


Introduction
It is important to understand the meaning of governance as it meanders throughout the concepts of politics, corporation and policing. My diverse research shows that there is no clear defining meaning of what governance is, as its meaning tailors’ dependant on the system it is employed in. However, one similar trait exists throughout the systems, and ages, is that governance should look to ‘steer’.

“To speak of governance is to employ a metaphor” (Janda, 2020, p. 79). Janda (2020) explains how governance derived from Plato. Emphasising the importance of the Greek word ‘kubernao’, the art of navigation. Plato used this as a metaphor of what governance means within the political sense, suggesting that the captain should steer the ship, rather than the king take control.

Summarising the key messages of corporate governance, O’Brien (2019) explains that robust systems, principles and processes, steer an organisation to operate effectively, with due diligence to transparency, responsibility and ethics. 
This message is shared within the literature of Driver & Thompson (2018), who further explore the relationship between high risks and rewards within efficiency, negatively impacting the aim of corporate governance, when removing the emphasis on ‘steer’.
Cadbury (1992) explains how encouraging accountability would enable relevant partners under the governance structure to be responsible for their own actions, decisions and goes some way in mitigating mismanagement and conflict.
The collective findings of the authors research shows that effective processes and principles being steered by the practitioners, rather than a sole dictator of the governance structure, significantly removes risks, and sets a foundation to success.

There are several clear disciplines when defining good governance within Policing terms. Firstly, accountability. Ensuring police and partners are held to account, and answerable to their decisions and actions.  Very much prevalent when the execution of those decisions or policies infringes on the rights of an individual or community. (Tyler, 2004)
The implementation of public scrutiny panels goes some way in offering transparency to this process by providing access to the public to hold those that govern to account. (Ministry of Justice, 2024).
Secondly, the absolute need for transparency. As the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing comments. “Building trust and nurturing legitimacy on both sides of the police/citizen divide is the foundational principle underlying the nature of relations between law enforcement agencies and the communities they serve.” (US Department of Justice, 2015, p. 1).  This defines the importance of policing by consent, with community policing playing a pivotal role in that.
Finally, fairness and legitimacy. The public acceptance of police decisions, their willingness to cooperate with the police, and public engagement within communities are all fundamental principles that require oversight and deliverance. (Tyler & Nobo, 2022).

This assignment will focus on the governance and accountability of those involved within the Prevent Duty, as contained within the Governments Counter Terrorism Strategy, Contest (Home Office, 2023). Critically analysing if the governance within the authority of the statutory partners is fit for purpose? Contrasting budgetary distribution that may hinder performance, risks associated with political interference, and the impact on preparedness to challenge and mitigate the risks of the relationship between social media and radicalisation. 

Main Body 
Part 1; Governance Structure of CTP Contest > Prevent and into statutory partners
The then Secretary of State, Suella Braverman opened a debate in parliament on the contents of the updated version of the Governments’ strategy on countering terrorism, Contest. Braverman explained to ministers that there had been changes to the modus operandi of the terrorist threat to homeland security, and changes where required to mitigate this emerging risk. The debate caused correct discussion across political parties, who without prejudice, agreed that the risk of terrorism was real, and the contents of the Contest strategy was fully supported (UK Parliament, 2023). However positive this may seem; any strategy must have an effective governance structure to succeed. As concluded within the literature of (Dunleavy, Park, & Taylor, 2018), their significant research argues that highest level of governance sits with the Secretary of State, the accountability of this function falls within remit of the Intelligence and Select Committee. It is outlined that this committee is heavily influenced by the Prime Minister. This significantly brings questions around its legitimacy when it comes to accountability. This appears unjust when considering that cross party support is in place for such an important government strategy, however, this independent body who oversees accountability on behalf of the public, is being influenced by the head of the government.
The Contest Strategy as explained in Home Office (2023), outlines that robust governance structures are in place to co-ordinate the cross government and partnership response to the duty. This is ‘led’, not steered, by the Director General for Homeland Security within the Home Office.  The director general is accountable to the National Security Council.
From a Contest practitioner point of view, their appears to be good level of governance at the highest public servant level of the strategy. It must be noted that both the National Security Council and Intelligence and Security committee meetings are held in private, with the ability to redact or withhold publications of the meetings (Intelligence and Security Committee of Parliament, 2021).   Bringing this point to the reflection of Tyler (2004), and The President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing (2015), it can be argued that the Contest Strategy’s highest level of governance does not conform to the principles of transparency to build trust and confidence between the public and law enforcement. When talking about the Prevent duty, and the recommendations contained within the independent review of Prevent (Shawcross, 2023), namely, that Prevent should seek to improve the public’s trust in the duty by implementing better transparency, inference can be made as to why at the highest level, is governance so closed, when a recent independent review recommends it to be more open?
As we step down the pyramid of governance into the wider sections, the focus lays on the expected practitioner deliverance of the strategy. Statutory partners within Sec 29 of the Counter Terrorism Security Act 2015 and Prevent Duty as listed in Home Office (2015), namely Police, Prisons, Local Authorities, Education and Health, have a statutory responsibility to implement the Prevent Duty within their organisations and policies.
The guidance on leadership and steering of this responsibility contained in the duty appears weak, and open to discretion as to whether an organisation would appoint dedicated Prevent roles or deliver Prevent through wider safeguarding duties (Home Office, 2024). 
Education as a statutory member of the duty historically find the implementation of Prevent extremely challenging within their establishments, finding conflicting contrasts between freedom of expression, suitable training for staff and budgetary constraints to name a few (Busher & Jerome, 2020). With official government figures showing that 39% (2,684) of the total Prevent referrals nationally in 2022-23 (6,814), were referred from education (Home Office, 2023), it can be suggested that a more robust governance structure and guidance within this field should be implemented as that is where the data suggests the vulnerability toward radicalisation is prominent. This, however, is not the case, and like other statutory sectors, education are only required to feed their response to the Prevent duty to the regional Contest Boards (Home Office, 2025).
What is a contest board – are they public / private? Minutes? etc…..









  
