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INTRODUCTION 

The Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 and its Prevent Duty inordinately criminalises 

Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME) students and restricts the freedom of expression, 

both political and religious, of Muslims.  

The unjust ‘blank cheque’ powers afforded to authorities by the Counter Terrorism and 

Security Act 2015 makes it a statutory obligation under the Prevent Duty for public bodies, 

such as the University of Bath, to surveil their students which will put limits on the academic 

freedoms that are essential to an intellectually open environment.  

Obligating lecturers and staff to report students who fit poorly-defined ‘warning signs’ and 

embroiling our teachers in terror-policing will alienate and marginalise students, whilst 

more powers to monitor students’ online communication turns us into an institution of 

suspects. 

REASON FOR CHANGE 

Considering 
1. The Government’s Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 places a statutory

requirement on public bodies – including universities – to ‘prevent people being

drawn into terrorism’ and to implement the Prevent Duty

2. The Prevent Duty, as part of the Government’s ‘anti-extremism’ work has been used

to create an expansive surveillance architecture to spy on the public and to police

dissent, systematically targeting BAME and Muslim people.

3. Under the Prevent Duty, lecturers have been known to report students as being ‘at

risk of radicalisation’ for merely taking an interest in political affairs in class, or for

observing their religion more closely, while politically active students have found

themselves visited by counter-terrorism officers

4. The Government’s counter-terrorism/security policy is fundamentally flawed in its

approach; its operant concepts of ‘extremism’ and ‘radicalism’ are ill-defined and

open to abuse for political ends

5. The Act further criminalises Muslims and BAME people, and comes amidst a

campaign of fear and demonization from the government.

Bath Students’ Union recognises that 
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1. Islamophobia is massively on the rise across Europe, is state-sponsored and 
legitimised by the mainstream media. 

2. The Government’s identified ‘warning signs of radicalisation’ problematize and 
renders suspect those with mental health difficulties; the Prevent Duty lists mental 
health issues as an “engagement factor” in the “individual pathway into terrorism” 
(as per Annex C ‘The Vulnerability Assessment Framework’ of the Governments 
Channel Duty Guidance1). 

3. The Prevent Duty could serve to isolate many students who already feel that the only 
avenue through which the Government will engage them is ‘anti-radicalisation’ 
initiatives, and only talking about the Muslim Community in a context of tackling 
terrorism and extremism, resulting in further alienation and disaffection 

4. The Prevent Duty discourages free expression and analysis of ideas. Academics, as 
well as anyone in a public sector job, should not have a duty to be part of the state 
surveillance  

5. Universities are places for education, not surveillance 
6. The implementation of the Prevent Duty and the University’s Prevent Policy on 

campus will not only isolate Muslim students but undermine the civil liberties of 
other groups such as environmental, political and humanitarian activists 

7. The National Union of Students (NUS) and University and Colleges Union (UCU) have 
both passed motions at their conferences opposing the Counter-Terrorism and 
Security Act and its Prevent Duty  

8. As a Charity, the Prevent Duty does not directly apply to the Students’ Union2  
9. The University of Bath’s strategy for Prevent (Prevent Policy V1.0) has  

a. Not ruled out IT filtering or monitoring student IT activity 
b.  Said it would “not allow gender segregation at any event it [the University] 

organises or at events held on its premises” (2.4.1). This broad and vague 
policy would put restriction on student activities, such as but not limited to, 
gender segregated sport practices, gender-specific safe spaces, and gender-
segregated prayer facilities for religious students 

THE PROPOSAL 

Bath Students’ Union will  

1. Mandate the Officers of this Union to not engage with the Prevent Duty as far as 

legally possible and challenge expectations that the University has of the Students’ 

Union and societies in relation to the Prevent duty if they pose a threat to students’ 

academic and political freedoms and treat students as suspects  

2. Put forward the case to the University that Students’ Union elected officers should 

not have to attend Prevent Duty awareness training 

3. Put out a public statement saying it publicly opposes the Prevent Duty  

                                                                 
1https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/425189/Channel_Duty_Gui
dance_April_2015.pdf 
2 http://s3-eu-west-
1.amazonaws.com/nusdigital/document/documents/17563/62b7f9144337a99fa5d00f502d460953/NUS%20G
uidance%20for%20Students%20Unions%20Prevent%20duty%20001358844.pdf? 



4. Work with campus trade unions including UCU on combating the Prevent Duty and 

its implementation on campus 

5. Educate students on the dangers of the Counter-Terrorism and Security Act 2015 

and the Prevent Duty to students’ academic, political and personal freedoms 

6. Lobby the university to be open and transparent about how they are engaging with 

Prevent Duties and other similar initiatives. This involves 

a. Demanding publications of how the policy is operating within the University 

and Students’ Union, including full access to materials used to train staff  

b. Lobbying for consultations with the Students’ Union, Student Groups, and 

specific groups of students such as Muslim students, regarding how this will 

affect them 

c. Lobbying for the University to specify in its Prevent Policy that the ban on 

gender segregated events (Prevent Policy V1.0 2.4.2.)  will have exceptions as 

per the Equality and Human Rights Commission Guidance for Universities and 

Students’ Union on the Equality Act 2010 and the Human Rights Act 1998, 

which specifies that “gender segregation is permissible during collective 

religious worship because it is not subject to equality law” and “other express 

exceptions under equality law [such as] communal accommodation, toilets 

and changing facilities, sports and welfare provision together with the 

potential for positive action measures” 


