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Conduct a literature review that critically examines academic and policy-based perspectives on key UK counter-terrorism legislation and concepts. Use a real-life event such as Manchester Arena bombing or the 7/7 London bombings as a case study to explore how these frameworks have been applied in practice.
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Introduction
The reality of terrorism is a serious national security challenge that the United Kingdom must confront within its borders. Terrorism is recognised as a worldwide crisis that destroys innocent lives and individuals.  The counter-terrorism strategy of the United Kingdom began in response to the increasing threat of domestic terrorism in the 1970s and 1980s, particularly in the context of the war in Northern Ireland. An early piece of legislation, the Prevention of Terrorism Act of 1974, allowed authorities to detain people for lengthy periods of time without trial.  The way the UK responded to terrorism changed over the late 20th century, which led to the creation of more complete frameworks to confront new threats (Zedner, 2021).
In the United Kingdom and around the world, terrorist acts are defined as those that use or threaten to use force to frighten members of the public, gain control over government organisations, or both. Additionally, the use or threat must serve an intellectual, political, religious, racial, or political goal. It makes no difference if the goal is to terrify a specific group of people or influence a government. The matter is that the use or threat of action involving explosives or firearms is terrorism (Miller, 2021). The global terrorism threat has significantly impacted the UK's national security. The United Kingdom has been the target of multiple terrorist attacks in the past 20 years, prompting the government to introduce legislation and strategies to keep the public secure and avoid other acts of violence (Hardy, 2015). 
This literature review seeks to critically evaluate academic and policy-orientated perspectives on significant UK counter-terrorism legislation and concept strategy. The anti-terrorism laws and principles of the UK will be analysed through a comparative analysis of academic critiques concerning fairness and civil rights in relation to the necessities of policy efficacy and security. This paper examines the 2017 Manchester Arena bombing as a case study to evaluate the practical application of these principles, analysing both failures and successes. The paper illustrated the incorrect application of the law in both legal and practical contexts. The report talks about what happened following this terrible event that helped the UK improve its anti-terrorism procedures.





Main Body:

Legislation of UK Counter-Terrorism 

The Terrorism Act 2000 is the first of many broad Terrorism Acts that the UK Parliament has passed. The Terrorism Act 2000 defines terrorism in the UK and around the world. The use or threat must also be intended to advance a political, religious, racial, or ideological cause. The act has been heavily and regularly criticised for potentially increasing government power over civil liberties and criminal justice principles (Home Office,2023)(A).
The Anti-Terrorism, Crime, and Security Act of 2001 was passed in response to the attacks on September 11, and it was meant to make the country safer by taking strong steps against terrorism. It gave police more power to search and watch people, and it also let them hold foreign nationals who were suspected of terrorism without a trial. The Act also has rules for keeping people safe from nuclear, chemical, biological, and radiological threats. Its many steps show how important it is to keep the country safe when threats are on the rise (Home Office,2023)(B).
In 2006, the UK Parliament royally assented to the Terrorism Act of 2006, a year after its initial proposal. The law updates old terrorist crimes and adds new ones. The act was put into effect because of the bombings in London on July 7, 2005. Some people think it's an unfair limit on civil rights and could make terrorism worse, but the government believed it was necessary to deal with an unacceptable terrorist threat. The Terrorism Act of 2006 makes it illegal to promote acts of terrorism. It includes any public statement that people are likely to see as a threat to commit, plan, or cause "acts of terrorism"—either"directly or indirectly. This crime includes praising terrorism (Home Office,2006).
The Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures Act 2011. The Act does away with the control orders that the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 imposed. The Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures system replaces it, aiming to safeguard individuals from terrorism. The new method safeguards individuals from actual terrorists who are not susceptible to arrest or, in the case of foreigners, repatriation. The TPIM Act was a big step forward in the government's plan to find a middle ground between security agencies that are too powerful and civil liberties (Home Office,2016). 
The Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 gives the UK the tools it needs to deal with the threat of terrorism. The law makes it harder for people to travel abroad to commit terrorist acts and then come back to the UK. The law will also streamline the process for operational agencies to monitor and manage the actions of individuals who pose a threat. Finally, the law will combat the ideas that feed, support, and justify terrorism. The criticism about the act centred on the statutory restriction of some public institution activities (Home Office,2014).


Contest Strategy
The UK's counter-terrorism plan, called CONTEST, aims to lower the risk of terrorism to the UK, its citizens, and its interests abroad so that people can live their lives freely and with confidence. That document lays out the UK's national security and international strategy. Terrorism is one of the threats in that strategy, and CONTEST goes into more detail about how to fight it (Baker-Beall,2024).Since the last edition of CONTEST in 2018, the UK and its main allies have worked together to fight terrorism. They have mostly been successful in lowering the risk by stopping the biggest terrorist threats. The basic structure of CONTEST lets government departments, devolved administrations, local authorities, frontline emergency services, intelligence agencies, and other partners work together to fight terrorism. Prevent, Pursue, Protect, and Prepare are the four main parts of the CONTEST Framework (Heath,2013). These make it one of the best counter-terrorism programmes in the world. A lot of people feel safe from terrorism and trust the government to keep the UK safe from it. But the threat of terrorism is still real and changing. Even though there are a lot of less sophisticated attacks in the UK, the threat we see now and in the next few years is more diverse, changing, and complex (UK Parliament,2025).
Pantucci (2010) gave an early summary of the strategy's development, including the institutional framework for the management and coordination of the UK's approach to combating terrorism. The author provides a thorough analysis of the UK's counter-terrorism efforts and the reasoning behind the creation of CONTEST. One of the main criticisms levelled against Prevent is the way it has affected Muslim communities in the country. Some argue that it has created a "suspect community" out of Muslims and helps to embed surveillance systems within those communities. Healthcare and education have been the targets of criticism since the implementation of the statutory "Prevent Duty" in 2015—discussed in greater depth below—which mandates that public sector employees report individuals suspected of being "vulnerable" to terrorism to the appropriate authorities (Pantucci, 2010).
Gearson (2015) has provided a comprehensive evaluation of the CONTEST approach. While they acknowledge that CONTEST offers a logical strategy to mitigate terrorist attacks, they strongly argue that the plan lacks the cohesiveness necessary for sustained success. Despite CONTEST's formal designation as a "strategic" document, the authors contend that it fails to meet the criteria for a "military strategy" or a "grand strategy" concerning the prevention of terrorism. In addition, they argue that CONTEST is more of a domestic blueprint for preventing terrorism than an integrated international counter-terrorism strategy, even if it claims to be a global approach to fighting terrorism.



Manchaster Arena Bombing
Twenty-two innocent people were killed in Manchester on May 22, 2017, at the end of an Ariana Grande concert. Hundreds more were hurt, many of them seriously. The explosion that caused these terrible events happened when Salman Abedi set off a bomb in the City Room, which was near one of the Arena's exit doors. He chose a spot where audience members were meeting up with parents and other people who had come to pick them up. The audience was mostly young people. Salman Abedi killed himself in the explosion, but he wanted as many people as possible to die with him. It was a wicked act, inspired by the distorted ideology of the so-called Islamic State. Salman and Hashem Abedi, his younger brother, are responsible for what happened on May 22, 2017 (Jacinta,2022).
Failures , Gaps and lesson learned
The British counter-terrorism policy faced significant challenges. This incident tested CONTEST—consisting of the four pillars of prevention, pursuit, protection, and preparation. Following these occurrences, there were demands that the UK government make it a legal obligation for businesses and individuals in charge of public areas, particularly events or locations with big crowds, to take measures to prevent terrorist attacks (Baker,2024). Important stakeholders are required by law to safeguard the public through physical security measures, educate employees about the dangers of terrorism, formulate plans for responding to terrorist attacks, and train their workforce to recognise and avoid potential threats. In 2023, the UK government produced the fourth version of CONTEST, incorporating suggestions for enhancements to the Prepare workstream. One of these suggestions was that the emergency services should strive to further integrate interoperability into response systems that involve several agencies. The success of a multiagency response to terrorist situations depends on "training, testing, exercising, and ensuring that effective cross-organizational systems are in place to capture and act on lessons," according to the revised policy (Craigie,2020). While the Kerslake Report did note several shortcomings in the overall multi-agency response, it focused solely on emergencies. Emergency response was the subject of a more critical study, which highlighted multiple places where failures directly resulted in further casualties, especially during the initial "Golden Hour" of the catastrophe. Significant failings in relation to the JESIP principles for cooperative working on the night of the Manchester Arena attack were highlighted in the report. Notably, 'co-locate' and 'communicate' were the two concepts that caused the most trouble (Kerslake,2018).
Some issues with the emergency response started to surface in the minutes following the explosion. The first of them was a breakdown in communication over the announcement of a major incident. JESIP says that a METHANE alert should be sent to all other agencies as soon as possible. Until other commanders could step up, the Police Force Duty Officer was expected to take the lead in an attack like Manchester. Because of the four different command roles As a result, a crucial error occurred: no major incident was declared (Manchaster Evening News,2018).
Another key shortcoming during the response to the Manchester bombing, according to both the Kerslake Report and the Manchester Arena Inquiry, was the failure to co-locate and agree on a multi-agency during the Golden Hour (Kerslake,2018).
Important lessons can be identified, including the missed chances to halt the attack in the minutes leading up to the explosion and the shortcomings in the emergency response in Manchester. These lessons have consequences for CONTEST and the wider area of emergency management in the UK. Inadequate training and communication were identified as common causes of failure in the Pollock Review (Times,2024). Notably, in relation to terrorism, the Hallet Report on the emergency response to the 2005 London bombings identified similarities with the Manchester Arena Inquiry. These similarities include "difficulties resulting from the lack of a common rendezvous point", inadequate information-sharing among the emergency services, a lack of communication, and basic misunderstanding between the services regarding their roles and operations. The lessons learnt from these mistakes can be used for the Protect and Prepare workstreams; thus, they are not insignificant. The need for counter-terrorism knowledge and training is underscored by the fact that individual employees have failed to do adequate security checks or to relay public information regarding suspicious behaviour. Second, in reacting to a terrorist attack, multi-agency communication, coordination, and cooperative decision-making must be more successful; the blunders at Manchester have proven this (Stancombe,2022).
The Martyn’s Law
The government introduced the Terrorism (Protection of Premises) Bill, also known as "Martyn's Law", on September 12, 2024. The law would require people in charge of certain public places and activities to have plans in place for what to do if there is a terrorist attack, like how to get people out of the area. It would also make some larger venues and events do things to make it less likely that terrorists will attack them. The government says the law is necessary because the threat of terrorism is changing, and past events have shown that people can be attacked in many different places and situations. People often call this bill "Martyn's Law" because it puts into action a lot of the things that Figen Murray's campaign wanted. In May 2017, she lost her son Martyn in the Manchester Arena terrorist attack (Grimsey,2024).

Conclusion
This literature review attempted to critically assess the evolution of legislative and strategic approaches within the United Kingdom's counter-terrorism framework, using the 2017 bombing of the Manchester Arena as an example. The report says that the UK's laws against terrorism have changed from temporary measures to a permanent set of rules that give the government more power. The Terrorism Act of 2000 set a broad definition of terrorism, which has come under a lot of fire because it might mean that crimes that would normally be considered regular could be securitised. Many people see the forced application of the CONTEST strategy as unfair and an invasion of privacy, even though it was meant to be helpful. This has the unintended effect of making people feel unwelcome, which is bad for collecting accurate information. For example, the bombing at Manchester Arena. It was clear beyond a reasonable doubt that the lost intelligence in Pursue and the non-referral in Prevent were not due to a lack of legal authority, but rather to the inconsistent and incorrect use of complicated powers. The government responded with stricter sentencing measures and Martyn's Law (Protect Duty), which showed that they wanted to reduce crime and give the government more power for community-based prevention and rehabilitation. The study finds that the UK's approach for fighting terrorism is always changing. In each instance, the academic and legal arguments for proportionality and due process are subordinated to the political necessity of demonstrating decisive action on security. The United Kingdom's ongoing challenge in combating terrorism lies in maintaining the operational effectiveness required to address a lethal threat while preserving the liberal-democratic values and civil liberties that the policy aims to protect.
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