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Quality Area – Resource Management 
 
Document Title – Communicating our non-Governmental independence in relation 
to the counter extremism strategy (CONTEST) 
 
Purpose – This document sets standards to be used in all communications and 
practice relating to our core principle of independence and non-Governmental 
status. 
 
Document –  
 
1. Non-Governmental independence 

 
1.1. The Tim Parry Johnathan Ball Foundation for Peace (the Foundation) is a 

registered charity and Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO).  Our work is 
sensitive as we operate in a highly political sphere relating to violent conflict.  
We are funded by departments of national and international Government 
and similar bodies and as part of ‘state-led’ initiatives (e.g. counter 
terrorism) and we maintain relationships with a myriad of stakeholders 
some of whom may be directly or indirectly in conflict. 
 

1.2. Our position of independence is sacrosanct and must remain beyond 
challenge by any third party or stakeholder. 

 
1.3. We are a limited company in England and Wales, regulated by Companies 

House.  We are a registered charity regulated by the Charity Commission.  
The Foundation directors are appointed by the board of trustees and retain 
non-executive status.  They operate autonomously and appoint an executive 
leader (the Chief Executive - CEO) to direct and manage the business.  The 
CEO appoints leadership colleagues and a team of employees and associates 
and both the board and CEO recruit specialist support and advisers as 
required. 

 
1.4. The board and CEO operate to the protocols set out in the governing 

documents for the charity and prepares a statement and report annually.  
Day-to-day reporting is via a risk management process.  Independence is 
managed and guided through the risk process. 

 
2. Guiding principles 

 
2.1. The charity does not campaign, with the exception that we uphold the 

memory of the boys and the Warrington bombing and advocate for conflict 
resolution without resorting to violence – we campaign ‘for Peace.’ The 
Foundation, if it furthers the cause for peace, will seek to influence and 
advocate for change but only within its guiding principles. 
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2.2. The principles are as follows: 

• We are independent 

• We take no sides 

• We are not conflict specific 

• We are not faith based 

• We have no political allegiance 

• We do not take positions or campaign except for peace 

• We do not pursue causes 

• We work with all parties to stop violent conflict and in the prevention of 
violent extremism 
 

2.3. There are more detailed principles we adopt within our practice, but they 
are not covered here (see facilitation manual not part of the QAS). 

  
3. Funding from bodies or work with those holding an interest (vested or 

otherwise) 
 
3.1. The Foundation receives funding from bodies such as the UK Government 

and others who may have specific interests or aims and objectives that can 
be at odds with our definition of peace e.g. Government may share an aim in 
preventing violence but may also be using methods of defence and war to 
further its cause.  The UK Government’s PREVENT initiative from which some 
of our funding is sourced may be viewed with mistrust or even hostility by 
people or organisations we need to work with. 
 

3.2. Some organisations and people we work with may have been former 
perpetrators of violence and others may object to our association or work 
with them. 

 
4. The counter terrorism position of the UK Government (CONTEST) 

 
4.1. Before 2001, UK counter-terrorism was focused on responding to the 

situation in Northern Ireland.  That changed on 11 September 2001 (New 
York attacks 9/11).  The transition moved towards a focus on Al-Qaida 
affiliated foreign nationals and related groups to a so called US led ‘war on 
terror’ involving direct interventions in other nation states.  In the UK the 
attacks on London in July 2005 (London 7/7) increased the focus on “home 
grown” terrorism and an ever evolving and more concentrated effort to 
confront the underlying causes of terrorism – extremism and radicalisation. 
 

4.2.  In 2007, the UK Government introduced a CONTEST counter-terrorism 
strategy. 
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4.3. CONTEST identified four factors which enabled terrorist groups to grow and 

to survive: (1) conflict and instability; (2) aspects of modern technology; (3) a 
pervasive ideology; and (4) radicalisation. 

 
4.4. CONTEST organised into four work streams: (1) Pursue – to stop terrorist 

attacks; (2) Prevent – to stop people from becoming terrorists or supporting 
violent extremism; (3) Protect – to strengthen our protection against 
terrorism attack; and (4) Prepare – where an attack cannot be stopped, to 
mitigate its impact. 

 
4.5. The entire counter extremism strategy, CONTEST is not well known ‘publicly’ 

although the one work stream – PREVENT is far more in the public lexicon. 
 

4.6. In 2011, the Coalition Government made changes to separate out 
community based integration work from the more direct counter-terrorism 
activities. PREVENT took on a much more ‘challenging’ role with public 
sector organisations subject to more stringent duties to prevent people from 
being drawn into terrorism. This duty was placed on a statutory footing by 
the Counter-terrorism and Security Act 2015, together with guidance setting 
out how different sectors should play their part in implementing the strategy. 

 
4.7. In May 2015, the newly formed Conservative Government announced the 

introduction of an Extremism Bill which would implement measures put 
forward at the 2014 Party Conference and in the Conservative election 
manifesto aimed at non-violent forms of extremism. These include new civil 
orders to ban extremist groups, restricting the behaviour of extremist 
individuals, and to close down premises used for extremist purposes. 

 
4.8. A report (published August 2016) by the Home Affairs Select Committee 

examined PREVENT and concluded that there are concerns amongst certain 
‘Muslim’ communities and it recommended a new and different inclusive 
approach that is much more transparent – they suggested it should be 
renamed Engage, to attempt to remove its already "toxic" (a word they used 
but did not attribute) associations in the Muslim community. “Allaying these 
concerns and building trust will require full and wide engagement with all 
sections of the Muslim community, including at grassroots level - and not just 
with groups which already agree with the Government.“ 
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5. The Foundation’s overarching position on CONTEST 
 

5.1. Our entire aim is to undertake work for peace and in simple terms this 
means that whilst we accept conflict exists, we do not accept that violence is 
ever needed or justified to resolve conflict.  Peace in our terms is non-
violence – This fifth P (PEACE) is distinct from the CONTEST strategy (Prepare, 
Protect, Prevent, Pursue) and is the significant differentiation that sets our 
work apart and independent from Government. 
 

5.2. We believe that to build peace you have to deal with the prevention, 
resolution and response to violent conflict (the before, during and after).  
Our projects do this and all come together to form one programme for 
peace. 

 
5.3. We stand for peace and that means we will work with any person or 

organisation that shares the aspiration and desire.  This includes 
Government who we foster strong relationships with and who fund our work.  
However, we are not an agent of the state and are an independent 
commissioned provider, a charitable NGO and our position is distinctive and 
clear.  We work with anyone who embraces peace and seeks to further aims 
through non-violent means. 

 
6. The Foundation and PREVENT (part of CONTEST) 

 
6.1. We are supported by funding from PREVENT.  The prevention and resolution 

of violent conflict, including challenging radicalisation, violent extremism 
and countering terrorism is part of our core charitable aims. 
 

6.2. We hold relationships with the Government and all our PREVENT funded 
work is governed by formal grant agreement. Not one aspect of this 
‘commissioned’ relationship impacts our independence, principles or 
methods of operation.  

 
6.3. Foundation projects are the entire intellectual property of the Foundation, 

based on our practice and methodologies. 
 

6.4. Our position is one of working with ‘all sides’ and taking on a ‘critical friend’ 
role; but it is not one of total neutrality or impartiality as we challenge and 
are driven by the desire for peace.  However, we hold a position of ‘third 
party neutrality’ so our primary position is to ‘strike a balance’ and represent 
and ‘echo’ the voices of our beneficiaries and benefactors. 
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6.5. We will champion any aspect of PREVENT that is wholly about the 

prevention of violent conflict, we will also challenge ‘critics’ who take 
pejorative positions (e.g. using unqualified terms like PREVENT is a ‘toxic’ 
brand, suggesting PREVENT is some form of spying or security project or 
conflated with PREPARE, PROTECT or PURSUE).  Misrepresenting PREVENT 
misrepresents our work and independence and ultimately our credibility and 
we will defend against any such claims. 
 

6.6. We will also represent views of ourselves, and others, to Government and be 
strident when this is necessary.  We are not an agent of the state, or part of 
the machinery of Government, and our independence, political stance, civil 
society thought leader, secular position and absolute belief in non-violence 
permeates through everything we do and say. 

 
7. The key messages in relation to our PREVENT based work: 
 

7.1. The unique contribution of the Foundation is the ability to create the 
essential relationships where there are none or little in place - between the 
state, the authorities such as police, the city and the communities enabling 
PREVENT to actually function.  This is dependent on changing the 
atmosphere from ‘doing to’ to ‘doing with’.  
  

7.2. The Foundation team works hard with all partners to establish trust. 
Critically the Foundation manages an otherwise impossible trick:  seen as 
working with PREVENT but as a critical friend to all sides.  Good relations 
require the possibility to address the things, which make them difficult.  The 
peace building function enables this to happen. 

 
7.3. Our approach allows us to support everyone to edge away from suspicion, 

confrontation and resentment and towards an unexpected sense of 
common purpose and ownership.  This is a massive contribution to the 
success of PREVENT without which it cannot actually function. 

 
7.4. In relation to PREVENT: “we can make your/the initiative work, but you must 

let us work to build the relationships which are lacking, and which ultimately 
threaten the success of PREVENT.”  This means underlining the Foundation’s 
commitment to peace, our openness to all parties, including dissenters, the 
ability to hold controversial and difficult conversations and our willingness to 
be robust where required. 
 

7.5. The Foundation is making a huge contribution to PREVENT but we need to 
be clear that it is not identical with PREVENT. 
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8. Red Lines, Amber Warnings and Green Lights 
 

8.1. Red Lines 
o No covert working for government 
o No involvement in systems of administrative detention and restriction 

of people's liberty without due process of law (internment)  
o Any non-convicts on Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures 

(TPIMs)/Extremism Disruption Orders are excluded from our 
programme ‘For Peace’  

o No sharing of personal data without individual prior written consent; 
our default position, as a data controller, is to oppose sharing such 
data 

o No collection of covert intelligence on beneficiaries or cooperation in 
such efforts. This is with the exception of: Multi-Agency Public 
Protection Arrangements (MAPPA) for Channel referrals and/or 
Project Doctor (not active at present) that are voluntarily entered into 
by beneficiaries. This would be overt and with beneficiary consent.  

o No risk assessment responsibility. It is not the Foundation's role to 
certify the risk beneficiaries' pose to others 

o No 'signature' of the Official Secrets Act by our trustees, employees or 
associates 

o No deception of beneficiaries or stakeholders as to who funders are 
or the purposes for which monitoring and evaluation data is collected 
(including non-personal data) 

o No cooperation in the administration of 'black lists'  
o No explicit and binding requirement of prior approval of public 

communications or in publishing or discussing ‘dissenting’ voices, 
including those critical of Government – publication does not mean 
endorsement and/or approval 

o No cooperation in the planting of stories 
o No endorsement of Government definition(s) of extremism and 

radicalisation (see section nine) 
 

8.2. Amber Warnings 
o We will be cautious in cases when we have reasonable grounds to 

believe that partners or people are fronts for covert government 
activity in areas where the Government should not be acting covertly 

o Free, Prior and Informed Consent - we will verify that the consent of 
beneficiaries is meaningful 

o Encourage the government to be fully open and transparent in its 
discussion of topics and tools used in delivery and evaluation of 
programmes the Foundation is involved in. 
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o Declarations of values – the Home Office is requiring declarations for 
some of its funding. These often appear innocuous, and can be 
rationalised as pre-qualification questionnaires to indicate whether a 
service provider is 'technically' equipped to do the sort of 
political/cohesion work.  We will consider such requirements carefully. 

o Grey Lists – we will consider carefully what organisations we deal with 
whether black listed or not on a basis that they are genuinely seeking 
peace.  

o Developmental model - partnership is preferred to a 'parent child' 
commission relationship but we will remain slightly detached from 
any co-design model where editorial control over resource content is 
obscured. 

o Dependency - diversification of income strategy should be in place 
(see separate QAS document on income generation approach). The 
greater the dependency, even without partnership, the less scope 
there is to practically enforce red lines or land on the right side of the 
amber warnings.  

o Our independence is a resource for Commissioners in a relationship 
with us as a service provider through our credibility and this will not 
be compromised. 

o We will consider on a case-by-case basis any request for piloting of 
monitoring and evaluation for the Government. 

o It is unreasonable to offer no public comment on relationship with 
Government, especially if asked by the media. But cooperating in 
covert stories and PR campaigns will be avoided 

 
8.3. Green Lights 

o Prevention is Preferred. It's a good thing when a government's 
approach to violent conflict is to work out how to prevent it 
happening rather than responding with force. The Foundation has 
always been interested in preventing violent extremism and that is 
why we work with Government.  

o Safe Spaces...for Difficult Conversations: the Foundation does believe 
there is a link between 'non-violent extremism' and 'violent 
extremism'. De-humanising people in speech can lead to violence. But 
banning that speech doesn't work, and challenging it requires 
dialogue rather than shutting people down and shutting them out. 

o Products over Partnerships – this is our preferred purchasing 
‘commercial’ arrangement with Government as it is ‘politically’ 
cleaner.  
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o Problem is Real: violent extremism may appear low frequency, but it 
has high impact. Some of that impact can come in from a cycle of 
violence, of reciprocal polarisations: a spectacular stabbing leads to 
violence against mosques. While we should be critical and consult 
researchers, we should not wait for an unrealistically narrow yet deep 
evidence base before taking reasonable non-coercive steps based on 
well-documented approaches to similar issues.  

o Branding Isn't Everything. Funders for contentious work that is hard 
to sell are all too rare. Just as making peace involves dealing with 
enemies, so building peace involves courting controversy.  

 
9. Definitions 

 
9.1. These are some broad working definitions used as rough guidelines. In an 

area where meanings are contested and fluid it is essential the Foundation 
doesn’t become inflexible in its use of terms, if so doing gets in the way of its 
primary objects.  We adopt definitions from the best sources we can 
(modeled on those proposed by UNESCO, explicitly referring to the UN while 
doing so and then elaborating where necessary with long-standing 
definitions such as those contained in 'Allport's scale'). 
 

9.2. 'An extremist is someone who supports an idea, cause, or set of values, 
so adamantly and with so little recognition of any other views that they lose 
the will or ability to think critically and complexly. They lose respect for 
those with different values or beliefs'. [it closes the mind to evidence as well 
as dehumanising those of opposing views, without necessarily casting them 
as enemies or the targets of violence] 

 
9.3. Violent Extremism = extremism + violence + (perceived/real) enemy  

 
9.4. Terrorism = violent extremism that uses civilian fear of violence to achieve 

political objectives  
 

9.5. Radicalisation = process by which a person's views become extreme, 
especially regarding support for and use of violence. 
 
 


