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Introduction
[bookmark: _Int_HyDqZC34][bookmark: _Int_KH091SIS][bookmark: _Int_J4chtDFe][bookmark: _Int_E4c8q917]Ever since the September 11th attacks on the world trade centre and the calculated 7/7 bombings, the UK’s counter terrorism frameworks and strategies have changed significantly regarding how they shape the national security of the United Kingdom. Since then, several counter-terrorism legislation has been passed, such as the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act of 2015, the Anti-Terrorism, Crime and Security Act of 2001, and the Terrorism Acts of 2000 and 2006. These pieces of legislation have currently and in the past called in to debate the effect on the balance between freedom and security of the people in the United Kingdom. Researchers and counterterrorism experts have highlighted and published issues regarding the legislation and policies abilities and long-term effects on the UK as a whole. This is despite the fact that both the current and prior governments have presented them as necessary for protecting the public. Whether such laws actually improve security or run the risk of damaging individual rights and community trust is a major topic of discussion. By critically analysing academic and policy-based perspectives on the current UK counterterrorism laws and policies, this literature review will analyse the current differences of opinion between academics and experts. This review will also make use of the events of the 7/7 bombings as a case study, to demonstrate how these frameworks have been applied in practice, (Home Office, 2022). This report infers that the UK has introduced new anti-terrorism legislation and frameworks, including strengthening the polices stop-and-search powers, travel restrictions placed on certain residents of countries, and digital disruption capabilities. All of this is in response to events like the 7/7 bombings and the changing danger and modernisation of terrorism.







Main Body
Revelation of Flaws in Legislation and Frameworks Immediately after the 7/7 Bombings
In addition to highlighting the need for tougher legislation, the 7/7 bombings revealed significant flaws in the UK's counterterrorism system. A large number of the legislation that were in place prior to 7/7 addressed foreign threats rather than domestic terrorism. (Phythian, 2006) asserts that the attacks exposed significant weaknesses in agency cooperation and intelligence sharing, which prompted a critical evaluation of the counter-terror legislation and frameworks in place at the time of the attack. Due to this the Terrorism Act of 2006 was introduced. This updated piece of legislation introduced new offences such as the glorification of terrorism and increased the pre-charge detention period for up to 28 days. One extreme criticism from scholars is the newly introduced offence of glorifying terrorism in the Terrorism Act of 2006. (Ekaratne, 2010), argues that the crime of glorifying terrorism is both needless and excessively general. This source argues that any verbal incitement of terrorism was already covered by previous laws and that the new offence could have an impact on the freedom of speech in the UK. (Choudhury, 2009), also shares the notion that that speech could still be criminalised even though it may not directly incite violent or terrorism. Although the potential criminalisation for free speech is a profound concern, other academics argue that the terrorism act of 2006 was necessary as it meant that the legal and judicial response adapted to the ever-modernising threat of extremism, particularly online, (Walker, 2011), This paper acknowledges that there are worries about free speech being restricted, but it argues that new forms of extremist communication, especially online, created legal loopholes that the 2006 Act tried to fill. Instead of portraying the Act as an attack on free speech like the previous academics, this study aims to show that the piece of legislation is meant to provide the necessary evidential and legal powers to tackle new and emerging threats regarding terrorism.





Could the Terrorism act of 2006 have affected the outcome of the 7/7 bombings?
The main challenges around the failings of the 7/7 bombings were not down to gaps in the current legislation but more down to operation failures of the police and security services at the time, (Independent Reviewer of Terrorism Legislation, 2014). This is further supported by (Knudsen, 2024), who also has come to the conclusion that the effectiveness of counterterrorism legislation depends more on how the actual laws are applied than on the legislation just existing. This infers that in regard to the 7/7 bombings, any legislation at the time would have contributed very little in any potential deterrence of the attack. This is further reinforced by, (Cornford, 2022), who reaffirms that despite the 2006 Act providing prosecutors with an enhanced ability for charging suspects, these capabilities are more effective at preventing and deterring attacks after they have already occurred than at preventing them before they happen.





Analysis of the Counter – Terrorism and Security act of 2015
After incidents like Shamima Begum and two friends leaving the UK to marry ISIS fighters, it was highlighted that in recent years there was a major problem with UK nationals leaving to join or support ISIS in Syria, (Maher, 2013). Due to this the UK government felt a need to introduce the Counterterrorism and Security Act 2015 to increase national security and tackle radicalisation. This groundbreaking Act granted the police and agencies such as MI5 increased powers to monitor those suspected of being involved in terrorism-related activities, limit any travel, and confiscate their passports. Additionally, it established the Prevent responsibility, which guarantees that public institutions, schools, and universities have to assist in identifying and referring those who are at danger of radicalisation, (Blackbourn and Walker, 2016). This groundbreaking Act granted the police and agencies such as MI5 increased powers to monitor those suspected of being involved in terrorism-related activities, limit any travel, and confiscate their passports. Additionally, it established the Prevent responsibility, which guarantees that public institutions, schools, and universities have to assist in identifying and referring those who are at danger of radicalisation. Although the Act aims to enhance public safety and early intervention, several scholars have condemned it for putting people's human rights at risk. In one paper, (Qureshi, 2016), states that the Act's Prevent strategy frequently attacks Muslim communities. For instance, the study, (Abbas, 2023), details that Muslim students in the scholar's research were affected by PREVENT. It can be inferred from the source that Muslim students felt marginalised by PREVENT therefore supporting the, (Qureshi, 2016), study. However, although the concept of PREVENT targeting Muslim communities in the UK is well founded. A more positive perspective on the PREVENT strategy is clear in, (Home Office, 2023), which claims that Prevent is essential in preventing terrorism and radicalisation. While acknowledging the difficulties facing Muslim communities, the report highlights how crucial PREVENT is to protecting communities and deterring extremism across the UK.



Could the Counter Terrorism and Security Act of 2015 have affected the outcome of the 7/7 bombings?
The literature regarding this topic suggests that, in theory, the Counterterrorism and Security Act 2015, which established the statutory Prevent responsibility along with additional powers to prevent travel or suspicious activities, could have had a small chance of affecting the outcome of the 7/7 attacks if they had been created sooner. (Home Office, 2015), infers that these measures aim to spot worrying behaviour sooner and give public organisations a place to refer any concerns. This is further found in, (Home Office, 2011). However, the literature available in regard to the reviews of 7/7 suggests that these measures wouldn't have had any effect on 7/7. (Intelligence and Security Committee, 2009), asserts that the failings in regard to the prevention of 7/7 were about how intelligence was prioritised and shared. (Walker, 2011), makes a similar point whilst further detailing that while introducing new offences changes how counter terror police can conduct investigations, the prevention of an active terrorism plot depends heavily on effective and proven intelligence gathering and sharing. In summary, the research available by academics infers that the PREVENT model and the new laws, in the Counterterrorism and Security Act of 2015, provide useful powers, but without reliable implementation, adequate resources and better intelligence, the legislation alone would more than likely have not been enough to prevent the 7/7 attacks.



Analysis of the Terrorism Act of 2000
[bookmark: _Int_eBE6WVT9][bookmark: _Int_UrrtuZPL]One of the first significant pieces of legislation in regards to the UK's response to terrorism was the Terrorism Act of 2000. (Fisher, 2011), details that this new legislation offered the government and police further powers to stop terrorism by replacing previous legislation with a single universal framework. The academic then goes on to question whether this was needed in regard to a new legislative structure alone, improving the public’s protection from terrorism. This is further detailed in, (Walker, 2006). This research also raises concerns that the UK’s many counter-terrorism laws, at the time, had become overly complicated. This infers that the system was so detailed and overlapping that it actually made certain offences less clear and harder to investigate. Furthermore, this legislation provided a legal definition of terrorism. This new definition expanded to include threats that could fear the public or influence the government in addition to acts of violence. This was viewed by, (Chatterjee, 2002), as extremely beneficial to the police and security services as it meant that they could respond to threats more efficiently. In contrast, (Richards, 2012) argues that the way terrorism was defined in the Terrorism Act 2000, is too broad and can cause confusion about what actually counts as terrorism. The researcher suggests that such wide definitions might unfairly include acts of protest or political activism that were never meant to be seen as terrorist behaviour. Research does suggest that the Terrorism Act of 2000 did make the country safer, but certain research suggests that there was a need for someone to hold the use of its powers to account. (The Independent Reviewer of Terrorism Legislation, 2014), details that the act gave the police better tools to stop attacks, but there were still problems with oversight and accountability. (Human Rights Watch, 2010), also criticises the act's stop and search powers, saying that they were sometimes used wrong and unfairly targeted minority groups. 


Could the Counter Terrorism Act of 2000 have affected the outcome of the 7/7 bombings?
Scholars and government inquiries infer that the Terrorism Act of 2000 did provide the police and intelligence services with greater powers but this would not have been enough to contribute to have affected the outcome of 7/7. (Chatterjee, 2002), notes that the piece of legislation in question provides greater investigative freedom and surveillance. This is instead of providing measures in regard to stopping radicalisation in the first place. In the same manner, (Shah, 2005), research states that strict laws can increase mistrust, especially in black and minority ethnic communities. This in consequence, makes it more difficult for the police to gather crucial intelligence related to terrorism. Ultimately, the Terrorism Act of 2000 provided the police with more powers, but some academics argue that this could be more harmful than beneficial.



Synthesis and Gaps in the Literature
In general, the literature shows that the UK's key counter-terrorism legislation has become much stronger and more appropriate since 2000. The Terrorism Act 2000, the Terrorism Act 2006, and the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 have all given the police and security services greater powers to prevent and investigate terrorism. Research such as, (Walker, 2011) and (Blackbourn and Walker, 2016), both agree that these laws increased the chance of responding quicker to terrorism incidents. In contrast to this, (Richards, 2012) and (Qureshi, 2016), infer that these steps can unfairly hurt BAME communities and decrease the publics trust in the police.
Despite the vast amount of literature related to counter-terrorism in the UK, there are still important gaps in the research in regards to legislation. Currently, the literature available has a major focus on the aspects of counterterror legislation rather than how they are actually applied in practice. Furthermore, the literature suggests that the key legislation would have done little to affect the outcome of the 7/7 bombings. A brilliant and worthwhile research opportunity could be to discover if these laws have actually prevented any terror plots that are not as well-known in the public domain, (Spencer, 2006). Finally, additional research is needed to better understand how counterterrorism laws could be better applied to society today, especially given that radicalisation is now more frequently taking place on social media, (Conway, 2017). Future studies should also bare in mind, however, that these laws affect local communities and there should be debate on whether they genuinely increase public safety without sacrificing civil rights, (Kundnani, 2009).
Conclusion 
Overall, this literature review indicates that although the UK's counterterrorism legislation has become more suitable for responding to threats, how these laws are used by the police still requires oversight. Scholars argue that improved intelligence sharing and stronger community ties are just as important as new legislation. Going forward, the UK must continue to adapt its counterterrorism strategies to address modern threats like online radicalisation without eroding public trust or the fundamental liberties that underpin social stability.
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