
 
1 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

MAPPING COUNTERTERRORISM 

 

A categorization of policies and the promise of 

empirically-based, systematic comparisons 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

17 June 2008 

Deliverable 11, Work package 6 

‘Citizens and governance in a knowledge-based society’ 

  

 

 

 

 



2 
 

 



3 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................... 5 

1. BENCHMARKING COUNTERTERRORISM ............................................... 5 

2. THE FRAMEWORK ................................................................................ 7 

2.1 Criteria for inclusion of measures in the framework ................. 10 

2.2 Sources ................................................................................................................... 11 

2.3 Scope and limitations of the framework............................................ 12 

3. THE CATEGORIZATION ...................................................................... 13 

3.1 The maximalist approach ............................................................................ 14 

3.2 The human agent approach ....................................................................... 15 

3.3 The confrontational approach .................................................................. 16 

3.4 The antagonistic approach ......................................................................... 17 

3.5 Sweden ................................................................................................................... 18 

4. THE FOUR STRANDS: COVERED GROUND OR POLICY GAPS?.............. 18 

CONCLUSION ......................................................................................... 19 

LITERATURE AND SOURCES ................................................................... 22 

SOURCES FOR COUNTRY ANALYSES ...................................................... 26 

 



4 
 



5 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Awareness of the full range of options is a vital element in the development of 

any sound policy. Ideally, an inventory of policy options would of course come 

with an estimation of the effects, advantages and disadvantages of each policy 

and of the circumstances under which they might work. The field of 

counterterrorism studies seems, unfortunately, to fall short of even the first step, 

an overview of the options. Even though the numbers of academic publications 

on counterterrorism have skyrocketed since 9/11, we know as of yet very little 

about what kinds of policies are now being applied and have been applied in the 

past and about how all these policies converge and differ from each other. This 

report describes our first attempt at a framework that will help us identify 

different categories of counterterrorism policies of states. Not only will this tool 

be helpful in meeting a necessary condition for research into the effectiveness of 

counterterrorism policies, it will also be helpful later on in identifying how a given 

policy should be adapted in order to establish policies that can be considered 

‘best practices’. 

Below, we will discuss the state of the art of the application of frameworks 

and inventories to compare counterterrorism policies, explain the logic behind 

our own framework, briefly describe the application to eleven EU member states, 

analyze the results and formulate an empirically-based categorization of 

counterterrorism policies. As this is not merely an academic exercise, we applied 

our framework to the counterterrorism policies of eleven EU member states to 

see whether there are any policy gaps the EU could step into. After all, filling 

these gaps is a requirement if the EU wants all its member states to have a 

comprehensive counterterrorism policy. If our framework is well-constructed, it 

will show us what counterterrorism policy fields have been neglected by both the 

member states and the EU. 

 

1. BENCHMARKING COUNTERTERRORISM 

Comparative analyses of counterterrorism policies often take the form of 

descriptive case studies, which are by definition a relatively poor basis for 

general conclusions. Case studies about counterterrorism policies give at best 

rough indications of the differences and similarities between policies and are not 

systematic in the sense that, in these studies, countries are never all compared 

on the same variables (See for example Van Leeuwen (ed.), 2003, Reinares 
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(ed.), 2000, Von Hippel (ed.), 2005, Art and Richardson (ed.), 2007, Alexander 

(ed.) 2002 and Alexander, 2006). Comparisons of this kind are hamstrung by the 

lack of empirical data that capture a counterterrorism policy in its entirety. This 

only further underlines abovementioned need for a measurement tool that takes 

all aspects of counterterrorism into account and will show both what a country 

does and does not do to fight terrorism. 

There have been academic attempts at a general classification of 

counterterrorism policies, but they are few and in between. The most elaborate 

classification to date is the one by Ronald Crelinsten and Alex P. Schmid. They 

categorize counterterrorism policies along several dimensions. They make 

distinctions between long-term versus short-term policies, coercive versus 

accommodating policies and domestic versus international policies (Crelinsten 

and Schmid, 1993: 310-312). The most widely applied classification, thought up 

by Crelinsten, is based on the distinction between the ‘war’ and the ‘criminal 

justice’ approach to counterterrorism. The distinction is made on the basis of 

which players have the leading role. The criminal justice category comprises the 

policies in which law enforcement agencies are the dominant players and civil 

rights are being respected, whereas in the war category the army is more 

important, terrorism is treated as a form of armed conflict and rules of war are 

applied to terrorists (Crelinsten, 1989 and Crelinsten, 1987). Ami Pedahzur and 

Magnus Ranstorp have made a case for a middle ground category of policies that 

have a little of both. They argue that, since neither the war model, nor the 

criminal justice model fully grasps the essence of the way Israel has fought 

Jewish terrorism since the late 1940s, a third category should be introduced 

(Pedahzur and Ranstorp, 2001). Arunabha Bhoumik, in his comparative study of 

the counterterrorism policies of the United States, Israel and India, adds the 

‘intelligence model’. This category encompasses policies that rely on expanded 

powers for intelligence services and often include extrajudicial measures such as 

special tribunals and liquidations of terrorist suspects (Bhoumik, 2004). The third 

adaption is suggested by Eric Posner, who sees the tendency of governments to 

fight terrorism by changing rules and regulations as deserving a separate 

category (Posner, 2002). None of these categories are induced from systematic, 

empirical comparisons. The authors pay next to no attention to the empirical 

data on the basis of which one should decide whether a given counterterrorism 

policy is an example of the war model or of the criminal justice model. In other 
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words, the categories remain ideas and are not turned into observable 

phenomena. 

On the policy level, there are some inventories of counterterrorism 

measures. Shortly after 9/11, the EU initiated an inventory of counterterrorism 

measures per country (Council of the European Union, 2004a and 2004b). 

Similarly, the UN asks its member states to keep the Secretary General informed 

about what they are doing to fight terrorism.1 The Council of Europe (CoE) 

publishes so-called Profiles on Counter-Terrorist Capacity, brief reports submitted 

by the member states in which they explain their counterterrorism policies.2 The 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the UN Office of Drugs and Crime 

(UNODC) have made frameworks consisting of areas and sub-areas of 

counterterrorism policies that could be used to categorise counterterrorism 

measures (Department of Homeland Security, 2005).3 For example, the UNODC 

identified the area ‘Judicial and legal’ with the sub-areas ‘International efforts’, 

‘Domestic legislation’, ‘Witnesses’ and ‘Courts’. The difference between the 

approaches of the EU, the UN and the CoE on the one hand and of the UNODC 

and the DHS on the other is clear: the former have measures but no framework, 

whereas the latter have a framework but no measures. 

 

2. THE FRAMEWORK 

In a first attempt to fill this lacuna and use both a framework and measures, we 

have developed a framework to categorize counterterrorism policies and applied 

it to the UK, Spain, Denmark, Sweden, the Netherlands, France, Germany, Italy, 

Poland, the Czech Republic and Portugal.4 We combined the frameworks with 

extensive input from sources referring to counterterrorism measures, taking a 
                                                 
1 See http://www.un.org/terrorism/sg-reports.shtml (accessed 1 April 2008) for links to 
the reports of the UN Secretary General which include sections about the member states 
and the measures taken by them. States are also asked to periodically submit reports to 
the UN Counter-Terrorism Committee. For links to those reports, see 
http://www.un.org/sc/ctc/countryreports/reportA.shtml (accessed, 8 April 2008). 
2 See http://www.coe.int/T/E/Legal_Affairs/Legal_co-

operation/Fight_against_terrorism/4_Theme_Files/Country_Profiles/ (accessed 1 April 

2008) for links to the CoE country profiles. 
3 For the UNODC’s A classification of counter-terrorism measures, see 
http://www.unodc.org/unodc/terrorism_measures.html?print=yes&print+yes (accessed 

26 March 2007). 
4 We have selected these countries because they vary on many relevant variables that 

might determine the nature of a country’s counterterrorism policy, such as culture, 

duration of EU-membership, population size, experience with terrorism and GDP. This 

variation implies that we will be able to find a rich variety of counterterrorism policies. 
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two-pronged approach. We filled out the frameworks with concrete measures we 

found in the sources and adjusted the frameworks when we felt that they were 

inadequate in handling certain measures. This process of going back and forth 

between framework and measures resulted in, simply put, a matrix with a list of 

categorized measures on the left and the country names on top. For all of our 

eleven countries, we checked which of the measures on the left they have taken 

as a part of their counterterrorism policy.5 The idea behind our framework is that 

we first lay an empirical basis of data that show us what the countries in our set 

actually do to fight terrorism and then spot differences and similarities. We will 

group countries that lay roughly the same emphases on the same strands. These 

groups will be our categories. 

The idea behind measures on the left of the matrix is that they together 

make the matrix an accurate representation - as opposed to an exhaustive 

taxonomy - of the realm of instruments that can conceivably be part of a 

counterterrorism policy. This raises the question of how we are to decide which 

measures can be part of a counterterrorism policy and which cannot, and thus 

the question of what a policy is. In the academic literature, the definitions of 

‘policy’ abound, but none of them adequately solves our demarcation problem. 

Perhaps due to the dissension about what a policy is, there is no widely accepted 

methodology to demarcate a certain kind of policy, for example counterterrorism 

policy, and arrive at a set of activities that together should be considered as 

making up that particular policy (Wildavsky, 1979, Parsons, 1995, Hofferbert, 

1990). Some have even argued that policy is a mental construct and not an 

observable and measurable empirical entity (Greenberg, 1977). Defying this 

claim, we think that any definition of policy will include the elements ‘aim’ and 

‘resources’. A policy is always the result of at least one analysis, however scant, 

of the problem and a conscious choice regarding the resources to solve it. This is 

why we choose to think of policy as made up of measures that have consciously 

been applied to solve the problem, terrorism in this case. This is the first element 

of our definition of counterterrorism policy. This element lies with the 

governments we are examining: to us, their counterterrorism policy is what they 

say it is. However, there is a limit to what we are willing to accept as 

counterterrorism. This brings us to the second element of our definition: our 

                                                 

5 For the matrix with the research results for all countries, see the TTSRL-website. 
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framework, which is an operationalization of counterterrorism in the form of an 

extensive list of measures and therefore comes down to a decision on our part 

about which policy instruments can be considered part of a counterterrorism 

policy. 

States make their choices for particular policy measures on the basis of 

assumptions about the characteristics and the causes of the problem. These 

assumptions differ widely, and since we intend this framework to be generally 

applicable, i.e. we want to be able to use this analytical tool to grasp the 

counterterrorism policy of any country, we had to select measures to cover as 

many different approaches to fighting terrorism as possible. Taking the four 

strands of work of the EU’s counterterrorism strategy (Prevent, Protect, Pursue 

and Respond) as our starting point, we looked for as many ways as possible to 

prevent vulnerable groups from resorting to terrorism, protect citizens, sites and 

infrastructure from terrorist attacks, pursue terrorists and disrupt their networks 

and respond adequately to the immediate consequences of a terrorist attack.6 

The advantages of using the four strands are twofold. First, it allows us to clearly 

identify policy gaps and overlap of countries’ counterterrorism policies vis-à-vis 

the EU, which is one of the goals of this exercise. Second, the strands are 

analytically helpful. They are well-delineated, clear-cut categories and do point to 

different essential aspects of counterterrorism. 

We chose to stick with a categorization of measures based on what the 

measures aim to affect. The basic question when placing a measure under a 

certain strand or subcategory was: what does the measure change directly? For 

example, we put ‘100% screening of cargo on aircraft’ under the ‘Transport 

(Aviation)’ subcategory because it affects aviation. Similarly, we put 

‘Participation in the Alliance of Civilization program’ under ‘Battle of ideas’ 

because participation in this program changes the way a government presents 

itself and its values to certain target audiences. 

Thorough exploratory research using academic literature and policy 

documents led us to the subcategorization and the measures that you will find in 

the matrix. To incorporate as many policy options as possible in our framework, 

we simply scanned a wide variety of relevant sources for counterterrorism 

measures. The subcategories, loosely based on the UNODC’s classification of 

                                                 

6 For the definitions of the four strands as formulated by the EU, which is also how we 

understand them here, see European Council, (2005). 
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counterterrorism measures, helped us form an idea of the directions in which to 

look. 

 

2.1 Criteria for inclusion of measures in the framework 

Combined, measures that are in the matrix should be able to give information 

concerning the emphasis that a state places on the different policy areas and 

allow for a comparison between countries. With this in mind, we went over the 

academic literature and policy documents looking for counterterrorism measures 

using five criteria to decide whether we could use a measure for the matrix. We 

only used measures that are: 

 

• Indivisible: we tried to avoid measures that contain other substantial 

measures that could in themselves tell us something about the emphasis 

of a member state on specific policy areas. For example, a law such as the 

USA PATRIOT Act is by all means a counterterrorism measure, but it exists 

of many other measures that are in their own rights parameters to 

compare policy areas. Had the US been in our set, we would have gone a 

level down and put the individual regulations from the USA PATRIOT Act 

as separate measures in the matrix. 

 

• Unequivocal: whether a country applies a measure from the matrix should 

be a strict ‘yes’ or ‘no’ question. For vaguely formulated measures, often 

phrased in terms like “improve capabilities to …” and “enhance 

coordination between …”, appliance is a matter of degree. The question 

whether the measure has been applied, is then left to the eye of the 

beholder and comes too close to the measurement of effectiveness. For 

“enhance coordination between intelligence and security services” we put 

the concrete and unmistakably observable measures that should bring this 

about (e.g. ‘Centre for integration and analysis of intelligence on 

terrorism’) in the matrix. 

 

• Comparable: the measures in the matrix are formulated in a way that 

allows for comparability between countries. For example, measures should 

not imply a particular organizational structure. These measures are often 

unique for each country and hinder cross-comparability. For example, 
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“expansion of the intelligence and security service” is a measure that can 

only apply to the Netherlands since it is one of the few countries that does 

not have a separate security and intelligence service, but has merged the 

two roles into one organization. 

 

• Focused on terrorism: only measures that have a clear link with terrorism 

have been included. This is difficult in especially the Prevent and Respond-

strands, but we have been careful not to list measures with only a far-

fetched connection to the fight against terrorism. All measures in the 

matrix can reasonably be expected to be part of a state’s counterterrorism 

policy. This might sound like a judgment call, but, again, when putting 

together the matrix, we went to great lengths to take into account as 

many policy options that states can take to fight terrorism as possible. 

This exploratory research was broad and extensive enough to enable us to 

make a fair estimate of the realm of measures that are taken to fight 

terrorism. 

  

• On a feasible level of detail: some measures, for example ‘increasing the 

amount of adhesive bandages in hospitals by 10 percent’, are so 

specifically formulated that it is unreasonable to expect another country to 

take that exact same measure. Other measures, for example ‘enhancing 

the capability to respond to the consequences of terrorist attacks’, are so 

generally formulated that we run the risk of finding that all countries take 

them, which will lead us nowhere. We have tried to find the middle-ground 

between these two extremes: concrete, but not detailed. 

 

2.2 Sources 

After the framework had been formulated, we checked all measures for all 

countries in our set. When we found that a country takes a measure from the 

matrix, we put an ‘x’ in the box for that measure and that country. Sticking to 

our perception of counterterrorism policy outlined above, we only accepted ‘x’-es 

with references to sources that show that a measure really is part of a country’s 

counterterrorism policy. This means that the source should be either a policy 

document that is about terrorism, a policy document that explicitly discusses the 

measure as part of that state’s fight against terrorism or a scholarly source that 
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proves that the country under consideration considers a certain measure as part 

of its counterterrorism policy. 

 

2.3 Scope and limitations of the framework 

Having worked the way we have, several disclaimers should be made to avoid 

misunderstandings about the status of the outcomes. The first limitation follows 

from our choice to only use readily available government documents. We are 

aware of the information biases that might come with the use of government 

materials to map a counterterrorism policy. First, some measures may be kept 

secret, which is not a problem that can easily be solved by using other sources. 

Second, governments may want to convince the public that they are taking the 

fight against terrorism seriously, which may lead them to interpret 

counterterrorism policy very broadly. They might include measures not originally 

taken to fight terrorism when informing the public. Third, it is theoretically 

possible that countries have taken some measures from our framework, but do 

not consider them part of their counterterrorism policy. This problem is not our 

biggest worry. Most of the measures we have included in our framework are 

explicitly formulated as counterterrorism measures, so it is highly unlikely that 

countries will not mention them in the sources we chose to use. We consider the 

second problem, inflation of a country’s counterterrorism policy, which is actually 

the opposite of the third problem, bigger than the third. 

 Having outlined these reservations, we are still confident that the research 

results in the matrix give us an adequate basis for the analysis in the next 

paragraphs. There are no comparable frameworks of this kind and consequently 

no research results to test our own, but there are some common-sense notions 

that can serve as tests of sorts. For example, one can clearly see the influence of 

the EU in the results. Many authors name the subfields terrorist finance, legal 

prosecution capabilities and exchange of customs and visa information as the 

aspects of counterterrorism on which the EU has achieved the most in its post-

9/11 counterterrorism efforts (See for example Dittrich, 2005: 13, Wilkinson, 

2005: 31, Armitage, 2007: 229, Bures, 2006: 66 and 70, Brouwer, 2002: 414-

415). Almost all countries score high on these subcategories. Another intuitive 

validation, also - but perhaps less emphatically - related to the role of the EU, 

might be to check for the lessons learned from 9/11 about the need for 

intelligence exchange, both on the domestic and on the international level. Much 
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has been made of the failure of the CIA and the FBI in the months preceding 

9/11 to integrate the pieces of information that, had they been combined, would 

have made clear what was afoot. Ever since 9/11, practitioners and scholars 

alike have warned that without intelligence clearing houses or similar institutions, 

we will never be able to ‘connect the dots’ about terrorist attacks in the works 

(see for example Omand, 2005: 115, Posen, 2001: 46-47, Dearstyne, 2005: 

174, Schindler, 2005: 696-698 and Sloan, 2002: 338-341). It is widely accepted 

that 9/11 was followed an unprecedented overhaul of intelligence and security 

services, and not only in the US (See for example Pillar, 2004: 123-124, 

Schindler, 2005: 695 and Neve et al., 2006: 84-85). Our research results show 

that almost all countries, partially under the influence of the EU, have indeed 

taken to heart the lesson about intelligence sharing. The scores in the 

Intelligence subcategory, made up for the most part of measures to guarantee 

that all intelligence gets to where it should be, are generally very high. 

Having sketched the ideas, methodology and caveats of our framework, 

we now turn to the reason why we developed it in the first place: the analysis of 

EU member states’ counterterrorism policies. 

 

3. THE CATEGORIZATION 

On the basis of the matrix containing the results of all countries, we can 

distinguish four types of counterterrorism policy, five if we consider the absence 

of a counterterrorism policy as a policy type. In making this categorization, we 

have primarily been looking at the first level of the categorization of the 

measures. The differences and similarities in emphasis on the Prevent, Protect, 

Pursue and Respond strands are the defining elements of the categories we 

derived from our research results. 

 In order to be able to grasp the essence of the countries’ policies, we put 

the results for each country in a radarchart, with each leg indicating the score for 

a strand. The calculation of the scores in the radarcharts needs a brief 

explanation. A measure cannot be treated in the exact same way as a euro or a 

yard. Policy measures are so different from each other in terms of scale, costs 

and personnel involved, that we have to be careful not to treat them all as equal 

units. For example, it is difficult to accept participation in ISAF on a par with a 

law that allows the arrest of minors on charges of terrorism by saying that they 

both represent the same percentage of a country’s counterterrorism policy. In an 
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attempt to alleviate this problem and allow for at least some calculations, we 

weighed the measures on the basis of the resources that they require. We gave 

one point to measures that are mainly an amendment of a rule, law or regulation 

and do not by themselves require more resources to be executed. Examples are 

changes in criminal procedures and penal law. The change itself is the measure, 

and it is not per se followed by an allocation of resources to execute it. Concrete, 

more ‘tangible’ activities or initiatives, i.e. where the measure is not only the 

adoption or amendment of a law, but also an activity, are worth two points. Most 

measures from our framework are in this category. Finally, really large 

undertakings, such as the implementation of national strategies, are worth three 

points. We also gave three points to participation in ISAF.7 Thus, every strand 

has a maximum score. We expressed the countries’ numbers of points for all 

strands as a percentage of the maximum score. A leg in one of the radarcharts 

shows the percentage of points that a country scored for a strand. For example, 

the Czech Republic (see par. 6.1) scores slightly less than 50% of the points of 

the Prevent strand. Note that the percentages are merely indicators. It is not 

important whether a country scores 55% or 56% on a strand, but it is important 

that it is safe to say that a country with a score of 55% relies more strongly on 

that strand than a country that scores 25%. The categorization below is based on 

unmistakable differences between the countries’ scores on the four strands. Of 

course, a weighing on the basis of more tangible data, such as budgets, would be 

better, but that would have been outside of the scope and resources of this 

explorative research project. 

 

3.1 The maximalist approach 

There are four countries in our sample set that have all aspects of 

counterterrorism covered. The Czech Republic, Denmark, the UK and Germany 

score relatively high on all four strands. This suggests that these countries 

perceive terrorism as a multi-faceted phenomenon. 

 

                                                 

7 The weights of the measures can be found in the left column of the Excel-sheet 

containing the dataset. 
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Admittedly, both the UK and Denmark are closer to the countries that take 

the ‘human agent’ approach (see next paragraph) than the Czech Republic and 

Germany, but, on the other hand, the scores of the former are more evenly 

distributed over the categories than the scores of the Netherlands and Italy, 

which justifies their classification as countries taking the maximalist approach. Of 

all countries, Germany - in a sense together with Sweden - seems to be the 

country with the most balanced policy. It pays equal attention to all four strands. 

 

3.2 The human agent approach 

Countries in this category - the Netherlands and Italy - focus their policies more, 

or in any case more so than the countries from the first category, on one aspect 

of terrorism. We have labeled this category the ‘human agent approach’ since 

both policies score relatively high on the strands that take terrorism as an 

activity undertaken by human beings rather than as a possible cause of damage 

and emergency situations. The emphasis of the Dutch and Italian policies lies on 

measures that entail direct contact with people, be they terrorists or possible 

terrorist recruits. Perhaps surprisingly, there is no country that takes the 

opposite approach, treating terrorism solely as a threat to physical security and 

therefore banking on protective measures and crisis response mechanisms. 
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It is true that the Netherlands’ policy is more comprehensive than Italy’s. 

The scores of the Netherlands are higher for all strands, but the pattern is 

similar. Relatively speaking, the Prevent and Pursue-strands are the most 

important in both policies. Given the low scores on the Respond strand, it 

appears that the Netherlands and Italy are counting on counterterrorism 

measures that keep them from ever getting to the response phase, or that they 

are confident that the consequences of terrorist attacks can be managed by  

instruments used in other emergency situations. This former logic, even though 

it may never have been explicitly formulated, sits well with the label the human 

agent approach: only by changing the courses of action of human beings can 

terrorist attacks and consequent emergency situations be avoided. 

 

3.3 The confrontational approach 

France and Portugal also seem to take terrorism primarily as human activity, but 

take a more narrow approach than Italy and the Netherlands. Their policies are 

based on measures in the Pursue strand. What these measures have in common 

is that they directly affect the terrorists themselves or their assets or improve 

the instruments to do so. They take the fight against terrorism to the terrorists 

and are in this sense direct action. This strand is therefore the most aggressive 

one, which is why this policy has been labeled the ‘confrontational approach’. 
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The charts show that the reliance on measures in the Pursue-strand goes 

together with an almost complete disregard of other aspects of counterterrorism 

in both cases. The approaches of France and Portugal are clearly very one-

dimensional. These policy patterns are indications of a perception of terrorism as 

an enemy that simply has to be beaten, almost the way one beats an enemy 

army in war. 

 

3.4 The antagonistic approach 

Poland and Spain together make up the fourth category. They have been put 

together because they both have high scores on all strands except on Prevent. 

This approach can be labeled the antagonistic approach, because it emphasizes 

all aspects of counterterrorism that treat terrorism in the stages where it already 

is a danger and a risk.8 They put relatively little stress on the softest strand, 

Prevent, where states try to maintain their citizen’s loyalty either by persuading 

them of the value of democracy and of the government’s best intentions or by 

improving social and material living conditions. 

   

What is striking about the above charts is that, while they do little to 

prevent terrorism, both countries have higher scores for the Protect, Pursue and 

Respond strands than almost all other countries. The relative disregard of the 

Prevent strand is compensated by a very strong reliance on the other strands, 

which seems to suggest the same logic: terrorism is first and foremost a threat 

and needs to be treated as such. Another possibility is that Poland and Spain are 

simply unwilling to invest in preventive measures because of the uncertainty 

about the origins of the terrorist threat. The disregard for the Prevent strand is 

only relative, as Poland and Spain have covered the Prevent strand better than 

                                                 

8 The previous category could also have been labeled ‘antagonistic’, but we felt that the 

more specific ‘confrontational’ better reflects the gist of the policies in that category and 

saved ‘antagonistic’ for this category. 
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Portugal, France and Sweden, but this does not dispel the logic behind the 

former two countries’ policy priorities. 

 

3.5 Sweden 

We have not categorized Sweden because it hardly has a counterterrorism policy 

at all. It has implemented some measures in the EU-driven fields identified in the 

previous paragraph, but it is hard to escape the impression that for Sweden the 

fight against terrorism is just not a priority. 

 

 

4. THE FOUR STRANDS: COVERED GROUND OR POLICY GAPS? 

The differences between the patterns in the radarcharts are striking. There is 

little convergence between the countries and the efforts to harmonize 

counterterrorism policies seem to have had only a limited scope, which means 

that there is still room for an examination of where the EU should focus its 

counterterrorism efforts. Having developed an idea of the policy options that are 

being chosen by EU member states, we can now see the gaps that the EU could 

try to fill and on which countries it could draw for ideas about what measures 

could be used to these gaps. 

The countries’ scores on the Prevent strand differ widely, with France, 

Portugal and Sweden trailing behind and the UK and the Netherlands as leading 

countries. The latter countries score high on ‘Battle of ideas’ as well as on 

‘Tackling root causes’. Even though Spain and Germany do not score particularly 

high on the Prevent strand, it should be noted that they do have a strong focus 

on one of the subcategories within the Prevent strand. Spain is very eager to 

prevent the emergence of terrorism by convincing target audiences of its own 

position, whereas Germany puts a lot of effort in improving material and social 

living conditions that might give rise to radicalization or terrorism. 
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The Protect strand is most comprehensively covered by Germany and 

especially Poland. Spain’s high score is based for the most part on measures in 

the ‘Transport (maritime)’ subcategory. The Czech Republic scores high on 

security measures regarding aviation. Countries trailing behind are France, 

Portugal, Sweden and to a lesser extent Denmark. No country seems as yet to 

put much effort into securing public transport against terrorist attacks. 

The Pursue strand is the one strand where one can see a pattern for all 

countries. With the exception of Sweden, all countries have high scores for this 

strand and cover all subcategories. Overall, Spain is a little ahead of the other 

countries in this strand. More specifically, it has many post-trial criminal 

procedures and special powers over its civilians. 

In the Respond strand, the Czech Republic, Germany and especially Poland 

and Spain are very active, with scores based on an even distribution of measures 

over the subcategories we identified. Clearly lagging behind are France, Portugal, 

Italy and Sweden. 

From this brief examination, it is clear that the policy gaps in EU member 

states’ counterterrorism policies should be formulated in terms of countries 

rather than in terms of sub-fields. There is no strand or counterterrorism sub-

policy field that EU member states collectively ignore, but there is a group of 

countries - Sweden and the countries taking the confrontational approach - that 

are neglecting many of the available policy options. This may be a deliberate and 

legitimate choice and we are certainly not suggesting that these policies are any 

less effective than the other ones, but does not take anything away from the 

observation that these countries’ approaches are minimalist in comparison to the 

other countries. Similarly, there is a group of countries - the ones taking the 

maximalist or antagonistic approach - that have a strong tendency to take 

counterterrorism broadly. If the EU wants all its member states to take 

comprehensive approaches to counterterrorism, these countries serve as 

examples of what kinds of measures are possible. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The exercise that led to this report offers lessons on several levels. First, 

regarding the subject matter at hand, the differences between the 

counterterrorism approaches of the EU member states are substantial and 

salient. There are four very different types of counterterrorism policy in a set of 
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eleven countries, which seems to suggest that the EU is still a long way from 

harmonization of the counterterrorism policies of its member states. The 

‘punitive terrorist behavior’ and ‘special state powers over civilians’ subcategories 

and abovementioned EU-driven fields seem to be the minimum counterterrorism 

program for EU member states, as these are the only fields where almost all 

countries are active. It is noteworthy that, on average, the countries score 

almost 60% of the points for the Pursue strand, compared to about 40% for the 

three other strands. Also, we now have a clue about where the policy gaps are, 

i.e. which countries are lagging behind. Portugal, France and Sweden appear to 

see little reason to take a broad approach to counterterrorism. 

Second, on a more methodological level, even this first attempt at an 

empirically-based analysis of counterterrorism policies delivers findings that none 

of the more traditional analyses has delivered before. Our findings are 

encouraging in that respect, and make clear that a sounder empirical basis for 

the operationalisation of counterterrorism can help us get a firmer, more solid 

grasp of the phenomenon. To stress again what we said about this in the 

introduction, this is crucial for policy making, as only when we know what a 

given country does to fight terrorism, can we fully understand the lessons that 

should be learned from that case. Suppose that a country is very successful in 

the fight against terrorism, a framework of the kind used in this report will allow 

us to see how another country’s policy differs from that country, and thus what it 

should do to bring its own policy in line with what can be considered a good 

practice. The measurement of effectiveness is the single most important question 

for anyone interested in counterterrorism policies, but cannot be examined 

without means to show distinctions between different counterterrorism policies. 

In this report, we presented a concrete tool that can help us doing exactly this. 

 Of course, for reasons discussed in the preceding pages, our framework is 

not perfect and needs to be developed further, but if a relatively straightforward 

and feasible procedure as the one we followed during this research project can 

provide valuable insights, one can imagine that a similar project with more time 

and resources could seriously raise the level of our understanding of 

counterterrorism. Access to official budgets indicating the costs of 

counterterrorism measures, interviews with policy makers and government 

officials and mere extension of the set of countries would be logical and helpful 

first steps. Having made an attempt at an empirically-based framework for 
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counterterrorism policies and given the not unassailable, but certainly promising 

research results, this report should also be read as a plea for more empirical 

evidence in research into counterterrorism. The development of counterterrorism 

studies in this direction would enhance both its scientific validity and its policy 

relevance. 



22 
 

LITERATURE AND SOURCES 

 

Alexander, Yonah (ed.). (2002) Combating terrorism: strategies of ten countries, 

Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press 

 

Alexander, Yonah (ed.). (2006) Counterterrorism strategies: successes and 

failures of six nations, Washington, DC: Potomac 

 

Armitage, David T. (2007) ‘The European Union: measuring 

counterterrorismcooperation’, Strategic Forum, vol. 229, pp. 1-7 

 

Art, Robert J. and Louise Richardson (eds.). (2007) Democracy and 

counterterrorism: lessons from the past, Washington, DC: USIP Press 

 

Bhoumik, Arunabha. (2004) ‘Democratic responses to terrorism: a comparative 

study of the United States, Israel, and India’, Denver Journal of  International 

Law and Policy, vol. 33, pp. 285-345 

 

Brouwer, Evelien. (2002) ‘Immigration, asylum and terrorism: a changing  

dynamic. Legal and practical developments in the EU response to the terrorist 

attacks of 09.11’, European Journal of Migration and Law, vol. 4, pp. 399-424 

 

Bures, Oldrich. (2006) ‘EU counterterrorism policy: a paper tiger?’, Terrorism and 

Political Violence, vol. 18, nr. 1, pp. 57-78 

 

Crelinsten, Ronald D. (1987) ‘Power and meaning: terrorism as a struggle over 

access to the communication structure’, Paul Wilkinson and A.M. Stewart (eds.), 

Contemporary research on terrorism, Aberdeen, University of Aberdeen Press, 

pp. 419-450 

 

Crelinsten, Ronald D. (1989) ‘Terrorism, counter-terrorism and democracy: the 

assessment of national security threats’, Terrorism and Political Violence, vol. 

1/2, pp. 242-269 

 



23 
 

Crelinsten, Ronald D., and Alex P. Schmid (eds.). (1993) ‘Western responses to 

terrorism: a twenty-five year balance sheet’ in Crelinsten and Schmid  (eds.), 

Western responses to terrorism, Londen: Frank Cass Publishers, pp. 307-340 

 

Crelinsten, Ronald D. (2002) ‘Analysing terrorism and counter-terrorism: a 

communication model’, Terrorism and Political Violence, vol. 14, nr. 2, pp. 77-

122 

 

Council of the European Union. (2004a) Declaration on combating terrorism, 

7906/04, Brussels 

 

Council of the European Union. (2004b) Interim report on the evaluation of 

national anti-terrorist arrangements, Brussels, document has no number 

 

Dearstyne, Bruce W. (2005) ‘Fighting terrorism, making war: critical insights into 

the management of information and intelligence’, Government Information 

Quarterly, vol. 22, nr. 2, pp. 170-186 

 

Department of Homeland Security. (2005) Universal Task List, version 2.1 

 

Dittrich, Mirjam. (2005) ‘Facing the global terrorist threat: a European response’, 

EPC Working paper nr. 14, Brussels 

 

European Council (2005). The European Counter-Terrorism Strategy, 

14469/4/05, Brussels 

 

Greenberg, George D., et al. (1977) ‘Developing public policy theory: 

perspectives from empirical research’, American Political Science Review, vol. 

71, pp. 1532-1543 

 

Hippel, Karin von (ed.). (2005) Europe confronts terrorism, London: Palgrave 

 

Hofferbert, R.T. (1990) The reach and grasp of policy analysis: a comparative 

view of the craft, Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press 

 



24 
 

Leeuwen, Marianne van (ed.). (2003) Confronting terrorism: European 

experiences, threat perceptions and policies, The Hague: Kluwer Law 

International 

 

Neve, Rudi et al. (2006) First inventory of policy on counterterrorism: Germany, 

France, Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom and the United States – research in 

progress, WODC Cahier 2006-3a 

 

Omand, David. (2005) ‘Countering international terrorism: the use of strategy’, 

Survival, vol. 47, nr. 4, pp. 107-116 

 

Parsons, W. (1995) Public policy: an introduction to the theory and practice of 

policy analysis, Cheltenham and Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar 

 

Pedahzur, Ami, and Magnus Ranstorp. (2002) ‘A tertiary model for countering 

terrorism in liberal democracies: the case of Israel’ in Terrorism and Political 

Violence, vol. 13, nr. 2, pp. 1-26 

 

Pillar, Paul R. (2004) ‘Intelligence’ in Audrey Kurth Cronin and James M. Ludes 

(eds.), Attacking terrorism: elements of a grand strategy, Washington, DC: 

Georgetown University Press, pp. 115-139 

 

Posen, Barry R. (2001) ‘The struggle against terrorism: grand strategy, strategy, 

and tactics’ in International Security, vol. 26, nr. 3, pp. 39-55 

 

Posner, Eric A. (2002) ‘Fear and the regulatory model of counterterrorism’ in 

Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy, vol. 25 (2002), pp. 681-697 

 

Reinares, Fernando (ed.). (2000) European democracies against terrorism: 

governmental policies and intergovernmental cooperation, London: Ashgate 

 

Schindler, John R. (2005) ‘Defeating the sixth column: intelligence and strategy 

in the war on Islamist terrorism’, Orbis, vol. 14, nr. 4, pp. 695-712 

 



25 
 

Sloan, Stephen. (2002) ‘Meeting the terrorist threat: the localization of counter-

terrorism intelligence’, Police Practice and Research, vol. 4, nr. 3, pp. 337-345 

 

Wildavsky, Aaron. (1979) Speaking truth to power: the art and craft of policy 

analysis, Boston: Little, Brown & Company 

 

Wilkinson, Paul. (2005) ‘International terrorism: the changing threat and the 

EU’s response’, Chaillot Paper nr. 84, Brussels 

 



26 
 

SOURCES FOR COUNTRY ANALYSES 

 

Czech Republic 

 

Council of Europe. (2005) Council of Europe Convention on Laundering, Search, 

Seizure and Confiscation of the Proceeds from Crime and on the Financing of 

Terrorism 

 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (2005) Conception of cooperation in transformation 

 

Ministry of Interior, Security Policy department. (2005) National Action Plan to 

Combat Terrorism (current wording for 2005 – 2007) 

 

Ministry of Interior, Institute of Protection of Population. (2006) Annual Report 

2006 

 

Ministry of Interior. (2006) Report on the state of security of the Czech Republic, 

in the area of the protection against the emergency events 

 

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs. (2003) Strategy 2004-2006 

 

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs. (2006) Conception for integration of 

foreigners 

 

 

Legislation 

 

Act of Government on the Conception of Protection of Population 2006 with 

prospect to 2015 

 

Act of Government on the Status of the Committee for Civil Emergency Planning  

 

Act on Changes of Some Legislation in Relation with the Czech Republic’s 

Accession to the Schengen Area 

 



27 
 

Act on Civil Aviation 

 

Act on Critical Commanding 

 

Act on Emergency Comand 

 

Act on Guns and Ammunitions 

 

Act on Implementation of International Sanctions 

 

Act on Foundations and Foundational Funds 

 

Act on Protection of State Boundaries 

 

Act on Some Measurments against Legalization of Revenues from Criminal 

Activity 

 

Convention Implementing the Schengen Agreement 

 

Criminal Code 

 

Convention on International Civil Aviation 

 

 

Websites 

 

Ministry of Culture, http://www.mkcr.cz 

 

Ministry of Interior, http://www.mvcr.cz/ 

 

Prague Airport, http://www.prg.aero 

 

 

 

 



28 
 

Denmark 

 

Council of Europe, Committee of Experts on Terrorism (CODEXTER). (2007) 

Profiles on Counter-Terrorist Capacity, Denmark 

 

Copenhagen Airport Information. (2005) Basic Aviation Security 

 

Den tværministerielle arbejdsgruppe om terrorbekæmpelse, the Prime Minister’s 

Office. (2005) Det danske samfunds indsats og beredskab mod terror 

 

Government of Denmark, Prime Minister’s Office. (2005) Regeringens 

handlingsplan for terrorbekæmpelse 

 

Government of Denmark. (2007) Redegørelse fra regeringen om indsatsen 

mod terrorisme 

 

Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (2004), Danida’s Annual Report 03, 

Copenhagen: Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 

Statens Luftfartsvæsen. Trusler mod luftfarten, 

http://www.slv.dk/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=212&emid=26 

accessed 29 February 2008) 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Supplementary Report dated 8 July 2002 

Submitted Pursuant to Paragraph 6 of Security Council Resolution 13 (2001), 

S/2002/789 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2006) Implementation of UN Security Council 

Resolution 1624: Denmark’s Report in Response to the Counter-Terrorism 

Committee Questions, S/2006/523 

 

 

France 

 

Alliance of Civilisations Website, 



29 
 

http://www.unaoc.org/content/view/160/197/lang,english/, accessed 11 March 

2008 

 

French Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2007), La France à la Loupe. The Muslim faith 

in France, http://www.ambafrance-us.org/atoz/muslim_faith.pdf, accessed 11 

March 2008 

 

Code Penal 

http://www.legislationline.org/upload/legislations/fc/44/e4c081a2fe81d7963b6e9

37113b6.htm, accessed 30 May 2008 

 

Code of Criminal Procedure 

http://www.legislationline.org/upload/legislations/ac/a6/848f4569851e2ea7eabf

b2ffcd70.htm, accessed 11 March 2008 

 

French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (2007) National Defense, 

http://www.ambafrance-us.org/atoz/defense.asp, accessed 11 March 2008 

 

Villepin, D. de. (2006) Prevailing Against Terrorism: The White Paper on  

Domestic Security Against Terrorism, Paris: La Documentation française 

 

 

Germany 

 

Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. (2005) The German 

Government's 12th Development Policy Report, Bonn 

 

Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. (2004) 

Harmonisation and coordination of donor practices in German development 

cooperation, Bonn 

 

Federal Ministry of the Interior. Aviation security, 

http://www.bmi.bund.de/cln_028/nn_1016300/Internet/Content/Themen/Terrori

sm/DataAndFacts/Aviation__Security.html, accessed 9 June 2008 

 



30 
 

Federal Ministry of the Interior & Federal Office of Civil Protection and Disaster 

Assistance. (2005) Protection of critical infrastructures – Baseline protection 

concept: recommendation for companies, Berlin/Bonn 

 

Federal Ministry of the Interior. (2001) First Counter Terrorism Package, Berlin 

 

Federal Ministry of the Interior. (2001) Second Counter Terrorism Package, 

Berlin 

 

Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs Federal-Länder. (1999) 

Programme "Socially Integrative City", Berlin 

 

Federal Office of Civil Protection and Disaster Assistance. New Strategy to Protect 

the Population, Bonn 

 

Federal Office for Migration and Refugees. (2005) Nationwide Integration 

Programme, Nürnberg 

 

German Bundestag. (2001) Decision Bundestag on ISAF mission, December 

2001, based on the Resolutions 1386 (2001), 1383 (2001) and 1378 (2001) 

from the Security Council UN 

 

Security Council United Nations. (2002) Report submitted by Germany pursuant 

to Security Council resolution 1373 (2001) and resolution 1624 (2005) –   

S/2002/11 

 

Security Council United Nations. (2002) Report submitted by Germany pursuant 

to Security Council resolution 1373 (2001) and resolution 1624 (2005) – 

S/2002/1193 

 

Security Council United Nations. (2004) Report submitted by Germany pursuant 

to Security Council resolution 1373 (2001) and resolution 1624 (2005) – 

S/2004/129 

 



31 
 

Security Council United Nations. (2006) Report submitted by Germany pursuant 

to Security Council resolution 1373 (2001) and resolution 1624 (2005) – 

S/2006/527 

 

 

Italy 

 

Criminal Code 

 

European Union. (2004) The Hague Programme on Strengthening the Area of 

Freedom, Security and Justice in the European Union 

 

European Commission and European Parliament. (2004) Schengen Borders Code, 

2004/0127 (COD) 

 

European Commission. (2004) Obligation of air carriers to communicate 

passenger data, directive 2004/82 

 

Decree Law n. 135 (April 3rd, 2006), Urgent measures to assure the proper 

functionality of the Public Security Administration 

 

Decree Law n. 144 (27 July 2005), Urgent measures for countering international 

terrorism 

 

Law n. 201 (June 1st, 2006), conversion into Law of the Decree Law n. 135 (April 

3rd, 2006), Urgent measures to assure the proper functionality of the Public 

Security Administration 

 

Law n. 155 (31 July 2005), conversion into Law of the Decree Law n. 144 (27 

July 2005), Urgent measures for countering international terrorism 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/8 

 



32 
 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/1390 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2003) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/1390/Add.1 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2003) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2003/724 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2004) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2004/253 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2006) Report submitted by Italy pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2006/611 

 

 

Websites 

 

Ministry of the Interior, http://www.interno.it  

 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, http://www.esteri.it  

 

Gazzetta Ufficiale, http://www.gazzettaufficiale.it/ 

 

Gnosis On Line – Italian Journal of Intelligence, http://www.sisde.it/  

 

 

 

 

 



33 
 

The Netherlands 

 

Adviescommissie voor Vreemdelingenzaken. (2003) Vreemdelingenbeleid en 

terrorismebestrijding, The Hague: Drukkerij Bakker 

 

AIS The Netherlands. (2002) AIC-B 01/02, Schiphol Airport: Air Traffic Control 

the Netherlands 

 

AIS The Netherlands. (2004) AIC-B 12/04, Schiphol Airport: Air Traffic Control 

the Netherlands 

 

AIS The Netherlands. (2006) AIC-B 07/05, Schiphol Airport: Air Traffic Control 

the Netherlands 

 

AIS The Netherlands. (2005) AIC 11/05, Schiphol Airport: Air Traffic Control the 

Netherlands 

 

Alliance of Civilisations Website, http://www.unaoc.org/aoc.php?page=6, 

accessed 7 August 2007  

 

Buruma, Y, E.R. Muller. (2003) ‘Wet Terroristische Misdrijven in perspectief’, 

Nederlands Juristenblad, vol. 78, no. 41, pp. 2138-2145 

 

Commissie Bestuurlijke Evaluatie AIVD. (2004) De AIVD in Verandering, The 

Hague: Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 

Council of Europe, Committee of Experts on Terrorism (CODEXTER). (2007) 

Profiles on Counter-Terrorist Capacity, The Netherlands 

 

Dutch Homogene Groep Internationale Samenwerking 2007. (2006) Nota, 

document 30 803, no. 2 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2005) ‘Rapport’, Gebruik van grenscontroles bij 

terrorismebestrijding, document 30 315, no. 1-2, September 2005 

 



34 
 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2006a) ‘Brief van de Ministers voor 

Vreemdelingenzaken en Integratie, van Justitie, van Binnenlandse Zaken en 

Koninkrijksrelaties en van Defensie en de Staatssecretaris van Financiën’, 

Gebruik van grenscontroles bij Terrorismebestrijding, document 30 315, no. 3, 3 

February 2006 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2006b) ‘Brief van de Minister voor Vreemdelingenzaken 

en Integratie’, Terrorismebestrijding, document 29 754, no. 74, 4 July 2006 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2006c) ‘Brief van de Ministers van Onderwijs, Cultuur 

en Wetenschap en voor Vreemdelingenzaken en Integratie’, 

Terrorismebestrijding, document 29 754, no. 77, 5 September 2006 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2006d) ‘Brief van de Minister voor Vreemdelingenzaken 

en Integratie’, Terrorismebestrijding, document 29 754, no. 92, 30 November 

2006 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2007a) ‘Brief van de Minister van Justitie’ 

Terrorismebestrijding, document 29 754, no. 99, 23 May 2007 

 

Dutch Lower Chambers. (2007b) ‘Rapport: Terugblik 2007’, Gebruik van 

grenscontroles bij terrorismebestrijding, document 30 315, no. 6 

 

Dutch Minister of Defence. (2006a) Jaarverslag MIVD 2005, The Hague: Ministry 

of Defence 

 

Dutch Minister of Defence. (2006b) Nieuw evenwicht, nieuwe ontwikkelingen, 

The Hague: Minstry of Defence 

 

Dutch Ministers of Interior and Kingdom Relations and Minister of Justice. (2003) 

Nota Nieuw Stelsel Beveiligen en Bewaken, The Hague: Ministry of Interior and 

Kingdom Relations 

 

Dutch Minister of Interior and Kingdom Relations. (2005) ‘Brief van de Minister 

van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties’, Terrorismebestrijding en 



35 
 

Bestrijding Internationaal Terrorisme, documents 29 754 and 27 925, no. 21, 18 

March 2005 

 

Dutch Minister of Immigration and Integration. (2005) Nota Weerbaarheid en 

Integratiebeleid, The Hague: Ministry of Justice, 19 August 2005 

 

Dutch Ministry of Finance. (2002) Rijksbegroting 2003, The Hague: Sdu 

Uitgevers 

 

Dutch Minister of Justice. (2005) Nota Radicalisme en Radicalisering, The Hague: 

Ministry of Justice, 19 August 2005 

 

Dutch Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations. (2002) Voortgangsrapportage 

crisisbeheersing op rijksniveau 1999-2001, Add 3 ‘Nationaal Handboek 

Crisisbesluitvorming’, The Hague: Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 

Dutch Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations. (2005) Rapport Bescherming 

Vitale Infrastructuur (Report Protection Vital Infrastructure), The Hague: Ministry 

of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 

Dutch National Coordinator for Counterterrorism Website, accessed via 

www.nctb.nl 

 

Dutch National Coordinator for Counterterrorism. (2006) Antwoord kamervragen 

Van Fessem over de rechterlijke uitspraak over verstoringsacties van de politie, 

The Hague: Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 

Dutch National Coordinator for Counterterrorism. (2006) Bestuurlijk symposium: 

Terrorismebestrijding op lokaal niveau, The Hague: Ministry of Justice and the 

Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 

Dutch National Coordinator for Counterterrorism. (2006) Factsheet Dienst 

Speciale Interventies, The Hague: The Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations 

 



36 
 

Dutch National Coordinator for Counterterrorism. (2007) Zesde 

voortgangsrapportage terrorismebestrijding, The Hague: Ministry of Justice and 

Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations, 4 June 2007 

 

Engelen, Dick. (2000) De Militaire Inlichtingendienst 1914-2000, The Hague: Sdu 

Uitgevers 

 

Gemeentewet 

 

Kempen, P.H.P.H.M.C. van. (2005) ‘Terrorismebestrijding door marginalisering 

strafvorderlijke waarborgen’, Nederlands Juristenblad, vol. 80, no. 8, pp. 397-

400 and longer version (12 pages) on 

http://www.portill.nl/articles/vankempen/VanKempen_1.PDF, accessed 8 August 

2008 

 

Koopstra, W., en P. Ende. (2007) Wettelijk kader terrorismebestrijding, The 

Hague/Rotterdam: Sdu Uitgevers 

 

Luchtvaartwet 

 

Megaports Initiative Website, accessed through National Nuclear Security 

Administration Website (www.nnsa.doe.gov), 

http://www.nnsa.doe.gov/megaports_initiative.htm, accessed 30 May 2008 

 

Penitentiaire Beginselenwet 

 

Politiewet 

 

Prakken, T. (2004) ‘Naar een cyclopisch (straf)recht’, Nederlands Juristenblad, 

no. 45, pp. 2338-2344 

 

Schengen Convention. (1990) Schengen Uitvoeringsovereenkomst, 

http://www.privacy.org/pi/intl_orgs/schenegan_agreement.txt, accessed 9 

August 2007 

 



37 
 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection website, www.cbp.gov, accessed on 3 

August 2007 

 

Vreemdelingenwet 

 

Wet Afgeschermde Getuigen 

 

Wet Beveiliging Burgerluchtvaart 

 

Wet Doorzettingsmacht minister van Justitie 

 

Wet op de Inlichtingen- en Veiligheidsdiensten 2002 

 

Wet Schadefonds Geweldsmisdrijven 

 

Wet Terroristische Misdrijven 

 

Wet op de uitgebreide identificatieplicht 

 

Wet Verruiming mogelijkheden tot opsporing en vervolging van terroristische 

misdrijven 

 

Wet Wapens en Munitie 

 

 

Poland 

 

Council of Europe. (2005) Council of Europe Convention on Laundering, Search, 

Seizure and Confiscation of the Proceeds from Crime and on the Financing of 

Terrorism 

 

Ministry of Economy. Decree on Registration of Products of Dual Use 

 

Ministry of Health. Decree on Creation of Agency for Medical Articles Reserves 

 



38 
 

Legislation 

 

Act on ABW and AW 

 

Act on Associations 

 

Act on Crisis Management 

 

Act on Foreigners 

 

Act on Public Benefit Activity 

 

Act on Schengen Information System 

 

Act on a State of Natural Disaster 

 

Act on State Reserves 

 

Act on Terrorist Financing 

 

Act on the Police 

 

Code of Criminal Procedure 

 

Constitution of the Republic of Poland 

 

Criminal Code 

 

Criminal Executive Code 

 

Extradition treaty with India 

 

 

 

 



39 
 

Websites 

 

Internal Security Agency, http://www.abw.gov.pl/ 

 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, http://www.mfa.gov.pl/ 

 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs - Polish Aid, http://www.polishaid.gov.pl/ 

 

Ministry of Interior, http://www.mswia.gov.pl/ 

 

Police, http://www.policja.pl/ 

 

 

Portugal 

 

Criminal Code 

 

Decree Law n. 34/2003 (February 25th), Foreign citizens regime 

 

Decree Law n. 298/1992, General Framework on Credit Institutions and Financial 

Societies 

 

Decree Law n. 225/1985 of 4 of July (as amended by Law Decrees nos. 

369/1991 of 7 of October and 245/1995 of 14 of September), Portuguese 

Security Intelligence Service Organic Law 

 

Law n. 52/2003 (August 22nd), Counter Terrorism Law 

 

Law n.  27/2004 (July 16th), Money Laundering Prevention 

 

Law n. 5/2002 (January 11th), Prevention of the Organized Criminality 

 

Law n. 10/2002 (February 11th), Money Laundering Prevention 

 

Law n. 109/1991 (August 17th), Law on Computer Crimes 



40 
 

 

Law n. 20/1987 (June 12th, amended by Law n. 8/1991 (April 1st), Internal 

Security Law 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/120 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/120/Add.1 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/1190 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2003) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2003/1018  

 

United Nations Security Council. (2005) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2005/70  

 

United Nations Security Council. (2006) Report submitted by Portugal pursuant 

to paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2006/568 

 

 

Websites 

 

Ministry of Defence, http://www.mdn.gov.pt 

 

Security Intelligence Service’s (SIS), http://www.sis.pt  

 



41 
 

Spain 

 

Chamber of Deputies. (2004) Counter terrorism coordination measures, Plenary 

Session 

 

Criminal Code 

 

Ballesteros Martin, M.A. (2006) “El papel de las Fuerzas Armadas en la lucha 

contra el terrorismo internacional”, Real Instituto Elcano, ARI 91/2006 

 

Ministry of the Interior. (2004) Nuclear, Radiological, Biological and Chemical 

Defense Plan 

 

Ministry of the Interior. (2006) Report about the Muslim Community in Spain 

 

Prosecution Criminal Code 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2001) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2001/1246  

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2002/778 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2003) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2003/628 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2004) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2004/523 

 



42 
 

United Nations Security Council. (2004) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2004/523/Add. 1 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2007) Report submitted by Spain pursuant to 

paragraph 6 of Resolution 1373 (2001) to the Counter-Terrorism Committee, 

S/2007/164 

 

 

Websites 

 

Guardia Civil, http://www.guardiacivil.org  

 

Nacional Intelligence Centre - Centro Nacional de Inteligencia, http://www.cni.es 

 

Ministry of Defence, http://www.mde.es 

 

Ministry of the Interior, http://www.mir.es  

 

 

Sweden 

 

Bunar, Nihad. (2007) ‘Hate crimes against immigrants in Sweden and  

community responses’, American Behavioural Scientist, vol. 51, pp. 166-181 

 

Council of Europe, Committee of Experts on Terrorism (CODEXTER). (2006)  

Profiles on Counter-Terrorist Capacity, Sweden 

 

Försvarsmakten, Krisberedskapsmyndigheten. (2008) Faktasamling CBRN, 

http://www.faktasamlingcbrn.foi.se/, accessed on 29 February 2008  

 

Krisberedskapsmyndigheten. (2005) Så vill vi utveckla krisberedskapen, KBM:S 

Uppdragsudtedningar 

 



43 
 

Krisberedskapsmyndigheten. (2005) Threats and Risk Report, Special Feature nr. 

11 

 

Säkerthetspolisen. 

http://www.sakerhetspolisen.se/english/english/terrorism.4.7671d7bb110e3dcb1

fd800015077.html, accessed on 29 February 2008 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2006) National Report on Implementation of 

UNSCR 1624, S/2006/551 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2005) Fourth report on Implementation of  

Counter-Terrorism Measures in Sweden, S/2005/43 

 

United Nations Security Council. (2002) Complementary Report by Sweden to the 

Counter-Terrorism Committee established under Art. 6 of Resolution 1373 

(2001), S/2002/691 

 

 

United Kingdom 

 

Council of Europe, Committee of Experts on Terrorism (CODEXTER). (2006) 

Profiles on Counter-Terrorist Capacity, United Kingdom 

 

HM Government. (2006) Countering International Terrorism: the United 

Kingdom’s Strategy, TS0: London 

 

Home Office. Counter-Terrorism Strategy, 

http://security.homeoffice.gov.uk/counter-terrorism-strategy/, accessed 4 March 

2008  

 

United Nations Security Council. (2006) Implementation of Security Council 

Resolution 1624 (2005): report of the United Kingdom in response to the 

Counter-Terrorism Committee’s questions. S/2006/398 

 



44 
 

United Nations. Security Council (27 February 2004), Fourth Report of the United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to the Counter-Terrorism 

Committee pursuant to paragraph 6 of Security Council Resolution 1373 (2001) 

of 28 September 2001. S/2004/157. New York. 

 

United Nations. Security Council (18 July 2002), The United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland: second report to the Counter-Terrorism Committee 

pursuant to paragraph 6 of Security Council resolution 1373 (2001) of 28 

September 2001. S/2002/787. New York. 


