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Executive Summary
1. Rights Watch (UK) (‘RWUK’) is a United Kingdom based non-governmental organisation which works to promote, protect, and monitor human rights, especially in the context of the UK’s engagement in conflict and counter-terrorism measures. RWUK is concerned to ensure that the decisions taken by the UK Government in pursuit of national security are compliant with the requirements of human rights and international law, drawing on over twenty-five years’ experience working in the field of counter-terrorism policy in the UK, particularly in the context of the Northern Ireland conflict. 

2. RWUK is grateful for the opportunity to submit a shadow report to the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (‘the CEDAW Committee’) as part of the Committee’s eighth periodic review of the United Kingdom. This shadow report addresses two of the identified questions regarding the UK Government’s compliance with the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (‘CEDAW’),
 namely:

2.1. The relationship between counter-terrorism and counter-extremism measures and prejudice against and stigmatization of Muslim women and girls;
 and
2.2. The effective participation of women in post-conflict transitional justice mechanisms in Northern Ireland.

Counter-Terrorism and Counter-Extremism Measures
3. The UK Government’s counter-terrorism and counter-extremism policies raise a series of significant concerns with respect to compliance with CEDAW, in particular:

3.1. The direct targeting of women under counter-terrorism policies in circumstances which fail to appreciate the vulnerability of those women and/or the reasons for their conduct;

3.2. The collateral consequences for women of the counter-terrorism policies directed at male family members;

3.3. The increasing securitization of social services, and the differential burden placed upon women in that context; and
3.4. The gendered impact of government surveillance policies used in respect of persons subject to counter-terrorism and counter-extremism monitoring.
Direct Targeting of Women: Articles 2, 3, and 5

4. Since the UK’s previous review by the CEDAW Committee, the number and proportion of women arrested, prosecuted, and convicted of counter-terrorism offences (while still a minority) has increased significantly.
 These offences also cover ancillary actions, such as ‘support’ for a proscribed organisation,
 which may be inherently gendered in certain communities, with female spouses or family members expected to provide, or coerced into providing, support for male offenders.

5. Particular problems exist where such women are in abusive relationships, and where counter-terrorism and other legislation imposes duties with which, in the context of such relationships, women cannot reasonably be expected to comply. Women may be convicted for the offence of ‘failing to provide information about acts of terrorism’
 by electing not to report abusive husbands to the authorities,
 and for child abduction
 or cruelty
 when taking their own children with them to Syria,
 even if their travel may not be voluntary.
6. RWUK considers that the use of counter-terrorism powers against women in circumstances where their alleged offences may be linked to intimidation or vulnerability in the context of abusive, coercive, or otherwise unequal domestic environments is inconsistent with the UK’s obligations under CEDAW to pursue the elimination of discrimination against women,
 to secure women’s advancement,
 and to take steps to modify (rather than reinforce) social and cultural patterns of inequality.

7. Additional harms arise for women following conviction. As the CEDAW Committee has highlighted, women who are convicted of criminal offences may suffer discrimination as a consequence of a failure to meet the specific needs of women in detention,
 and recent research has revealed a lack of tailored support for Muslim women in prisons in the UK.
 
8. Turning to the phenomenon of persons returning from the war in Syria and Iraq, the UK Government has responded by sharply increasing its use of administrative powers, such as temporary exclusion orders and deprivation of citizenship, to prevent re-entry to the UK.
 The UK Government estimates that 900 individuals travelled from the UK to Syria and Iraq since the start of the conflict, and approximately 40% have returned,
 the majority of whom are women with children.

9. The application of punitive administrative powers to women may put them in an extremely vulnerable position, making fleeing abusive or dangerous situations where a woman’s consent has been revoked practically impossible. Accordingly, as Professor Jayne Huckerby notes, such policies can ‘squeeze women and girls between terror and counter-terror.’
 Moreover, much media
 and some judicial
 treatment of women who travelled to Iraq and Syria have deployed reductive gendered and racialized stereotypes,
 framing them as ‘jihadi brides,’ thereby obscuring a more complex picture of women’s engagement in terrorism.

10. Research indicates that whilst most men travelled to Syria or Iraq alone, women regularly took children with them.
 Whilst the best interest of the child is, of course, the paramount consideration,
 these situations nonetheless present complex questions. The UK’s response has been to turn to the family courts, borrowing liberally from contested counter-terrorism concepts and measures, many of which have prompted serious human rights concerns in the counter-terrorism sphere. 
 RWUK is concerned that administrative orders may be used and judicial control may be exercised in respect of women whose involvement in terrorism-related activity or the war in Syria and Iraq may be ancillary, coerced, or involuntary. The application of sanctions without adequate assessment of the impact that coercive control or abuse may have on consent and intention would be inconsistent with protection and promotion of women’s rights.
 
Collateral Consequences of Targeting of Male Family Members: Articles 2, 3, 10, 11, and 13

11. The majority of restrictive counter-terrorism measures – from criminal offences to the administrative orders known as Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures (‘TPIMs’)
 – are imposed upon men.
 But this may have enduring collateral consequences on female family members.
 Women will face economic hardship where the directly targeted male was the principal wage earner in a household,
 a hardship that may be attenuated by a lack of employment opportunities due to factors such as discrimination,
 illiteracy,
 language barriers,
 family or community pressures,
 austerity,
 and the securitisation of public services.

12. Given the barriers in certain communities to female engagement in education, employment, and civic life, the UK Government must be particularly careful that counter-terrorism and counter-extremism measures imposed upon male members of those communities do not have unintended adverse consequences for female family members. Failure on the part of the UK Government to give specific consideration to such effects risks violation of the UK’s anti-discrimination duties in the sectors of education,
 employment,
 and social and economic life
 (under Articles 10, 11, and 13).  
Securitization of Services: Articles 2, 3, 5, 10, 11, 12, and 13

13. Since 2015, the Prevent pillar
 of the UK Government’s counter-terrorism strategy has placed public sector workers – including teachers, doctors, and social workers – under a legal duty to identify and report apparent signs of ‘extremism,’
which the Prevent strategy documents define as ‘vocal or active opposition to fundamental British values,
 including democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs.’
 Research conducted by RWUK has documented that, in practice, this has caught a wide spectrum of legitimate and protected free expression, and is disproportionality applied to minorities.
 Importantly, tasking public sector workers with reporting signs of extremism in their patients, students, and clients risks fundamentally redefining the relationship between service providers and the communities they serve, undermining trust in classrooms and consultation rooms across the country.

14. Subsequent to the introduction of this duty, the UK Government has recently sought to characterize the Prevent strategy in pastoral terms, suggesting that it is a ‘safeguarding’ measure: a statutory term which denotes promotion of welfare and protection of harm in respect of young or vulnerable people. Indeed, in its response to the Report of the UN Special Rapporteur on the Rights to Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and of Association, the UK Government stated that ‘Prevent is fundamentally about safeguarding.’
 Such a claim proceeds on the assumption that existing safeguarding frameworks would, in the absence of the additional duties of monitoring and reporting imposed by Prevent, have been inadequate to identify risks of harm to young or vulnerable individuals. RWUK considers that assumption unsubstantiated, and has recommended that any independent review of the Prevent strategy ought to consider whether any ‘gaps’ in existing safeguarding frameworks exist to justify the imposition of the Prevent duties.

15. According to the latest available Prevent statistics, the majority of referrals concern young people.
 The median age for referral from the education sector is 14. The sectors where the Prevent Duty has been rolled out – healthcare, education, and social care ​– may place a burden on caregivers, who are primarily women. Requiring service providers to implement a counter terrorism policy may inhibit women’s access to services, or limit what they will be willing to share in pastoral settings. RWUK is concerned that such impacts raise serious questions for the UK’s compliance with its obligations under CEDAW in respect of non-discrimination,
 women’s advancement,
 and equality in access to education,
 employment,
 health care,
 and social and economic life.

16. The announcement of a distinct Counter Extremism Strategy in 2015 ​– replete with references to female genital mutilation and ‘honour based’ violence – and the establishment of a Commission for Countering Extremism which has no remit on the Prevent Strategy, has further confused matters. As the national advocacy organisation for BME violence against women service providers, Imkaan, highlights:
‘while issues such as racialised sexual harassment are largely absent from public policy, Government approaches increasingly collapse violence against BME women and girls, in particular forced marriage, female genital mutilation and ‘honour based’ violence, with counter-extremism strategies.’ 
 
17. Imkaan notes that policies which label forms of violence ‘purely as manifestations of “culture” rather than the wider structures of gender inequality, patriarchy and different forms of oppression’ fail to attend to everyday forms of (domestic and sexual) violence which routinely impact on BME women and girls with profound implications for their rights.
 In practice, BME women victims and organisations have identified Prevent as a barrier facing BME women reporting domestic violence due to the distrust the policy has sown between minority communities and the authorities.

18. BME women victims have also stated that the policy deters them from reporting incidents to the police for fear of being viewed by police as belonging to a ‘radical’ community, and also due to concern that they would face backlash from their own community.
 Such consequences of the UK Government’s counter-extremism policies have the effect, therefore, of reinforcing existing social and cultural structures of discrimination and ill-treatment towards women, and deterring women’s trust for, and engagement with, the public services. RWUK is concerned that these outcomes are inconsistent with the UK’s obligations under CEDAW in respect of anti-discrimination,
 advancement,
 and promoting engagement in public life,
 as well as the UK’s obligation to take appropriate measures to achieve the elimination of prejudices and customary and other practices which subjugate women.

Gendered Surveillance: Articles 2, 3, 7, 10, 11, 12, and 13
19. Prevent is widely perceived as a tool of soft surveillance and intelligence gathering. Under Prevent, individuals identified by frontline professionals, or their community, friends and family, as at risk of being drawn into terrorism are reported to police. The police then screen these referrals, sometimes undertaking home visits, to identify those who should be referred on to the de-radicalization programme, known as Channel.
 Just 18% of referrals are deemed to warrant reaching the Channel stage, with many who are incorrectly referred experiencing devastating and stigmatizing effects.
 
20. But data is created on the individuals wrongly identified. And there is little transparency regarding how information collected under Prevent feeds into the other strands of the UK’s overarching CONTEST strategy, in particular the Pursue pillar, which seeks to pursue individuals involved in suspected terrorism. Indeed the latest version of the CONTEST strategy explicitly states that the ‘links between Prevent and Pursue work strands are particularly important,’
 and research has provided evidence of police operations deliberately using information gathered under Prevent to identify ‘subjects of interest’ and inform hard-edge policing or surveillance work.

21. The effects of this on Muslim individuals, or those who might be perceived to be Muslim, is detrimental and pervasive. For example, a recent study found that Muslim students, fearful of being profiled and labelled as ‘extremists,’ are self-censoring and disengaging from participation in public life.
 Muslim women and girls who display visible markers of Muslim identity – including wearing the hijab, jilbab, niqab, or burqa – may be acutely vulnerable to surveillance, particularly where surveillance is in effect ‘outsourced’ to the general public.

22. Unsurprisingly, the lowest proportion of Prevent referrals emanate from communities, friends and families, a dynamic the Government recently asserted they will seek to change over the next three years.
 Programming in this area has explicitly targeted women. Examples include the ‘Making A Stand’ campaign, which works with Muslim women, particularly mothers, to counter terrorist recruitment
 or the police campaign, on International Women’s Day, to encourage women, as the ‘hub of the family,’ to monitor their family members and report ‘something you feel is different.’

23. RWUK is concerned that the UK Government’s counter-terrorism and counter-extremism policies, which explicitly and implicitly incite surveillance of persons displaying visible signs of Muslim identity, including women, appear to discourage Muslim women from full participation in civic life. Such outcomes are inconsistent with the UK’s obligations under CEDAW, undermining efforts to combat discrimination against women
 and to promote their full civic engagement
 across sectors including education,
 employment,
 health care,
 and social and economic participation.

Northern Ireland
24. The Stormont House Agreement framework proposes a series of measures to address the legacy of the past, including the creation of four dedicated institutions: the Oral History Archive (‘OHA’); the Historical Investigations Unit (‘HIU’); the Independent Commission on Information Retrieval (‘ICIR’); and the Implementation and Reconciliation Group (‘IRG’) (collectively, the ‘Legacy Institutions’). In 2018, the UK Government launched a public consultation on its proposals for implementing those Legacy Institutions, as set out in its Draft Northern Ireland (Stormont House Agreement) Bill.
 As at the date of this shadow report, the UK Government has not published its final report in response to the public consultation.

25. Gender-sensitive design and implementation of post-conflict justice and accountability mechanisms is imperative if the Legacy Institutions are properly to deal with the full scope of conflict and post-conflict effects in Northern Ireland in a way which allows the community to deal with, and move on from, the legacy of the Troubles. Further, the UK is obliged under international law to ensure that any judicial and non-judicial mechanisms established pursuant to the Stormont House Agreement are gender sensitive, promote women’s rights,
 and ensure women’s equal participation in accordance with the principle of non-discrimination.

26. The UK Government’s proposals with respect to the design and contemplated operations of the Legacy Institutions fail properly to reflect gender sensitivity, These concerns have previously been raised by the Legacy Gender Integration Group,
 which in September 2015 developed the ‘Gender Principles for Dealing with the Legacy of the Past.’

27. RWUK contributes to, and strongly supports, the work of the Group, and considers that the current proposals set out in the Draft Bill raise concerns with respect to compliance with CEDAW and with the provisions of the Stormont House Agreement itself in three key areas:

27.1. The limited scope of the subject matter which the UK Government proposes the Legacy Institutions to address;

27.2. The composition of the Legacy Institutions; and

27.3. The methodology and means of participation in those Legacy Institutions.

Restricted Scope of Legacy Institutions: Articles 2, 3, and 5

28. RWUK is concerned that, as currently contemplated in the Draft Bill, the Legacy Institutions have no specific mandate to investigate and consider the gender impact of the conflict and post-conflict period in Northern Ireland. The scope of the HIU and ICIR is expressly restricted to the investigation of certain deaths.
 Restricting the subject matter to relevant deaths focus on disproportionately male impacts, while ignoring the vast majority of (non-fatal) harm which pervades the conflict and post-conflict period.

29. Further, the subject matter scope of the other Legacy Institutions – the OHA and the IRG – is also inadequate with respect to ensuring that women’s experiences are reflected and addressed, with neither institution subject to any express requirement to consider or address gender impacts in the conflict or post-conflict period.

30. Recent research has highlighted the complex relationship between gendered harms such as intimate partner violence (‘IPV’) and matters of policing, paramilitary activity, and segregation of communities associated with the legacy of the Troubles.
 Other forms of gendered harm, such as the nature and incidence of conflict-related sexual violence in Northern Ireland, also merit further investigation.
 

31. Failure to ensure that the Legacy Institutions properly address gendered harms would be inconsistent with the UK’s obligations, under CEDAW, not only to address discrimination
 and promote women’s advancement,
 but also to take appropriate measures to investigate and modify the social and cultural patterns of conduct which contribute to the subjugation of women,
 including in conflict and post-conflict circumstances. 
Provision for Women’s Involvement in Legacy Institution Composition: Articles 2, 3, 7, and 8 

32. The UK Government’s proposals for the composition of the Legacy Institutions are silent as to gender representation.
 In the circumstances of a pervasive gender imbalance in public life and academia in Northern Ireland,
 RWUK considers that ensuring gender balance in the composition of decision-making roles in the Legacy Institutions requires explicit provision in the governing legislation. The CEDAW Committee has previously expressed concern that women’s voices are often ‘silenced and marginalized in post-conflict and transition periods and recovery processes.’

33. Gender balance in the Legacy Institutions would support the UK’s obligations under CEDAW in respect of addressing discrimination,
 promoting women’s advancement,
 and ensuring women’s participation in public and political life at the domestic
 and international level.

Inadequate Provision for Women’s Participation: Articles 2, 3 and 7
34. Another aspect in which women’s participation does not appear adequately provided for in the UK Government’s proposed framework for implementing the Stormont House Agreement Legacy Institutions lies in the absence of any explicit provision for gender in the methodology of those Institutions day to day. Many international transitional justice mechanisms have taken the prudent step of ensuring, or aiming at, gender balance in the recruitment of staff dealing with victims and taking statements from witnesses.

35. Doing so reduces the risk of conscious or unconscious barriers to full and frank disclosure from victims potentially uncomfortable with discussing their experiences (particularly IPV and sexual violence) with staff of another gender. RWUK is concerned that a failure to provide a sufficient degree of victim’s (and women’s) participation in the Legacy Institutions will harm the UK’s efforts to comply with its CEDAW obligations to protect
 and advance
 women’s rights and promote women’s engagement in public life.
 

Conclusions

36.  As set out above, RWUK is concerned that the UK Government’s policies in the fields of counter-terrorism and counter-extremism, and its proposals with respect to the design and operation of the transitional justice mechanisms tasked with dealing with the legacy of the Troubles pursuant to the Stormont House Agreement, do not adequately conform with the UK’s obligations under CEDAW to, inter alia, pursue the elimination of discrimination against women, advance women’s rights, and ensure women’s full participation in civic life. RWUK recommends that the CEDAW Committee examines closely the UK Government’s proposals in these fields and requires of the UK Government specific commitments to investigate and mitigate such adverse consequences which violate international law.
Adriana Edmeades-Jones

Legal and Policy Director

Rosalind Comyn

Senior Legal and Policy Officer

Rights Watch (UK)

22 Bloomsbury Square

London
� 	UN General Assembly, Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (adopted 18 December 1979, entered into force 3 September 1981) 1249 UNTS 13 (‘CEDAW’).


� 	CEDAW Committee, ‘List of Issues and Questions in Relation to the Eighth Periodic Report of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland’ (3 August 2018), UN Doc. CEDAW/C/GBR/Q/8 (‘List of Issues’), [7].


� 	List of Issues, [15].


�	In 2017, women comprised 15% of those arrested for terrorism-related offences in 2017, 13% of those charged and 17% of those convicted. This constitutes the highest number of females arrested in any calendar year since the Government began collecting data, and the highest proportion of female arrests since the year ending December 2015. See: Home Office, ‘Operation of Police Powers Under the Terrorism Act 2000 and Subsequent Legislation: Arrests, Outcomes, and Stop and Search, Great Britain, Quarterly Update to December 2017’ (Statistical Bulletin 05/18, 8 March 2018) (‘Police Powers Statistics 2018’).


� 	Terrorism Act 2000, s12.


� 	Terrorism Act 2000, s38B(1)(b).


� 	See, for example: ‘Trainee teacher guilty of not revealing husband's IS plans,’ BBC News (24 February 2016), available at: https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-35653366


� 	Child Abduction Act 1984, s1.


� 	Children and Young Persons Act 1933, s1.


� 	See: Crown Prosecution Service, Child Abuse (Non-Sexual) – Prosecution Guidance (6 September 2017), available at: https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/child-abuse-non-sexual-prosecution-guidance


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 5.


� 	CEDAW Committee, General Recommendation No 33 on Women’s Access to Justice (23 July 2015), UN Doc. CEDAW/C/GC/33, [48].


� 	Muslim Hands, ‘(In)Visibility: Female. Muslim. Imprisoned’ (February 2018), available at: https://muslimhands.org.uk/_ui/uploads/lk2ki4/(In)Visibility_Web.pdf


� 	See: HM Government, ‘Transparency Report 2018: Disruptive and Investigatory Powers’ (July 2018).


� 	Rt Hon Ben Wallace MP, Response to Urgent Question: Foreign Fighters and the Death Penalty, HC Deb, 11 October 2018, c291.


�	HM Government, ‘CONTEST: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism’ (Cm 9608, June 2018) (‘CONTEST’), [48].


�	J Huckerby, ‘Gender, Violent Extremism, and Countering Violent Extremism,’ Just Security (3 March 2015), available at: https://www.justsecurity.org/20620/gender-violent-extremism-countering-violent-extremism-cve/


�	A Martini, ‘Making Women Terrorists into “Jihadi brides:” An Analysis of Media Narratives on Women Joining ISIS’ (2018) 11(3) Critical Studies on Terrorism 459-477. 


�	As Ahdash has identified, in radicalization cases in the family courts judges have explicitly noted that the risk children face differs according to gender. See F Ahdash, ‘The Interaction between Family Law and Counter-Terrorism: A Critical Examination of the Radicalisation Cases in the Family Courts' (2018) 30 Child and Family Law Quarterly 389-413, 391, citing London Borough of Tower Hamlets v M and Others [2015] EWHC 869 (Fam); [2015] 2 FLR 1431, [4]. In particular, judges note that girls are at risk of becoming ‘Jihadi Brides:’ London Borough of Tower Hamlets v B [2016] EWHC 1707 (Fam); [2016] 2 FLR 887, [86].


� 	As Saeed notes, in contemporary representations, Muslim female representation ‘oscillates between the oppressed victim and the hidden radical.’ See: T Saeed, Islamophobia and Securitization: Religion, Ethnicity and the Female Voice (2016), p13.


� 	See: United Nations Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force: Working Group on Promoting and Protecting Human Rights and the Rule of Law while Countering Terrorism, ‘Guidance on Human Rights-Compliant Responses to the Threat Posed by Foreign Fighters’ (2018), available at: https://www.un.org/sc/ctc/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Human-Rights-Responses-to-Foreign-Fighters-web-final.pdf


�	R Bryson, ‘For Caliph and Country: Exploring How British Jihadis Join a Global Movement,’ (September 2017), available at: https://institute.global/sites/default/files/inline-files/For-Caliph-Country.pdf


�	UN General Assembly, Convention on the Rights of the Child (adopted 20 November 1989, entered into force 2 September 1990) 1577 UNTS 3 (‘CRC’), Article 3.


�	See, generally, Ahdash, above n21, 389-413. For cases, see: Tower Hamlets London Borough Council v M [2016] 1 All ER 182; Re X (children) (Risk of Removal to Syria) [2015] 2 FLR 1487; Re M (Children) (Wardship: Jurisdiction and Powers) [2016] 1 FLR 1055; and Re Z [2015] EWHC 2350 (Fam). According to the UK government, family court proceedings had been applied to approximately 50 children from 20 families by mid 2016. See: HM Government, ‘CONTEST: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism: Annual Report for 2015’ (Cm 9310, July 2016), [2.36].


� 	Contrary to CEDAW, Articles 2 and 3.


� 	Under the Terrorism Prevention and Investigation Measures Act 2011.


� 	See: Police Powers Statistics 2018. 


� 	‘Report of the Special Rapporteur on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms While Countering Terrorism’ (3 August 2009), UN Doc. A/64/211, [30].


�	R Kasseem, ‘Gendered Erasure in the Global “War on Terror:” An Unmasked Interrogation’ in J Huckerby and M Satterthwaite (eds), Gender, National Security and Counter-Terrorism (2013), p17-18.


�	See: CEDAW Committee, General Recommendation No 28 on the Core Obligations of States Parties under Article 2 of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (16 December 2010), UN Doc. CEDAW/C/GC/28, [18].


�	CEDAW Committee, General Recommendation No 35 on Gender-Based Violence against Women, Updating General Recommendation No 19 (14 July 2017), UN Doc. CEDAW/C/GC/35 (‘General Recommendation 35’), [12].


�	General Recommendation 35, [12].


�	See: UK Parliament House of Commons Women and Equalities Committee, ‘Employment Opportunities for Muslims in the UK,’ (Second Report of Session 2016-17, HC 89).


�	‘Statement on Visit to the United Kingdom, by Professor Philip Alston, United Nations Special Rapporteur on Extreme Poverty and Human Rights’ (16 November 2018), available at https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Poverty/EOM_GB_16Nov2018.pdf


�	Developed below at [15]-[20].


� 	CEDAW, Article 10.


� 	CEDAW, Article 11.


� 	CEDAW, Article 13.


� 	HM Government, Prevent Strategy (Cm 8092, June 2011) (‘Prevent Strategy’); and HM Government, ‘CONTEST: The United Kingdom’s Strategy for Countering Terrorism’ (Cm 9608, June 2018) (‘CONTEST’), [99]-[130].


� 	Counter Terrorism and Security Act 2015, s26.


� 	The more recent Counter-Extremism Strategy has slightly tweaked the UK Government’s definition of ‘extremism,’ recasting ‘fundamental British values’ as ‘our fundamental values,’ but this change has not been reflected in the wording of the Prevent strategy. See: HM Government, Counter-Extremism Strategy (Cm 9148, October 2015), p9.


� 	Prevent Strategy, Annex A.


� 	Rights Watch (UK), ‘Preventing Education? Human Rights and UK Counter-Terrorism Policy in Schools’ (July 2016), available at: http://rwuk.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/preventing-education-final-to-print-3.compressed-1.pdf


� 	See also: Open Society Justice Initiative, ‘Eroding Trust: The UK’s Prevent Counter-Extremism Strategy in Health and Education’ (2016), available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/sites/default/files/eroding-trust-20161017_0.pdf" �https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/sites/default/files/eroding-trust-20161017_0.pdf�; and C Heath-Kelly and E Strausz, ‘Counterterrorism in the NHS: Evaluating Prevent Duty Safeguarding by Midlands Healthcare Providers’ (2018), available at: � HYPERLINK "https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/pais/research/researchcentres/irs/counterterrorisminthenhs/project_report_60pp.pdf" �https://warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/pais/research/researchcentres/irs/counterterrorisminthenhs/project_report_60pp.pdf�


� 	‘Report of the Special Rapporteur on the Rights to Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and of Association: Comments by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland’ (2 June 2017), UN Doc. A/HRC/35/28/Add.4, [6].


� 	Rights Watch (UK) and Liberty, ‘Briefing on the Higher Education and Research Bill: An Independent Review of Prevent’ (March 2017), [13].


�	Home Office, ‘Individuals Referred To and Supported Through the Prevent Programme, April 2017 to March 2018’ (Statistical bulletin 31/18, 13 December 2018) (‘Prevent Statistics 2018’).


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 10.


� 	CEDAW, Article 11.


� 	CEDAW, Article 12.


� 	CEDAW, Article 13.


� 	Imkaan, ‘Capital Losses: The State of the Specialist BME Ending Violence Against Women and Girls Sector in London’ (2016), p13, available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.trustforlondon.org.uk/publications/capital-losses-state-specialist-bme-ending-violence-against-women-and-girls-sector-london/" �https://www.trustforlondon.org.uk/publications/capital-losses-state-specialist-bme-ending-violence-against-women-and-girls-sector-london/�


�	Ibid.


� 	Sisters for Change, ‘Unequal Regard, Unequal Protection: Public Authority Responses to Violence Against BME Women in England’ (September 2017), available at: http://www.gmspfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SistersForChange_UnequalRegardUnequalProtection_Nov2017-1.pdf


�	Ibid.


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 13.


� 	CEDAW, Article 5.


� 	See: HM Government, ‘Channel Duty Guidance: Protecting Vulnerable People From Being Drawn into Terrorism’ (2015).


�	Prevent Statistics 2018.


�	CONTEST, [94].


�	M Innes, C Roberts and T Lowe, ‘A Disruptive Influence? “Prevent‐ing” Problems and Countering Violent Extremism Policy in Practice’ (2017) 51(2) Law & Society Review 2, 252-281; and R Sabir, ‘Blurred Lines and False Dichotomies: Integrating Counterinsurgency into the UK’s Domestic “War on Terror”’ (2017) 37(2) Critical Social Policy 1, 12.


�	See: SOAS, ‘Muslim Students Self-Censor on UK Campuses, According to Initial Findings From SOAS Research’ (10 September 2018), available at: � HYPERLINK "https://www.soas.ac.uk/news/newsitem134462.html" �https://www.soas.ac.uk/news/newsitem134462.html�


�	CONTEST, [122].


� 	S Hooper, ‘UK “Grassroots” Anti-Extremism Campaign Produced by Home Office,’ Middle East Eye (13 June 2016), available at: https://www.middleeasteye.net/news/exclusive-uk-grassroots-anti-extremism-campaign-produced-home-office-422117779


�	See: https://twitter.com/TerrorismPolice/status/839377655501750272


� 	CEDAW, Articles 2 and 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 7.


� 	CEDAW, Article 10.


� 	CEDAW, Article 11.


� 	CEDAW, Article 12.


� 	CEDAW, Article 13.


� 	Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/706283/Draft_Northern_Ireland__Stormont_House_Agreement__Bill.pdf


� 	CEDAW, Articles 2 and 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 7. The importance of developing a gender sensitive approach, and of ensuring women’s participation in post-conflict mechanisms, has been specifically emphasized by the UN Security Council and the CEDAW Committee. See: UN Security Council, Resolution 1325 (2000) (31 October 2000), UN Doc. S/RES/1325 (2000); and UN Security Council, Resolution 2122 (2013) (18 October 2013), UN Doc. S/RES/2122 (2013); and CEDAW Committee, General Recommendation No 30 on Women in Conflict Prevention, Conflict and Post-Conflict Situations (18 October 2013), UN Doc. CEDAW/C/GC/30 (‘General Comment 30’).


� 	Membership includes representatives of the Falls Community Council, the Committee on the Administration of Justice, the Pat Finucane Centre, the WAVE Trauma Centre, Relatives for Justice, the Transitional Justice Institute at Ulster University, IRiSS at Ulster University, the University of Massachusetts-Amherst, and Rights Watch (UK).


� 	Legacy Gender Integration Group, ‘Gender Principles for Dealing with the Legacy of the Past’ (September 2015), available at: https://www.ulster.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/66285/Gender-Principle-Report-Sept-2015_Final-Version.pdf


� 	Draft Bill, ss6(1) and 41(1).


� 	Draft Bill, ss51(1) and 60(1).


� 	See: M McWilliams and J Doyle, ‘Violent Conflict, Political Settlement, and Intimate Partner Violence: Lessons from Northern Ireland,’ Transitional Justice Institute Research Paper No 19-04 (February 2018); and J Doyle and M McWilliams, ‘Intimate Partner Violence in Conflict and Post-Conflict Societies: Insights and Lessons from Northern Ireland,’ Political Settlements Research Programme (May 2018), available at: https://blogs.sps.ed.ac.uk/politicalsettlements/files/2018/07/2018_PSRP-Violence-Report-NI.pdf


� 	See: C O’Rourke and A Swaine, ‘Gender, Violence, and Reparations in Northern Ireland: A Story Yet to Be Told’ (2017) 21(9) International Journal of Human Rights 1302.


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 5.


� 	As reflected in the provisions regarding the make up of the HIU (Draft Bill, s3(1); Schedule 2, para 2); the appointment of the Deputy Keeper’s steering group in the OHA (Draft Bill, s52(9)(a)); and the commissioning of the IRG’s academic experts (Draft Bill, s62(1)).


� 	See, for instance: Y Galligan, ‘Gender and Politics in Northern Ireland: The Representation Gap Revisited,’ (2013) 28(3) Irish Political Studies 413-433.


� 	General Comment 30, [42]. See also [43] and [46(b)].


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 7.


� 	CEDAW, Article 8.


� 	CEDAW, Article 2.


� 	CEDAW, Article 3.


� 	CEDAW, Article 7.





PAGE  
1

