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Abstract This chapter explores staff and student experiences of the class-
room implementation of the Prevent Duty within further education. It 
focuses on two key dimensions of the Duty: the teaching of Prevent and 
its role as a safeguarding mechanism. It highlights the malleable nature of 
the Duty, whereby educators have tailored their enactment of it in ways 
that they believe can help overcome some of the problems the Duty was 
perceived to have raised. It also highlights however that the ability of staff 
and students to enact the Duty in this way was constrained by the pro-
cesses of governance which surround the Duty and the dominant public 
narratives of prejudice which inform and are informed by it.

Keywords Prevent Duty • Further education • Malleability • British 
values • Safeguarding • Students • Staff agency

N. James (*) 
School of Politics and International Studies, University of Leeds, Leeds, UK
e-mail: ptnj@leeds.ac.uk

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-45559-0_8&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45559-0_8#DOI
mailto:ptnj@leeds.ac.uk


140

 Chapter Summary

Annual Prevent statistics have continuously placed the education sector 
as the leading area from which Prevent referrals emerge. Moreover, the 
age range most likely to be referred has consistently been the 15–20 cat-
egory since the Duty’s inception (see Chap. 1). This would suggest that 
the further education (FE) sector has been under an enormous pressure 
to comply with the Prevent Duty, yet there has been little research under-
taken regarding the only education sector dealing with predominantly 
16–18-year-olds (see Beighton & Revell, 2018; Moffat & Gerard, 2020). 
This chapter presents an insight into some of the key findings which 
emerged from a three-year study into experiences of the Prevent Duty 
within Greater Manchester’s (GM) FE sector.

Focusing on the practicalities of implementation within the classroom, 
this chapter explores how FE teaching staff sought to embed the Prevent 
Duty within their institutions. It does so by revealing two dominant 
spaces through which staff translated the legislation into practice: through 
their teaching practices and their institutional safeguarding processes. 
Moreover, it also highlights the role students played at these sites of 
implementation, exploring the extent of both their involvement in and 
their acceptance of such measures.

Like other chapters in this volume, this chapter also utilises Ball, 
Maguire, and Braun’s (2012; see also Braun, Ball, Maguire, & Hoskins, 
2011) concept of enactment and consideration of context to explore how 
the implementation of the Duty by staff and their students within the 
classrooms of FE institutions occurred and the limitations which sur-
rounded their approaches. In doing so, this chapter argues that such 
experiences highlighted a malleable nature to the Prevent Duty, whereby 
educators were able to tailor their enactments to the needs of their insti-
tution and those within it. Moreover, in viewing the Duty as malleable, 
this enabled educators to use their implementation to overcome some of 
the perceived problems which Chap. 2 of this volume explores. Yet, in 
revealing these sites where the Duty could be interpreted through the 
eyes of educators, this chapter also highlights the contextual factors which 
limited them, such as the processes of governance which surround the 
Duty and the dominant public narratives of prejudice which inform and 
are informed by it.
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 The FE Context

Critical to reading the following findings is an understanding of the con-
text in which these actions were taken. The year 2015 was momentous 
for the FE sector. Not only did it face the introduction of the Prevent 
Duty, but the school-leaving age was also increased from sixteen to eigh-
teen. Therefore, from 2015, anyone up to the age of eighteen was required 
to be in either education or training, and thus subject to the Prevent 
Duty—a key part of this then became the management of adult learners 
who were still subject to the same safeguarding procedures as children 
within secondary or primary schools. For the FE sector, this meant not 
only an increased demand for services but also an increased demand on 
staff to deliver a variety of curriculums to a diverse student body. It also 
created a new space within which staff simultaneously had the responsi-
bility to protect students from extremism and terrorism under their safe-
guarding responsibilities, whilst also transferring this responsibility of 
protection over to students in their passage from childhood to adulthood. 
This was further complicated by the inclusion of mature students within 
this realm, blurring the boundaries further of where responsibility lay for 
preventing oneself and those around them from becoming vulnerable to 
radicalisation (James, forthcoming). Moreover, it also brought training 
providers, often in the form of private companies, squarely into the mix 
for being subject to the same inspections and regulations that academic 
providers were, through their inclusion to the FE sector.

 Research Basis

This chapter draws on a three-year study engaged with both staff (13 
participants) and students (45) across five institutions within Greater 
Manchester (GM), which comprised two training and three academic 
providers. Representatives from local councils, the Department for 
Education, independent training providers, the North West Counter- 
Terrorism Unit and Ofsted also participated. The study was undertaken 
through focus groups (9), semi-structured interviews (21), participant 
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observation (9) and an online questionnaire (49). Respondents have been 
anonymised in the extracts that follow and participants in the student 
focus groups selected their own pseudonyms (see James [forthcoming] 
for further methodological detail). Although seven of the ten GM bor-
oughs were included in the research, such small-scale research cannot 
claim to produce generalisable results about the whole of the FE sector, 
or even FE provision in GM. Rather the research generates insights into 
processes of policy enactment in FE institutions, and in doing so helps to 
illustrate how the Prevent Duty comes to have impacts on staff and 
students.

The Manchester Arena bombing in 2017 also occurred as access for 
fieldwork was being negotiated (fieldwork was undertaken between 
October 2017 and November 2018). Whilst there is no available mea-
surement of the impact this had on the data, it is likely that this event had 
a bearing on some of the experiences obtained. Indeed, it was referenced 
by several participants—both staff and students—as bringing these issues 
to the forefront of their minds when implementing Prevent.

 Teaching Prevent

For the vast majority of teaching staff who took part in this research, their 
training on Prevent had been delivered to them by their designated safe-
guarding lead (DSL). The session was an adapted version of the govern-
ment’s Workshop to Raise Awareness of Prevent (WRAP) training, which 
enabled a tailored approach from the generic public sector training into 
one suitable for their particular institution. Respondents involved in the 
delivery of such training indicated that this had been the general approach 
to training for some time and highlighted the malleability in the Duty to 
go through such adaptations. Though the nature and content of the 
training varied, this institutional level of training was designed to enable 
teaching staff to gain the knowledge and access to resources necessary to 
embed the Prevent Duty into their classroom. Teaching staff would then 
further adapt this training for their own pedagogical needs. Thus, prior to 
the Duty being enacted within the classroom, there already existed two 
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sites of transformation within the institutions through which the Prevent 
Duty became implemented: at DSL level and at teaching staff level.

It is the second process with which this chapter is concerned. For 
teaching staff, the Prevent Duty meant ensuring students were resilient to 
the ideologies of extremism and terrorism through two key means—via 
pedagogical practices around what extremism and terrorism might look 
like, and promoting fundamental British values within the classroom, the 
latter of which I deal with first. The experiences highlight the ways in 
which educators were able to tailor their enactments within the class-
room as a result of the Duty’s malleability, but also how the governance 
processes surrounding this, and in particular inspection regimes, placed 
constraints on this malleability.

 Teaching Fundamental British Values

British values are defined by the UK government as democracy, individ-
ual liberty, the rule of law, and mutual respect and tolerance of those with 
different faiths and beliefs (Department for Education, 2014). Though, 
as an agenda, they have been within political discourse since the premier-
ship of Gordon Brown, they became cemented in the education system 
through the Prevent Duty in their presentation as the antithesis to the 
values of extremist and terrorist ideologies (James, 2018). Here, embody-
ing British values was presented as a means of resilience against becoming 
radicalised (McGhee & Zhang, 2017). Thus, teaching staff were tasked 
with the responsibility of ensuring that British values were embedded 
within their classroom delivery: the education system acting as a site of 
citizenship development (see Jerome & Clemitshaw, 2012). For many of 
the teaching staff who participated, encouraging good citizenry was noth-
ing new, nor was the utilisation of a values agenda in the promotion of 
this. The provision of Spiritual, Moral, Social and Cultural (SMSC) 
development within pedagogic practices was, for them, a longstanding 
values agenda that was already central to their classroom delivery. Thus, 
it was not the idea of a values agenda, nor the values themselves, which 
were perceived as problematic, as both were seen as a continuation of the 
existing SMSC agenda. Rather, it was the labelling of these values as dis-
tinctly ‘British’ which created a number of potential issues.
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A number of the participants raised concerns around the extent to 
which ‘British values’ could encompass all students, particularly those 
who did not perceive themselves as being British or of a primarily British 
identity. Both teaching staff and students questioned the usefulness in 
labelling the values as ‘British’ when, for them, they were ‘human’ or 
‘universal’ values and thus applicable to people outside of Britain too. For 
many there was nothing distinctly British about the values; rather, they 
were values to which anyone could adhere; though some conceded this 
was anyone within the West, noting the Western-centric narratives at the 
heart of the values themselves (Winter & Mills, 2020; Miah, 2017;  
Revell & Bryan, 2018). Some respondents viewed the British label as 
problematic as it was perceived to place Britain, and those easily identifi-
able as ‘British’, as being superior to Others. These sentiments were par-
ticularly strong amongst some of the students, with this excerpt reflecting 
a number of the fieldwork conversations that took place:

Isla: They should be everybody’s values
Rachael: Yeah
Lois: Yeah it just segregates so many people, it’s like
Interviewer: In what way, do you think?
Lois: Because, if you’re a good person, [Isla: it doesn’t matter 

what country you’re from] it doesn’t matter where you’re 
from, what religion you’ve got, what race, you know it’s 
just like you don’t have to have an excuse to be a nice per-
son and it doesn’t matter if you’re living in Britain and you 
don’t consider yourself British, it’s like, you know, it feels 
like it could isolate some people being like ‘you have to, 
you know if you’re going to be a nice person you have to 
British!’ it’s like well you don’t! (Academic Institute 1, 
Female Focus group)

For these students, and for a number of their peers who participated in 
the research, the fundamental British values agenda was interpreted 
through this lens of hierarchical goodness (who could be a good citizen or 
not) and gave rise to concerns around the potential exclusion which could 
occur as a result of the Us versus Them narrative they perceived this 
British label to have (Smith, 2016).

 N. James
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Many staff and student participants expressed fears that in defining the 
values as British, the agenda would further exclude or alienate those stu-
dents who did not identify as British, who were often more visible by 
their ethnic, cultural, religious or linguistic identity anyway, further 
emphasising their difference. As one teacher noted:

They’re British values, but they’re everyday values, they’re all about respect 
and tolerance, treating people how you want to be treated, and a lot of our 
clientele, ninety percent are non-British, or don’t identify as being British, 
so we go through British values, and they’re like ‘well I’m not British, do 
they not apply to me?’ (Counselling, Psychology and Mental Health 
Educator, Training Institute 2)

This also raised concern about those who had such visible markers of dif-
ference whilst also considering themselves as British. For both staff and 
student participants, there was a grey area in how these students would 
manage their multiple identity structures. For a number of staff and stu-
dent participants, markers of difference became, or had the potential to 
become, hyper-visible. Many of the staff participants who raised concerns 
around this suggested that whilst students knew they were ‘British val-
ues’, staff instead referred to the values as ‘human’, ‘our’, ‘college’ or ‘uni-
versal’ values to both minimise these fears and the potential for those who 
did not identify as British from being excluded from the notion of good 
citizenship in an attempt to actively include them within discussions 
around this (see Busher, Choudhury, Thomas, & Harris, 2017).

It is important to note that there were, however, some respondents 
who did not express concerns around British values. For some, British 
values were viewed as unproblematic.

I think the British values stuff is just like the basics of what makes our 
society work erm and what creates sort of like cohesion within us all. 
(Politics Educator, Academic Institute 1)

Moreover, for some, ‘British values’ were not only something that were 
felt to be central to upholding the way of life in Britain, they should also 
be celebrated.
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I fully appreciate British values, I totally understand democracy, the rule of 
law, I can see the difference between what happens in the UK and what 
happens in my country, for example, I’m from South America. (Social Care 
Educator, Training Institute 2)

Thus, for some of the respondents, British values were a positive addition 
to the education sector which gave the opportunity for a ‘multiplicity of 
voices’ to be united (Politics Educator, Academic Institute 1) both inside 
and outside of the classroom.

Nonetheless, even amongst those who advocated for the language of 
Britishness, there remained an overwhelming sense that the labelling of 
the values as British had not been because they could only be seen through 
such a framework, but because this had become a directive from Ofsted 
through the common inspection framework. In this sense, the performa-
tivity of their enactments as noted in Chaps. 5 and 7 of this volume are 
also visible in the further education sector:

I think we do British values every lesson regardless of whether we were told 
to do British values or not you know what I mean? […] so you know it’s 
just about signposting it you know […] but we’ve got a poster on the wall 
about it […] cos obviously when British values came in, we had to evidence 
to Ofsted that you know it’s within our classrooms at all times […] it 
would be about the signposting around the college and if Ofsted popped 
into your lesson, to mention the word British values and that should tick 
the boxes. (Politics Educator, Academic Institute 1)

Though this Politics educator had not problematised the British framing 
of the values agenda, evident in an earlier excerpt, she simultaneously 
labelled its integration into the classroom as an exercise to ‘tick the boxes’ 
for Ofsted. Embedding British values then became about staff perform-
ing their duty (Ball, 2003). This performativity, however, was more prob-
lematic in the classroom for some. For example, another educator who 
did not reject the fundamental British values label altogether, nonethe-
less, suggested that Ofsted’s requirement for the British label to be visible 
within their enactments of the Duty had made teaching these values 
more onerous. She suggested that without extra time and effort taken to 
explore the relevance and necessity of the agenda, and its position within 
British society, the label of the values as British created a barrier for 
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students to meaningfully engage: ‘they’d be like “ugh, British values, ugh” 
and look at you’ (Business Access to HE Educator, Training Institute 2). 
For this educator, the agenda itself was not problematic, but its gover-
nance was. In Ofsted’s requirement for it to be explicitly referred to as a 
fundamental British values agenda, her ability to tailor her enactment of 
the Duty became limited. Where the agenda was labelled as just values, 
there were fewer issues which arose from students, she suggested, but 
where the framing of it as British became required for Ofsted inspections, 
the rejection or reluctance visible in students (see also above) resulted in 
her having to deconstruct its value and worth within her classroom. Thus, 
her ability to utilise the malleability of the Duty became limited once the 
perceived requirements of Ofsted governed her enactment of it within 
the classroom.

Whilst the extent to which staff accepted the values being labelled 
British varied, this performative nature of British values, as a result of 
Ofsted’s requirement, remained constant throughout their experiences. 
This limitation arose out of staff members concerns that a failure to make 
these visible would result in a potential sanction for them and their insti-
tution. The pressure to perform during inspections and the stakes for not 
doing so acted as a deterrent to completely omit the language from the 
classroom. Though Andrew Cooke, North West Head of Ofsted, stated 
there was no requirement to see British values referred to explicitly, the 
following admission suggested that its absence would be flagged as some-
thing which required investigation:

If it wasn’t called British values then, I don’t think you know, well we would 
ask perhaps why, I suppose sometimes the question is if people deliberately 
don’t use the word British, you then ask the question why, and what’s 
driving that?

The experiences highlight the nuances, or grey areas, which surrounded 
the implementation of the fundamental British values agenda. Moreover, 
these perceptions of the common inspection framework and its require-
ments of staff also reveal the ways in which the Duty intersected with 
wider systems of governance and the pressure which staff, in particular, 
felt as a result.
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 Teaching About Extremism and Terrorism

A second area in which Prevent shaped pedagogical practice was in staff 
provision of the knowledge around what extremism and terrorism might 
look like. Some participant staff suggested that this was embedded within 
their day-to-day curriculum, through the encouragement of critical 
thinking skills but almost all placed the primary focus in teaching Prevent 
on specific sessions which sought to educate students around the signs 
and risks of radicalisation. For most, this came in the form of tutorial 
sessions in which broader citizenship agendas were delivered, with one or 
two weeks per year dedicated specifically to Prevent. These were labelled 
‘raising awareness’ sessions which were about ‘building learner resilience’ 
(Teacher Trainer, Training Institute) through providing them with the 
knowledge and skills to identify and subsequently reject extremist or ter-
rorist narratives. Sessions provided examples, which I shortly discuss, of 
the processes of radicalisation and students being asked to explore what 
signs were shown, how these could have been stopped, and informed of 
what support might be put in place. These sessions were supplemented by 
posters which were visible in each room in each institution participating 
in the research that stated who to speak to should a student, or staff mem-
ber, be concerned that they or someone they know is or might be being 
radicalised. As with the perceived expectations around the regulation of 
British values, teaching staff also perceived their engagement with Prevent 
in the classroom to be inspected and thus requiring evidencing. Sessions 
solely devoted to this gave them a clear-cut means of doing so. For a 
number of staff members, external resources provided an avenue for them 
to obtain the evidence they perceived necessary to pass an inspection:

[The students] have to do a test at the end [of the workshop] and they get 
a certificate which they send to me (…) it’s one more thing that I can say if 
Ofsted come and go “how does X, Y, and Z know that” it’s just one more 
thing to back me up. (Business Administration and Customer Service 
Educator, Training Institute 2)

The emphasis this educator placed on being able to provide evidence for 
Ofsted was replicated by the majority of teaching staff who participated. 

 N. James



149

I suggest this was largely due to the context of compliance and regulation 
within which the Prevent Duty was placed and which was already shaped 
through these modes of governance (Ball et al., 2012). Yet, despite their 
familiarity with the requirements to evidence their compliance, this was 
still viewed by many of the staff members to be a limit upon their enact-
ments, because of the power that Ofsted was perceived to exert through 
their requirements to pass inspections. Whilst many of the DSLs voiced 
a preference for Prevent being brought in through ‘naturally’ occurring 
conversations, many of the teaching staff did not feel this to be enough to 
demonstrate their teaching of Prevent. As a result, whilst staff adopted 
their own approach to the pedagogy of Prevent, their scope for interpre-
tation was constrained by the perceived need to utilise approaches which 
would provide tangible evidence that they could have on ‘standby’ should 
they be asked for it by Ofsted.

The utilisation of external resources to conduct these sessions was com-
monplace across the institutions, whether in the form of videos, info-
graphics, online sessions or a combination. A number of these educators, 
and in some cases their DSLs, would seek out a variety of external 
resources to create packages of learning in order to direct and aid their 
delivery of content which was largely unfamiliar to them. The capacity to 
use external resources allowed staff to bridge knowledge and confidence 
gaps, enabling them to distance themselves from the content and instead 
provide pedagogic support around the skills that would require students 
to navigate the knowledge that had been supplied from elsewhere.

Moreover, most staff utilised these external sources in their attempts to 
avoid presenting simplistic or one-sided accounts of radicalisation by 
carefully selecting or developing their own resources. For these staff 
members, there remained an over-emphasis on Islamist-related concerns 
within the materials which were provided as learning resources. As a 
result, a number of staff who participated saw many of the generic 
resources associating radicalisation with Islam and thus Muslim students 
being seen as the target of the agenda (also see Dudenhoefer, 2018; 
Kyriacou, Szczepek Reed, Said, & Davies, 2017; Saeed, 2017). Though 
many of the DSLs had sought to provide resources that did not propagate 
such stereotypes, a number of teaching staff felt such adaptions had not 
gone far enough and therefore sought to further minimise the risk of 
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stigmatising Muslim students by supplementing these resources with 
their own. This commonly included the use of what staff referred to as 
examples of different forms of extremism, with focus predominantly 
placed on far-right inspired extremism as well as Islamist examples. Staff 
saw these efforts as their attempts to move Prevent away from being 
focused primarily on Muslims (see Chap. 2). Whilst several of the staff 
observed that it was problematic that these adaptions were necessary, 
their ability to enact the Duty through their own resources highlighted 
the malleability of the Duty and thus the capacity of those on the ground 
to shape it.

A significant proportion of the staff suggested, however, that the domi-
nance of wider public narratives of prejudice which placed Islam as a 
security threat limited the effectiveness of their efforts to shift perceptions 
about the focus of the Prevent Duty. These narratives were seen as con-
straining such efforts in two ways. Firstly, some staff recognised that 
ongoing exposure to prejudicial depictions of Islam within the media and 
government rhetoric was likely to give rise to bias within their own think-
ing and professional judgement. Secondly, some staff at least expressed 
the view that within a context of entrenched public discourses that posi-
tioned Islam as the primary terrorist threat, their attempts to challenge 
these depictions were likely to have limited effect.

Students recognised the attempts by staff to bring in non-Islamist 
forms of extremism and terrorism to their sessions, but also referenced 
the same problematic narratives of prejudice which conceptualised Islam, 
and therefore Muslims, as the terrorist threat. Almost all of the students 
who participated believed that it was the media who created this narrative 
of the terrorist as ‘the Asian guy with the beard’ (Rio, Student, Mixed 
Focus Group, Training Institute 2):

Like any brown person that you see on the street, they get labelled instantly 
don’t they. (Henry, Student, Mixed Focus Group, Academic Institute 2)

This sentiment was echoed by a number of students who suggested that 
white perpetrators of violence were often depicted, in contrast, as men-
tally unstable. Therefore, for many of the students, racial, cultural and 
religious signifiers had become central markers for understanding who 
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could be seen as threatening and thus the target of programmes like the 
Prevent Duty—namely Muslims, and those who looked Muslim. Efforts 
by their teachers to challenge this were welcomed but not perceived as 
enough to break such narratives down.

Many of the staff participants similarly recognised the barrage of media 
images and rhetoric that had been in place since 9/11 and had played an 
important role in shaping these young people’s perceptions of terror-
ism (See also Jerome & Elwick, 2019). For the majority of their students, 
Islamist-inspired terrorism had been all they had ever known. Moreover, 
for a number of staff and students, there was a feeling that by the point 
of further education, attempts to break down these perceptions were too 
little too late for individuals for whom these narratives had been accepted 
and normalised. For these staff members, their students pre-learned per-
ceptions meant their job to break down these narratives became even 
more challenging at an age where their views were already formed as they 
were entering into adulthood. As a result, for staff members, their efforts 
to minimise the problematic conceptions surrounding threat(s), and thus 
Prevent, rested not only on their capacities to shift away from a simplistic 
and one-sided presentation of radicalisation in their resources but also on 
their abilities to break down entrenched perceptions of who was likely to 
become radicalised. Thus whilst the Duty provided the space for other 
forms of extremism to be explored, and for previous claims around its 
targeting to be minimised, staff enactments to fulfil these adaptations 
through ground-level implementation were limited by such deeply 
engrained narratives of prejudice within the wider public discourse.

 The ‘Safeguarding’ Dimension of Prevent

Existing scholarship indicates broad acceptance within the education sec-
tor of the framing of Prevent as a safeguarding mechanism (Bryan, 2017; 
Busher, Choudhury, & Thomas, 2019; Jerome, Elwick, & Kazim, 2019). 
This was also found among the staff who participated in this research. 
Many did see the introduction of the Prevent Duty as an extension of 
their existing responsibilities around safeguarding their students from 
potential harms, with radicalisation seen in the same vein as child sexual 
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exploitation, abuse or substance misuse. Although some respondents 
made reference to the Counter-Terrorism Unit becoming involved in dis-
cussions around referrals for DSLs, once external support was felt to be 
required (James, forthcoming), internal referral processes relating to con-
cerns over potential radicalisation issues followed normal safeguarding 
procedures for teaching staff.

Where concerns were raised, teaching staff would disclose the matter 
to safeguarding teams, whether through a paperwork trail or an online 
system, and their DSL would then investigate the concern. In this sense, 
referrals under the Prevent Duty were no different than any other form of 
safeguarding. Whilst many online participants described this referral pro-
cess, face-to-face participants revealed a further layer of deliberation. This 
comprised informal conversations with colleagues prior to informing 
their safeguarding teams to gain further reassurance that their concerns 
were valid. Of note, respondents described these conversations as being 
more likely to take place in cases related to radicalisation than other forms 
of harm. Such discussions, often outside of the safeguarding team, were 
described as providing staff themselves with a safeguard against making 
the wrong call. This, in many cases, related to when staff had a gut feeling 
but wanted to affirm this with others. As one member of staff noted, this 
was partly a result of trying to manage their own possible unconscious 
bias. As she explained, when concerned about a Muslim student, she used 
these informal conversations with colleagues as a means of reducing the 
risk that she was over-interpreting the situation because of her religion:

I talked to other members of staff who said, ‘no, refer it’, so that was nice: 
that we could discuss it without kind of breaking data protection or any-
thing like that, I could discuss it with other people and that reassured me 
that I could report it. (Fine Art Educator, Academic Institute 1)

For this staff member, it was the fear of ‘interfering with that student’s 
right to be religious’ by viewing her increased religiosity as a central rea-
son for referral which led them to seek reassurance from colleagues that it 
was not their bias which was guiding their referral but a shift in behav-
iour. Student discussions also noted concerns around potential uncon-
scious bias from staff members in their referrals:
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I’m not saying I’m a terrorist (laughs) but I might show the same traits or 
warning signs or something but as like a small white girl I don’t think it’d 
be picked up as like ‘she might be a terrorist’ like I don’t think I’d have that 
problem whereas say, this college is very diverse, and I think if some other, 
like if a lad was like that and he was from a different ethnicity, from a dif-
ferent background, I think he would be more likely to be picked out as 
‘ooh what’s this about’ rather than, like me. (Ava, Student, Academic 
Institute 1)

This extract from Ava’s dialogue demonstrates the perception visible 
within a number of students’ experiences, that a perceived Muslimness 
was central to whether or not someone could be viewed as being poten-
tially radicalised. Cultural, ethnic and religious markers of difference 
were seen by students who shared Ava’s concerns as markers of ‘risk’ 
(Heath-Kelly, 2013) which became hyper-visible in their perceived asso-
ciation with terrorism. For a number of students, fellow students with 
these ‘traits’ were perceived to therefore be hyper-visible to those deciding 
who was ‘at risk’ of radicalisation. Yet, despite their reservations, almost 
all of the students thought that those deemed ‘at risk’ of radicalisation 
should be referred to the relevant authorities.

The notion of better to be safe than sorry was evident in many of the 
experiences—of both staff and students—where the potential fallout 
from a wrong call was seen to be a far lesser burden to carry than that of 
missing an opportunity to stop an attack(er). As in McGlynn and 
McDaid’s (2018) study of university students’ perceptions of Prevent 
then, the student participants in this study also appeared to accept and to 
have internalised the idea that Prevent comprised a legitimate form of 
safeguarding:

It’s safeguarding isn’t it? […] you’re [as a teacher] in place of the parents 
[…] so if you suspect somebody you’re not only protecting them like trying 
to get them out of that scenario, you’re protecting everybody else involved 
because if something was to happen, it’s not just them being affected, it’s 
the entire community. (Ashleigh, Student, Mixed Focus Group One, 
Training Institute 1)
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Though students understood they were being asked to be aware of the 
signs of radicalisation, the vast majority suggested that this was not some-
thing they felt was required of them, nor would it be something they 
would anticipate ever having to do. For most of the students in the 
research, though the threat of radicalisation was real, it was not some-
thing that was familiar or close to them or their peers. It was only after an 
attack had happened that students felt their awareness around terrorism 
and extremism became heightened; outside of these, this was something 
that felt distant. For students who suggested that the Manchester Arena 
attack did bring concerns around terrorism to their attention, their focus 
was placed on those impacted by the events, rather than the perpetrator. 
The likelihood that they or those they knew would be impacted by a ter-
rorist attack, even after the arena bombing, was low, but the likelihood 
that they or their friends might be the ones to perpetrate such an act was 
even lower. Instead, students’ concern over their friends would be put 
down to mental health, family problems, stress or other well-being issues; 
putting a concern down to potential radicalisation would be ‘a last resort’ 
(Rachel, Student, Mixed Focus Group, Academic Institute 1). For stu-
dents in the research, the visibility of attacks reified the presence of threat 
within wider society, but the perception that this was something they or 
their friends might be involved with was distanced.

These experiences highlighted an internalisation of the Prevent Duty 
as  a safeguarding mechanism. For both staff and students, the Duty’s 
enactment through those existing platforms of safeguarding was simply a 
continuation of the practices and principles of their institutions to pro-
tect students from harm. The concerns felt by some were largely seen as 
not being a result of the Duty itself, but as resulting from the problematic 
narratives of prejudice which surrounded perceptions of who the Duty 
was most likely to be preventing.

 Conclusion

Through this exploration of staff and student experiences, two narratives 
have emerged which, together, enable us to tell this story of the imple-
mentation of the Prevent Duty within these further education institutes.

 N. James
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Firstly, the experiences highlighted the way in which the malleability 
of the Duty enabled staff to utilise existing practices and processes as a 
means of embedding the Duty into their current pedagogical practices. 
Whether through its embedding of a values agenda or its requirement to 
refer those vulnerable to radicalisation, the Prevent Duty became some-
thing which was accepted and integrated into existing mechanisms. In 
this sense, the Duty simply extended responsibilities and actions that had 
already been expected of staff.

Secondly, there is a story of the limitations surrounding these enact-
ments. The limitations emerged from two key places: the processes of 
governance which regulate the Duty, and the wider public narratives of 
prejudice which inform and are informed by it. The malleability of the 
Duty enabled staff to minimise the perceived stigmatisations and divi-
sions which were felt to inform Prevent as a counter-terrorism agenda. 
This occurred through a shift away from an isolated focus on Islamist- 
inspired terrorism, a distancing from values as distinctly British and a 
recognition of internal bias regarding potential referrers. For educators 
and their students, these actions enabled them to challenge and seek to 
minimise the potential negative effects of the Prevent Duty that they 
perceived. However, staff members often perceived that their attempts to 
shift the focus of the Duty away from Muslims, or those who looked 
Muslim, were ultimately rendered fairly ineffective by the power of the 
public discourse which continued to perpetuate the idea that Prevent 
work did and ought to focus on Muslims.

The second place in which these limitations became apparent was in 
the processes of governance which surrounded the Duty. Staff perceived 
the Duty’s malleability to be limited by the requirements of Ofsted. 
Whilst external resources helped teachers bridge knowledge and confi-
dence gaps, they were also used to obtain documented evidence of teach-
ing Prevent; whilst ‘Our’ values were advocated, ‘British’ values were on 
posters or dropped in during inspections to ensure compliance. For many 
of the staff then, the Duty’s malleability opened up possibilities for varied 
enactments, but only so long as they could provide evidence of meeting 
the expectations of Ofsted.

It seems then that in FE, as in other parts of the education sector 
(Chaps. 5, 6, and 7), staff made use of significant malleability within the 

8 Enacting the Prevent Duty in Further Education 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45559-0_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45559-0_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45559-0_7


156

Prevent Duty to enact it in ways that they saw as fitting with their wider 
professional practice and commitment to the education and well-being 
of their students, and that arguably challenge some of the popular cri-
tiques of the Prevent agenda. Yet at the same time, the scope of educators 
and their students to interpret the Prevent Duty as they wanted was con-
strained by the environment in which they were operating, both in terms 
of the wider public discourses inscribed with significant and persistent 
anti-Muslim prejudice, and in terms of the processes of governance that 
often undermined the willingness or confidence of educators to exercise 
their professional judgement.
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