergovernmental
framework. Nevertheless, Britain’s prioritised style of both nationalistic internal
policy and independent external partnerships has limited the level of

downloading to that of inertia/absorption.

Policy style Uploading Downloading
Internal style Accommodation Absorption
External style Absorption Inertia/Absorption
Overall Absorption Inertia/Absorption

Table 6. Measurement of impact on UK and EU Prevent policy styles 2005-2016.

To conclude, the empirical analysis has demonstrated that within the
intergovernmental and multilevel counterterrorism policy domain, the EU and
the UK, as a member state, have demonstrated distinct and varying levels of
impact across their respective Prevent policy content, structures and style, as
summarised in Table 1. To address the research questions, the measurements
of impact are attributable to the level of Europeanisation of each policy variable,
representing null, low, modest and high degrees of Europeanisation
respectively, as demonstrated in the table below (Bdrzel and Risse 2003). In
light of the results, the UK appears to have uploaded Prevent policy content to
a modest degree, policy structures to a high degree, and policy style to a low
degree. For all three EU variables, the empirical results demonstrate a low
degree of downloading to national policy, apart from a modest level on the UK’s

calibration of policy instruments.
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Variables Levels of Europeanisation
Uploading Downloading

Policy content Modest Low
Policy goals High Low
Policy instruments Modest Low
Calibration of instruments Modest Modest
Policy structures High Low
Policy style Low Null-Low

Table 7. Levels of Europeanisation on UK and EU Prevent policy 2005-2016.

Utilising this variable format and research design has provided a unique insight
into the extent of Europeanisation on counterterrorism policy. Some aspects of
policy demonstrate more clear-cut Europeanisation, such as uploaded strategy
formulations and legal instrument adoptions, others less so, such as
downloaded external policy style and EU-level declarations. The general trend
suggests higher levels of downloading can be seen in policy variables and
factors where EU competencies are greater and national capabilities are

weaker, which is inversely applicable to uploading.

Regarding the theoretical framework, this thesis has also demonstrated the
evident circular nature of Europeanisation through bracketed analysis,
indicating the validity of ‘dual process’ and ‘bottom-up-down’ theorisations, in
which it ‘begins with the possibility for change at the national level, moves to the
European level for resources to capitalize on opportunity and attempts to embed
them back at the national level’ (Vaughan and Kilcommins 2007). Thereby,
Europeanisation has proved a valuable theory in addressing the research
questions and has allowed a justifiable shift in attention to the two-way
uploading and downloading processes within the multilevel counterterrorism

policy domain.
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6.2. Limitations and future research

This thesis acknowledges that empirical analysis sections may be critiqued as
brief, however due to word count limits, this was weighed against the decision
to include all key factors to ensure higher accuracy and reliability in the variable
representations and subsequent measurements of impact. The analysis
presented is informed by extensive further research, in which the summarised
accounts illustrate the overall supposition within the given factors. The decision
to do so has proven to add value, with different levels of Europeanisation
evident across the policy variables, in which future analysis could go
descriptively further in-depth. Additionally, irrespective of the study of
Europeanisation, the mapping of EU and British Prevent policy and relationship
development should benefit counterterrorism research, as a resource not

currently found in literature.

The Europeanisation framework provided could inform further research,
including comparable case study analysis of additional member states, in order
to gain better insight into the differentiation of processes and impact within the
European counterterrorism policy space (Dyson 2010). Here, there may be
limits to the framework’s direct application to MS’s that have not engaged with
national strategy or operated within the EU-level domain, restricting the study
of a two-way process. However, utilising the problem-oriented approach, the
framework provides adaptability in addressing new turning points in policy, such
as the more recent focus on foreign fighters, as well as allowing for the study of
the single bracketed uploading or downloading process. Nonetheless, the
current research design holds promising application to MS’s presenting similar
national approaches and open-source data availability, particularly the
Netherlands and Denmark, and most significantly, provides clear opportunity to
study the two-way process within the three remaining analogous EU-UK

strategy strands.
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Future research could explore the empirical findings further, considering the
pace in which different variables have undergone Europeanisation, or the
effectiveness of both uploaded and downloaded policy, as sometimes referred
to within the thesis. Studies could address causal mechanisms behind the
impact (De Flers and Mduller 2010) and the different ‘forms and modes of
Europeanisation’ (Jordan 2002). The outcomes of this thesis may also
contribute to wider understandings of integration, convergence and
harmonisation, as well as provide an analytical baseline for de-Europeanisation
research that has gained substantial momentum post-2016. Therefore, with
Europeanisation studies ‘coming of age’, particularly in its conceptualisation as
a two-way process (Bulmer and Lequesne 2012), this thesis provides a new
research pathway to further explore the dynamics of the EU multilevel system
and ultimately concludes there is more to discover in the contemporary

application of Europeanisation to the counterterrorism policy domain.
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