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Abstract

Background: Multiagency responses to reduce radicalisation often involve colla-

borations between police, government, nongovernment, business and/or community

organisations. The complexities of radicalisation suggest it is impossible for any

single agency to address the problem alone. Police‐involved multiagency partner-

ships may disrupt pathways from radicalisation to violence by addressing multiple

risk factors in a coordinated manner.

Objectives:

1. Synthesise evidence on the effectiveness of police‐involved multiagency inter-

ventions on radicalisation or multiagency collaboration

2. Qualitatively synthesise information about how the intervention works (me-

chanisms), intervention context (moderators), implementation factors and eco-

nomic considerations.

Search Methods: Terrorism‐related terms were used to search the Global Policing

Database, terrorism/counterterrorism websites and repositories, and relevant

journals for published and unpublished evaluations conducted 2002–2018. The

search was conducted November 2019. Expert consultation, reference harvesting

and forward citation searching was conducted November 2020.

Selection Criteria: Eligible studies needed to report an intervention where police

partnered with at least one other agency and explicitly aimed to address terrorism,

violent extremism or radicalisation. Objective 1 eligible outcomes included violent

extremism, radicalisation and/or terrorism, and multiagency collaboration. Only

impact evaluations using experimental or robust quasi‐experimental designs were

eligible. Objective 2 placed no limits on outcomes. Studies needed to report an

empirical assessment of an eligible intervention and provide data on mechanisms,

moderators, implementation or economic considerations.

Data Collection and Analysis: The search identified 7384 records. Systematic screening

identified 181 studies, of which five were eligible for Objective 1 and 26 for Objective 2.

Effectiveness studies could not be meta‐analysed, so were summarised and effect size
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data reported. Studies for Objective 2 were narratively synthesised by mechanisms,

moderators, implementation, and economic considerations. Risk of bias was assessed

using ROBINS‐I, EPHPP, EMMIE and CASP checklists.

Results: One study examined the impact on vulnerability to radicalisation, using a

quasi‐experimental matched comparison group design and surveys of volunteers

(n = 191). Effects were small to medium and, aside from one item, favoured the

intervention. Four studies examined the impact on the nature and quality of mul-

tiagency collaboration, using regression models and surveys of practitioners. Inter-

ventions included: alignment with national counterterrorism guidelines (n = 272);

number of counterterrorism partnerships (n = 294); influence of, or receipt of,

homeland security grants (n = 350, n = 208). Study findings were mixed. Of the 181

studies that examined mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and economic

considerations, only 26 studies rigorously examined mechanisms (k = 1), moderators

(k = 1), implementation factors (k = 21) or economic factors (k = 4).

All included studies contained high risk of bias and/or methodological issues,

substantially reducing confidence in the findings.

Authors' Conclusions: A limited number of effectiveness studies were identified, and

none evaluated the impact on at‐risk or radicalised individuals. More investment

needs to be made in robust evaluation across a broader range of interventions.

Qualitative synthesis suggests that collaboration may be enhanced when partners

take time to build trust and shared goals, staff are not overburdened with admin-

istration, there are strong privacy provisions for intelligence sharing, and there is

ongoing support and training.

1 | PLAIN LANGUAGE SUMMARY

1.1 | Limited evidence for police‐involved
multiagency partnerships that seek to reduce
radicalisation to violence

Multiagency partnerships involving police are often implemented to

foster collaboration and reduce radicalisation to violence. There is no

clear evidence to support this approach, although a small number of

studies provide mixed evidence about the effectiveness of multi-

agency partnerships for improving collaboration. Some studies offer

insights about the costs and ways to best implement multiagency

programmes.

1.2 | What is this review about?

Police multiagency responses to violent extremism aim to reduce

radicalisation to violence by fostering collaboration and part-

nering with other governmental agencies, private businesses,

community organisations, or service providers. Police can play a

central role in these partnerships because they are often one of

the first points of contact with individuals who have radicalised

to extremism.

What is the aim of this review?

This Campbell systematic review examines the

processes and impact of police‐involved multi-

agency partnerships that aim to address ter-

rorism, violent extremism, or radicalisation to

violence. The review summarises evidence from

five studies that met the impact review criteria

and 26 studies that were qualitatively synthe-

sised to explore the processes of multiagency

collaboration.

1.3 | What studies are included?

This review includes studies that evaluated either the processes or

impacts of programmes that involve police acting in partnership with

at least one other agency and that were aimed at reducing terrorism,

violent extremism or radicalisation to violence.

The systematic search identified 7384 potential studies, of which

five assessed the effectiveness of police‐involved multiagency inter-

ventions. A total of 181 studies examined how the intervention might
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work (mechanisms), under what context or conditions the interven-

tion operates (moderators), the implementation factors and eco-

nomic considerations. Of the 181 studies, 26 studies met the

threshold for in‐depth qualitative synthesis to more comprehensively

understand the mechanisms, moderators, implementation and eco-

nomic considerations for police‐involved multiagency interventions.

1.4 | What are the findings of this review?

There is not enough evidence to assess whether these programmes work

to reduce radicalisation to violence. Only one study assessed the impact

of a police‐involved multiagency partnership on radicalisation to violence.

This study evaluated the World Organisation for Resource Development

Education (WORDE) programme, a Muslim community‐based education

and awareness programme involving police in some components.

1.4.1 | Do multiagency programmes that aim to
reduce radicalisation to violence improve
collaboration?

There is a small amount of mixed evidence regarding whether these

programmes can work to improve collaborations between agencies. Four

studies met the inclusion criteria to assess the impact of a police multi-

agency partnership on interagency collaboration. The first study ex-

amined the impact of agency alignment with a Target Capabilities List

(TCL). The evidence from this study showed that greater alignment with

the TCL was associated with better working relationships, more in-

telligence sharing, and more engagement with the U.S. Federal Bureau of

Investigation (FBI), other law enforcement agencies, and fusion centres.

The second study assessed whether the number of multiagency

collaborative partners influenced perceptions of clarity and under-

standing of the strategies and goals of organisations at three levels.

Evidence from this study suggests that a larger number of collaborative

partners is associated with better understandings of missions, responsi-

bilities and goals at the state and local/departmental level, but not at the

federal level, where more partners is associated with less understanding.

The third and fourth studies both examined the impact of grants

from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS). One study

found a negative direct relationship between the perceptions of the

influence of DHS grants, and homeland security preparedness. The

final study found that the receipt of DHS funding did not significantly

predict whether or not an agency engaged in at least one form of

homeland security innovation.

1.4.2 | What processes facilitate or constrain
implementation of this intervention?

Twenty‐six studies met our threshold for more thorough examination

of the processes that facilitate or constrain implementation, as well

as providing information about the costs and benefits of the

programme. Some themes that emerged include the importance of

taking time to build trust and shared goals among partners; not

overburdening staff with administrative tasks; targeted and strong

privacy provisions in place for intelligence sharing; and access to

ongoing support and training for multiagency partners.

1.5 | What do the findings of this review mean?

There is limited and mixed evidence about the processes and impact

of police‐involved multiagency programs aimed at reducing radicali-

sation to violence. Only five initiatives so far have been evaluated for

effectiveness, and with low quality methods. A larger number of

studies (181) provide insights in the context, functioning and cost

effectiveness of police‐involved multiagency initiatives, with 26

higher‐quality studies synthesised in‐depth. Future research should

aim to rigorously evaluate the outcomes of such initiatives.

1.6 | How up‐to‐date is this review?

The review authors searched for studies conducted between January

2002 and December 2018.

2 | BACKGROUND

2.1 | The problem, condition or issue

Violent radicalisation is a complex problem, complicated by the lack

of a clear terrorist profile and variation in the risk factors that predict

violent extremism across individuals and groups (Campelo

et al., 2018; Carlsson et al., 2020; Desmarais et al., 2017; Wolfowicz

et al., 2019). While models of understanding radicalisation vary

(Borum, 2015; Christmann, 2012; Desmarais et al., 2017;

Horgan, 2008; Koehler, 2017; Kruglanski et al., 2019; Sarma, 2017),

it is broadly defined as the process by “which a person adopts

extremist views and moves towards committing a violent act”

(Hardy, 2018, p. 76; Irwin, 2015; Jensen et al., 2018). Radicalisation

has been linked with individual and group engagement in terrorist

attacks against innocent civilians (Wilner & Dubouloz, 2010), as well

as individuals entering conflict zones to join formal extremist groups

to engage in violent combat (Lindekilde et al., 2016). As a result,

radicalisation has become a key focus for counterterrorism and

violence prevention interventions.

The complex and varied nature of individuals' progression from

radicalisation to violence presents challenges for designing and

evaluating appropriate interventions and policy responses (Hafez &

Mullins, 2015; Helmus et al., 2017; Horgan, 2008; Horgan &

Braddock, 2010; Jensen et al., 2018; Kruglanski et al., 2019). This

level of complexity has driven national counterterrorism policy

agendas to adopt intersectoral and multiagency responses that aim

to address various radicalisation processes and risks (Beutel &
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Weinberger, 2016). These multiagency responses often involve

partnerships and collaborations between various different agencies

and entities (Hardy, 2018), such as governmental agencies, private

businesses, community organisations, and service providers.

Multiagency interventions can provide a framework for pooling and

sharing resources to address a common problem (Crawford, 1999;

Rosenbaum, 2002), such as radicalisation to violence. Yet they can be

challenging to implement, and their effectiveness may be influenced by

the quality and nature of the collaboration between agencies (see Berry

et al., 2011 for review; Atkinson, 2019; Gittell, 2006; Kelman et al., 2013;

McCarthy & O'Neill, 2014; Rosenbaum, 2002). Multiagency interventions

may be conceptualised on a continuum, with activities ranging from

minimal collaboration to a wholistic integration of agencies and organi-

sations (Atkinson, 2019). As a result, the outcomes of multiagency in-

terventions may vary depending on where the intervention falls—or is

perceived to fall—on this collaborative continuum (Atkinson, 2019).

Partnerships can enhance formal and informal communication, trust, re-

spect, shared goals, and knowledge (Bond & Gittell, 2010). Conversely,

partnership‐based interventions may highlight a number of shortcomings

in service delivery including the disjointed nature of services, the need for

significant stakeholder buy‐in, the isolation for some of the organisations

or individuals, and the resource‐intensive nature of many of these col-

laborations (Atkinson, 2019; Bond & Gittell, 2010; Crawford, 1999;

McCarthy & O'Neill, 2014; Youansamouth, 2019). There is also the

possibility that multiagency approaches could lead to adverse outcomes

(Galloway, 2017; Norton, 2018). For example, multiagency responses that

have poor levels of coordination and communication could lead to cases

falling through the cracks where no one agency responds under the

misguided assumption that another partner agency is taking the lead

(Richards, 2017; Smith et al., 1992). Ransley (2016) also raises the pos-

sibility of coercion from multiagency responses. Therefore, when asses-

sing the effectiveness and the intended outcomes of multiagency

interventions, it is also important to consider the context, potential

backfire effects, and quality of the processes underpinning multiagency

collaboration.

A broad range of agencies and experts can be involved in multi-

agency approaches for reducing radicalisation to violence or violent ex-

tremism (Weine et al., 2017). Nevertheless, the police are often one of

the first points of contact with individuals who have radicalised to ex-

tremism. The police are also the first point of call for those who are

concerned about or report known associates, friends or family members

as being at‐risk of radicalisation. As such, police are important partners

for identifying, reducing and building resilience to radicalisation

(Cherney, 2015). This review will, therefore, focus on the effectiveness of

police‐involved multiagency interventions for reducing radicalisation to

violence and improving multiagency collaboration.

2.2 | The intervention

Multiagency interventions are characterised by two or more entities

partnering to solve a shared problem. These entities may be gov-

ernment agencies (such as education, immigration, customs, home

affairs, employment, housing, health), or nongovernmental agencies,

including: local councils; businesses; community organisations (such

as churches, mosques and other houses of worship) and service

providers (such as resettlement agencies, local health providers). This

review included any multiagency intervention, where at least one of

those partners is the police and where the intervention explicitly

aims to address terrorism, violent extremism or radicalisation to

violence. This type of intervention can include a range of approaches,

including: police engaging with different community and agency

stakeholders to help identify terrorist threats (Innes et al., 2011;

Ramiriz et al., 2013); police working with other agencies to refer,

assess, or case‐manage individuals convicted of terrorism or identi-

fied as at‐risk for radicalisation (Cherney & Belton, 2019); or police

forming task forces or partaking in regular structured meetings with

other agencies to problem‐solve issues pertaining to radicalisation or

extremism (Koehler, 2016).

2.3 | How the intervention might work

Some observe that there is a great deal of heterogeneity in the risk

factors and triggers for radicalisation (Dalgaard‐Nielsen, 2010, 2018;

Horgan, 2009). This means there is a variety of risk and background

factors that may lead an individual (or a group of individuals) to

radicalise to violent extremism (Campelo et al., 2018; Carlsson

et al., 2020; Vergani et al., 2018). Research also demonstrates the

complex nature of different progression pathways from radicalisation

to violence (Horgan, 2008; Kruglanski et al., 2019, 2020). The lit-

erature is, therefore, in agreement that the complex nature of radi-

calisation risk and pathway processes to violence makes it difficult

for any single agency, organisation or entity to address the problem

alone (Dalgaard‐Nielsen, 2018). As such, interventions to address the

problem of radicalisation to violence are often characterised by

multiagency partnerships, working across different service delivery

sectors (see e.g., Cherney & Belton, 2019; Innes et al., 2011).

Multiagency partnerships may disrupt pathways from radicali-

sation to violence by collectively addressing multiple risk factors in a

holistic and coordinated manner (Butt & Tuck, 2014). The multi-

agency approach to tackling violent extremism may be effective be-

cause it fosters a coordination of effort (Kelman et al., 2013), draws

from a broad range of expertise (Crawford, 1999), allows for in-

formation and intelligence sharing (Cherney, 2018; Murphy, 2008;

Slayton, 2000), and enables the pooling of resources (Crawford,

1999; Sestoft et al., 2017).

El‐Said (2015) describes a range of different ways that multi-

agency partnerships operate: by formal and informal arrangements,

such as legislative or regulatory frameworks, memoranda of under-

standing or policy standards stipulating channels for information

sharing or better interpersonal relations between agencies (see also

Koehler, 2016). These arrangements create opportunities for re-

ferrals being made from various sources (Koehler, 2017), increasing

the capacities for partnerships to detect and respond to those at

early pathways to radicalisation and violence. The capacities of
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multiagency partnerships to better detect and respond to problems

over and above what is possible by agencies or entities working alone

are enhanced through better information sharing and referral pro-

cesses (Cherney, 2018; Murphy, 2008; Slayton, 2000). Partnerships

can enhance programme planning and design so that counter radi-

calisation strategies address the required risks and vulnerabilities

amongst individuals and groups (Koehler, 2017). The range of ex-

pertise across multiagency partners also help to enhance programme

implementation by ensuring that all required components of a

strategy are delivered (Crawford, 1999). They are likewise important

in relation to programme evaluation by enabling the sharing of data

that can be used to assess programme effectiveness (Cherney, 2018).

2.4 | Why it is important to do the review

Police cannot tackle the problem of radicalisation, violent extremism,

and terrorism on their own (Cherney & Hartley, 2017). Many of the

risk factors for radicalisation and violent extremism are complex

(Dawson et al., 2016; Hafez & Mullins, 2015; Kruglanski

et al., 2019, 2020). Research suggests that it is not just the presence

of risk factors, but rather the accumulation of risk factors (Campelo

et al., 2018; Carlsson et al., 2020; Simi et al., 2016) and what Vergani

et al. (2018) describe as the push, pull and personal nature of the

radicalisation process. The complexity of the process, therefore, can

trigger a range of different vulnerabilities. Some of these vulner-

abilities relate to a lack of sense of belonging (Harris‐Hogan, 2014),

which requires different institutional responses spanning the family,

educational and work context, all of which contribute to the forma-

tion of a sense of identity (Kruglanski et al., 2019).

The complexity and variability of the radicalisation process provides

an opportunity for police to partner with various agencies and community

groups to tackle radicalisation in a multifaceted manner. As such, multi-

agency interventions have become an important approach to tackle the

problem of radicalisation and violent extremism (Butt & Tuck, 2014;

Mucha, 2017; Sestoft et al., 2017). Existing evidence, however, does not

provide a clear understanding of the effectiveness of police‐involved,
multiagency approaches to radicalisation (Cherney & Hartley, 2017;

Koehler, 2017; MacDonald, 2002). In addition, there are no existing re-

views of multiagency programs, with police as partner, for addressing

radicalisation to violence.1 Given the cost of forming multiagency

interventions and the organisational complexities of managing and

maintaining these types of responses, it is imperative to know whether

current multiagency approaches that include police partners are effective

for reducing radicalisation to violence and enhancing multiagency

collaboration. Policy makers, practitioners, and researchers also need to

understand not only whether the intervention works, but also how the

intervention works (mechanisms), under what conditions or contexts

(moderators), and what the implementation considerations and cost

implications are.

This review aims to fill a significant gap in the evidence‐based
literature for countering violent extremism in two ways. First, by

quantitatively synthesising the existing evidence for the impact of

multiagency police‐involved programs on violent radicalisation or

multiagency collaboration. Second, by qualitatively synthesising re-

search that reports on the mechanisms, moderators, implementation

considerations, and economic information pertaining to police‐
involved multiagency programs that aim to counter radicalisation to

violence. The results from this review will inform future decision‐
making regarding the design and evaluation of multiagency programs

by synthesising the evidence for their effectiveness, identifying po-

tential gaps in the evidence‐base, and providing insight into what

level of investment is required for the implementation and evaluation

of primary studies.

3 | OBJECTIVES

The first objective of this review (Objective 1) is to answer the question:

how effective are police‐involved multiagency interventions at reducing

radicalisation to violence or improving multiagency collaboration? As part

of this objective, the review also aimed to ascertain if the effectiveness of

police‐involved multiagency interventions varies by geographical location,

target population, nature of the intervention approach (e.g., number of

components, specific intervention techniques), and number and type of

multiagency partners. The second objective of this review (Objective 2) is

to qualitatively synthesise pertinent information about how police‐
involved multiagency interventions for countering radicalisation to vio-

lence might work (mechanisms), under what context or conditions

(moderators), the implementation factors, and economic considerations.

4 | METHODS

4.1 | Criteria for considering studies for this review

4.1.1 | Types of studies

To fulfil the objectives of this review, two types of studies will be

included. The specific type of studies used to address each review

objective may overlap, and are detailed in the subsections below.

Types of study designs for review of effectiveness (Objective 1)

To be included in the review of effectiveness (Objective 1), a study

needed to be a quantitative impact evaluation that employed a rando-

mised experimental (e.g., RCT) or a quasi‐experimental design with a

comparison group that does not receive the intervention. Eligible com-

parison groups were: “business‐as‐usual” treatment, no intervention, or

an alternative intervention (treatment‐treatment designs).

Rigorous quasi‐experimental studies can also be used to estimate

causality, particularly when the research design includes strategies to

1We conducted a search of the literature using the following terms to identify existing

reviews: terroris* OR extremis* OR radicali*. Searches of the following locations did not

identify any existing systematic reviews (completed or ongoing) on the specific topic pro-

posed in this proposal: Campbell Collaboration; Cochrane Collaboration; PROSPERO reg-

istry; Google Scholar.
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minimise threats to internal validity (see Farrington, 2003; Shadish

et al., 2002). Strategies for reducing threats to internal validity may

include: controlling case assignment to treatment and comparison

groups (regression discontinuity), matching characteristics of the

treatment and comparison groups (matched control), statistically

accounting for differences between the treatment and comparison

groups (designs using multiple regression analysis), or providing a

difference‐in‐difference analysis (parallel cohorts with pre‐ and

posttest measures). The following “strong” quasi‐experimental de-

signs were eligible for this review:

• Cross‐over designs
• Regression discontinuity designs

• Designs using multivariate controls (e.g., multiple regression)

• Matched control group designs with or without preintervention

baseline measures (propensity or statistically matched)

• Unmatched control group designs without preintervention mea-

sures where the control group has face validity

• Unmatched control group designs with pre‐post intervention

measures which allow for difference‐in‐difference analysis

• Short interrupted time‐series designs with control group (<25

preintervention and 25 postintervention observations

(Glass, 1997)

• Long interrupted time‐series designs with or without a control

group (≥25 preintervention and postintervention observations

(Glass, 1997)

Less rigorous quasi‐experimental designs can be used to illus-

trate the magnitude of the relationship between an intervention

and an outcome, yet have limitations for establishing causality.

Therefore, we excluded the following weaker quasi‐experimental

designs in the synthesis of intervention effectiveness:

• Raw unadjusted correlational designs where the variation in the

level of the intervention is compared to the variation in the level of

the outcome; and

• Single group designs with pre‐ and postintervention measures.

Types of study designs for review of mechanisms, moderators,

implementation and economic considerations (Objective 2)

To be included in the qualitative synthesis of the potential mechan-

isms, moderators, implementation factors, and economic considera-

tions related to the intervention (Objective 2), each study needed to

be (a) already included in the quantitative synthesis of impact eva-

luations (see above for review Objective 1); or (b) be an empirical

study reporting on an eligible intervention. To be an empirical study,

the authors must have either reported on primary quantitative or

qualitative data or conducted secondary analysis of primary quanti-

tative or qualitative data. We acknowledge that qualitative studies

may not present “data” per se, but report on empirical work such as

textual themes from key informant interviews or focus groups, or

information gathered by observational methods (e.g., participant‐
observers). Purely theoretical work, opinion pieces or research re-

ports that only summarised, referenced or described previous in-

tervention studies were not used for the qualitative synthesis.

4.1.2 | Types of participants

For both the review of effectiveness (Objective 1) and the review of

mechanisms, moderators, implementation and economic considera-

tions (Objective 2), this review included studies that use any of the

following populations:

1. Individuals of any age, gender, or ethnicity; or

2. Micro places (e.g., street corners, buildings, police beats, street

segments); or

3. Macro places (e.g., neighbourhoods, communities, police districts).

We placed no limits on the geographical region reported in the study.

Specifically, we included studies conducted in high‐, low‐ and middle‐
income countries.

4.2 | Types of interventions

For both the review of effectiveness (Objective 1) and the review of

mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and economic considera-

tions (Objective 2), we included any police‐involved multiagency in-

tervention that aimed to address terrorism, violent extremism or

radicalisation to violence. Specifically, each study must have met two

intervention criteria:

1. Report on a multiagency intervention where police are a partner,

defined as some kind of a strategy, technique, approach, activity,

campaign, training, programme, directive, or funding/organisa-

tional change that involved police and at least one other agency

(Higginson, Eggins, et al., 2015). Police involvement was broadly

defined as:

• Police initiation, development or leadership;

• Police are recipients of the intervention or the intervention is re-

lated, focused or targeted to police practices or

• Delivery or implementation of the intervention by police.

The other agencies or entities involved in the intervention could be

government or nongovernmental agencies, including government

agencies (e.g., education, immigration, customs, home affairs, em-

ployment, housing, health), local councils, businesses, communities

(e.g., churches, mosques and other houses of worship), and services

providers (e.g., resettlement agencies, local health providers).

AND

2. Report on a multiagency intervention with police as a partner that

aimed to address terrorism, violent extremism, or radicalisation to

violence, as defined or specified by study authors.

We anticipated that multiagency interventions with police as a

partner that aim to address terrorism, violent extremism or radica-

lisation to violence may include:
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• Police being trained OR police training or educating partner(s), to

improve recognition, referral and responses to radicalisation, in-

cluding guiding at‐risk populations towards numerous forms of

support services offered by various partnerships, such as life skills

mentoring, anger management sessions, and cognitive/behavioural

therapy (Home Office, 2015a).

• Community awareness programs or training delivered to police OR

police delivering community awareness training or programs to

partner(s) to help partner(s) identify someone who may already be

engaged in illegal terrorist‐related activity and are referred to the

police (Home Office, 2009).

• Police working in partnership with universities to train, engage,

intervene and consult on action plans to reduce at‐risk youth to

extremist messaging (Angus, 2016).

• Approaches that involve police working with other agencies to

refer, assess, or case‐manage individuals convicted of terrorism or

identified as at‐risk of radicalisation (Cherney & Belton, 2019).

• Police partnering with other agencies to address radicalisation or

extremism through regular structured/unstructured focus groups

or meetings that may or may not be formalised (e.g., memoranda of

understanding) or by forming task forces or multiagency inter-

vention teams.

• Police working with external agencies to divert an individual away

from violent extremism (e.g., UK Channel program, Home

Office, 2015b).

• Police officers undertaking various forms of engagement with

different community and agency stakeholders to help identify

terrorist threats (Innes et al., 2011; Ramiriz et al., 2013).

4.2.1 | Types of outcome measures

Types of outcome measures for review of effectiveness (Objective 1)

For the review of effectiveness (Objective 1), we included studies

with two main categories of outcomes. The first was radicalisation to

violence. For the purposes of this review, radicalisation to violence

was defined as the process by “which a person adopts extremist

views and moves towards committing a violent act” (Hardy, 2018,

p. 76; Jensen et al., 2018). It is important to note that “radicalisation”

remains inconclusively defined in the literature (Heath‐Kelly, 2013)
and violence is just one potential outcome of radicalisation (An-

gus, 2016; Hafez & Mullins, 2015; Schmid, 2013). We also recognise

that terminology in the extant literature (e.g., radicalisation and ex-

tremism) is often used interchangeably (Borum, 2012), and that

outcomes may not be labelled explicitly as “radicalisation to vio-

lence”. Other labels that may be used include: radicalisation (Hor-

gan, 2009), extremism, violent extremism (Khalil & Zeuthen, 2016),

political violence, ideologically motivated violence, political ex-

tremism (Lafree et al., 2018), violent radicalisation (Bartlet & Miller,

2012) and terrorism (Christmann, 2012).

We included outcome data measured through self‐report in-

struments, interviews, observations and/or official data (e.g., contact

with police, calls‐for‐service reporting incidents, arrests, charges,

prosecution, sentencing and correctional data). Some examples of

how radicalisation to violence can be measured include:

• Violent Extremist Risk Assessment‐2 (VERA‐2): A risk assessment

of the “likelihood of future violence by an identified offender who

has been convicted of unlawful ideologically motivated violence”

(RTI International, 2018, p. 10; Pressman & Flockton, 2012).

• Extremist Risk Guidance Factors (ERG 22+): Assesses the needs and

risks of offenders who have either been convicted of an extremist

offence or have shown behaviours or attitudes that raise concerns

about their potential to commit extremist offences (Knudsen, 2020).

• IAT‐8: Assesses the effectiveness of a current intervention at re-

ducing or altering the level of vulnerability to radicalisation (RTI

International, 2018).

• RADAR assessments: Identifies “individuals who would benefit

from services to help them disengage from violent extremism” (RTI

International, 2018, p. 10) by assessing a variety of observations

including religious understanding and knowledge, radicalisation

source, intervention goals and progress undertaken to achieve

these goals (Cherney & Belton, 2019)

• Terrorist Radicalisation Assessment Protocol (TRAP‐18): A pro-

fessional judgement instrument for risk and threat assessment of

individuals who may engage in lone‐actor terrorism (Meloy, 2018).

The second outcome category in the review was multiagency collabora-

tion, broadly defined as a measure that relates to the quality and nature

of the partnership between the agencies involved in the intervention. The

quality and nature of collaborations or partnerships can be operationally

defined in different ways, ranging from the degree of practical sharing of

resources (Rosenbaum, 2002) to relational perspectives that encompass

variables such as: frequency and quality of communication, shared goals

and knowledge, and trust or respect (Bond & Gittell, 2010; Gittell, 2006).

This review included both practical and relational measures of colla-

boration, captured by self‐report or official/administrative data, in one or

more of the following categories:

• Information sharing (e.g., frequency, quality);

• Perceptions of trust, respect, or legitimacy within multiagency

collaborations or

• Degree of shared goals and understanding between multiagency

partners.

Types of outcome measures for review of mechanisms, moderators,

implementation and economic considerations (Objective 2)

To be included in the qualitative synthesis of the potential mechanisms,

moderators, implementation factors and economic considerations

(Objective 2), no specific outcome measures were required. Any empirical

study of a police‐involved multiagency programme that aimed to address

terrorism, violent extremism, or radicalisation to violence was examined

for empirical qualitative or quantitative data pertaining to mechanisms,

moderators, implementation or economic considerations (see Supporting

Information Appendix C for definitions). We note the differences in the

conceptualisation of “outcomes” for quantitative and qualitative studies,
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whereby qualitative studies may not distinguish between different types

of variables such as independent, predictor, outcome, moderator or

mediator variables. Rather, qualitative studies are likely to present the-

matic textual data drawn from interviews, focus groups or observational

methods. In addition, study authors may use mechanism, moderator,

implementation and economic variables as outcome variables, or they

may use data within these domains as mediators or moderators to ex-

plore their impact on study outcomes. To provide a comprehensive

synthesis of potential mechanisms, moderators, implementation factors,

and economic considerations, we included empirical studies that reported

on data in any of these domains, regardless of whether the data are

conceptualised as an “outcome variable”.

4.2.2 | Duration of follow‐up

For both the review of effectiveness (Objective 1) and the review of

mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and economic considera-

tions (Objective 2), we included studies with follow‐up periods of any

length. If there was variation in the length of follow‐up across stu-

dies, we planned to group and synthesise studies with comparable

follow‐up durations. For example, short (e.g., 0–3 months post-

intervention), medium (>3, <6 months) and long‐term follow‐up
(>6 months postintervention). While this was not required for this

review, we will take this approach in future updates to the review.

4.2.3 | Types of settings

We aimed to include studies reporting on an impact evaluation of an

eligible intervention using eligible participants, outcome(s) and an eligible

research design in any setting. Where there were multiple conceptually

distinct settings, we planned to synthesise the studies within the settings

separately. However, due to the paucity of information about study

settings, we were unable to take this synthesis approach.

We assessed titles/abstracts and full‐text documents that were

conducted or published between January 2002 and December 2018.

Titles/abstracts published in a language other than English were

translated using Google Scholar to identify if they were potentially

eligible for the review. If eligibility could not be determined using

Google Translate, the first author of the study was contacted to

ascertain eligibility. If there was no response from the author or their

contact details could not be located, the study was included in the

“References to studies awaiting classification” section.

4.3 | Search methods for identification of studies

The full search record for this review is provided in Supporting In-

formation Appendix A. Electronic, grey literature, trial registry, and

journal hand searches were conducted between November 2019 and

March 2020. Reference harvesting, forward citation searching, and con-

sultation with experts was conducted in November 2020. The overall

search captured research conducted or published between January 2002

and December 2018. Due to the search functionalities of some websites,

there was no ability to restrict searches to this date range, and so re-

search from all publication years was assessed for eligibility.

4.3.1 | Electronic searches

The search for this review was led by the Global Policing Database

(GPD) research team at the University of Queensland (Elizabeth

Eggins, Lorelei Hine and Lorraine Mazerolle) and Queensland Uni-

versity of Technology (Angela Higginson). The University of

Queensland is home to the GPD (www.gpd.uq.edu.au), which served

as the main search location for this review. The GPD is a web‐based
and searchable database designed to capture all published and un-

published experimental and quasi‐experimental evaluations of poli-

cing interventions conducted since 1950. There are no restrictions on

the type of policing technique, type of outcome measure or language

of the research (Higginson, Benier, et al., 2015). The GPD is compiled

using systematic search and screening techniques, which are re-

ported in Higginson, Eggins, et al. (2015) and summarised in Sup-

porting Information Appendix B. Broadly, the GPD search protocol

includes an extensive range of search locations to ensure that both

published and unpublished research is captured across criminology

and allied disciplines.

The GPD systematic search uses a broad range of policing and

research search terms and systematically progresses the screening of

the captured research in sequential stages with increasing specificity.

At the initial title and abstract screening stage, records identified by

the systematic search are screened on whether they are broadly

about police or policing (see Higginson, Benier, et al., 2015). At

subsequent full‐text screening stages, documents retained at the

initial stage are then screened on whether they report on a quanti-

tative impact evaluation of an intervention relating to police or po-

licing, with no limits on outcome measures. As a result, refined

corpuses of policing research can be searched and extracted from the

GPD without the need to use policing search terms. Because our

review captured both quantitative and qualitative studies of eligible

interventions, we extracted data from the GPD from the point of title

and abstract eligibility (i.e., is the document broadly about police or

policing). We searched the title and abstracts within this corpus

published between 2002 and 2018, using the following search terms:

*terror* OR extrem* OR *radical*.

4.3.2 | Searching other resources

We also employed strategies to extend the GPD search. This

included:

• Searching trial registries (those not indexed by WHO, but listed on

the Office for Human Research Protections website https://www.

hhs.gov/ohrp/international/clinical-trial-registries/index.html;
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• Searching counterterrorism organisation websites (see Table 1);

• Conducting reference harvesting on existing reviews and eligible

studies;

• Forward citation searching for all documents eligible for review

Objective 1;

• Liaising with the Five Country Research and Development Net-

work (5RD), and the DHS Advisory Board network for the

Campbell Collaboration grants, to enquire about eligible studies

that may not be publicly available;

• Personally contacting prominent scholars in the field and authors

of eligible studies to enquire about eligible studies not yet dis-

seminated or published; and

• Hand‐searching the following journals to identify eligible docu-

ments published in the 12 months prior to the systematic search

date that may not have been indexed in academic databases:

a. Critical Studies on Terrorism

b. Dynamics of Asymmetric Conflict

c. Intelligence and Counter Terrorism

d. International Journal of Conflict and Violence

e. Journal for Deradicalization

f. Journal of Policing

g. Perspectives on Terrorism

h. Police Quarterly

i. Policing—An international Journal of Police Strategies and

Management,

j. Policing & Society

k. Sciences of Terrorism and Political Aggression

l. Studies in Conflict & Terrorism

m. Terrorism & Political Violence

4.4 | Data collection and analysis

4.4.1 | Selection of studies

Title and abstract screening

After removal of duplicates and ineligible documents types (e.g., book

reviews, blog posts), all records captured by the systematic search were

imported into review management software, SysReview (Higginson &

Neville, 2014). Two review authors (E. E. and L. H.)—with assistance from

trained research staff—screened the titles and abstracts for all records

identified by the search according to the following exclusion criteria:

1. Ineligible document type (e.g., book review);

2. Record is not unique (i.e., duplicate);

3. Record is not about policing terrorism, radicalisation, or extremism.

Prior to independent screening, all staff engaged in title and abstract

screening assessed the same set of 50 records and two review authors (E.

E. and L. H.) compared their judgements to verify consistent decision‐
making and provide feedback to each screener. In addition, a sample of

10% of all excluded titles and abstracts across all screeners were cross‐
checked for accuracy by one review author (L. H.) and any disagreements

were mediated by a different review author (E. E.).

TABLE 1 Grey literature search locations

Organisation Website

Global Terrorism Research Centre (Monash University) http://artsonline.monash.edu.au/gtrec/publications/

Triangle Centre on Terrorism and Homeland Security https://sites.duke.edu/tcths/

Department of Homeland Security https://www.dhs.gov/topics

Public Safety Canada https://www.publicsafety.gc.ca/index-en.aspx

National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to

Terrorism (START)

https://www.start.umd.edu/

Terrorism Research Centre http://www.terrorism.org/

Global Centre on Cooperative Security https://www.globalcentre.org/publications/

Hedayah http://www.hedayahcentre.org/publications

RAND Corporation https://www.rand.org/topics/terrorism.html?content-type=research

Radicalization Awareness Network (RAN) https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/networks/

radicalization_awareness_network_en

RadicalizationResearch https://www.radicalizationresearch.org/

Royal United Services Institute (RUSI) https://rusi.org/

Impact Europe http://impacteurope.eu/

National Criminal Justice Reference Service https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/AbstractDB/AbstractDBSearch.aspx

Terrorism Research Centre (University of Arkansas) https://terrorismresearch.uark.edu

International Association of Law Enforcement Intelligence Analysts https://www.ialeia.org

Naval Post‐Graduate School https://nps.edu
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Although all efforts were made to remove ineligible document

types and duplicates prior to screening, automated and manual

cleaning can be less than perfect. As such, the first two exclusion

criteria were used to remove ineligible document types and dupli-

cates prior to screening each record on substantive content re-

levance. It is important to note that “policing” is broadly

operationalised in both the GPD screening and the screening for this

review. Specifically, a title and abstract can be screened as being

about policing if, for example: police are study participants, police are

involved in implementing an intervention (alone or in partnership

with others), or the focus of the research appears to be police tools,

technologies or techniques (see Higginson, Benier, et al., 2015).

All potentially eligible records then progressed to full‐text elig-
ibility screening. Most records indexed in the GPD have a pre‐
existing full‐text document. However, records from the additional

searches that were deemed as potentially eligible at the title and

abstract screening stage progressed to literature retrieval, where

attempts were made to locate the full‐text document. Where full‐text
documents could not be retrieved via existing university resources,

they were ordered through the review authors' university libraries. If

the full‐text document could not be located, the abstract was used to

assess whether the study met full‐text eligibility criteria. Where a

decision could not be unequivocally made about eligibility based on

the abstract, the record was categorised as a study awaiting classi-

fication (see “References to studies awaiting classification” section).

Full‐text eligibility screening

Two review authors (E. E. and L. H.)—with assistance from trained

research staff—screened the full‐text of each document for final

eligibility using a two‐stage process. The following exclusion criteria

was used for the first stage of screening:

1. Ineligible document type (e.g., book review);

2. Document is not unique (i.e., duplicate);

3. Document does not refer to an eligible intervention;

4. Document does not report on an empirical study of a multiagency

intervention with police as a partner that aims to address radi-

calisation, terrorism, or extremism.

While all efforts were made to remove ineligible document types and

duplicate documents in earlier stages, these types of records can occa-

sionally progress into later stages of screening (e.g., where duplicate re-

cords are not adjacent to each other during screening or where screeners

cannot unequivocally determine the document type based on the title

and abstract). Therefore, the first two exclusion criteria were used to

remove ineligible document types and duplicates before they progressed

to the more time‐intensive full‐text screening on inclusion criteria.

The purpose of the second stage of screening was to categorise

studies according to the review objectives. Specifically, screeners

were asked to determine whether each study was (a) a quantitative

impact evaluation of an eligible intervention, using an eligible re-

search design, outcomes, and participants; (b) an empirical (qualita-

tive and/or quantitative) study describing the implementation

factors, economic considerations, moderators, and/or mechanisms of

an eligible intervention; or (c) a study that eligible for both (a) and (b).

Two review authors (E. E. and L. H.) trained research staff to screen

the documents using a standardised screening companion. Prior to in-

dependent screening, each review author or research staff member

conducting full‐text document screening was required to screen the same

set of 25 documents and their answers were compared against the an-

swers determined by two review authors (E. E. and L. H.). Feedback was

provided to all screeners prior to beginning independent screening. A

random 5% sample of each screener's exclusion screenings were cross‐
checked to identify false negative screening decisions. If a screener's

decisions were deemed unreliable due to a high rate of false negatives

(≥5%), the protocol stated that their exclusion screenings would be re-

assigned to another screener (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020). There

were no instances of high false negative screening decisions. Any dis-

agreements in determining a study's final eligibility for the review were

resolved via discussion with a third review author (A. H.).

4.4.2 | Data extraction and management

Eligible documents were coded using the coding companion provided

in Supporting Information Appendix C. The level of coding was de-

pendent on the category each study was assigned. Data pertaining to

the general study characteristics (e.g., document type, study location)

were extracted for all studies.

For studies eligible for the review of effectiveness (Objective 1),

data was extracted according to the following general domains:

1. Participants (e.g., sample characteristics by condition, attrition)

2. Intervention (e.g., intervention components, intensity, setting)

3. Outcomes (e.g., conceptualisation, mode of measurement, time‐
points)

4. Research methodology (e.g., design, unit and type of assignment)

5. Effect size data

6. Risk of bias

For studies eligible for the review of mechanisms, moderators, im-

plementation and economic considerations (Objective 2), each study

was first rated on the quality of the evidence across the mechanism,

moderator, implementation and economic domains. We used the

EMMIE (Effectiveness, Mechanisms, Moderators, Implementation,

Economics) appraisal tool developed by Johnson et al. (2015) to

guide our decisions (see Table 2). In addition to the criteria deli-

neated by Johnson et al. (2015), to reach a rating of 3 or 4 on the

mechanism and moderator domains, studies needed to explicate an

independent intervention variable that fit the eligibility criteria for

this review, measure an explicit moderator or mechanism, and

measure and report on a separate dependent variable.

For studies that reached a rating of 3 or more on any of the

mechanism, moderator, implementation and economic domains, data

were extracted according to the following (see also “Treatment of

qualitative research” section):
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1. Research approach (e.g., design, sampling)

2. Participant characteristics

3. Mechanisms that may explain intervention outcomes

4. Moderators that may impact intervention outcomes

5. Implementation considerations (e.g., barriers or facilitators)

6. Economic considerations

For studies that did not meet a rating of 3 on any domain using the

EMMIE tool, we coded each study according to document type,

setting, intervention, participants, research approach and rating of

the level of evidence for mechanisms, moderators, implementation

and economics domain.

We anticipated that some studies included in the effectiveness

component of the review (Objective 1) may report information eligible

for the mechanism, moderator, implementation and economic component

of the review (Objective 2), yet this information may not be collected,

analysed or reported in the same way as the effectiveness data. There-

fore, if studies were eligible for both components data were extracted

according to both of the abovementioned frameworks.

All studies eligible for the review of effectiveness (Objective 1)

were independently double coded. For studies eligible for the Ob-

jective 2 with a rating of three or more on the EMMIE tool, at least

one study from each EMMIE domain (Mechanisms, Moderators, Im-

plementation, Economic) and at least one study per coder were

independently double coded. The results of this double coding (30%

of 26 studies, n = 8) was assessed by one review author (E. E.) prior to

independent coding for Objective 2, with feedback provided to co-

ders to ensure consistency. The remaining 18 studies reaching a

rating of 3 on the EMMIE tool were independently coded, with the

extracted information verified upon synthesis by at least one review

author (A. C., E. E., L. H.). The 155 studies included in the qualitative

synthesis that did not reach a rating of at least three on the EMMIE

tool were independently coded by two study authors (E. E. and L. H.).

4.4.3 | Assessment of risk of bias in included studies

Due to the nature of the included studies, we selected risk of bias

tools most appropriate to the type of research under consideration.

In addition, risk of bias assessments were only conducted for the

studies included in the effectiveness component (Objective 1, n = 5)

and studies included in the Objective 2 that reached a rating of at

least one rating of 3 on the EMMIE appraisal tool (n = 26).

Only one study included in the effectiveness component of the re-

view (Objective 1) was a prospective intervention suited to the Cochrane

nonrandomised risk of bias tool (ROBINS‐I). This tool guides rating across
seven domains to determine low, moderate, serious, or critical risk of bias,

or no information to make a judgement (Sterne et al., 2016). The

TABLE 2 EMMIE appraisal tool Domain Rating

Mechanism 0 =No reference to theory, simple black box

1 = General statement of assumed theory

2 = Detailed description of theory, drawn from prior work

3 = Full description of the theory of change and testable predictions

generated from it

4 = Full description of the theory of change and robust analysis of whether it

is operating as expected

Moderator 0 = No reference to relevant contextual conditions that may be necessary

1 = Ad hoc description of possible relevant contextual conditions

2 = Test the effects of contextual conditions defined post hoc using available

variables

3 = Theoretically grounded description of relevant contextual conditions

4 = Collection and analysis of relevant data relating to theoretically

grounded moderators and contexts

Implementation 0 = No account of implementation or implementation challenges

1 = Ad hoc comments on implementation or implementation challenges

2 = Concerted efforts to document implementation or implementation

challenges

3 = Evidence‐based account of levels of implementation or implementation

challenges

4 = Complete evidence‐based account of implementation or implementation

challenges and specification of what would be necessary for replication

elsewhere

Economics 0 = No mention of costs and/or benefits

1 = Only direct or explicit costs and/or benefits estimated

2 = Direct or explicit and indirect costs and/or benefits estimated

3 =Marginal or total or opportunity costs and/or benefits estimated

4 =Marginal or total or opportunity costs and/or benefits estimated by

bearer (or recipient) estimated

Source: Adapted from Thornton et al. (2019).
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confounding domain assesses whether the study accounts for the baseline

and/or time‐varying prognostic factors (e.g., socioeconomic status).

The selection domain refers to biases internal to the study in terms of the

exclusion of some participants, outcome events, for follow‐up of

some participants that is related to both intervention and outcome.

The classification of interventions domain refers to differential (i.e., related

to the outcome) or nondifferential (i.e., unrelated to the outcome) mis-

classification of the intervention status of participants. The measurement

of outcomes domain assesses whether bias was introduced from differ-

ential (i.e., related to intervention status) or nondifferential (i.e., unrelated

to intervention status) errors in the measurement of outcome data (e.g., if

outcome measures were assessed using different methods for different

groups). The deviations from intended interventions refers to differences

arising in intended and actual intervention practices that took place

within the study. The missing data domain measures bias due to the level

and nature of missing information (e.g., from attrition, or data missing

from baseline or outcome measurements). Finally, the selection of reported

results domain is concerned with reporting results in a way that depends

on the findings (e.g., omitting findings based on statistical significance or

direction of effect). The results of the risk of bias assessment are provided

in a written summary and table. If future updates of the review identify

additional eligible studies suited to the ROBINS‐I tool, the results of the

risk of bias assessment will also be depicted in a risk of bias summary

figure.

The remaining four studies included under Objective 1 were cross‐
sectional surveys where one of the independent variables measured an

eligible intervention in a way to allow for a counterfactual analysis. These

studies were not suited to the ROBINS‐I tool. Consequently, the Effective
Public Health Project (EPHPP) tool was used to assess risk of bias. This

tool guides the appraisal of studies across six domains: selection bias,

study design, confounders, blinding, data collection methods, and with-

drawals and drop‐outs. The withdrawals/drop‐outs domain was omitted

because the developers state that these questions are not applicable for

one‐time survey studies (response rate is captured under questions for

the selection bias domain). Based on the guidance specified by the de-

velopers, studies are rated as either “strong”, “moderate” or “weak” for

each domain. Overall, studies are rated as “strong” (low risk of bias) if

they receive no “weak” ratings on any domains, “moderate” if they have

only one “weak” rating across domains, or “weak” (high risk of bias) if they

receive two or more “weak” ratings across domains.

Five the 26 studies with a rating of 3 or more on the EMMIE

appraisal tool that were included in the implementation, mechanisms,

moderators, and economics component of the review (Objective 2)

were also included in the effectiveness component of the review

(Objective 1). As such, the risk of bias for these studies was assessed

as outlined above. The risk of bias for the remaining 21 studies was

assessed using the suite of CASP critical assessment checklists

(https://casp-uk.net/casp-tools-checklists/). This suite includes a

checklist for case‐control studies, cohort studies, economic studies,

and qualitative studies, all of which contain questions to guiding the

rating for each domain (see Supporting Information Appendix D). The

selection of the appropriate checklist was based on the nature of the

study under consideration and is delineated in the results section.

4.4.4 | Measures of treatment effect

Of the five studies included in the review of effectiveness (Objective

1), only one contained sufficient data to calculate effect sizes and

used an outcome falling under the category of radicalisation to vio-

lence (Williams et al., 2016). This study used a continuous measure of

outcome data collected from individual participants. The independent

variable was dichotomous, as the participants were either in the in-

tervention group or the comparison group. The specific data required

to calculate effect sizes was not provided in the eligible study reports

but was provided by the study authors via personal communication.

RevMan was used to calculate standardised mean differences (SMD)

and their 95% confidence intervals.

The remaining four studies reported on continuous outcomes

that were eligible as a multiagency collaboration outcome category

and reported coefficients from statistical tests to represent the in-

tervention effect. It is important to note that the variables that are

conceptualised in this review as intervention variables were not the

focus of the study, rather, they were one of several independent

variables included in the study's models. Carter et al. (2014) reported

incident rate ratio (IRR) coefficients from a negative binomial re-

gression model that used an ordinal intervention variable measuring

the agency's alignment with DHS TCL. Baldwin (2010) reported the

unstandardised coefficients from a linear regression model that used

a continuous intervention variable measuring the number of multi-

agency homeland security partners. Burruss et al. (2012) reported

standardised coefficients from structural equation models that used

an ordinal intervention variable measuring participants' perception of

the influence of partner grants on current homeland security prac-

tice. Finally, Stewart and Oliver (2014) reported unstandardised re-

gression coefficients from zero‐inflated negative binomial regression

models that used a dichotomous intervention variable measuring

whether or not the agency had received homeland security grants.

Where it was possible to calculate a standardised effect size for

regression coefficients, we calculated r. The effect size r is inter-

preted as the number of standard deviation changes in the outcome

for every one standard deviation change in the intervention variable,

controlling for other predictor variables.

Unstandardised regression coefficients (B) from linear regression

models (Baldwin, 2010) and structural equation models (Burruss

et al., 2012) were converted to r using the following formulae, and

95% confidence intervals were calculated from r and SEr:

= ( × )/r SD B SD .x y

= ( ×SE r SE B.r B)/

= – ×r SE95% LCL 1.96r r

= + ×r SE95% UCL 1.96 .r r

Burruss et al. (2012) reported both the standardised and un-

standardised regression coefficients, but did not report SEβ, SDx or
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SDy to allow calculation of r and the 95% confidence intervals for r.

We calculated SDy from the reported data using:

= × ( / )SD B SD .y x β

The authors were contacted for additional data, and provided

SDx by personal communication.

As there is currently no appropriate method to standardise the

coefficients from negative binomial models (Wilson, 2020, personal

correspondence), for studies that use negative binomial regression

(Carter et al., 2014) or zero inflated negative binomial regression

(Stewart & Oliver, 2014) we do not report a standardised effect size

for the models presented in these studies. Rather, we describe the

results using the metric reported by study authors. Carter et al.

(2014) reported their results as exponentiated coefficients or IRRs,

and Stewart and Oliver (2014) reported unstandardised coefficients

(B). We calculated 95% confidence intervals from these data.

For future updates of this review, we aim to follow the procedures

outlined in the protocol to extract and/or calculate measures of treat-

ment effect wherever possible (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020).

4.4.5 | Unit of analysis issues

Unit of analysis and/or dependency issues may occur when (a) multiple

documents report on a single empirical study; (b) multiple conceptually

similar outcomes are reported in the one document; (c) data is reported

for multiple time‐points and/or (d) studies have clustering in their re-

search design. None of these issues were relevant when quantifying and

synthesising treatment effects for this review. For future updates of this

review, our approach for handling these issues is specified in the protocol

(Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020).

4.4.6 | Dealing with missing data

Due to the number of studies included in this review, study authors were

only contacted by email to seek missing data if the data would (a) allow

for quantitatively synthesising studies via meta‐analysis or reporting ef-

fect sizes; or (b) would have changed the risk of bias rating for the study.

The results section also specifies which data were obtained from pub-

lished reports of a study and which data were obtained directly from

study authors (not available in the public domain). For future updates of

this review, we will follow this procedure.

4.4.7 | Assessment of heterogeneity

Due to the inability to conduct meta‐analyses using the studies in-

cluded in the effectiveness component of this review (Objective 1),

we were unable to statistically assess heterogeneity. However, we

provide narrative text which explores the differences between the

the included studies. For updates of this review, we will implement

either this approach or the statistical assessment approach specified

in the review protocol (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020).

4.4.8 | Assessment of reporting biases

Due to the inability to conduct meta‐analyses using the studies

included in the effectiveness component of this review (Objective

1), we were unable to statistically assess reporting/publication

biases. For updates of this review, we will implement the ap-

proach specified in the review protocol (i.e., inspecting funnel

plots for asymmetry, conducting subgroup analyses to assess if

the effect sizes from the published and unpublished documents

are significantly different).

4.4.9 | Data synthesis

Treatment of quantitative evaluation research (Objective 1)

Due to the nature of the studies included in this component of the

review, we were unable to conduct meta‐analyses to synthesise the

studies. Only one eligible study assessed the impact of the inter-

vention on radicalisation outcomes, and of the four eligible studies

using multiagency outcome measures, the disparate intervention and

outcomes precluded meta‐analysis. Rather, we describe each study

and estimates of treatment effects either using single standardised

effect sizes with their corresponding confidence intervals (Williams

et al., 2016) or the coefficient reported by study authors where a

standardised effect size could not be calculated (Carter et al., 2014;

Stewart & Oliver, 2014). For updates of this review, we will use

either this approach or the data synthesis approach outlined in the

protocol (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020).

Treatment of qualitative research (Objective 2)

For the review of mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and eco-

nomic considerations (Objective 2) we drew on the EMMIE framework

developed by the UK's What Works for Crime Reduction Centre (Johnson

et al., 2015; Thornton et al., 2019). This framework aims to structure the

extraction and discussion of the Effects of an intervention, the Me-

chanisms by which the intervention is believed to work, the Moderators

that may vary intervention effectiveness (e.g., characteristics of target

people or places), Implementation considerations (e.g., required re-

sources, training), and Economic implications for the intervention in terms

of costs and benefits (Johnson et al., 2015; Thornton et al., 2019). Ob-

jective 1 of this review encompasses the Effectiveness part of the EMMIE

framework, so Objective 2 focuses on qualitatively synthesising the me-

chanisms, moderators, implementation and economic domains. The data

extraction for these domains (Supporting Information Appendix C) was

adapted from the EMMIE codebook (Tompson et al., 2015), and has been

utilised in a number of realist‐informed systematic reviews (e.g., Belur

et al., 2017; Sidebottom et al., 2015; see also Gielen, 2015) and for rating

the evidence of systematic reviews in the area of criminal justice (see

https://whatworks.college.police.uk/toolkit/Pages/Welcome.aspx).
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There are multiple approaches available for qualitative synthesis,

yet the development of a clear set of guidelines has been a complex

and long‐term problem (Booth et al., 2018; Noyes et al., 2019) and

many of the methods have not been thoroughly evaluated for use in

mixed‐methods systematic reviews (Dixon‐Woods et al., 2005, 2006;

Popay et al., 2006; Pope et al., 2007). Explicitly labelling our quali-

tative synthesis approach is also complicated by the variations in the

terminology in the literature and significant overlap in techniques

within different synthesis approaches (Booth et al., 2016; Pope

et al., 2007).

We used a Framework Synthesis method to synthesise the

qualitative data (see Booth et al., 2016), which is an overarching

approach that encompasses analogous methods such as content

analysis, framework analysis, and aggregate synthesis (see Booth

et al., 2016; Booth & Carroll, 2015; Dixon‐Woods et al., 2005, 2006;

Dixon‐Woods, 2011; Noyes et al., 2019; Popay et al., 2006). Broadly,

these methods use systematic rules or a framework to arrange data

into distinct categories that are then synthesised using a variety of

techniques such as tables, matrices, and narrative textual summaries

(e.g., see Belur et al., 2017; Petrosino et al., 2012; Sidebottom

et al., 2015). Using the data extracted from each study eligible for the

qualitative component of the review, we categorise and then syn-

thesise the studies in text and tabular format. We then provide

specific subsections aligning to the EMMIE domains of mechanisms,

moderators, implementation, and economics. Within each domain

subsection, narrative text and tables summarise the number of stu-

dies reporting data for that domain, the types research approaches

used by included studies (e.g., design and participants), the specific

findings for mechanism, moderator, and economic domains, and

overarching themes for the implementation barriers and facilitators.

4.4.10 | Subgroup analysis and investigation of
heterogeneity

We had planned to use subgroup analyses to assess whether the

impact of the intervention varied by the following factors: geo-

graphical location, target population, nature of the intervention ap-

proach (e.g., number of components, specific intervention

techniques), and number and type of multiagency partners. However,

due to the inability to conduct meta‐analyses using the studies in-

cluded in the effectiveness component of the review (Objective 1),

we were unable to conduct subgroup analyses. For updates of this

review, provided sufficient data is found, we will follow the subgroup

analysis approach specified in the review protocol (Mazerolle,

Cherney et al., 2020).

4.4.11 | Sensitivity analysis

We had planned to use sensitivity analyses to assess the impact of

risk of bias on estimates of the treatment effect. However, due to the

inability to conduct meta‐analyses using the studies included in the

effectiveness component of the review (Objective 1), we were unable

to conduct these analyses. For updates of this review, provided

sufficient data is found, we will follow the sensitivity analysis ap-

proach specified in the review protocol (Mazerolle, Cherney

et al., 2020).

4.5 | Deviations from the protocol

Our review made six deviations from the protocol. First, all studies

eligible for the review of effectiveness (Objective 1), and 30% (n = 8)

of the studies eligible for the review of mechanisms, moderators,

implementation factors and economic considerations (Objective 2)

were independently double coded. This equated to at least one

double coding for each coder and at least one double coding for each

of the EMMIE domains. The remaining 18 studies included under

Objective 2 were independently coded, but verified upon synthesis

by at least one review author (A. C., E. E., L. H.). This is a deviation

from the protocol which stated we would utilise a set of five training

documents to determine coding accuracy prior to independent cod-

ing of all studies included in the review (Mazerolle, Cherney et al.,

2020). The reason for this deviation is because we deemed it more

important to ensure that coding was consistent across coders by

domain for the EMMIE synthesis and that all coding was consistent

for the effectiveness studies.

Second, due to the large number of studies included in Objective

2 and the wide variation in quality or explicit focus on the mechan-

isms, moderators, implementation and economic components within

the documents, we did not harvest the references lists or conduct

forward citation searching for these studies.

Third, we used the EMMIE appraisal tool to grade each study

eligible for review Objective 2 across the mechanism, moderator,

implementation, and economic domains. Studies that met a minimum

threshold of 3 on each domain were then coded using the form in

Supporting Information Appendix C and synthesised narratively in

the results section. Any study that did not meet a threshold of 3 was

not assessed for risk of bias and was only lightly coded for basic

information about the setting, intervention, participants and EMMIE

domains. The rationale for this was that the EMMIE appraisal tool

provided a preliminary indicator of the quality and depth of evidence

in the study. We considered this approach to be analogous to the

protocol for the review (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020) whereby

studies would not be included in the synthesis if the answer to the

following items on the CASP qualitative appraisal tool were “No” or

“Can't tell”: (a) Is the research design appropriate to answer the

question?; and (b) Was the sampling strategy appropriate to the aims

of the research? (see Higginson, Benier, et al., 2015). However, stu-

dies rated <3 on the EMMIE appraisal tool were included in an

overall summary table, with broad themes noted in the results sec-

tion. For a full description of this approach, please refer to the “Data

extraction and management approach” section.

Our fourth deviation was not contacting study authors where

there was either missing information or “unclear” ratings during the
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risk of bias assessment. We chose this approach because the addi-

tional information would not have changed the overall risk of bias

result. However, for updates of the review, we aim to follow the

original protocol (Mazerolle, Cherney et al., 2020).

Fifth, we used a more suitable risk of bias assessment tool to

appraise four of the five studies included in the effectiveness com-

ponent of the review (Objective 1), rather than the ROBINS‐I tool.
The rationale for this deviation is provided in Section 4.4.3.

Sixth, we had planned to examine whether the effectiveness of

eligible interventions varied by the following factors: geographical

location, target population, nature of the intervention approach (e.g.,

number of components, specific intervention techniques), and num-

ber and type of multiagency partners. Due to the limited evidence

located, we did not conduct this analysis.

5 | RESULTS

5.1 | Description of studies

5.1.1 | Results of the search

The results of the search and subsequent screening are summarised

in Figure 1. The overall GPD systematic search identified 11,680

references published between January 2002 and December 2018

prior to any systematic processing that underpins the GPD (see

Supporting Information Appendices B and C). Of these, 5986 refer-

ences were eligible after title and abstract screening as being po-

tentially about police or policing, and were imported into SysReview

to be assessed for eligibility for this review (Higginson & Ne-

ville, 2014). The GPD search results were combined with the records

identified by the grey literature search, hand searches, reference

harvesting, forward citation searching, and consultation with experts

(n = 2153) to generate a corpus of 7384 records (after preliminary

duplicate removal).

A total of 5246 records were eligible after title and abstract

screening as being potentially about policing terrorism, radicalisation

or extremism. We obtained the full‐text documents for 5070 of these

records via institutional libraries or correspondence with document

authors, including 145 documents that were written in a language

other than English. For documents written in a language other than

English, we first assessed the title and abstract of the article using

the more specific full‐text screening criteria, as almost all abstracts

were written in English. For the remaining documents, we used

Google Translate to translate the documents and assess their elig-

ibility. These strategies resulted in the exclusion of 112 documents.

For those where translation was not possible or the translation did

not permit an unequivocal eligibility decision, we attempted to con-

tact study authors for clarification (n = 33). Three study authors re-

sponded and confirmed their study was ineligible for the review. The

remaining 30 studies are listed in the “Studies awaiting classification”

reference list.

F IGURE 1 PRISMA flowchart
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The full‐text documents for 176 records screened as potentially

about policing terrorism, extremism or radicalisation could not be

located via institutional libraries (including n = 12 written in a lan-

guage other than English). Of these, just over one third were con-

ference presentations or magazine articles, with the rest of evenly

distributed amongst the following categories of document types:

journal articles, books or book chapters, reports or working papers

(government and technical), and theses. We handled the processing

of records with no full‐text document in two stages. First, we

screened their titles and abstracts using the more specific full‐text
screening criteria. Second, we attempted to contact the authors

where we could not unequivocally exclude the record by screening

the title and abstract using the full‐text screening criteria. These two

strategies resulted in the exclusion of 79 documents. For the re-

maining 97 records: (a) authors could not provide the document or

recall whether it met inclusion criteria; (b) no response was received

from document authors or (c) current contact details for document

authors could not be found. These documents are reported in the

“References to studies awaiting classification” list.

Of the 5149 studies screened on the full‐text screening criteria, five

studies met the review eligibility criteria for the review of effectiveness

(Objective 1) and 181 studies (reported in 182 documents) met the in-

clusion criteria for the mechanisms, moderators, implementation and

economic component of the review (Objective 2). The five studies eligible

for the quantitative analysis were also eligible for Objective 2.

5.1.2 | Included studies

Review of quantitative effectiveness studies (Objective 1)

Radicalisation to violence outcome category. One study examined the

impact of a police‐involved multiagency intervention to counter ra-

dicalisation to violence using a radicalisation to violence outcome.

Williams et al. (2016) evaluated the impact of the World Organisa-

tion for Resource Development Education (WORDE) programme on

measures aligned with radicalisation to violence. The intervention

was implemented in Montgomery County, Maryland, United States in

2015 and was funded by the National Institute of Justice. The in-

tervention model was led by a nonprofit group of Muslim scholars

and community leaders who collaborated with experts in policy

analysis, theology, academia, and development. The programme was

comprised of three “interlocking” components:

1. Community education via (a) town hall meetings that aimed to

provide opportunities for dialogue between public officials and

the public, and (b) educational topics including youth engagement,

conflict resolution, and family support.

2. Capacity‐building for agencies including law enforcement, com-

munity organisations and social services (e.g., social workers and

psychologists) to create a referral network. This network was to

identify and assist individuals who may be at‐risk of becoming

radicalised or committing violent offences.

3. Community participation in organised volunteerism and/or multi-

cultural activities (e.g., art projects, work to assist homeless people).

This component did not explicitly involve law enforcement.

Overall, the programme aimed to foster and/or maintain cooperative

relationships and networks between law enforcement and social

services and community members. The community members tar-

geted by the WORDE programme were youth and adults who were

sensitised to issues of violent extremism, civically engaged, and re-

siding in Montgomery County in Maryland, although the composition

of the sample in relation to these categories is not explicitly reported

in the study.

To generate the treatment group for this study (n = 133), the

researchers used a prescreening questionnaire to generate a strati-

fied random sample of community members involved with the

WORDE programme, who were then invited to participate in the

survey. For the comparison group, the researchers targeted a sample

which was considered to be engaged with multicultural or vo-

lunteerism events and activities, but not with the WORDE pro-

gramme. This comparison group (n = 58) were recruited through

school list‐serves, electronic bulletin boards such as Google Groups,

and interfaith partners that were not involved in the implementation

of WORDE. These groups were predominantly aged in their mid‐
twenties (treatment X̅ = 26.54 years, comparison X̅ = 27.33), male

(treatment = 75.9%; comparison = 51.7%), and Caucasian (treat-

ment = 91.7%, comparison = 57.9%).2 While the authors report that

the groups were propensity score matched using age, religion, race

and educational level, it is unclear whether this was implemented as

intended.

The impact of the WORDE intervention was assessed on

knowledge of out‐group cultures, attitudes (e.g., towards different

religions), and behavioural outcomes (e.g., coping skills). Williams

et al. (2016) used self‐report surveys to capture the outcomes at one

time point (the period of engagement with the programme is un-

known) using a 14‐item measure constructed for the study, the Brief

Volunteer Program Outcome Assessment. This measure used a 7‐point
Likert scale from “completely disagree” to “completely agree”

whereby higher values equated to greater agreement with each

statement. The items were:

“Thinking of when you volunteer, please rate your level of

agreement with the following statements:

• I feel welcome*

• I feel a part of something bigger than myself*

• I feel a sense of teamwork*

• I make friendships that are active beyond the event*

• I make friends with people from other races*

• I feel useful

• I have responsibilities

• I have leadership responsibilities

2Information provided via personal correspondence with study authors.
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• I feel a sense of purpose

• I feel free of peer pressure*

• I feel accepted*

• I wouldn't feel lonely

• I wouldn't feel afraid to talk to others*

• I learn about cultures other than my own*” (p. 157).

Of the above items, nine were deemed as eligible outcomes for this

review (marked with asterisk) and were considered to fall under the

general banner of an outcome linked with existing measures that aim

to assess the level of vulnerability to radicalisation (e.g., IAT‐8, RA-
DAR). For example, Barrelle (2015) identifies factors associated with

the deradicalisation process such as the level of acceptance and/or

engagement with cultural and religious differences or pluralistic

views and modification of group or personal identity. It is important

to note that it is not explicitly clear whether treatment participants

were all directly exposed to the two intervention components that

involved police. Hence, these evaluation outcomes may not be direct

measures of how effective police‐involved multiagency interventions

are for countering violent radicalisation. In addition, neither the

treatment group nor the comparison group were noted by the study

authors as being at risk for radicalisation.

Multiagency collaboration outcome category. Four studies provided

data to measure the impact of a police‐involved multiagency inter-

vention to counter radicalisation to violence using a multiagency

collaboration outcome (Baldwin, 2010; Burruss et al., 2012; Carter

et al., 2014; Stewart & Oliver, 2014). Each of the studies used quasi‐
experimental designs and reported regression or structural equation

models with multiple predictor variables. The eligible interventions

for this review were selected from these independent variables, and

included: the alignment of local practice with national counter-

terrorism guidelines that emphasise multiagency working; the num-

ber of counterterrorism partnerships; and collaboration via grants to

facilitate strategies for countering radicalisation to violence. All of

the interventions involved governmental agencies as partners or did

not specify the exact type and/or number of partners. The data for all

four studies were self‐report using retrospective cross‐sectional
surveys of practitioners (mainly police).

Carter et al. (2014) surveyed 272 U.S. state, local and tribal law

enforcement agencies from a population of personnel (N = 967) who

attended a national training programme funded by the U.S. DHS. The

sample, deemed to be knowledgeable about their agencies' in-

telligence functions, completed a self‐report survey which included a

measure of the degree to which their agency aligned with the DHS

TCL. This independent variable was conceptualised as the multi-

agency intervention for our review, as the TCL explicitly encourages

multiagency working in the context of terrorism, extremism and/or

radicalisation, by providing agencies with a guide through which to

extend their ability to prevent, respond to, and recover from major

events including terrorism. The study operationalised this variable as

the degree to which the respondent felt their agency's intelligence

function aligned with the TCL, using a four‐point Likert scale from 1

(not at all) to 4 (completely). The study used a series of quasi‐
experimental negative binomial regression models to evaluate the

impact of reporting more or less alignment with the TCL on three

eligible multiagency outcome measures, controlling for the effect of

multiple key policing variables. The first outcome was a “relationships

scale” measuring the extent to which the agency had close working

relationships with external organisations (i.e., U.S. FBI, other federal

law enforcement agencies, state law enforcement agencies, local law

enforcement agencies, the respondent's state fusion centre, and

other state fusion centres).3 The second outcome was a “provide

intelligence scale” which measured the frequency with which the

agency reported providing actionable intelligence to any of the

aforementioned agencies. Finally, the third outcome measure is a

“receive intelligence scale” measuring the frequency with which the

agency reported receiving actionable intelligence from the external

agencies.4 In all three scales higher scores equated to closer or more

frequent multiagency working with more agencies.

Baldwin (2010) conducted a survey of practitioners who were

“law enforcement supporters or professionals” (p. 28) and members

of the Tennessee Chiefs of Police Association. A total of 2457

members were identified, however, only 1938 had valid email ad-

dresses and were invited to participate in the survey. A total of 294

practitioners completed the survey (15.17% of members invited) and

the sample of was comprised of 18.4% females and 85.5% white

ethnicity. The age of participants fell into four categories: (1) 21–30

years (2.1%); (2) 31–40 years (27.1%); (3) 41–50 years (40.5%) and

(4) 51 years and over (30.2%). In regards to distribution across or-

ganisational settings and roles, 53.3% of agencies were municipal,

50% had 100 or more staff, 51% were in urban jurisdictions, 44% of

respondents had served 16 or more years in their agency, 53.6% had

served 16 or more years in their profession, and 49.7% had a college

degree. The independent variable conceptualised as the intervention

for this review was a continuous survey item that asked participants

to indicate from a list which categories of agencies or organisations

that they had collaborated with “on homeland security issues”

(p. 35).5 The organisations were: other local governments, local

military installations, state government agencies, the FBI, Depart-

ment of Justice, DHS, Department of Defence, and nongovernment

agencies. The number of collaboration types ranged from 1 to 7

(X̅ = 3.6, SD = 1.8). This variable was conceptualised for the purposes

3The relationships scale was an index variable comprising six subquestions asking agencies

to report on their relationship with each of the six external agencies. Responses were

measured on a four‐point Likert scale from 1 (no relationship) to 4 (very close relationship).

Values on the index therefore ranged from 6 to 24, with higher values indicating a closer

relationship with a larger number of agencies.

4Both the provide and receive intelligence scales were index variables comprising six sub-

questions asking agencies to report on the frequency with which they received or provided

intelligence to each of the six external agencies. Responses were measured on a four‐point
Likert scale from 1 (very infrequently) to 4 (very frequently) for both indexes. Therefore,

values could range from 6 to 24, with higher values indicating greater frequency of in-

formation sharing or receiving from a larger number of agencies.

5Whilst the author extensively refers to this variable in text as the number of collaborations

that the police agency had, the survey item was worded “Please check the following agen-

cies/organisations that your local government collaborates with on homeland security is-

sues. (Check all that apply)” (p.65). For the purposes of this review, we assume that the

author is correct in interpreting “local government” as policing agency.
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of this review as a measure of the degree of multiagency

collaboration. The study used a series of quasi‐experimental linear

regression models to assess the influence of differing levels of

collaborations on three eligible multiagency outcome measures,

controlling for the effect of multiple key policing variables. The three

eligible outcomes measured participants' agreement with “state-

ments regarding the clarity of the mission, responsibilities, goals and

strategies of homeland security” at the federal, state, and local levels

(Baldwin, 2010, p. 38). For the purposes of this review, these

outcomes were conceptualised as measures of understanding

between multiagency partners. At the federal level, respondents

were asked to rate their level of agreement with the following

statement: “the mission, responsibilities, strategies and/or goals of

the DHS are clearly understood or defined” (p. 62). At the state level,

respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the

following statement: “the mission and responsibilities of state and

local homeland security strategies and/or goals are clearly defined or

understood” (p. 63). At the department level, respondents were

asked to rate their level of agreement with the following statement:

“the mission, responsibilities, strategies, and/or goals of your

department's homeland security vision is clearly understood or

defined” (p. 63). All three outcome items were measured on a 5‐point
Likert scale, with higher scores indicative of higher levels of

agreement with the survey item.

Burruss et al. (2012) used data from a self‐report survey that

used a stratified national sample to examine the level of national

security preparedness among a sample of 350 small (≤25 sworn

personnel) state and local US law enforcement agencies. While these

authors used a range of variables to examine multiagency working

(refer to the review of mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and

economic considerations (Objective 2) section for a description of

these), only one variable, “grants,” was operationalised as an eligible

intervention variable for the purposes of this review. Burruss et al.

(2012) measured the respondents' perceptions of the level of influ-

ence that grants from four partners (DHS, private industry, com-

munity, or corporate bodies) had on their agency's current practices

regarding homeland security prevention, preparedness, response and

recovery. Grants from partners was conceptualised as a measure of

multiagency working, as it asked participants to report, on a three‐
point Likert scale from 0 (not at all influential) to 2 (very influential),

their perceptions of the level of influence of (1) federal or state

equipment grants, (2) training grants, (3) personal grants, and (4)

private or corporate grants. The authors constructed an additive

scale based on these four measures (Cronbach's α = .860, X̅ = 3.253,

SD = 2.596, min = 0, max = 8).6 The study used a series of quasi‐
experimental structural equation models to evaluate the direct

impact of the influence of grants on an eligible multiagency outcome

measure, controlling for the effect of multiple key policing and

terrorism variables. The eligible outcome was homeland security

preparedness, a scale that contained items pertaining to the nature

and quality of multiagency collaborations. The outcome was

measured by asking respondents to report on 13 different actions

that officers may take within their agency. Each item was coded 0 if

the agency did not employ the action, and 1 if it did. These 13 items

were summed to create an index ranging 0–13 (Cronbach's α = .815).

Only five of the 13 items were indicative of multiagency partnerships

and therefore eligible for the review. These are: interagency

taskforce participation (X̅ = 0.516), procedures for contacting other

authorities (X̅ = 0.592), mutual aid agreements with law enforcement

agencies (X̅ = 0.790), mutual aid agreements with nonlaw enforce-

ment agencies (X̅ = 0.458) and operating on a shared radio frequency

(X̅ = 0.910). It should be noted that because the items were summed

into a single composite scale, the study cannot disentangle the impact

of the influence of homeland security, private, community or

corporate grants on multiagency working from the other ineligible

outcomes in the preparedness scale. The results of this study must

therefore be considered with caution in the context of this

systematic review.

Stewart and Oliver (2014) conducted a survey of 208 Texan

police chiefs in 2007 to examine homeland security initiatives since

September 11, 2001. A total of 271 police chiefs were invited to

participate in the study, 242 agreed to complete the survey, and 208

provided useable data. The authors report that this sample re-

presents approximately 20% of all police chiefs in Texas. Few de-

mographic details were reported by the study authors, aside from the

nature of the police chiefs' roles and experiences with emergency

events (including terrorist incidents). Specifically, most respondents

oversaw small or very small police departments (82.4%) in munici-

palities (75.5%) compared to school districts (15.4%) or universities

(9.1%), and most of the respondents reported that they had no ex-

perience with emergency events (79.3%). For the purposes of this

review, the eligible intervention variable was a dichotomous survey

item that asked participants to indicate whether they had received

homeland security funding/grants (1 = yes; no = 0). A total of 71 po-

lice chiefs reported receiving homeland security grants, compared to

137 who did not (comparison condition). The receipt of grants from

homeland security was conceptualised as a police‐involved multi-

agency intervention because the police were partnering with funding

agencies to enact strategies to counter violent radicalisation. The

study used a zero inflated negative binomial regression model to

assess the impact of receiving homeland security grants on an eligible

multiagency outcome, controlling for the effect of multiple key po-

licing variables. The eligible outcome was the extent of homeland

security initiatives implemented by the police departments, a scale

that contained several items pertaining to the nature and quality of

multiagency collaborations. The outcome was a summed composite

scale comprised of 14 dichotomous items requiring police chiefs to

indicate whether they had implemented any of the homeland security

measures. Each item was coded 0 if the agency did not employ the

action, and 1 if it did. Only six of the 14 items were indicative of

multiagency partnerships and therefore eligible for the review. The

items in the homeland security initiative scale including (eligible

items indicated by asterisk):6Information provided via personal correspondence with study authors.
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• “Ensured interoperable radio emergency communications with

agencies outside jurisdiction*

• Personnel assigned to a FBI‐led Joint Terrorism Task Forces*

• Ensured interoperable radio emergency communications with

agencies within jurisdiction

• Changed mission statement to reflect homeland security

responsibilities*

• Adopted the National Incident Management System*

• Reassigned personnel to counterterrorism/homeland security

functions*

• Signed/updated formal mutual aid agreements with other jur-

isdictions (since 9/11)*

• Formed an intelligence unit focused on counterterrorism

• Initiated, expanded, and/or participated in disaster response

exercises

• Formed an counterterrorism unit other than criminal intelligence

counterterrorism

• Conducted a local risk assessment

• Changed deadly force policies

• Linked offence report system to Texas Data Exchange7

• Broadened the role of an existing intelligence unit” (p. 7)

Respondents reported that the most frequently used initiative by

their agency was interoperable radio communications with agencies

outside of their jurisdiction (n = 62, 87.3%), followed by adopting the

National Incident Management System (n = 60, 84.5%). Just over

three quarters of agencies had signed or updated formal mutual aid

agreements (n = 54, 76.1%), while just over one tenth assigned per-

sonnel to Joint Terrorism Task Forces (JTTF; n = 8, 11.3%) or had

changed their mission statement to reflect homeland security re-

sponsibilities (n = 8, 11.3%). The least common initiative of the eligi-

ble measures was reassignment of personnel to counterterrorism/

homeland security functions (n = 7, 9.9%). For the purposes of this

review, the composite scale is considered an eligible outcome mea-

sure because it does contain key multiagency outcome items. It

should be noted that because these items were summed into a

composite scale, the study does not disentangle the impact of part-

nering with homeland security via grants on multiagency working

from the other ineligible outcomes within the scale. The results of

this study must therefore be considered with caution in the context

of this systematic review.

Review of mechanisms, moderators, implementation, and economic

considerations (Objective 2)

Of the 181 studies deemed eligible for this component of the review,

26 (14.36%) met a threshold of at least 3 on at least one of the

mechanisms, moderators, implementation and economic domains

using the EMMIE appraisal tool (Johnson et al., 2015; Tompson

et al., 2015). Table 3 provides a brief summary of all 181 studies

deemed eligible for this review, including the 155 studies that did not

reach a rating of 3 on the EMMIE appraisal tool. This table details

brief coding on the document type, data collection tools, participants,

intervention and partners of each study, alongside the ratings for

each study on each of the MMIE domains. The studies encompass a

variety of publication types, including peer‐reviewed journal articles

(n = 73), dissertations (n = 55), technical research reports (n = 40), and

books or chapters in edited books (n = 13). Data collection tools were

overwhelmingly qualitative with 119 of 181 (65.75%) studies utilising

semistructured interviews, observations, case studies and document

analysis. A total of 37 (20.44%) used quantitative data and methods

only with no supplementation with qualitative evidence. The re-

maining 25 studies (13.81%) utilised mixed qualitative and quanti-

tative data and methodologies. In terms of partners, most (n = 128)

were agencies or organisations, with smaller representation from

community patterns (n = 18) and a mixture of community and agency/

organisational partners (n = 35). The intervention models varied

across the studies, including fusion centres, community policing,

training, multiagency information sharing, Prevent/CONTEST model

(UK), and multiagency task‐forces, teams or expert panels.

Of the 26 studies eligible for the synthesis, one reached a rating

of 3 on the mechanisms domain, one reached a rating of 3 on the

moderators domain, 21 reached a 3 on the implementation domain,

and four reached a 3 on the economics domain. Table 4 provides an

overview of the following details for each of the 26 studies included

in the MMIE synthesis: document type, intervention location, year

intervention was implemented, funding source, and MMIE domain.

The included studies encompass a variety of publication types, in-

cluding peer‐reviewed journal articles (n = 8), dissertations (n = 6) and

technical research reports (n = 12), and span 2001–2018. The inter-

ventions were implemented predominantly in the United States

(n = 17), but covered other countries including: Australia (n = 2), Ca-

nada (n = 2), UK (n = 2), Germany (n = 1), Kenya (n = 1) and multiple

international locations (n = 1). A total of 16 interventions and/or

evaluations were funded, predominantly by US government depart-

ments such as the Department of Justice and DHS (n = 12), with

other funding sources including research fellowships and

grants (n = 4).

The 26 studies covered a wide range of intervention approaches

(Table 5), including:

• Multiagency information sharing approaches, including fusion

centres (n = 6);

• Training with either collaborative development and implementa-

tion or that contains multiagency working as a component (n = 5);

• Community‐police‐agency partnership approaches (n = 5);

• Specialised task forces, networks, or localised integration of for-

malise federal frameworks that emphasise partnership and multi-

agency working (n = 6);

• Mass public safety responses to specific terrorist incidents (n = 2);

• Strategies for citizens to partner with agencies by reporting in-

formation or reducing risks at public events (n = 2) and

• Multiagency reintegration programs for at‐risk youth (n = 1)

7A system that compiles information from law enforcement and other agencies into a central

state repository (see https://www.dps.texas.gov/administration/crime_records/pages/

texasdataexchange.htm).
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Most studies did not specify the exact number of partners in addition

to police, but for those that did, the number of partners ranged from

1 to 14. Partners, in addition to police, included community organi-

sations (e.g., churches), citizens, and agencies within and outside the

criminal justice system at federal and local levels. The vast majority

of studies used practitioners as direct participants, with some studies

including both practitioners and citizens and only one study using at‐
risk individuals or offenders (Williams et al., 2016). The included

studies encompass qualitative, quantitative, and mixed‐methods

methods such as case‐studies, cost‐benefit analyses, cross‐sectional
surveys, interviews and process evaluations.

5.1.3 | Excluded studies

Due to the number of full‐text documents screened (n= 5149), we are

unable to describe the full body of excluded studies. The vast majority of

studies were excluded due to absence of a police‐involved multiagency

intervention aiming to counter violent extremism (n=2365) or because

study authors did not report an empirical study of an eligible intervention

(n=2014). Due to the number of excluded studies, the “References to

excluded studies” only contains those studies that were deemed to at

least reference an eligible intervention, but that did not report of an

empirical study of that intervention (n=2014). The “References to ex-

cluded studies” also lists the studies that were excluded because they did

not meet the research design or outcome measure criteria for the ef-

fectiveness component of the review (Objective 1) and also did not re-

port on any data pertaining to mechanisms, moderators, implementation

or economic considerations (Objective 2, n=234).

5.2 | Risk of bias in included studies

5.2.1 | Effectiveness studies (Objective 1)

Table 6 summarises the degree of bias for the Williams et al. (2016)

study, along with specific reasons for ratings across the seven domains,

based on the standardised questions provided by the ROBINS‐I tool. The
study was rated as having serious risk of bias for the confounding, se-

lection, classification of interventions, and measurement of outcomes

domains. Lack of information or ambiguity in the available study reports

and data provided by the authors led to a rating of “no information” for

the deviations from intended interventions and the missing data domains.

The selection of reported results domain was rated as having a moderate

risk of bias. Overall, these ratings suggest that this study has a relatively

serious risk of bias.

Table 7 summarises the degree of bias for the other four studies

included in the synthesis for Objective 1 (Baldwin, 2010; Burruss

et al., 2012; Carter et al., 2014; Stewart & Oliver, 2014), which were

rated using the EPHPP Quality Assessment Tool. Overall, all studies were

rated as having high risk of bias because they received ratings of “weak”

on two or more domains. All studies were rated as having selection bias

because they either were not representative of the target population,

used restricted purposive or self‐selection methods, and/or had response

rates <60%. According to the EPHPP tool, all four studies could be rated

as “moderate” because they fit the definition of a cohort analytic design

provided by the developers. All but one study was rated as weak for

confounding factors because they did not examine differences between

treatment and comparison groups based on confounding factors, did not

specify or measure confounding factors, and/or did not account for them

sufficiently in their analyses. Burruss et al. (2012) was rated as “moder-

ate” on this domain, as the authors thoroughly discussed and measured

multiple confounding factors and accounted for them in their statistical

models. Given the nature of the studies and the difficulty of double‐
blinding in applied criminological evaluations, it is unsurprising that all

were rated as “weak” for the blinding domain. Although the EPHPP tool

specifies that a study can be rated as “moderate” of the study authors do

not mention blinding, we believe that a rating of “weak” is more suitable

for the four studies because it is likely authors were aware of the in-

tervention allocation during analysis and because respondents may be

aware of the nature of the research questions due to the provision of

information to secure informed consent. All but one study were rated as

“weak” for their data collection methods, as there was variable in-

formation about outcome measures in terms of reliability and validity,

and in some cases how the outcome variables were operationalised and

measured. Burruss et al. (2012) was rated as “moderate” on this domain

because the authors provided reliability data for the eligible outcome

measure. Another notable limitation across the four studies was the

paucity of data regarding recruitment, attrition, sociodemographic char-

acteristics, and treatment of participants in treatment and comparison

conditions.

5.2.2 | Mechanisms, moderators, economic, and
implementation studies (Objective 2)

Three of the 26 studies included in the assessment of mechanisms,

moderators, implementation factors and economic considerations (Ob-

jective 2) were also included in the effectiveness component of the re-

view (Objective 1) and their risk of bias assessment can be found in

Table 7. Of the remaining 23 studies included in the mechanisms, mod-

erators, implementation and economics component, four were assessed

using the CASP Economic Evaluation checklist (Davis et al., 2016; Sandler

et al., 2011; Stewart & Mueller, 2018), four were assessed using the

CASP Cohort Study checklist (Carter, 2006; Department of Homeland

Security, 2016; Sandoval, 2013; van den Heuvel et al., 2012), and 16

studies were assessed using the CASP Qualitative Study checklist (Aus-

tralian National Audit Office, 2010; Braziel et al., 2015; Davis et al., 2016;

Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Lamb, 2012, 2013; Le-

wandowski, 2012; Kerry, 2007; Knight, 2009; Mabrey et al. 2006; Mesloh

et al., 2003; Onyango, 2018; Schanzer et al., 2016;Weine & Younis, 2014;

Weine et al., 2017; Wurmb et al., 2018). One study was assessed on both

the Economic Evaluation and Qualitative Study checklists because it was

included in the synthesis for economic and implementation considera-

tions (Davis et al., 2016). The tools collectively aim to critically appraise

studies to inform the degree of confidence in study findings and, overall,
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the studies varied in their consideration and reporting across the do-

mains, with most domains rated as unclear or high‐risk of lowering

confidence in the study findings (see Supporting Information Appendix D

for guiding questions informing ratings in each domain).

Table 8 provides the summary of ratings on the CASP Economic

Evaluation checklist (see Supporting Information Appendix D for

guiding questions informing ratings in each domain). The four eco-

nomic studies all had well defined research questions or aims yet

varied in their ratings across the remaining domains. All but one

study (Stewart & Mueller, 2014) included comprehensive descrip-

tions of competing alternatives in their cost‐benefit analyses, yet only
one study unequivocally provided evidence for effectiveness for the

intervention eligible for this review (Sandler et al., 2011). All but one

study (Davis et al., 2016) measured and valued the eligible inter-

vention appropriately. The studies were rated as “No” or “Can't Tell”

on the item assessing the identification and measurement of costs

and the item assessing whether adequate sensitivity analyses were

performed. Only one study (Sandler et al., 2011) adjusted costs and

consequences for different times, only two studies (Sandler

et al., 2011; Stewart & Mueller, 2014) provided an incremental

analysis of consequences and costs for the alternatives provided.

Table 9 provides the summary of ratings on the CASP Cohort Study

checklist (see Supporting Information Appendix D for guiding questions

informing ratings in each domain). The four cohort studies all had well

defined research questions or aims yet varied in their ratings across the

remaining domains. Two studies utilised appropriate recruitment strate-

gies (Department of Homeland Security, 2016; Sandoval, 2013) and re-

ported complete and appropriate lengths of follow‐up (Department of

Homeland Security, 2016; Sandoval, 2013). The studies were rated as

“Can't Tell” on the item assessing the whether participant exposure was

measured in a way to minimise bias, and two studies measured the

outcome in a way to minimise bias (Department of Homeland Security,

2016; Sandoval, 2013). While one study identified important confounding

factors (Carter, 2006), the authors did not account for these in their

design and analysis, and the remaining three studies were rated as “No”

or “Can't Tell” for the identification of confounding factors and ac-

counting for confounders in their design or analysis (Department of

Homeland Security, 2016; Sandoval, 2013; van den Heuvel et al., 2012).

Table 10 provides the summary of ratings on the CASP Qualitative

Study checklist (see Supporting Information Appendix D for guiding

questions informing ratings in each domain). Of the 16 studies rated, 14

were assessed to have well defined research questions or aims

(Australian National Audit Office, 2010; Braziel et al., 2015; Davis

et al., 2016; Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Lamb, 2013; Le-

wandowski, 2012; Kerry, 2007; Knight, 2009; Mabrey et al., 2006;

Onyango, 2018; Schanzer et al., 2016; Weine & Younis, 2014; Weine

et al., 2017; Wurmb et al., 2018) and utilisation of a qualitative approach

was deemed appropriate for all 16 studies. However, only five of the 16

studies implemented a design appropriate to the research aims (De-

partment of Homeland Security, 2015; Lamb, 2013; Onyango, 2018;

Weine & Younis, 2014; Wurmb et al., 2018), while the rest were rated as

“Can't Tell” on this item. Only three studies utilised appropriate recruit-

ment strategies (Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Kerry, 2007;

Wurmb et al., 2018) and two studies used data collection methodologies

appropriate for the research aims or questions (Knight, 2009; Wurmb

et al., 2018). One study adequately considered the relationship between

the research and participants (Lamb, 2012) and only two studies took

ethical considerations into account (Knight, 2009; Wurmb et al., 2018).

One study was considered to conduct a rigorous data analysis (Onyan-

go, 2018), yet seven studies were rated as providing a clear statement of

study findings (Australian National Audit Office, 2010; Braziel

et al., 2015; Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Kerry, 2007;

Knight, 2009; Weine & Younis, 2014; Wurmb et al., 2018).

5.3 | Synthesis of results

5.3.1 | Effectiveness studies (Objective 1)

Radicalisation to violence outcome category

Williams et al. (2016) provided data that permitted the comparison be-

tween intervention participants who received a police‐involved multi-

agency intervention versus those who did not using a measure of

vulnerability to radicalisation. Table 11.1 includes the SMDs and their

associated 95% Confidence Intervals for each eligible self‐report survey
item from the Williams et al. (2016) study. RevMan was used to calculate

effect sizes using data supplied by the study authors (propensity‐matched

means, standard deviations, and number of participants in each group).

The effect sizes were small to medium and favoured the treatment group,

aside from one item that favoured the comparison group (survey item: “I

make friends with people from other races”). All but three of the SMDs

have confidence intervals including zero, indicating a lack of statistically

significant differences between participants in the treatment and com-

parison group for most survey items.

TABLE 7 Summary results for risk of bias assessment for Objective 1 (EPHPP Quality Assessment Tool)

Study Selection bias Study design Confounders Blinding Data collection methods

Baldwin (2010) Weak Moderate Weak Weak Weak

Carter et al. (2014) Weak Moderate Weak Weak Weak

Burruss et al. (2012) Weak Moderate Moderate Weak Moderate

Stewart and Oliver (2014) Weak Moderate Weak Weak Weak
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Multiagency collaboration outcome category

Table 11.2 summarises the four studies included in the synthesis of

multiagency outcomes. Carter et al. (2014) used three negative binomial

regression models to examine the impact of agency alignment with the

TCL on the degree of close working relationships with external organi-

sations, frequency of information sharing with external agencies, and

frequency of receiving information from external agencies. The authors

concluded that greater alignment with the TCL was positively and sta-

tistically significantly related to greater working relationships with other

organisations, as well as with providing and receiving intelligence from

these organisations. The authors present results as exponentiated coef-

ficients, or IRRs. For every one unit increase in a policing agency's

alignment with the TCL (from 1= not at all, to 4 = completely), there is a

corresponding 3.6% increase on the scale measuring close working re-

lationships with external organisations (IRR= 1.036, SEIRR = 0.012,

LCLIRR = 1.013, UCLIRR = 1.060), an 8.1% increase on the scale measuring

the extent to which they provide intelligence to external agencies

(IRR= 1.081, SEIRR = 0.025, LCLIRR = 1.032, UCLIRR = 1.13), and a 6.1%

increase on the scale measuring the extent to which they receive in-

telligence from these partners (IRR=1.061, SEIRR = 0.031, LCLIRR = 1.000,

UCLIRR = 1.122).

Baldwin (2010) conducted three separate linear regression models,

assessing the impact of the number of collaborations on the level of

understanding of DHS missions, responsibilities, strategies, and/or goals

at the federal, state, and departmental level. Each model controlled for a

range of other demographic, law enforcement practice, and ideology

variables. The effect of the number of collaborations was mixed across

outcomes. A higher number of collaborations was associated with a lower

rating of clarity and understanding of federal DHS missions, responsi-

bilities, strategies and/or goals (r=−0.212, SEr=0.049, LCLr=−0.308,

UCLr=−0.117); however, a higher number of collaborations was asso-

ciated with a higher rating of clarity and understanding of state‐level DHS
missions, responsibilities, strategies and/or goals (r= 0.173, SEr=0.041,

LCLr=0.093, UCLr=0.253), and a higher rating of clarity and under-

standing of departmental‐level DHS missions, responsibilities, strategies

and/or goals (r=0.161, SEr=0.053, LCLr= 0.058, UCLr=0.264).

Burruss et al. (2012) used structural equation modelling (SEM) to

examine the impact of perceptions of the influence of grants from

DHS, private industry, community, or corporate bodies on homeland

security preparedness. The grants variable is defined as the influence

of partner grants on formulating the “agency's current approach or

practices related to homeland security prevention, preparedness,

response, and recovery” (Burruss et al., 2012, p. 108). The first model,

which controls for institutional pressures, terrorism risk, nonterror-

ism risk, and agency size, shows a negative direct relationship be-

tween perceptions of the influence of grants and homeland security

preparedness (r = −0.333, SEr = 0.0913, LCLr = −0.512, UCLr =

−0.154). Similarly, the full model indicates that when taking into

account institutional pressures, perceived terrorism and nonterror-

ism risk, agency size, rurality, and connections to larger agencies,

there was a negative direct relationship between the perception of

the influence of grants and the number of homeland security pre-

paredness activities that were conducted (r = −0.288, SEr = 0.087,

LCLr = −0.458, UCLr = −0.118). The authors state that this negative

result was not expected and hypothesise that this may be due to a

suppression effect in the models. While this hypothesis was not

tested, the authors suggest that agencies that are not influenced by

institutional pressures but seek grants may engage in fewer home-

land security preparedness activities.

Stewart and Oliver (2014) used a zero inflated negative binomial

regression model (ZINB) to explore the relationship between receipt of

homeland security grants and the number of homeland security in-

itiatives. The authors found that the receipt of homeland security funding

did not significantly predict whether or not the agency engaged in at least

one form of homeland security innovation (B=−1.12, SEB=0.67, LCLB=

−2.433, UCLB=0.193). However, for those agencies that had engaged in

at least one homeland security innovation, the receipt of homeland se-

curity funding was associated with an increased number of homeland

security initiatives, a measure which includes initiatives that focus on

multiagency collaboration (B=0.22, SEB=0.08, LCLB=0.063, UCLB=

0.377). While this study and Burruss et al. (2012) may appear to use a

similar intervention variable related to grants, these studies were not

TABLE 11.1 Impact of WORDE program
on self‐report deradicalisation outcomes Survey item

Standardised mean

difference

95% confidence

interval

I feel welcome 0.47 0.15–0.78

I feel part of something bigger than myself 0.11 −0.20–0.42

I feel a sense of teamwork 0.24 −0.07–0.55

I make friendships that are active beyond the event 0.21 −0.10–0.52

I make friends with people from other races −0.51 −0.82 to −0.19

I feel free of peer pressure 0.88 0.56–1.20

I feel accepted 0.44 0.13–0.75

I wouldn't feel afraid to talk to others 0.44 0.13–0.75

I learn about cultures other than my own 0.25 −0.06–0.56

Source: Data required to calculate effect sizes was not provided in the eligible study reports

(Williams et al., 2016) but was provided by the study authors via personal communication.
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combined using meta‐analysis because both the intervention and the

outcomes were considered too conceptually distinct. Burruss et al. (2012)

focused on the perceived influence of grants on homeland security pre-

paredness, whereas Stewart and Oliver (2014) focused on whether or not

homeland security grants had been received. Similarly, the outcome used

in Burruss et al.'s (2012) study was focused on homeland security pre-

paredness, whilst the outcome in Stewart and Oliver's (2014) study was

focused on the implementation of homeland security innovations.

5.4 | Mechanisms, moderators, economic and
implementation studies (Objective 2)

5.4.1 | Mechanisms

Of the 181 studies deemed eligible for Objective 2 of the review,

only one study reached a rating of 3 or more on the EMMIE appraisal

tool for examining mechanisms underpinning multiagency interven-

tions with police as a partner for countering radicalisation, extremism

and/or terrorism (Carter et al., 2014, see Table 4). This indicates that

most studies providing at least some content on potential mechan-

isms either provided only a general statement of assumed theory or a

description of a theory linked with potential mechanisms, but did not

provide a full description of the theory of change underpinning the

intervention and testable predictions (rating of 3 on EMMIE tool) or

conduct a robust analysis to determine if the theory of change op-

erates as expected (rating of 4). Although the authors of the sole

study with a rating of 3 do not directly test the proposed mechanism,

of all the studies rated on the EMMIE tool, this was the only study

that provided an explicit and cohesive description of theory drawn

from prior work (rating of 2) along with a description of a theory of

change and testable predictions (rating of 3).

Carter et al. (2014) used a survey of 272 law enforcement

agencies to categorise a range of practitioners on the degree to

which they aligned with the DHS TCL. These independent variables

were conceptualised as the multiagency intervention as they ex-

plicitly encourage multiagency working in the context of terrorism,

extremism and/or radicalisation (see Section 5.1.2). The NCISP is a

guide prepared by the Global Intelligence Working Group and U.S.

Department of Justice that provides a framework detailing the

characteristics that law enforcement entities should adhere to in

order to practice successful intelligence‐led policing. The TCL pro-

vides a guide for law enforcement agencies that aims to assist

agencies in their ability to prevent/respond to/recover from “major

events,” including terrorism.

Carter et al. (2014) use loose coupling theory to contextualise

their study, which characterises organisations as being split into two

internal levels: (1) superordinate level and (2) subordinate level. The

superordinate level acts in a way to satisfy the expectations of the

external environment and the subordinate level follows the super-

ordinate's prescription for the agency but retains some level of in-

dependence in how they perform their duties. The theory “suggests

that both groups do not always work in tandem” (p. 434) and refersT
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to potential disconnect between the two which can be influenced by

factors such as agency size.

Unfortunately, the authors use the intervention variables (de-

gree of adherence to multiagency frameworks) as proxies for testing

the theory rather than measuring and testing whether the super-

ordinate/subordinate level and the cohesive working components

discussed in loose coupling theory exist within the organisations or in

their relationship with partners. This lack of explicit measurement of

the proposed mechanisms prohibited direct testing of the loose

coupling theoretical mechanisms (e.g., degree of adherence to

frameworks→cohesiveness→outcome).

5.4.2 | Moderators

Of the 181 studies deemed eligible for Objective 2 of the review,

only one study reached a rating of 3 or more on the EMMIE appraisal

tool for examining factors that may moderate the effect of multi-

agency interventions with police as a partner for countering radica-

lisation, extremism, and/or terrorism (Burruss et al., 2012, see

Table 4). This indicates that most studies reporting at least some

content on potential moderators either provided ad hoc descriptions

of possible moderators or tested possible post hoc moderators yet

did not (a) provide a theoretically grounded description of relevant

moderators (rating of 3); or (b) collect and analyse data relating to

the theoretically grounded moderators and/or contexts (rating of 4).

Burruss et al. (2012) used data from a self‐report survey to examine

the level of national security preparedness among a sample of 350 state

and local U.S. law enforcement agencies8 by measuring the degree to

which they employed 13 actions that denoted steps taken by

departments to prevent, respond to, and recover from homeland security

incidents. These authors examined whether the relationship between

preparedness actions (intervention) and organisational efficiency (out-

come) was impacted by a range of factors (moderators). The intervention

variable was measured by asking respondents to indicate whether they

had employed the 13 counterterrorism strategies within their agency,

which included actions indicative of multiagency collaboration (e.g.,

interagency taskforce participation, mutual aid agreements with law

enforcement and other agencies). It should be noted that these measures

were combined with other actions that were not considered to be

multiagency working. As such, the moderation findings need to be

interpreted with caution. The outcome of organisational efficiency was

measured by asking respondents to rate their agency on a 14‐item scale

regarding their ability to respond, in a multiagency way, to a homeland

security event.

The authors draw on organisational theory as an overarching

framework—encompassing contingency theory, resource dependency

theory and institutional theory—to explain how levels of prepared-

ness for national security incidents are shaped. Contingency theory

proposes that preparedness activities are rational actions to threats.

For example, the perceived risk of a terrorist attack will lead police

agencies to adjust their level of preparedness. However, the orga-

nisational structure and degree of preparedness actions will be

contingent on external factors (e.g., crime rates), size of the organi-

sation, and the availability of technology. The second theory, re-

source dependent theory, argues that level of preparedness is

influenced by external funding to support the adoption of new po-

licies and practices. Lastly, institutional theory proposes that agen-

cies and individuals outside the organisation who provide the

organisation with funding, materials, equipment, clients, and other

inputs, can place pressure on an organisation to confirm to certain

expectations. Hence, pressure coming from external agencies and

bodies, such as other police agencies, can act as an important mod-

erator of national security preparedness on organisational efficiency

to deal with a homeland security event. Burruss et al. (2012) mea-

sured a range of moderators linked with these theories, including:

extent of influence or effective modelling by peers and agencies,

perceived pressure from professional associations, perceived influ-

ence of relevant publications (government and otherwise), agency

size and proximity, and grant programs or funding opportunities.

The results of the SEM undertaken by Burruss et al. (2012) found

that self‐reported national security preparedness predicted 53% of the

variation in perceived organisational efficacy to respond to a terrorism

event. In addition, the impact of self‐reported preparedness actions—

including multiagency actions—on organisational efficacy was moderated

by institutional pressures (β=0.708), followed by interactions with other

law enforcement agencies (β=0.298), availability of state and federal

grants (β=−0.288), the size of an agency (β=0.166), and if a police

agency was in a rural or urban area, with those in rural areas reporting

lower levels of preparedness (β=−0.157). The authors argue that in-

stitutional pressures lead to agencies being more aware of professional

practice trends and literature, and that interactions with other agencies

and the size of the agency are likely to magnify the influence of these

practice and literature trends. Specifically, they contend that connections

with “external bodies and individuals (such as training organisations,

professional associations, government agencies, scholars, and other law

enforcement agencies) can help shape the structures and activities of law

enforcement agencies” (p. 66) by increasing diffusion of knowledge and

by creating “change agents” who can disseminate information and en-

courage the adoption of practices and policies to enhance preparedness.

5.4.3 | Implementation considerations (facilitators)

Of the 181 studies deemed eligible for Objective 2 of the review, 21

studies reached a rating of 3 or more on the EMMIE appraisal tool for

examining implementation considerations regarding multiagency in-

terventions with police as a partner for countering radicalisation,

extremism, and/or terrorism (see Table 4). This indicates that most

studies reporting at least some content on implementation con-

siderations either provided ad hoc comments or “concerted efforts to

document implementation or implementation challenges” (Thornton

et al., 2019, p. 271), yet did not provide (a) an “evidence‐based
8The participants for this study are described in the “Review of quantitative effectiveness”

section.
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account of levels of implementation or implementation challenges”

(p. 271); or (b) “a complete evidence‐based account of implementa-

tion or implementation challenges and specification of what would be

necessary for replication elsewhere” (p. 271). Table 12 provides an

overview of the practical implementation stages and considerations

reported in each of the 21 studies. Of the 21 studies, 16 discuss

factors that enable implementation of the intervention (i.e.,

facilitators).

The enablers identified across the 16 studies include having avail-

able additional funding to support partnership work in a counter-

terrorism context and the need to have a dedicated coordinator to drive

a multiagency initiative (Department of Homeland Security, 2016;

Knight, 2009). Partnership work is also argued to improve when

agencies are co‐located and there are convenient locations for meetings

to take place (Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Williams

et al., 2016). Ensuring agency participants have a clear understanding of

programme goals and that these align with government priorities also

helps to facilitate multiagency and interagency cooperation (Ker-

ry, 2007; Schanzer et al., 2016). The need for organisational leadership

by police is also identified as being important, indicating that senior

levels of support help to facilitate partnership working, with political

commitment also necessary (Australian National Audit Office, 2010;

Braziel et al., 2015; Department of Homeland Security, 2015; Ker-

ry, 2007; Knight, 2009; Lewandowski, 2012; Schanzer et al., 2016).

In the context of partnerships involving the provision of training,

the reputation of the agency and its ability to provide good quality

training was found to help ensure that training on counterterrorism

and national security preparedness is adopted (Davis et al., 2016).

Studies argued that training should not be one‐off, with participant

follow‐up and opportunities for participants to link‐up regularly being

identified as applicable to the sustainable impact of any training. This

is further facilitated by having easy access to training products and

activities that directly align with end‐user needs and priorities

(Carter, 2006; Department of Homeland Security, 2016; Mabrey

et al., 2006; Schanzer et al., 2016). Costs to initiate partnerships and

provide products should also be kept low (Mesloh et al., 2003).

A number of the included studies note that it is important to have

intelligence gathering activities separate and distinct from any com-

munity outreach activities aimed at countering violent radicalisation

and/or extremism, ensuring that these two activities do not become

blurred (Lamb, 2013; Schanzer et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2016; Weine

& Younis, 2015). Police often require time to build relationships with

community groups in order to foster transparency and meaningful en-

gagement in this work (Lamb, 2013). It was also identified that having

the same partners involved from start to finish of a partnership ensures

consistency of participation (Lewandowski, 2012; Mabrey et al., 2006;

Onyango, 2018; Schanzer et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2016).

Thirteen studies identified facilitators that were considered to be

important for successful implementation of the intervention. These fac-

tors included access to funding, increased information sharing (two‐way
process) and access to applicable intelligence databases and technology.

In addition to access to required technology (e.g., Sandoval, 2013), in-

cluded studies identified a need for administrative oversight of these

databases and the importance of avoiding duplication of both activities

and data collection (Department of Homeland Security, 2015, 2016;

Knight, 2009). The studies also suggest that information should be tar-

geted to the needs of participants and formal processes should be put in

place to enable the efficient transfer of information to partners

(Knight, 2009). Targeted information may take the form of both in-

formation that increases general awareness around terrorist risk, and also

specific and accurate threat pictures delivered to stakeholders to allow

them to make resource decisions about how to respond to national se-

curity threats in their jurisdictions (Department of Homeland Security,

2014, 2015; Kerry, 2007; Knight, 2009).

The quality of relationships with partners external to any part-

nership or partnership mechanism (e.g., a fusion centre) was identi-

fied by some studies as vital to collaboration and sharing of threat

assessment information (Knight, 2009; Schanzer et al., 2016). These

studies argued that police must engage in relationship building with

stakeholders and that engagement should be broad in nature (De-

partment of Homeland Security 2015, 2016; Mabrey et al., 2006.

Partnerships that have strong privacy, civil rights, and civil liberties

policies and protections in place are considered crucial to success,

especially in partnerships with many organisations such as in the case of

fusion centres (Department of Homeland Security, 2015, 2016). Some

included studies highlight the need for standardised assessment tools for

defining the specific training needs across jurisdictions and training that is

based on real scenarios (Kerry, 2007). Having checklists to assist partners

to undertake relevant threat assessments was also identified as key

(Mesloh et al., 2003). During critical incidents, having in place commu-

nication hotlines (i.e., priority communication channels) to speed up

communication was suggested as important to agency responsiveness to

terrorist events (Wurmb et al., 2018). In this context, it is suggested that

partners should receive training around how to respond to critical in-

cidents, with procedures in place to ensure consistent responses to in-

cidents and interview suspects (Braziel et al., 2015; Kerry, 2007; Mesloh

et al., 2003; Wurmb et al., 2018).

When working with partners, the included studies suggest that law

enforcement needs to be transparent in their engagement, open‐minded

and offer confidential spaces so partners can talk openly (Williams

et al., 2016; Weine & Younis, 2015). Time, resources and energy should

be invested into research and some studies argue that bureaucratic

permissions need to be sought prior to the implementation of a part-

nership (Mabrey et al., 2006; Weine et al., 2017; Williams et al., 2016;

Weine & Younis, 2015). When working and engaging with the commu-

nity, some evidence indicates that police should focus less on law en-

forcement goals and more on community concerns, and be prepared to

respond to thses (Lamb, 2012; Weine et al., 2017; Williams et al., 2016;

Weine & Younis, 2015).

5.4.4 | Implementation considerations (barriers)

Of the 26 studies rated as a 3 for implementation on the EMMIE tool

(see Tables 4 and 12), 16 studies discuss a range of obstacles en-

countered in implementing police multiagency interventions for
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TABLE 12 Overview of implementation considerations

Study Implementation in Practice

Australian National

Audit Office (2010)

Origins: Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet was appointed to oversee the National Security Campaign. This

included a public information campaign and consultation with research, leading to the decision to create a dedicated

Commonwealth 24/7 response number for people to report information regarding national security (National

Security Hotline, NSH)

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

The NSH itself is a single organisation that liaises with ASIO, AFP and citizens, but the degree of multiagency working

involved in the following components is unclear

• NSH staff training: Staff are trained to take their time on calls to elicit as much information as they can (p. 31), 5‐day
initial training (topics include: questioning, info gathering, negotiation, how to use IT systems), mentoring system, call

monitoring until competent, self‐paced e‐learning with simulations, review of prior reports.

• Specific staffing schedule, 30‐min overlap in shifts to allow for handovers, minimum of 2× operators and 1×

supervisor.

• Explicit contingencies and procedures if call centre is compromised or has a surge in calls.

• IT and telecommunication specifications (e.g., electronic call flagging and communication to relevant agencies via

checkboxes).

• Explicit procedures for stakeholder agencies who receive NSH call details (automatic email to specific email address

nominated by agency, secure web‐based portal).

• Biannual stakeholder forum with 1–2 representatives from each agency to discuss practices and other issues

• Joint ASIO and AFP team who evaluates and triages calls, AFP officer embedded in ASIO and has full connectivity

between the databases. An intelligence officer downloads calls, checks them for information, and then forwards the

proforma to AF who check the call information against their own and sends back, the intelligence officer then

assesses whether the call is of no interest, a reference call, or a lead. Specific processes for AFP handling of calls that

are not triaged through ASIO (pp. 62–63)

Braziel et al. (2015)

Wurmb et al. (2018)

Origins: These two studies provide case studies of multiagency responses to public safety events (e.g., active shooters)

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Dispatch calls to first responders regarding violent lone actors (police initially, followed by other agencies), rapid

arrival on scene

• Timely information sharing and coordination of movements between federal, state, local agencies to locate shooters

and triage injured victims

• Specialised law enforcement unites (e.g., SWAT, explosive experts) and tactical command post.

• Telecommunication technology to avoid nonlaw enforcement listening into scanners (e.g., push‐to‐talk phones).

• Triage area and swift transport of wounded victims away from scene to hospitals

• Evacuation of nearby buildings, clear markers to indicate cleared locations

• Thorough sweeps of initial shooting site prevented the detonation of secondary weapons

• Community collaboration to assist in the process of transporting and containing witnesses during lengthy

interviewing processes (e.g., churches)

• Community collaboration to provide a location for witnesses to reunite with family, and a site for counselling services

to be accessed

• Public Information Officers included in all command‐level briefings and strategy sessions and informed the media

throughout the day.

• Social media to communicate alerts and information to the public

Carter (2006) Origins: Program intended to enhance intelligence capacities of state, local and tribal law enforcement (SLTLE) agencies

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• 20–24 h of training over two days, sufficient space for group activities (e.g., breakout groups)

• Student handbook containing all information presented during lectures to supplement individual notes

• Day 1: Session 1 (overview of intelligence history, initiatives, the process and future directions); Session 2

(community partnerships for intelligence); Session 3 (products and resources, including data networks and

availability); Sassoon 4 (infrastructure, such as intelligence plans).

• Day 2: Session 5 (intelligence capacity building including: information management, civil rights and privacy and

liability and intelligence records, auditing), Session 6 (intelligence‐led policing); Session 7 (external funding for

supplementing regular budgets).

• Final phase comprised of 2‐h breakout sessions of 12 people discussing issues or intelligence functions of their

agencies in order to identify the obstacles for agencies. Evaluation and data collection occurred during this phase

examine the effectiveness of this programme to develop/recalibrate intelligence capacity and how agency size affects

adequacy of intelligence capacity

Davis et al. (2016) Origins: Agencies approached the Institute for Intergovernmental Research (IRR), whose planning staff work with the

agency to determine their training needs

(Continues)
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TABLE 12 (Continued)

Study Implementation in Practice

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

SLATT involves four main activities:

1. The IRR deliver face‐to‐face on‐site training and workshops, including specific training on certain topics (i.e.,

investigative/intelligence), expert instruction at meetings, and sessions at conferences.

2. Train‐the‐trainer workshops which aim to develop capacity of trainers in law enforcement agencies to upskill their staff.

3. SLATT trainees can access online training webinars and training modules.

4. IRR provide customised technical assistance to law enforcement stakeholders.

• Details regarding the modality for intervention components not explicit (e.g., only lecture‐based or include

interactive activities). However, authors state that, typically, workshops include a panel of local representatives from

FBI, Joint Terrorism Task Forces, and other government agencies to facilitate networking.

• Training covers an overview of the nature and warning signs of terrorism, and then specific/targeted training around

tactics for the respective topic covered in the workshop (e.g., the investigative workshop gives training around the

investigative interview, while the train‐the‐trainer workshop provides guidance for attendees to implement when

developing their own in‐house training). See Tables 1.1 and 1.2 of the report for further detail

• Investigative workshops are “typically two‐and‐a‐half days” (p. 8) while train‐the‐trainer workshops are “typically

one‐and‐a‐half” days (p. 8). The exact duration seems to depend on the individual agency that requests the training.

• Specific details are provided regarding logistical management of a SLATT event (p. 30), including marketing and information

dissemination. Workshops are advertised via flyers which are disseminated via the requesting agency's email lists

Department of

Homeland

Security (2015)

Origins: Fusion centres are collaborative centres between two or more agencies that provide and share resources,

intelligence, expertise and information in order to prevent, detect, or respond to criminal/terrorist activity. This

report focuses on the national network of centres in the United States in 2014

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Business/operating hours vary across fusion centres (e.g., 24/7, extended operating hours, or normal business hours, p. 9).

• Colocation of fusion centres with different agencies (p. 10 Table 2). The highest number of fusion centres co‐locate
with state, county or city law enforcement, but there is a range of other partners that they are co‐located with

including law enforcement intelligence, emergency operation centres, state homeland security, FBI, and fire services.

• Staff predominantly state‐level, with a range of roles (see p. 11) with most focusing on analysis. Least engagement

with private sector. Some staff who work in fusion centres but are not paid out of the fusion centre's budget (e.g.,

public health nurses or fire fighters who might be assigned as subject matter experts or analysts)

• Creation of “standing information needs” (SINs) to tag subjects of operational or intelligence interest. This tracks the

overall operations and whether they are meeting customers' needs (see p. 15, which also assesses whether they are

tagging SINs accurately/appropriately)

• DHS Grant Program requires all fusion centres to “post all distributable analytic products on HSIN‐Intel” (database,
p. 16‐17). Biweekly threat information sharing forum implemented alongside this

• Provision of direct support to preplanned events and disasters (p. 18)

• Governance bodies usually oversee and guide fusion centre budgets, programs and operations (see p. 21 and 22

• Distribution of federal funding assists fusion centres predominantly to include personnel, training, support for

National Network (i.e., headquarters), IT, and training (see p. 28)

Department of

Homeland

Security (2016)

Origins: Fusion centres are collaborative centres between two or more agencies that provide and share resources,

intelligence, expertise and information in order to prevent, detect, or respond to criminal/terrorist activity. This

report focuses on the national network of centres in the United States in 2015

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Fifty‐three operate at state or territorial level (have responsibility of entirety of states or territories), remaining 25

fusion centres operate in major urban areas and have smaller geographic responsibility

• Business hour variance (p. 5), based on mission requirements and mission resources

• 89.6% (96) of fusion centres located either in the same office space or building with at least one other federal or

SLTT agency

• Total of 2479 LSTT and private sector staff members and most common role is analyst (p. 6)

• Operational costs, including personnel, account for the overwhelming majority of all expenditures for centres

Kerry (2007) Origins: The CBRN First Responder Training Program (FRTP) is multiagency programme coordinated by Public Safety Canada.

It aims to increase preparedness, readiness and capability to respond” to terrorist‐related incidents in Canada” (p. iii)

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Funded under public security and terrorism

• Content focused on introductory/awareness, intermediate and advanced, and health‐specific courses for first

responders and receivers with 4 expected outcomes: awareness, basic, intermediate and advanced (see p. 8)
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TABLE 12 (Continued)

Study Implementation in Practice

• Flowchart clearly specifies development, delivery, management, and coordination of the training (p. 9)

• Roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder organisation is clearly delineated (p. 10)

• Requires a real‐life scenario as a training simulation, along with a complete team of first responders (i.e., fire, police,

emergency medical services, p. 24)

Knight (2009) Origins: Fusion centres are collaborative centres between two or more agencies that provide and share resources,

intelligence, expertise and information in order to prevent, detect, or respond to criminal/terrorist activity. This

dissertation focuses on the Tampa fusion centre including findings from direct observations of collaborative

sessions/meeting/interviews of fusion centre participants and the federal/state managers and supervisors

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• See above detail for DHS (2015) and DHS (2016)

• Top‐down model with DHS centralised administration operational directions (e.g., federal funding, training, and

standardising effective and recommended procedures, see p. 26)

• A networked model for fusion centres requires modification to obtain the collaborative effort and action desired

(e.g., input and participation by individuals, clear roles and responsibilities linked with procedures)

Lamb (2012) Origins: Joint Intelligence (JIG) multiagency network formed to collect intelligence on individuals who were at‐risk of

disrupt the G20 event in Toronto

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Interconnected teams, including: Liaison Management Team, which works with external partners to keep abreast of

potential terrorist threats (see p. 78); Domestic Intelligence Liaison Management Team (for liaison with other police/

military/security agencies, see p. 79); International Intelligence Liaison Management Team (p. 81); and Corporate

Intelligence Liaison Management Team (p. 82)

• Weekly briefs leading up to the G20 to keep partners abreast of any issues of concern leading up to the event (p. 149)

• Creation and dissemination of Intelligence Bulletins (p. 149, frequency not specified)

• Closer to the event, weekly reports replaced with “Daily Situational Reports” (p. 150). These reports contained

information specific to likely public safety events (including terrorism) and threat and risk‐level assessments to

inform intelligence and planning (p. 152 onwards)

Lamb (2013) Origins: The “three cups of tea” approach was embedded within the PREVENT stream of the CONTEST policy in the UK

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• The “three cups of tea” approach entails a series of interactions between Security and Partnership officers and their

assigned community members/area/institution, and is an adaptation upon existing community policing approaches in

the area

• Security and Partnership officers work under the area Counter Terrorism Unit, not the general West Midlands

policing units (although can work alongside them), and do not wear a radio nor attend to other calls so that they may

fully devote their time to building community relationships. Also, crucially, these relationships are built through face‐
to‐face interactions

• The “first cup of tea” signals the beginning of the relationship (familiarisation) between officer and community partner

through continued instigation on the officer's part. In this stage it is imperative that officers disclose that they work for the

Counter Terrorism Unit, and are clearly uniformed, to maintain transparency and avoid feelings of betrayal or perceived

deception. Their uniforms are also worn to grant visibility in a way that is similar to neighbourhood police, with which

community members are already familiar. In order to effectively differentiate themselves from local neighbourhood officers

and foster sustained relationships, Security and Partnership officers are required only to spend meaningful time in the

community—as such they are not required to wear a radio and complete other policing jobs. Once officers believe a level of

familiarity has been established they progress onto the next stage

• In the “second cup of tea” phase, officers build trust with community partners by capitalising on any opportunity to

assist in small community problems, streamlining solutions by sidestepping “red tape”. This stage entails Security and

Partnership officers to move beyond establishing familiarity and towards gaining the trust of community so

community members feel comfortable in discussing sensitive topics related to terrorism/extremism/radicalisation.

This includes assisting and addressing small concerns and issues of the community to demonstrate officers' genuine

willingness to offer aid and support to the community rather than gather intelligence or enforce laws

• The final phase, “third cup of tea”, is when officers may broach the subject of terrorism, radicalisation and extremism

through official talks/meetings (“ACT NOW”), interactive workshops (“Workshop to Raise Awareness of Prevent”,

aka “WRAP”) or less formal discussions with small pockets of the community/individuals. The authors argue the

success of this final stage hinges on the familiarity and trust built from previous stages

• Key to the strategy is engaging regularly, networking, and building relationships with community members and

stakeholders before terrorism and radicalisation information is divulged

Lewandowski (2012) Origins: Fusion centres are collaborative centres between two or more agencies that provide and share resources,

intelligence, expertise and information in order to prevent, detect, or respond to criminal/terrorist activity. This

(Continues)
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Study Implementation in Practice

dissertation focuses on Regional Operations Intelligence Centre (ROIC) which is the fusion centre for the New

Jersey area, providing a ethnographic account of a “day in the life” of staff at the ROIC

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Analysis Element which handles the distribution and creation of intelligence data, including threat analysis and crime

analysis (see p. 11 for a diagram on the organisational structure)

• Threat watch desk, which falls under the threat analysis arm, where most of the collaboration between agencies and

the public occurs. The purpose of the threat watch desk is to prepare reports and assessments when incidents occur

or are planned and may involve “a potential nexus to homeland security and/or terrorism, potential deployment of

law enforcement resources and high visibility” (p. 12)

• Office space is setup to facilitate communication and rapport‐building among staff (pp. 22–25 and 45–46).

• Daily morning meetings to discuss events over the last 24–72 h, pp. 26–27, p. 30)

• Soft management skills for leaders to building good atmosphere in a multiagency office (e.g., p. 35)

• “Common Operation Picture” (COP) which is a daily email the ROIC sends to public safety officials in New Jersey to

disseminate accurate and timely information regarding the threat environment (p. 56 and Supporting Information

Appendix D for content examples)

Mabrey et al. (2006) Origins: Research, training development, and implementation was conducted by a collaboration of universities who then

delivered training to over 60 agencies, including police

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Research‐informed training manual regarding identification and interviewing techniques for terrorist threats and

other border‐based crimes (e.g., organised crime). Specific detail on the content of the training is limited

• Lesson plans and training sites required, along with adaption of materials to local needs (e.g., features of the setting

conducive to the crime problem)

Mesloh et al. (2003) Origins: The University of Central Florida and the University of Central Florida Police Department developed an

Amnesty Box initiative at public events to reduce risk (including radicalised violence)

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Sealed container allowing individuals to discard contraband items before entering a metal detector or security

checkpoint (including contraband that may facilitation violent extremism). Size: 30‐gallon plastic bins with swinging

lids, taped to the bin. Shredded paper was placed at the bottom of the bin to absorb liquids

• Signage around the exterior of the auditorium explaining the purpose of the amnesty boxes (p. 8 for specific size and

display requirements)

• Deployment of uniformed and plainclothes police in the area during the event to monitor patron behaviour

• Boxes removed after patrons had departed and were examined and documented in a safe location

Onyango (2018) Origins: The Terrorism Amnesty Reintegration Program (ARP) was implemented by National Counter‐Terrorism Centre

of Kenya (multiagency group including state agencies, collaborates with nonstate agencies) and offers amnesty to

radicalised Kenyan youths who voluntarily surrender to Kenyan national security agencies (County Commissioners

or police)

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Originally 10‐day period and eventually extended indefinitely

• Returnees are monitored before and after integration to ensure sincerity (largely by Anti‐Terrorist Police Unit and

National Intelligence Service)

• Returnees are provided with training, counselling and access to social services

• Returnees are provided with “reintegration kits” that contain tools which could aid economic independence (e.g.,

sewing machines)

• Courts required to swiftly and firmly punish returnees who defy rules for inclusion in the programme

• Programme numbers are capped to maintain monitoring and privacy of returnees (e.g., retaliatory attacks from

violent extremist groups)

• Suggestion that formal implementation plan and legal framework would enhance implementation

Schanzer et al. (2016) Origins: This study examines police‐community partnership and outreach in the US using interviews and focus groups to

explore what works and what does not

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Commitment from police chief and political leaders essential (p. 36)

• Community outreach separate to intelligence gathering and investigation (pp. 38–40)

• Police briefings/community forums with community members regarding terrorism
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TABLE 12 (Continued)

Study Implementation in Practice

• Police working with community to create and deliver training products for police (p. 42, 45)

• Police outreach activities (e.g., attending community events)

van den

Heuvel et al. (2012)

Orig ins: The HYDRA Immersive Simulation system is high‐fidelity training tool whereby leadership and decision‐making

can be observed in controlled conditions.

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• For this study information regarding a simulated terrorist incident was revealed to participants in real‐time

(throughout the course of 1 8‐h day), through a range of mediums (paper, video, graphic, actors, etc.)

• Each syndicate (group) is set‐up in a room, and are accompanied by a “loggist” who records all decisions made, and

the rationales behind them

• Debriefing meetings to reflect on the multiagency management of the event and develop strategies to manage

identified issues

Weine et al., 2017) Origins: The Countering Violent Extremism Tailored Community Policing (CVETCP) initiative was developed in Los

Angeles by police and community members

Opera tions, Materials, and Resources:

Comprised of five main practices, with communications conducted by LAPD's Liaison Bureau (est. 2008), comprised of

~6 police officers and 25 specialist volunteers and reserve officers (see p. 8).

1. Engagement:

• Community outreach officers meet with community leaders individually, build relationships with community

organisations and religious groups

• Quarterly Muslim Forum held by LAPD and attended by Muslim organisation representatives (p. 4), interfaith

events, engaging youths

2. Building Trust:

• Community outreach officers facilitate an open dialogue about sensitive issues with community members

(includes police efforts to combat islamophobia)

• Crucial elements: providing a confidential space to talk, acknowledging past traumas (in countries of origin and

the United States) that may have caused community distrust in police, publicly addressing islamophobia,

listening to community perspectives/feedback, transparency, demonstrate open‐mindedness and helpfulness.

3. Educating:

• Building knowledge of hate crimes, police work, community resources, and violent extremism/counter violent

extremism

• Includes interfaith education, CVE programme development, teaching communities about connecting with

relevant resources, and law enforcement, education on nonviolent extremism issues

• (i.e., domestic violence and disaster preparedness)

1. Problem‐solving:
• Encouraging violent extremism prevention by facilitating community diffusion of tension (daily issues, as well as

speech/hate crimes), teaching problem solving skills, providing workshops educating about hate crimes and how to

cope as an individual and as a community, and providing technical assistance to communities

2. Mobilising:

• Encouraging civic engagement within the community, partner with NGOs to assist during crises, encourage civic

engagement within the community to build a strong network, spread messaging countering that of violent extremist

groups, support communities during crises, provide problem solving skills for addressing refugee and immigrant

security issues, empower women and youth in the community to engage in leadership roles

Williams et al. (2016) See “Included studies” section

Sandoval (2013) Origins: This study uses a quantitative survey to explore what works and what does not with regard to information

sharing behaviour between agencies.

Operations, Materials, and Resources:

• Knowledge management, especially understandings and organisational perceptions of policy

• Emphasis on information sharing by leaders

• Emphasis on understanding of IT compatibility (including hardware, software, security systems and data standards)

• Interagency trust for safeguarding and protecting information shared with other agencies; time, reciprocity,

understanding, security and timeliness all seen as vital

• Cultural emphasis on interagency partnerships from those in leadership roles

• Hindrances for information sharing may include organisational culture factors (e.g., attitudes or resistance from

leadership, attitudes from colleagues), understandings of IT systems, lack of trust in other agencies with regard to lax

safeguarding of IT systems, and policies
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countering radicalisation to violence. The first barrier identified was

applicable to the delivery of training in national security prepared-

ness and counterterrorism. Four studies examined partnerships that

were concerned with national security/counterterrorism training

(Carter, 2006; Davis et al., 2016; Kerry, 2007; van den

Heuvel et al., 2012). The lack of ongoing support to supplement

police training once the training is completed was identified as a

barrier to implementation (Kerry, 2007), and agencies charged with

providing training can face limited capacity to deliver their training to

enough police and other personnel in the required timeframe

(Davis et al., 2016). Further, a lack of clear organisation policies or a

culture of blame can impact whether multiagency training simula-

tions are derailed (van den Heuvel et al., 2012). Demands from

funding agencies to deliver training in a short timeframe may mean

that some police can miss out (Davis et al., 2016).

The second barrier was around administrative burdens and

oversight requirements imposed on law enforcement partnerships.

The included studies suggested that barriers to evaluations included

a lack of access to relevant data to assess their effectiveness

(Department of Homeland Security, 2015). These administrative

burdens may inhibit the smooth operations of such partnerships

(Knight, 2009). Internal bureaucratic processes and laws may also act

to impede the sharing of information and intelligence, which is con-

sidered to be a critical component of multiagency working in a

counterterrorism context (Mabrey et al., 2006). Studies highlight how

the establishment of inadequate intelligence sharing systems and

processes can be a problem (Department of Homeland Security

2015). This can be exacerbated by staff who are not committed to

working with community groups and share intelligence with them

(Lamb, 2012; Schanzer et al., 2016). Even if intelligence is shared with

other agencies, the lack of adequate recording practices when in-

telligence is collected was identified as impacting on the ability of

partners to action intelligence when it is passed on to them

(Australian National Audit Office, 2010; Braziel et al., 2015;

Lewandowski, 2012; Sandoval, 2013; van den Heuvel et al., 2012).

The third implementation barrier was the negative consequences of

a rift between law enforcement and community goals around countering

extremism (Schanzer et al., 2016). Some studies indicated that when

partnering with community groups, there can be a tendency for police to

adopt a narrow focus on extremism as mainly arising from Islamist ex-

tremism, which in turn implies Muslim communities are the problem

(Schanzer et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2016). Study findings indicate that

this can generate push‐back from communities to work with police

(Lamb, 2013; Schanzer et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2016; Weine

et al., 2017; Weine & Younis, 2015). A lack of willingness on the part of

the police to learn about the concerns of the community and respond to

them compounds this rift, particularly hampering the development of

trust, which was identified as essential by a number of studies as a vital

ingredient of effective multiagency partnerships to tackle terrorism

(Lamb, 2013; Lewandowski, 2012; Onyango, 2018; Schanzer et al., 2016;

Williams et al., 2016; Weine & Younis, 2015).

The fourth barrier that was identified by our review is high staff

turnover, which can contribute to instability and lack of sustainability

within multiagency partnerships (Department of Homeland Security,

2015, 2016). Two studies report issues with recruiting and/or re-

taining participants (Onyango, 2018; Williams et al., 2016). In the

context of retaining participants in a partnership, it was identified

that commitment and participation will be determined by the per-

ceived value of being involved in a partnership, the required levels of

commitment and other competing priorities faced by partners (Wil-

liams et al., 2016). Hence initiatives that counter violent extremism

can be more attractive to participants when they find them person-

ally satisfying, better than other competing alternatives, and have a

personal investment in the initiative (Williams et al., 2016). Retaining

participants is also influenced by difficulties that can arise when

multiagency work requires agencies to integrate systems and change

practices (Onyango, 2018).

Lastly, the fifth barrier to implementation is the time taken to

develop and nurture multiagency partnerships, especially when fos-

tering trust between agencies (Lamb, 2013; Schanzer et al., 2016;

Williams et al., 2016; Weine & Younis, 2015). The need for invest-

ment in developing policies and practices, particularly those that

prioritise community engagement and agency relationship‐building
around the collection of intelligence, compounds the problem of time

needed for multiagency partnerships to function efficiently

(Lamb, 2013). The quality of pre‐existing relationships can help to

overcome this time issue and this is particularly the case when police

are required to work with community members or individuals who

can help them identify individuals at‐risk of radicalisation (Williams

et al., 2016). Poor pre‐existing relationships may inhibit commu-

nication and engagement, thereby lengthening the time it takes to

establish functioning multiagency partnerships (Onyango, 2018;

Schanzer et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2016; Weine & Younis, 2015).

5.4.5 | Economic considerations

Of the 181 studies deemed eligible for review Objective 2, four studies

reached a rating of 3 or more on the EMMIE appraisal tool for examining

economic considerations linked with multiagency interventions with po-

lice as a partner for countering radicalisation, extremism, and/or terror-

ism (Davis et al., 2016; Sandler et al., 2011; Stewart & Mueller, 2018; see

Table 4). This indicates that most studies reporting at least some content

pertaining to economic considerations either reported only direct cost

and/or benefit estimates or both direct and indirect cost and/or benefit

estimates, yet did not (a) provide estimates of marginal or total or op-

portunity costs and/or benefits (rating of 3); or (b) provide estimates of

marginal or total or opportunity costs and/or benefits by bearer or re-

cipient (rating of 4).

Davis et al. (2016) undertook a cost‐benefit analysis (CBA) of a

State and Local Anti‐Terrorism Training (SLATT) programme deliv-

ered by the Institute for Intergovernmental Research, a nonprofit

corporation based in Florida. The CBA is not a proper assessment of

the law enforcement direct costs of SLATT training because it did not

assess the costs and benefits to the agencies or personel who im-

plemented the training (e.g., costs of planning, marketing and
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recruitment, or hosting the training). Instead, the evaluation involved

measuring the costs and benefits of the programme to individual

SLATT participants, rather than the cost‐benefit or cost‐effectiveness
of the training to the public or taxpayers in relation to the monetary

value of the training in decreasing terrorist risk.

The cost benefit analyses that were conducted drew from a

cross‐sectional survey of programme participants and examined the

costs individual participants incurred to participate in the SLATT

training. The participants in the SLATT training programme included

representatives from U.S. state, local and tribal law enforcement

agencies. The training programme focused on “how to understand,

detect, deter, and investigate acts of terrorism and violent criminal

extremism by international and domestic actors” (Davis et al., 2016,

p. 2). It comprised different components including onsite training,

train‐the‐trainer workshops to facilitate in‐house training, online

training modules and webinars, and specialised assistance (Davis

et al., 2016).

The study authors used a choice experiment to assess what atten-

dees deemed acceptable in terms of personal out‐of‐pocket costs, how
they were reimbursed for their time (e.g., paid or asked to take a day off

to attend), how far they had to travel, and how long the workshop was.

The study quantified the inputs required for the SLATT intervention,

which were measured as (a) the duration of the workshop in number of

days (i.e., 1, 2, 3 or 4), (b) the proximity of workshop location to the

requesting agency who was participating (e.g., <25, 25–100, or 100+

miles), (c) the scope of workshop topics (i.e., whether the focus was on

domestic terrorism or international examples), or (d) whether there was a

course registration fee ($0, $100 or $200). The authors found that while

the SLATT training was delivered at no cost to participants (as it was

covered by the Department of Justice), the participants still incurred

some personal costs, but that this was outweighed by the perceived value

of participating in different components of the programme. Average ex-

penses per person for participants who received full departmental re-

imbursement ranged from $12 for participants from the train‐the‐trainer
component to $22 for participants from the investigative/intelligence

workshop. For those who were not fully reimbursed by their department,

expenses averaged $86 per person for train‐the‐trainer participants and
$168 for investigative/intelligence participants.

The remaining three studies examined economic considerations re-

garding the direct costs of implementation of the partnership programme

and an estimate of the cost‐effectiveness and cost‐benefit (Sandler

et al., 2011; Stewart & Mueller, 2018). Sandler et al. (2011) examined the

monetary payback derived from Interpol's (International Criminal Police

Organisation) efforts to coordinate counterterrorism measures amongst

its member countries to arrest terrorists and weaken their capability to

conduct operations. This study derived data from Interpol's Stolen and

Lost Travel Documents database (SLTD), that comprises information on

member agency requests to Interpol on the arrests of terrorist suspects

and hits on positive matches relating to those suspected of terrorism

offences (see Sandler et al., 2011). The SLTD is an Interpol resource

provided to members that enhances communication and the coordination

of international counterterrorism activities. Partners in the programme

include Interpol's General Assembly of delegates from member countries,

Interpol's Executive Committee (elected by General Assembly), member

countries' national central bureaus (NCBs), the United Nations, and “all

organisations, authorities, and services whose mission is to prevent or

combat international crime” (Sandler et al., 2011, p. 82). The study made a

range of assumptions and calculations relating to the estimated costs of a

successful terrorist attack and the monetary benefits derived from In-

terpol's resources. The authors analysed different scenarios to calculate

the costs and benefits and found that each dollar of Interpol counter-

terrorism spending returned approximately US$200 in benefit. The study

stated that Interpol's total counterterrorism expense in USD was

$13,506,843 (2006), $16,647,566 (2007) and $12,013,837 (2008)

(Sandler et al., 2011). The study authors compared arrests and the the-

oretical absence of these arrests, relative to the costs associated with a

successful terrorist attack. They reported the cost/benefit ratio across 12

scenarios and with two different conditions: cost/benefit ratios including

only casualties, or casualties and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) benefits.

The average benefit cost ratio for 2006 was $204.30 when including

GDP, and $41.40 when only considering casualties. For 2007, the ratio

value including GDP was $195.60, and $47.30 when only considering

casualties (Sandler et al., 2011).

Stewart and Mueller (2013, 2014) undertook a CBA of the Aus-

tralian Federal Police (AFP) airport counterterrorism policing in 2014

across Australia. These counterterrorism activities include Joint Airport

Investigation Teams (comprising the AFP, state/territory police and cus-

toms/border force to target serious/organised crime in the aviation

network), Joint Airport Intelligence Groups, which exist to provide

dedicated intelligence support, police aviation liaison officers, airport

police commanders, airport uniformed officers, and counterterrorism and

first response teams (Stewart & Mueller, 2013). The study examined the

cost‐effectiveness of the $90 million AFP airport counterterrorism poli-

cing budget in Australia (cost in 2014) against different probabilities of

risk reduction (benefit) relating to a terrorist attack. These calculations

were based on various terrorist threat scenarios to airports and aircraft,

as well as calculated costs from government budget papers. The study

authors concluded that AFP airport policing moves toward cost‐
effectiveness if it reduces the risk of an stewar attack “by approximately

25% and if the probability of an attack at any airport in Australia exceeds

5% per year” (Stewart & Mueller, 2014, p. 113). The study concluded

that if risk of a terrorist attack is reduced by 50%, with the annual threat

probability of terrorist attack being 5%, this yields a net value of $76

million per year, with the benefit‐to‐cost ratio being 1.84. At that level,

airport counterterrorism policing for the ten airports included in the

study would be cost‐effective, with $1 of cost buying $1.84 in benefits.

Stewart and Mueller (2018) conducted a risk and economic

analysis of various counterterrorism law enforcement strategies

employed at U.S. airports, including partnerships involving police that

comprised JTTF and Visible Intermodal Protection Response (VIPR)

teams. JTTFs are coordinated by FBI and are a multiagency in-

vestigative taskforce (see Casey, 2004). VIPRs comprise teams "to

augment local, state, and federal entities' efforts to enhance security

on U.S. critical transportation infrastructure", including airports

(Department of Homeland Security, 2012, p. 1). The direct cost of

implementing the programme in 2016 was (in USD) $125 million for

MAZEROLLE ET AL. | 75 of 88



the JTTF and $20 million for the VIPR teams. The risk reduction and

economic benefit was reported as a calculated percentage in risk

reduction of a passenger‐borne bomb attack per year of spending on

various initiatives. This study found that both JFFTs and VIPRs were

cost‐effective in their level of risk reduction and cost. This included

cost‐effectiveness data relating to the percentage of risk reduction in

a passenger‐borne bomb attack per year of spending on these in-

itiatives. For example, for the JTTF, risk reduction equalled 2.3% and

for the VIPR Teams it equalled 0.37%.

6 | DISCUSSION

Agencies working cooperatively together is an approach used to

address the complex nature of radicalisation risk and pathways to

violent extremism. This is because a single agency (particularly po-

lice), organisation or entity does not have the capability to address

the various factors that lead to violent radicalisation. As such, mul-

tiagency partnerships may provide capacity to collectively address

violent radicalisation in a holistic, coordinated and collaborative

manner. Police involvement in these multiagency programs are

theorised to disrupt pathways from radicalisation to violence be-

cause the police are often one of the first points of contact with

individuals who have radicalised to extremism. The police are also

the first point of call for those who are concerned about or report

known associates, friends or family members as being at‐risk of ra-

dicalisation. Multiagency programs that involve policing in efforts to

reduce radicalisation to violence and improve collaboration entail a

range of partnership approaches. They can involve multiagency data

and intelligence sharing which is assumed to increase the capacity of

the partnerships to identify and then target people at‐risk of radi-

calisation and prevent acts of terrorism. Other approaches include

agencies working in multiagency teams and receiving joint training

that is assumed to improve interagency collaboration and co-

ordinated responses to national security incidents.

6.1 | Summary of main results

The review identified five studies that contributed to the assessment

of the effectiveness of the multiagency approach, with one study

assessing the impact on radicalisation to violence and the other four

studies assessing the impact on collaboration outcomes. The single

study that assessed the impact on radicalisation to violence was

conducted in 2015 and was carried out in the United States. It was a

Muslim‐led initiative involving police that aimed to counter violent

extremism through a community‐based education and awareness

programme. The programme aimed to improve referral networks for

agencies/third parties to help assist individuals identified as at‐risk of

radicalisation. Evidence from this study showed that the effect sizes

were small to medium and favoured the treatment group, aside from

one item that favoured the comparison group (survey item: “I make

friends with people from other races”). These results need to be

interpreted with caution for four reasons: (1) the survey was com-

pleted by the programme volunteers, and the authors did not spe-

cifically identify these volunteers as individuals at‐risk of

radicalisation; (2) the survey items require testing with different

samples to ensure the questions are indeed valid and reliable mea-

sures of radicalisation risk (3) it is not clear if the survey respondents

had all been directly exposed to the two intervention components

that involved police and (4) this study requires replication to allow

for stronger conclusions, ideally using a randomised design. Overall,

this study may not be a direct evaluation of how effective police‐
involved multiagency interventions are for countering violent

radicalisation.

Four studies met the inclusion criteria to assess the impact of

multiagency interventions that aimed to increase collaboration. One

study examined the impact of agency alignment with a TCL. The

evidence from this study showed that greater alignment with the TCL

showed small but positive effects for greater working relationships

between organisations, more intelligence sharing, and more en-

gagement with the FBI, as well as all levels of law enforcement

agencies, and fusion centres. A second study assessed how the

number of multiagency collaborative partners impacted perceptions

of clarity and understanding of U.S. DHS funded strategies and stated

goals. Evidence from this study suggests that a greater number of

partners involved in a multiagency intervention is associated with

more perceived clarity and understandings of missions, responsi-

bilities and goals at the state and local level, but were conversely

associated with less perceived clarity and understanding of federal

DHS missions, responsibilities and goals. The third and fourth studies

both examined the impact of grants from the DHS. One of these

studies found when respondents perceived that homeland security

grants had more influence on their agency's approach to homeland

security, they reported that their agency engaged in fewer homeland

security preparedness activities. The other study found that receipt

of homeland security funding did not directly influence whether a

policing agency engaged in at least one homeland security initiative,

but for those policing agencies that did engage in at least one

homeland security initiative, agencies that received grants engaged in

more homeland security initiatives than those that did not receive

grants.

Overall, the review finds that there is no clear evidence to de-

termine if multiagency partnerships involving police are effective

approaches for reducing radicalisation to violence. There exists only

a very small amount of mixed evidence about the effectiveness of

multiagency partnerships for improving collaboration through build-

ing better information sharing, opportunities for training and fos-

tering shared understanding of missions and goals. It is important to

note that these results are based on low quality evidence, and in

some instances the measures rely on scales that also include

nonterrorism‐related items. The results for the review of effective-

ness should therefore be interpreted with a great deal caution.

To better understand the processes underpinning multiagency

interventions that aimed to reduce radicalisation to violence, we

conducted an assessment of mechanisms, moderators,
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implementation, and economic considerations using the realist

synthesis informed EMMIE framework developed by the UK's What

Works for Crime Reduction Centre (Johnson et al., 2015; Thornton

et al., 2019). Twenty‐six studies met our criteria for synthesising the

processes that facilitate or constrain implementation, the mechan-

isms underpinning the intervention, factors moderating the impact of

the intervention, and/or the information about the costs and benefits

of the programme. A possible mechanism underpinning police‐
involved multiagency interventions for countering violent radicali-

sation may be the degree of coupling (or disconnect) between part-

nering agencies. Possible moderators of the impact of police‐involved
multiagency interventions for countering violent radicalisation may

be institutional pressures, availability of grants, the size of the law‐
enforcement agency, and whether the law‐enforcement agency is

positioned in a rural or urban setting.

Four studies examined cost‐benefits of police‐involved multiagency

programs for countering violent extremism, with one focused on a

training intervention and the other three focused on specialised task

forces or teams or multiagency counterterrorism responses in airports.

The training‐focused study suggests that the perceived value of training

may encourage practitioners to engage in training regardless of their own

personal cost to attend. The other three studies indicate that while the

costs of specialised taskforces and multiagency counterterrorism strate-

gies at airports are substantial, they can be effective in terms of monetary

benefits and risk reduction.

One theme to emerge from the synthesis of implementation

considerations includes the importance of multiagency teams taking

time to build trust and develop shared goals between partners. This

also means that police need to be open and transparent when en-

gaging with community partners and act in a way that prioritises the

needs of the community. The analysis also suggests that multiagency

teams should not overburden staff with unnecessary administrative

tasks. One important finding from the synthesis is that targeted and

strong privacy provisions need to be in place for intelligence sharing

across multiagency team members. There is also a need for multi-

agency teams to have access to ongoing support and training for the

duration of the partnership.

6.2 | Overall completeness and applicability of
evidence

Just one study met our inclusion criteria to assess the impact of

police‐involved multiagency programs on reducing radicalisation to

violence, which prevents any generalisable conclusions from the re-

sults. As a consequence, it was not possible to conduct any analysis of

publication bias or identify whether or not effectiveness varied by

the intervention type, target, or location. This lack of evidence de-

monstrates a significant gap in understanding the impact of multi-

agency programs in being able to address the problem of

radicalisation to violence.

Four studies met our inclusion criteria to assess the impact of

police‐involved multiagency programs on the quality or nature of the

multiagency collaboration, with little commonality amongst the

evaluated interventions or outcomes. Indeed, no single effectiveness

finding has been examined by two or more studies in this review,

which means that these findings should be treated with the utmost

caution. It is not reasonable to generalise from the results of the

effectiveness studies, at least not until they have been replicated,

ideally several times.

The focus on U.S. interventions also limits our capacity to generalise

beyond the U.S. context. The review is also limited in that the located

studies did not report on a wide range of interventions. The outcome

measures reported in the included studies did not capture the types of

collaboration outcome measures—such as frequency and quality of

collaboration—that we had anticipated at the outset of the review.

A total of 181 studies reported on an empirical study of a police‐
involved multiagency intervention for countering radicalisation to vio-

lence, with some level of evidence for mechanisms, moderators, im-

plementation facilitators and barriers, and/or economic considerations.

Yet only 26 studies were rated as providing more rigorous accounts of

the mechanisms, moderators, implementation facilitators and barriers,

and/or economic cost‐benefits that offer some practical and policy in-

sights of police‐involved multiagency programs. Some potential practical

and policy insights are gained from the presentation of more detailed

evidence about the barriers and facilitators around the implementation of

multiagency programs. By contrast, the limited information reported in

these twenty‐six studies restricts our capacity to draw meaningful prac-

tical insights about the estimated costs and benefits of the programs or

about the theorised mechanisms and moderators of the multiagency

collaborations.

6.3 | Quality of the evidence

All studies included in this review have substantial methodological

issues and/or risk of bias. The extant evaluation evidence does not

utilise randomised or rigorous quasi‐experimental methods, and only

one of the studies identified for the review of effectiveness specifi-

cally focused on evaluating the effectiveness of police‐involved mul-

tiagency interventions to counter violent radicalisation. Although

countering radicalisation to violence through multiple agencies

working together is intuitive and argued to be a potentially valuable

intervention approach (Bellasio et al., 2018; Schanzer et al., 2016),

the current review did not locate sufficient evidence to determine

whether or not police‐involved multiagency interventions have an

impact on either reducing radicalisation to violence or improving the

nature and quality of multiagency partnerships. Moreover, the

quality of the evidence for mechanisms, moderators, and economic

considerations is particularly limited, with scant articulation of the-

oretically informed hypothesis testing or detailed accounts of costs

and benefits. To improve the quality of evidence on police‐involved
multiagency interventions to counter violent radicalisation, there is a

critical need to test this intervention approach using theoretically

informed randomised and rigorous quasi‐experiments with matched

control groups/areas.
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Methods for evaluating counterterrorism initiatives are particu-

larly challenging due to a range of factors, such as the hard‐to‐reach
nature of the population and securing and maintaining stakeholder

support for developing theoretically and methodologically rigorous

evaluations (Deloughery et al., 2016). In addition to the lack of formal

evaluations, programs that target radicalisation pathways to violence

often lack appropriate methods and practices to measure impact or

effectiveness (Koehler, 2017). Programs that adopt clear inclusion

criteria and collect baseline data (Holdaway & Simpson, 2018) could

increase the likelihood of robust evaluations on the impact of police‐
involved multiagency responses to countering violent extremism. The

existing body of evidence is largely a function of the fact that few

programs in this area have been subject to any type of formal eva-

luation (see also Bellasio et al., 2018; Deloughery et al., 2016).

6.4 | Limitations and potential biases in the review
process

We did not identify any specific limitations or biases in the sys-

tematic review process. Although the review identified very few

impact evaluations, the use of the GPD and a number of supple-

mentary systematic search strategies reduces the likelihood that

eligible evidence was not captured by the review.

Specific strategies were employed to maintain consistency and

validity for the component of the review assessing moderators, me-

chanisms, implementation and economic considerations of the in-

tervention (Objective 2), such as independent double‐coding and

collaborative discussions about eligibility thresholds during the

screening and coding process. However, syntheses of qualitative

evidence have an inherent element of subjectivity, a challenge noted

by Thornton et al. (2019) when reflecting on the development and

application of the EMMIE framework.

One limitation of the findings is that the review includes re-

search published by December 31st, 2018. The evaluation of multi-

agency interventions with police as a partner may be a rapidly

evolving area of research, which may mean this review omits eligible

studies conducted in 2019 and 2020. Therefore, it will be important

that this review is updated within 2–3 years to capture any new

research, which will ideally also facilitate more concrete conclusions

about the effectiveness of multiagency interventions with police as a

partner for reducing radicalisation to violence.

6.5 | Agreements and disagreements with other
studies or reviews

Due to the limited and mixed nature of evaluation and review lit-

erature on the effectiveness of police‐involved multiagency inter-

ventions aimed at reducing radicalisation to violence, the findings of

this review do not reaffirm or contradict any existing review. One

study included in this review (Williams et al., 2016) was also included

in a review conducted by Mazerolle, Eggins et al. (2020) that

assessed the effectiveness of policing approaches aimed at enhancing

community connectedness to counter violent extremism. The inter-

pretation of the Williams et al. (2016) study results are consistent

across this review and the Mazerolle, Eggins et al. (2020) review.

7 | AUTHORS' CONCLUSIONS

Currently, there is limited and mixed evidence that assesses the pro-

cesses and impact of programs that use police‐involved multiagency ap-

proaches aimed at reducing radicalisation to violence. The evidence

reported in the synthesis of implementation factors suggests that building

trust and shared understandings of missions and goals is central to

multiagency collaborations and that intelligence sharing is possibly the

most valuable aspect of multiagency collaborations. Future research

should aim to rigorously evaluate the impact and outcomes of multi-

agency partnerships.

7.1 | Implications for practice and policy

Multiagency collaborations to reduce radicalisation to violence make

intuitive sense because it is assumed that the complex process of

radicalisation needs a multifaceted approach for addressing a variety

of risk factors. It is assumed that police should be involved in such

partnerships given they can be the first point of contact with in-

dividuals who have radicalised or are planning a terrorist attack. This

review does not find sufficient evidence to assess whether or not

these multiagency collaborations are effective.

A key finding from the review of mechanisms, moderators,

implementation and economic considerations is that capability

alignment of the agencies involved in a multiagency collaboration

is an important consideration for policy and practice moving

forward. Some evidence from this review suggests that when the

capabilities of the various agencies are well aligned, then there

might be a greater chance for better working relationships be-

tween partners, increased intelligence sharing, and improved

engagement with other law enforcement agencies, than when the

capabilities of participating agencies are not well aligned. This

was observed in the U.S.‐based fusion centre approach. These

various capabilities are related to prevention (including in-

formation gathering, recognition of warning indicators and in-

telligence analysis), protection (including critical infrastructure

protection), responsiveness (including critical resource logistics

and dissemination and onsite incident management), recovery

(such as structural damage assessment and restoration of life-

lines), as well as common capabilities such as planning and com-

munications across agencies (see U.S. Department of Homeland

Security, 2007). While the degree of alignment of capabilities

may limit the breadth multiagency interventions, it needs to be

balanced against the need to involve an optimal (not too large,

not too small) number of partners in a collaborative programme.

Policy makers should consider prioritising grant allocations to
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foster those collaborations that have shared law enforcement

and community goals around countering radicalisation to vio-

lence, low levels of staff turnover, low levels of administrative

costs, and high levels of trust between partners. However, these

implications should be interpreted with caution given that they

are drawn from a small sample of studies which are not rigorous

impact evaluations and most of which have high risk of bias.

7.2 | Implications for research

The field of research into approaches to reduce radicalisation has

grown considerably (see Romaniuk, 2015; Thompson et al., 2020).

Nevertheless, there remains limited efforts to use robust methods to

evaluate multiagency approaches that seek to reduce radicalisation

to violent extremism (for an exception, see Thompson et al., 2020).

Four recommendations for future research emerge from this review.

First, researchers need to more deeply theorize about the me-

chanisms that underpin multiagency partnerships. This review, as

well as a recent report by Thompson et al. (2020), find that there are

a lot of unsubstantiated assumptions about why multiagency ap-

proaches are good for community safety, yet organisational theories

are not well integrated into the logic models that underpin the pur-

pose, capacities, functioning and stated outcomes of these colla-

borations. Researchers should work together with agencies

implementing these multiagency programs at the early stages of the

programs being formed so that theories of change (particularly or-

ganisational theories) can help inform the operations and outcomes

of these collaborations.

Second, the review was unable to ascertain whether the effec-

tiveness of police‐involved multiagency interventions varies by fac-

tors such as the geographicial location of the intervention, nature of

the target population, or nature of the intervention, including the

optimal number of collaborating partners. Further research is needed

to determine whether the number of partners in a collaboration is

too small, then the capacity of the partnership to access relevant

intelligence and identify at‐risk individuals might be inadequate.

Conversely, if the number of partners in a multiagency intervention is

too large, then the collaboration may run the risk of facing difficulties

in implementing efficient intelligence sharing processes, can lack

mutual understandings of missions and goals between partners, be

subject to high staff turnover, and encounter administrative burdens

and demanding oversight requirements.

Third, this review found that there are many more process

evaluation studies around multiagency approaches that seek to

reduce radicalisation to violence than there are impact evalua-

tions. Nevertheless, the quality of these process evaluations is

generally poor with inconsistent exploration and reporting of basic

process evaluation components (see Thompson et al., 2020). This

was particularly highlighted by the EMMIE approach to qualita-

tively synthesising the process evaluation evidence. Similarly, a

recent article by Thornton et al. (2019) concludes that all dimen-

sions of EMMIE rarely receive equal coverage in published papers,

with a lot of missing or incomplete data and information, with

mechanisms rarely tested, and economic information and analysis

poor or rarely undertaken. This suggests that future researchers

should ensure evaluations of multiagency programs that aim to

reduce radicalisation to violence have clearly articulated and ex-

plicit theories of change, that the evaluations collect, analyse and

report cost‐benefit information, and that researchers ensure that

moderators and implementation information is built into the pro-

cess evaluation design from the outset.

Fourth, whilst recognising that process evaluations are im-

portant (see Thompson et al., 2020), the dearth of impact eva-

luations suggest a need for greater focus in this area. This

recognises that conducting evaluation research in the area of

countering violent extremism is particularly difficult (Koeh-

ler, 2017; Romaniuk & Chowdhury Fink, 2012).
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