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Political polarisation and right-wing
radicalisation can best be illustrated as falling
on a broad spectrum of ‘group-focused enmity’
(Küpper & Zick, 2014), ranging from attitudes
and everyday actions within the population —
felt through laws and regulations in institutions
— to electoral successes of parties of the
extreme right, the actions of extremist groups,
and incidences of hate crimes. In recent years
there has been a rise in popularity of extreme
right parties, accompanied by more tangible
everyday racism among the population in
many European countries, both on the street
and online. Hate has been particularly focused
on the topics of migration and refugees but
has also been directed against those who
advocate for equality of LGBTQIA+ individuals
and women, and in many instances framed by
anti-Semitic or other similar conspiracy myths
(Jaecker, 2004).
In response to the rising tide, numerous
initiatives have been launched in the field of
preventing and countering violent extremism
(P/CVE). Coming from the municipal, national,
and European levels and launched by nonprofit institutes, government agencies,
intergovernmental and supranational agencies,
and even private corporations — there is no
shortage to the responses that attempt to curb
the rise in polarisation and radicalisation
through diverse means and frameworks. From
addressing prejudice and discrimination
through sport; to activities integrating third
country nationals into the local communities;
to work with youth susceptible to online
radicalization, there is currently a breadth and
depth of P/CVE activities never before seen.
A major challenge, however, lies in the fact that
these initiatives are often ‘silo-ed’: only
accessible to those directly involved and the
respective funding agencies, without the
possibility to share best practices or
challenges with other similar initiatives.
Furthermore, there is a lack of collaboration
opportunities — and often a deep lack of trust

— between public institutions and non-profit
organisations, further limiting knowledgesharing and cooperation even within the same
cities or networks.

Key challenges
The result of the research conducted within the
CHAMPIONs project showed that the vast
majority of first line practitioners in Hungary,
Poland, Germany, and Romania believe that
collaboration among practitioners and other
stakeholders at the local level would be helpful
in preventing and reacting to political
polarisation and right-wing radicalisation in a
community (CHAMPIONs, 2020).
Indeed, there is general acknowledgement of
the benefits of collaboration, including a
number of white papers on the benefits of
local, regional and multilateral approaches to
preventing and countering violent extremism
(UNODC, 2018; Haanstra, 2018). However, it is
clear that while the theoretical foundations are
compelling, putting such collaborative
engagements into practice requires high levels
of trust and institutional adaptations.
Challenges to collaboration identified by first
line practitioners include the lack of time to
implement activities due to existing workload;
the lack of follow-up, concrete actions, and
practical solutions; the lack of agency for the
collaboration; and the lack of opportunities and
tools for collaboration. Other challenges, such
as collaborations being designed only on a
short-term basis and the failure to integrate
people who could benefit most from such
initiatives were also recounted. Issues such as
transparency are also key factors as well as
excessive bureaucracy and limited funding.
The bottom line remains however that
radicalisation as complex social problem can
only be addressed by a team of diverse experts
and practitioners working together. All efforts
towards supporting collaborative
engagements should be put into place.
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Policy Recommendations
In this context, the following aspects are
recommended to be taken into account when
developing and implementing P/CVE policies:
• Collaborations between institutional actors
and other key stakeholders must be
formalised and made sustainable. Ways to
ensure this include promoting shared
ownership; appointing a team leader
embedded in municipal structures; signing
Memorandums of Agreement among
institutions. Systemic solutions, for
instance the creation of national agencies,
are preferable.
• Policy makers must be cognisant of the
fact that different approaches and
objectives of multi-agency approaches
exist between Western Europe and Central
and Eastern Europe
• It must be ensured that the teams working
on P/CVE have decision-making powers

•

•

•

and that their roles are embedded in their
respective institutional frameworks.
There should be a heavy emphasis on
trust-building through dialogue and
meeting the needs of the teams and
institutions involved; safe spaces need to
be created where practitioners can learn
together with and from each other how
best to address P/CVE issues
Framing is extremely important and
theoretical language is often unpalatable
to first line practitioners who pivot towards
action-oriented discussion on specific
phenomena and problems
It is necessary to progress from ad-hoc,
project-based multi-stakeholder
collaboration and scale it up to standing,
mandated systems and bring together
stakeholders including but not limited to
first line practitioners, policy- and
decision-makers, and academics in the
field of P/CVE.
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