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Abstract

The article argues that the relative absence of foreign policy from the EU’s counter-
terrorism efforts is surprising given the nature of the threat. The reasons for this range
from the EU’s role and approach to counter-terrorism, to the leading role of interior
ministers and a focus on the internal threat. External factors and actors also come into
play, such as the US ‘global war on terror’ and Nato’s role in counter-terrorism. The
article explores three core aspects of the external dimension of counter-terrorism
policy and argues that areas such as development assistance and democracy promo-
tion have become securitized.

Introduction

EU governments agree that terrorism is a serious threat to European and
global security. It was one of the five key threats to European security, along
with the proliferation of weapons-of-mass-destruction, regional conflicts,
state failure and organized crime outlined in the European security strategy
(ESS) in 2003 (European Council, 2003). Since the terrorist attacks in New
York and Washington in 2001, and especially since the attacks in Madrid in
March 2004 and in London in July 2005, EU politicians have argued strongly
in favour of greater European co-operation in fighting terrorism. Al-
Qaeda-style cells operate across the globe and may attack anywhere in
Europe and on a much greater scale than long-established European terrorist
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groups such as ETA and the IRA. Thus, there is widely shared argument that
the EU should take on a greater role in helping the Member States to monitor
and prevent cross-border terrorist activities in Europe and beyond.

Terrorist analysts agree that it is difficult to assess concretely the scale of
the threat to global security from terrorism, especially from jihadist Islamist
terrorism. The International Institute for Strategic Studies has estimated that
there are roughly 18,000 al-Qaeda-trained terrorists at large around the world
(IISS, 2004). The more challenging question is why these people are becom-
ing terrorists. Are most jihadist Islamist terrorists part of the al-Qaeda
network, aiming to establish a new Muslim caliphate? Or are some of them
motivated by more specific local grievances, such as corrupt pro-Western
regimes in countries such as Egypt, or a perception that some EU govern-
ments are anti-Muslim? Or is it the situation in Chechnya, Israel, Iraq or
Afghanistan? In some cases it may be all of the above, in others it may be only
one or two factors.

In global terms, Europe (and the US) have much less to fear from terrorism
than other parts of the world. Since 2001, over 80 per cent of terrorist
incidents have occurred in five areas: Colombia, Iraq, India-Pakistan, Russia
and Thailand-Philippines-Indonesia (Croissant, 2006). In 2005 there were
11,000 terrorist attacks, with Iraq, India, Afghanistan, Colombia and Thailand
suffering the most fatalities (US National Counter-Terrorism Centre, 2006).
In the future, the regions most at risk from terrorism are likely to be the
Middle East (including North Africa) and Asia (South and South East Asia).
In particular, the threat from Islamist terrorism will be greatest in predomi-
nantly Muslim (and developing) countries in these two regions.

But that is not to say that Europe does not face a serious terrorist threat.
The Madrid and London attacks demonstrated that terrorism – in particular
radical Islamist terrorist groups – remains a serious threat in Europe. Philippe
Errera, from the French foreign ministry argues that Europe faces three
overlapping ‘circles’ of threat from Islamist terrorism (Errera, 2005). The first
circle consists of the core members of the al-Qaeda network, its leaders – like
Osama Bin Laden – and its members, such as those who carried out the
attacks of 11 September 2001. In the second circle are ethno-nationalist
groups in places such as Kashmir, Chechnya and Lebanon. These groups
share some of al-Qaeda’s Islamist ideology but their primary objectives are
local rather than global. Some of them have already established contacts with
al-Qaeda (the Kashmiri Lashkar-e Taiba and some Chechen nationalists),
while others may do so in the future (for example, Hezbollah in Lebanon and
the Palestinian Islamic Jihad).

The third circle, Errera says, is the least understood and potentially the
most dangerous. It consists of freelance ‘jihadists’: Islamist terrorist groups
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or individuals, based anywhere in the world, who may or may not be inspired
by Bin Laden, and may have no direct connection with the al-Qaeda network.
It appears that these types of groups were responsible for the Madrid and
London bombings, although there is still some debate as to what firm links, if
any, al-Qaeda had to these groups. No one knows for sure how many terrorists
belong to such jihadist groupings; the numbers could amount to a few
hundred or many thousands. In other words, the terrorist threat that European
governments face is complex, appearing to be both global and local at the
same time.

However, given the global nature of the threat from terrorism, the relative
absence of foreign policy from the EU’s counter-terrorism efforts is surpris-
ing. The external response of the EU lags far behind its internal security
reaction in terms of political impetus, resources and sheer number of initia-
tives. The main purpose of this article is to investigate the reasons for this.
They range from the EU’s role and approach to counter-terrorism, to the
leading role of interior ministers and a focus on the internal threat. Assessing
the EU’s external counter-terrorism policies, external factors and actors also
come into play, such as the links (or not) between EU policy and the US
‘global war on terror’, plus Nato’s role in counter-terrorism. Finally, the
counter-terrorism parts of EU foreign policy are unclear. The article then
goes on to explore three core aspects of the external dimension of counter-
terrorism policy. The EU does promote international counter-terrorism
co-operation as a foreign policy objective, but other aspects of EU foreign
policy – such as development assistance and democracy promotion – are
becoming ‘securitized’ in the sense that they are increasingly presented as
counter-terrorism measures rather than goals in themselves.

I. The EU Approach: Where Does Foreign Policy Fit In?

While there are many things the EU can do, and is doing, to help Member
States counter terrorist groups, the EU’s ability to tackle terrorism through
intelligence, investigations and law enforcement is limited. The EU is not a
national government. It cannot arrest or prosecute terrorists, nor can it use
spies or satellites to track them. Local police and national intelligence officers
carry out most counter-terrorism work, such as infiltrating cells and arresting
suspects. During cross-border investigations, governments conduct most of
their work bilaterally, rather than at the EU level, albeit Europol’s role in
assisting cross-border investigations has greatly increased in recent years.
National intelligence services are often loath to share information with more
than one other government.
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Furthermore, co-operation at the EU level has not prevented smaller
groups of governments from co-operating more closely on joint investigations
and prosecutions. For example, in 1996 the interior and justice ministers from
Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands signed a memorandum of under-
standing on police co-operation. In 2004 France and Spain set up a combined
counter-terrorism unit, composed of judges and policemen, to run joint opera-
tions. The British and Irish governments have long experience of joint opera-
tions tracking IRA and loyalist terrorist groups, and signed an agreement in
February 2005 to deepen their anti-terrorism collaboration. And, in May
2005, the Benelux three, Austria, France, Germany and Spain signed the
Treaty of Prüm. This Treaty contains a number of innovations, such as sharing
DNA and fingerprint data, and common rules on aeroplane security. In
extreme cases, police forces will even be able to pursue criminals across
national borders without notification. Even though the Treaty is outside the
EU framework, the signatories have been careful to ensure that it respects
EU law.

In addition, the interior ministers from the six biggest EU Member States
(France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Spain and the UK) now meet regularly to
discuss their counter-terrorism efforts, in the so-called G6 group. They also
work more closely than other EU Member States on sharing counter-
terrorism intelligence. They have, for instance, established single points of
contact for information on anyone suspected of having a connection to ter-
rorist organizations, and on the theft or loss of weapons and explosives, and,
in March 2006, they agreed to draw up joint analyses of terrorist activity on
the internet, with the participation of Europol (G6 conclusions, 2006). For the
foreseeable future, it seems that the G6 countries will drive co-operation
between national intelligence services in Europe, rather than the EU as a
whole, albeit intelligence officials from all EU governments meet regularly in
the context of the Club of Berne.

After the Madrid attacks in 2004, Austria and Belgium proposed that the
EU should set up a European version of the CIA in the US. However, there is
currently no chance of the EU creating an intelligence agency with its own
‘euro-spies’ and satellites. The EU countries with the greatest intelligence
resources (France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK) are strongly opposed to
such a move, fearing it would result in leaks (for more see Bjorn Muller-
Wille’s article in this issue). Their intelligence agencies would rather share
their most sensitive information with just a few countries.

All 27 governments have agreed that the EU’s Situation Centre (SitCen)
should provide them with strategic analyses of the terrorist threat. SitCen,
located in the Council secretariat and reporting to Javier Solana, brings
together seconded national experts to analyse intelligence assessments from
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the Member States (rather than raw intelligence). National officials decide
what information they want to send to SitCen. Previously, SitCen analysts
only assessed threats emanating from outside EU territory. Since January
2005, they have combined those external assessments with information from
internal security services, and from Europol. This small development is
significant because SitCen can encourage EU foreign, defence and internal
security officials, as well as national security services, to co-ordinate better
their thinking on the terrorist threat.

Aside from co-operation at the EU level in the area of justice and home
affairs, some EU governments still pursue their own deeper relationships with
third countries outside the EU institutional and policy-framework. For
instance, Britain works more closely with Pakistan than the EU does, as does
France with Algeria. This also applies to transatlantic co-operation. The
German government has allowed a US prosecutor and some FBI agents to
carry out investigations with a German federal prosecutor across Germany.
And this type of transatlantic government-to-government counter-terrorism
co-operation has deepened, despite EU concerns over some US counter-
terrorism tactics, such as rendition. As Jeremy Shapiro from the Brookings
Institution notes:

[Transatlantic] Policy differences have often been finessed in the name of
expediency [. . .] Thus, for example, France and Germany agreed to provide
the United States with information on the alleged 9/11 conspirator, Zacarias
Moussouai, although the fact that the US government was seeking the death
penalty against him would ordinarily have precluded such co-operation.
(Shapiro, 2006, p. 53)

In other words, there is a paradox in the EU’s role in counter-terrorism. On
the one hand, governments agree in principle that co-operation at the EU level
is a good thing because of the cross-border nature of the terrorist threat. On
the other hand, they are slow to give the Union the powers (such as investi-
gation and prosecution) and resources (such as spies and money) it would
need to be truly effective. This is because security policy – especially pro-
tecting citizens – goes to the core of national sovereignty, and governments
are reluctant to give the EU powers that could interfere with their existing
laws, national security practices and relationships with third countries. The
EU is working hard to co-ordinate national anti-terrorism policies, but, as
other articles in this issue make clear, it is only just begun seriously to pursue
its own counter-terrorism policies.

Even though the EU’s role in counter-terrorism is limited, since its
members face a common threat, EU governments agree there should be a
shared ‘European approach’ to counter-terrorism. The European Security
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Strategy is clear: ‘Europe is both a target and a base for such terrorism [. . .]
Concerted European action is indispensable’. The Strategy makes a particu-
larly pointed reference to the danger of terrorist groups using biological,
chemical or even nuclear bombs on European soil. The document goes on to
recommend that the EU should take a broad approach to dealing with terror-
ism, as ‘none of the new threats is purely military; nor can any be tackled by
purely military means [. . .] Dealing with terrorism may require a mixture of
intelligence, police, judicial, military and other means’ (European Council,
2003).

However, the EU’s difficulties with its nascent counter-terrorism policies
are compounded because ‘counter-terrorism’ is not in itself a defined policy
area. In its broadest and fullest sense ‘counter-terrorism’ spans very different
policy areas, requiring action from a number of government departments, and
not only from those charged with law enforcement, border control and foreign
and defence policy. Finance ministries need to track terrorist funding, health
ministries should have stockpiles of vaccines and environment ministries
should protect infrastructure. National governments find it hard to co-ordinate
their own ministries and agencies involved in counter-terrorism.1 Trying to
co-ordinate the collective efforts of 27 governments at the EU level is expo-
nentially more difficult.

For instance, one of the earliest criticisms of the European security strat-
egy was that, although it recognized terrorism as a major threat, it lacked any
ideas on internal security (or ‘homeland security’ as it is called in the US).
Why separate internal and external security when terrorists ignore such dis-
tinctions? François Heisbourg, among others, has argued that the EU needed
another document, whose drafters would have to distinguish between those
aspects of internal security that are a national or regional responsibility, and
those that require an EU-wide response (Heisbourg, 2004; see also Gustenau,
2006; Wright, 2006). Heisbourg’s argument was that a European homeland
security strategy would also need to consider how to organize EU-led
co-ordination beyond the then limited Response Centre in the Commission’s
Environment Directorate-General. Such a document would articulate the
interaction between the broad spectrum of policy tools – intelligence, justice,
police, public health, civil defence, military – involved in homeland security
and defence.

1 For example, to understand how scattered French intelligence services are see Lepri, C. ‘Quelle réforme
pour quels services de renseignement?’, IRIS, March 2007, available at: «http://www.iris-france.org/docs/
pdf/notesiris/2007-03-12.pdf». France’s two police intelligence agencies started sharing the same building
in September 2007 – see Associated Press, ‘France reorganizes intelligence services to fight terrorism
better’, 13 September 2007.
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In fact, EU governments have since gone further than a ‘homeland secu-
rity’ plan – which strictly speaking is only about internal counter-terrorism
policies, such as laws, border controls and emergency responses – and
adopted a broader Counter-Terrorism Strategy in December 2005 to provide
a framework for EU counter-terrorism activities (Council, 2005b). The Strat-
egy groups all the actions listed in the EU counter-terrorism Action Plan
under four headings – prevent (addressing the root causes of terrorism);
pursue (using intelligence to apprehend terrorists); protect (security precau-
tions); and respond (emergency response). The governments had agreed on
the Action Plan in June 2004 (Council, 2004), before they agreed on their
counter-terrorism strategy (see Bossong in this issue). The current version of
the Plan is long, over 50 pages, detailing 137 measures that the Member
States have agreed to undertake (Council, 2007b).

The Action Plan may look impressive on paper, but with its 50 pages of
measures, it is very broad in its approach, albeit all the actions are helpfully
placed within the four headings of the EU strategy. Only 30 of its measures
are concerned with foreign policy, or the ‘international dimension’ as it is
referred to in the Plan, so less than a quarter of the measures outlined. The
vast majority of the measures relate to internal policies. These concrete
actions include European police co-operation, anti-money laundering and
asset-freezing laws, transport and border security arrangements as well as
measures to help protect the Member States’ vital services – such as health,
food and water supply – in the event of an attack.

Some of the foreign policy measures focus on beefing up EU co-operation
with partners such as the United Nations and the United States. They also
include deepening counter-terrorism related assistance to third countries,
although the precise nature of these measures is not clarified in the text. Other
foreign policy objectives are also extremely vague. For instance, one measure
says that the EU (meaning the Member States, the Commission, the Council
and the Presidency) should ‘promote good governance, democracy, education
and economic prosperity outside the EU’ (Council, 2007b). In other words, it
appears the EU will have to solve the world’s problems if it is to truly tackle
international terrorism.

Not only are the measures in the EU’s Action Plan for dealing with the
internal threat, such as the common arrest and evidence warrants, much more
numerous and concrete than those dealing with the external threat, they are
also backed up with money. The European Commission, for example, will
spend an annual average of some €200 million on security technology
research between 2007 and 2013 (Commission, 2006). This is more than a
tenfold increase from the previous EU budgetary framework programme. For
external counter-terrorism (not including migration policy spending), it is
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much more difficult to find precise figures. Where they exist, for example, aid
spending on promoting democratic and societal reforms (which are not only
counter-terrorism policies), the figures are much lower – the average figure
for North Africa is around €10 million a year (Commission, 2007). One
reason for this is that, since EU interior ministers are in charge of EU
anti-terrorism measures, from an institutional viewpoint it is understandable
that they would wish to focus EU security spending on countering the internal
threat from terrorism.

II. Political Leadership: Allocation and Constraints

The mismatch between very ambitious foreign policy objectives and effective
action to tackle some of the root causes of terrorism can in part therefore be
explained by the choice made about who is in charge of EU counter-terrorism.
Despite initial plans for the General Affairs and External Relations Council
(GAERC) to take the lead in formulating the EU’s response to 9/11, the
Commission’s activism to accelerate proposals mainly in the area of JHA
meant that the GAERC found itself sidelined. Neither did it have the time-
resources, the expertise and the supporting working group structure to support
and lead the EU’s response as the JHA Council had. After this path-setting
decision surrounding the adoption of the Action Plan, the interior ministers
decided in 2004 to consolidate the de facto situation by stating that they
‘should have the leading role’ in the EU’s fight against terrorism, although
they intended to take ‘into account’ the views of EU foreign ministers (Euro-
pean Council, 2004). This is to some extent understandable, since counter-
terrorism first and foremost involves law enforcement. But foreign ministers’
lack of political ownership of the EU counter-terrorist efforts from the outset
is one part of the explanation why foreign policy is relatively absent from EU
counter-terrorism efforts.

In March 2004, only three days before the Madrid bombings, the EU’s
foreign and security policy chief, Javier Solana, finished an internal report on
the EU’s counter-terrorism efforts. The report identified three major short-
falls: some Member States were not implementing EU agreements, such as
the common arrest warrant; the EU lacked sufficient resources to play a
meaningful role in counter-terrorism; and co-ordination between EU officials
working on law enforcement, foreign and defence policies was poor
(Keohane, 2005).

In the aftermath of the Madrid attacks, with the approval of the Member
States, Solana appointed Gijs de Vries as the EU’s ‘counter-terrorism
co-ordinator’. De Vries stepped down from this post in March 2007. Some six
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months later, Javier Solana, again with Member State agreement, appointed
Gilles de Kerchove as his successor, in September 2007. His appointment is
telling because de Kerchove has long experience of working with national
interior ministers in the JHA Council, given his previous post as Director
at the Council Secretariat in charge of police and judicial co-operation
in criminal matters. Reflecting on de Vries’ time as EU counter-terrorism
co-ordinator, however, is instructive, because it shows how the institutional
complexity of EU counter-terrorism efforts prevent the emergence of strong
EU-level leadership in both the internal and external domain.

American newspapers often described de Vries as ‘Europe’s counter-
terrorism Tsar’, comparing him with the US Homeland Security Secretary,
currently Michael Chertoff. This could not have been further from the truth.
De Vries had virtually no powers, apart from that of persuasion. He had no
budget and could not propose legislation; nor could he chair meetings of
national justice or foreign ministers to set the anti-terrorism agenda.

De Vries’s first job was to define the EU’s counter-terrorism role, and to
encourage greater co-ordination of national policies at the EU level. For
example, he audited the progress of the measures contained in the EU’s
counter-terrorism action plan and tried to cajole the Member States to imple-
ment them, but he could not force the governments to act (NATO Review,
2005). In addition, as in other areas of EU activity, inter-institutional rivalry
hindered co-operation between the Commission (which drafts legislation on
a range of measures, such as tackling terrorist financing) and the Council
(where national interior and foreign Ministers meet to decide EU policies).

But it was not only inter-institutional problems that hindered de Vries’
efforts at co-ordinating EU counter-terrorism efforts; there were intra-
institutional sensitivities at play as well. Some Commission officials, ever-
watchful of attempts to curb their institution’s role, were suspicious since the
counter-terrorism co-ordinator worked for the national governments in the
Council. But intra-institutional difficulties also exist within the Commission
itself, as officials in the Justice, Liberty and Security DG – which also
happens to be the smallest of the Commission Directorates-General2 – try to
co-ordinate the other Commission DGs that have a role in counter-terrorism
– from the Internal Market DG, which proposes legislation on curbing money
laundering, to the Research Directorate, which finances the development of
advanced security technologies.

Nor do institutional obstacles to effective EU counter-terrorism policies
stop there since, as other articles in this issue show, a plethora of other

2 This information can be found on the home page of DG Justice, Liberty and Security, available at:
«http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/justice_home/index_en.htm».
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institutions and committees have a role in different aspects of EU counter-
terrorism policies. They include not only Europol and Eurojust, but also the
Terrorism Working Group (which brings together national interior ministry
officials), a foreign policy ‘Working Group on Terrorism’ (composed of
national foreign ministry officials) and the Police Chiefs’ Task Force. A UK
House of Lords report, published in March 2005, summed up the enormous
challenge that de Vries faced: ‘In an area where clarity of roles and respon-
sibilities is vital, we found the structures within the EU for combating
terrorism complex and confusing’ (House of Lords, 2005).

Despite these drawbacks, de Vries did successfully push the EU into
developing some new counter-terrorism policies, including some foreign
policy measures. For example, he advocated strongly for the EU to encourage
third countries to sign up to United Nations conventions for improving inter-
national legal co-operation (de Vries, 2006). He also pushed the six members
of the Gulf Co-operation Council to step up efforts at curbing terrorist
funding, starting with the UN convention on this issue – previously only
Bahrain had signed and ratified it (Council, 2005a). And he initiated a ‘dia-
logue among religious communities’ with the governments of Pakistan and
Indonesia (Keohane, 2005).

III. The US ‘War on Terror’

The US ‘global war on terror’ is another important reason why foreign policy
is relatively absent from EU counter-terrorism efforts; most Europeans view
the threat of terrorism differently from Americans. Osama Bin Laden’s ulti-
mate aim may be to establish a Muslim caliphate, stretching from Indonesia
to Morocco and his primary target may be pro-western Muslim governments,
such as Saudi Arabia. However, many Americans argue that the Islamist
terrorist threat is a strategic one because al-Qaeda wants a war between the
Islamic world and the West to achieve its aims, which Bin Laden assumes
would lead to the defeat of the West. In that sense, global efforts to mobilize
against terrorism can be compared with those required for a world war
(Stevenson, 2004). For some members of the Bush Administration, the
‘regime change’ wars in Afghanistan in 2001 and in Iraq in 2003 were only
pieces in the jigsaw that is the war on terror.

Europeans, however, do not generally support the idea of a ‘war on terror’,
and tend to characterize the American approach as over-reactive and militarily
driven. For one, many Europeans argue that the Iraq war has increased the
threat from terrorism. For example, two British academics, Frank Gregory
and Paul Wilkinson, wrote in 2005 that:
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The UK is at particular risk because it is the closest ally of the United States,
has deployed armed forces in the military campaigns to topple the Taleban
regime in Afghanistan and in Iraq, and has taken a leading role in interna-
tional intelligence, police and judicial co-operation against Al-Qaeda and in
efforts to suppress its finances. (Gregory and Wilkinson, 2005)

A second factor is that Europeans tend to point out that wars are fought
against states, while terrorists are criminals and should be treated as such. For
instance, Jacqui Smith, the UK Home Secretary, said exactly this in her
statement to the House of Commons in response to the attempted attacks by
terrorists in London and Glasgow in June 2007:

Let us be clear – terrorists are criminals, whose victims come from all walks
of life, communities and religious backgrounds. Terrorists attack the values
that are shared by all law-abiding citizens. As a government, as communi-
ties, as individuals we need to ensure that the message of the terrorists is
rejected. (Smith, 2007)

Europeans worry greatly about terrorist bombings on their soil, but, gen-
erally, they feel that terrorism is a long-term challenge. The UK’s security
minister, Admiral Sir Alan West, was reported as saying that the fight against
terrorism could take 10 to 15 years.3 Many Europeans think that the US
approach concentrates too much on averting terrorist attacks in the short term
and not enough on the long-term political challenge of militant Islamist
terrorism. Gilles Andréani, the former head of policy planning in the French
Foreign Ministry, perhaps best espoused this type of European criticism when
he argued that the US war on terror is ‘a good cause’ but the ‘wrong concept’
(Andréani, 2004).

This criticism is partly, but not only, based on Europe’s history with
terrorist groups. Some established European terrorist groups, such as the
ultra-nationalist ETA in Spain, were motivated by comprehensible – if
unachievable – political goals, although their means were utterly unaccept-
able. Unlike al-Qaeda, some of these European groups were (and still are in
some cases) viewed as ‘freedom fighters’ rather than ‘terrorists’ by significant
European minorities. EU governments have learnt that terrorism is a means
rather than an end. In other words, European governments try to focus not
only on the types of attacks that terrorists intend to carry out, but also on why
these people become terrorists and why sections of society support them; and
they generally agree that terrorism can only be defeated with a long-term
political approach.

3 Cited in Hennessy, P. ‘Fight against terror could take 15 years’. Sunday Telegraph, 8 July 2007.
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European governments also worry about the effect of their policies on
their Muslim populations. At present, there are roughly 15 to 20 million
Muslims in the EU, but if Turkey joined the Union, the total would exceed
100 million. There is strong evidence that al-Qaeda operatives in Europe are
increasingly local citizens, rather than non-EU nationals, such as those who
carried out the London bombings in 2005. As a result, most European security
officials prefer to use the phrase ‘fight against terrorism’ to describe their
approach rather than the ‘war on terror’ favoured in the United States. Patrick
McCarthy neatly summed up this European attitude: ‘Catching Osama Bin
Laden may be an excellent undertaking, but the real goal is to live with and
talk to, not about, Islam’ (McCarthy, 2002).

European criticisms of America’s war on terror are not always entirely fair.
The US approach to fighting terrorism is broader and more political than
many Europeans recognize. For instance, the US Department of Homeland
Security is spending $12 million on research into the root causes of terrorism.
In October 2003, the US Secretary of Defence, Donald Rumsfeld, sent a
memo to senior Pentagon officials that asked the question ‘Are we winning or
losing the Global War on Terror?’ Rumsfeld pointed out that the US govern-
ment lacked the metrics to judge success or failure in its war on terror, and
wanted to know ‘are we capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more
terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting,
training and deploying against us?’ Rumsfeld emphasized the need for the US
to fashion a broad long-term plan to stop the next generation of terrorists,
bearing in mind that the war on terror was costing the US billions of dollars
against the terrorists’ costs of millions.4 Plus, as some American analysts have
noted, some European counter-terrorism measures are tougher than in the US
– there are aspects of British, French and German legal changes in response
to terrorism which are more far-reaching than the US Patriot Act (Jacobson,
2006).

Even so, another major difference between Europeans and Americans is
that the US has mainly chosen to fight its war on terror abroad, whereas the
Europeans have focused primarily on the threat at home. This is not to say,
however, that the US has done nothing to improve its domestic counter-
terrorism policies. Since 2001, Washington has radically overhauled its inter-
nal legal, border and intelligence agencies, most notably by creating a new
Department of Homeland Security. Nor is it to suggest that European gov-
ernments have done nothing to pursue terrorists outside of Europe. Many EU
countries offered their armed forces to the Pentagon for the Afghanistan

4 The memo was re-printed in the American media, for example see ‘Rumsfeld’s war-on-terror memo’,
USA Today, 22 October 2003.
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campaign in 2001 (even if the Pentagon rejected some of the proposed help).
But there are important differences between European and American percep-
tions of the threat from terrorism.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 convinced Americans that Islamist
terrorism is an existential threat and that their enemies are located abroad,
primarily in the greater Middle East. Europe’s enemies might be located
abroad too; but since they have not yet struck in Europe on a scale like the 11
September attacks, EU governments are much more focused on the threat
within Europe and on preventing bombings like those carried out in Madrid
in 2004 and in London in 2005. As a result, the US is prepared to fight actual
wars to tackle terrorism, such as the 2001 campaign in Afghanistan. The
Europeans are much less willing to conduct major military operations around
the globe to hunt down terrorists.

The unpopularity of the US ‘war on terror’ in Europe has undoubtedly
influenced the EU approach to terrorism, both in terms of its focus on the
internal threat – essentially leaving the US to lead the debate about the
external threat – and its strong preference for non-military means, placing
human rights at the heart of EU strategy. Gijs de Vries, the former EU
counter-terrorism co-ordinator described this sentiment in a 2006 speech:

The struggle against terrorism is first and foremost a conflict over values. To
win the battle for hearts and minds our policies to combat terrorism must
respect the rights and values we have pledged to defend, including the rights
of prisoners. Abu Grahib, Guantanamo and CIA renditions have damaged
America’s standing in the world and have compromised our common
struggle against terrorism. Credibility matters. The European Union contin-
ues to believe that in this battle we should be guided by established inter-
national legal standards, including international human rights law. Any war
paradigm should operate within these standards. (de Vries, 2006)

IV. NATO’s Role

The US not only works with EU governments but also with EU bodies. For
instance, the US and the EU have signed numerous agreements on sharing
airline passenger data, screening shipping cargos, and on procedures for
extraditing terrorist suspects. However, the Pentagon and some officials in the
State Department would prefer to concentrate on beefing up NATO’s role in
counter-terrorism, rather than deepening co-operation with the EU. This is
partly because the US wants support (especially military) for its ‘global war
on terror’ and NATO has ‘gone global’, whereas the EU has so far focused
mainly on internal law enforcement measures. It is also because the US is the
most important member of NATO, whereas it has no say over EU policy.
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But the 27 EU governments have preferred the EU as the better place for
them to work together. This is especially the case on the part of EU interior
and justice ministries which take the lead on counter-terrorism, whereas it is
foreign or defence ministries which co-operate in Nato. The EU is the only
organization where European governments can collectively ‘join up’ the
counter-terrorism parts of their law enforcement, foreign and defence policies
– at least in theory.

In some ways, therefore, EU and Nato counter-terrorism policies should
complement each other. However, the development of joint EU–Nato
counter-terrorism policies, in particular (but not only) outside Europe has
been hampered by a Turkish–Cypriot dispute. Turkey objects to neutral
Cyprus sitting in on meetings of Union and Nato ambassadors, because it is
not a member of Nato’s Partnership for Peace programme, unlike four other
neutral EU countries (Austria, Finland, Ireland and Sweden). This situation
has limited the formal EU–Nato agenda to joint operations and military
equipment targets. And even though EU and Nato ambassadors often gather
informally to discuss subjects barred from their formal agenda, such as
counter-terrorism, currently there is little sign of improved co-operation
between the EU and Nato.

Aside from political deadlock in the EU–Nato relationship, there are also
institutional differences between the EU and Nato that prevent the EU from
developing a role in some aspects of counter-terrorism (and vice versa for
Nato). Nato is first and foremost a military alliance. However, while Nato is
playing a crucial role in the ‘war on terror’ in Afghanistan, it does not have the
resources to be a truly effective counter-terrorism organization, plus most
Europeans do not believe that terrorists can be defeated primarily with mili-
tary means. And it would be extremely difficult and time-consuming to
re-invent Nato as a counter-terrorism organization which could bring together
defence, foreign, law enforcement and border policies. For instance, unless
Nato members were to draw up a new transatlantic treaty, the Atlantic
Alliance has no legal basis for proposing counter-terrorism legislation.

There are other curious contrasts between EU and Nato counter-terrorism
policies, for example, in emergency response. Nato has a clear mandate to
respond to terrorist attacks within its territory, as was seen by the invocation
of Article V – the mutual defence clause – by Nato governments on 12
September 2001. This resulted in Nato AWAC surveillance planes being sent
to the US to help monitor US airspace. Nato ships have since patrolled the
Mediterranean to protect shipping there from terrorist attacks and Nato planes
monitored German airspace during the 2006 football world cup.

In contrast, the EU’s mandate to mobilize Member State military
resources in the event of a terrorist attack on EU soil is unclear. EU
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governments have agreed a ‘solidarity clause’, to assist each other in the event
of a terrorist attack. But unlike Nato’s Article V, the EU solidarity clause does
not necessarily mandate the use of military resources on EU soil. Since the EU
does not have a mutual defence clause, there is confusion whether or not the EU
could co-ordinate the use of Member State military assets within the EU. The
EU counter-terrorism Action Plan is clear that the EU could, in principle,
mobilize defence resources in response to an attack in a third country. But it
only seems to imply the use of military resources to respond to an attack on EU
soil. (Nato has responded to an emergency in a third country, in Pakistan in
2005, but it was the result of an earthquake rather than a terrorist attack.)

For external military operations, Nato’s operation in Afghanistan is vitally
important for the ‘global war on terror’. Aside from Member State efforts, the
EU is active in Afghanistan, but its role is confined to a small police mission
of some 160 personel for training Afghan police forces, and spending aid
money. The EU accepts that EU military operations can contribute to the fight
against terrorism – for instance, the EU factsheet on terrorism says:

Through its military and civilian crisis management operations under ESDP
the EU contributes to improving the security environment which influences
the conditions for violent radicalization in third countries. Examples in-
clude the Aceh operation (2006), the Rafah border monitoring mission
(Gaza), and the planned police support mission in Afghanistan (2007).
Additional civilian capabilities to prevent and counter terrorism under ESDP
are being identified within the Civilian Headline Goal 2008. (Council, 2007a)

Even so, the EU is unlikely to undertake robust military missions specifically
against terrorists beyond Europe’s borders anytime soon. The British govern-
ment in particular remains opposed to the idea of the EU undertaking such
counter-terrorism interventions, arguing that Nato or national armies should
do the job (Webb, 2005). And most of these missions would be American-led.
For example, some European countries, including France, Britain and
Germany, are already engaged in joint intelligence gathering missions with
the US, in places such as Djibouti in East Africa as well as in Afghanistan.

In other respects, there are some over-laps between EU and Nato counter-
terrorism policies. Both the EU and Nato are encouraging their Member
States to build up their infrastructure protection and emergency-response
capacities, including for nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological
attacks. And both organizations are spending more money on research into
technologies specifically for coping with terrorist attacks.

In principle, there should be plenty of scope for EU–Nato co-operation on
counter-terrorism. For example, some American commentators have argued
that EU–Nato co-operation in Afghanistan should be deepened much further
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to ensure that ‘both European and American civil assets are deployed
throughout Afghanistan in a manner that complements Nato’s peacekeeping
role and takes advantage of the security that organization will be providing to
push forward the country’s reconstruction’ (Dobbins, 2005). But the EU and
Nato will find it very difficult to work more closely together on counter-
terrorism until a resolution is found for the Cypriot–Turkish dispute over
access to EU and Nato assets.

V. The External Parts of EU Counter-Terrorism

What exactly are the external parts of EU counter-terrorism and what does
that say about the role of EU foreign policy? One way to determine this is to
look at the foreign policy parts of the EU’s counter-terrorism action plan.
There are three core aspects to the external dimension of EU counter-
terrorism: promoting UN conventions; dialogues on countering terrorism; and
counter-terrorism assistance.

United Nations Conventions

The EU is pressing United Nations (UN) governments to adopt a common
definition of terrorism and to reform their laws and security practices. Many
countries in other parts of the world do not have terrorism laws, nor have
they signed up to all UN counter-terrorism agreements. The UN has 16
conventions and protocols in total for the fight against terrorism. But only
80 of the UN’s 191 members are party to at least 12 of them, while 33
countries have ratified fewer than six. In the G-8 context, the European
Commission and several Member States support global efforts to reduce the
risk of terrorists obtaining weapons of mass destruction. The EU, for
example, supports Russia’s efforts to reduce its surplus stocks of nuclear
and chemical weapons. EU Joint Actions are being implemented to support
the non-proliferation activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(OPCW).

Counter-Terrorism Dialogues

The EU has also started counter-terrorism dialogues with certain countries
and regional organizations. Between 2004 and 2006, annual high-level politi-
cal dialogues on counter-terrorism were initiated between the EU and the US,
Russia, India, Pakistan, Australia and Japan. Egypt has requested the EU open
a similar dialogue. In the framework of the Asia-Europe Meetings (ASEM),
the EU has co-hosted two regional conferences on inter-faith dialogue (in
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Bali, 2005; in Cyprus, 2006). A follow-up meeting will be held in Beijing
during 2007. Since 2004, the EU has co-organized an annual dialogue to
combat terrorist financing with the countries of the Gulf Co-operation
Council. With the Euromed countries, the EU has organized expert meetings
to analyse and compare processes of radicalization in the Mediterranean area
and had organized a Euromed conference on the role of the media in prevent-
ing incitement for 2007.

Counter-Terrorism Assistance

The European Commission often includes anti-terrorism clauses in its agree-
ments with other countries, which usually cover a whole range of issues, such
as human rights, development assistance and trade. The Commission has also
started giving money to a few countries, for the express purpose of improving
their ability to curb terrorists and to protect their critical infrastructure. Pilot
schemes have been inaugurated with Pakistan, Indonesia and the Philippines.
The European Commission and the Member States have started co-ordinating
their counter-terrorism aid packages with Algeria and Morocco. Other
examples include the Revised Cotonou Agreement, the Euro-Mediterranean
Code of Conduct Against Terrorism (both 2005) and the draft agreement on
counter-terrorism and non-proliferation with Pakistan. Co-operation in the
field of counter-terrorism has also been included in the 11 Action Plans under
the EU’s Neighbourhood Policy. Plus both the Commission and some
Member States are providing support to the Jakarta Centre for Law Enforce-
ment Co-operation and to the African Union’s Counter-Terrorism Centre in
Algiers.

Aside from money, some EU governments also offer counter-terrorism
training to soldiers and police from non-EU countries. The UK, for example,
is training members of the Pakistani security forces in counter-terrorism
techniques. EU JHA ministers agreed in November 2004, as part of the Hague
Programme, to establish a network of national counter-terrorism experts to
train security forces in other countries. But most EU countries cannot afford
to send many trainers abroad, and there is little co-ordination of those that do.
Nonetheless, these types of training programmes make sense, in principle, for
at least two reasons. First, European experts can help other countries to
reform their legal and security practices – a team of EU magistrates visited
Georgia in 2005 to help that government reform its judicial system. The
operation, EUJust Themis, was organized as an ESDP mission. Second,
training missions abroad could help EU governments to deepen their intelli-
gence co-operation with key countries in the fight against terrorism, such as
Pakistan.

EU FOREIGN POLICY AND COUNTER-TERRORISM 141

© 2008 The Author(s)
Journal compilation © 2008 Blackwell Publishing Ltd



VI. Development, Democracy and Counter-Terrorism

More generally, in a similar vein to how some ESDP peacekeeping operations
have been presented in EU documents as contributing to the fight against
terrorism, EU officials sometimes argue that other aspects of EU foreign
policy also help in the fight against terrorism, for instance EU development
spending in North Africa and the Middle East. But the question is: are those
policies really intended for that purpose, in which case they may be being
‘securitized’, in the sense that security goals are over-riding humanitarian or
economic development goals? Or are the counter-terrorism aspects of those
general policies more meant as useful side effects than a core aim of those
policies? (See also George Joffé’s article in this issue).

The EU factsheet on terrorism could be interpreted both ways:

EU aid projects to third countries in the field of good governance and the
rule of law are addressing factors which can contribute to radicalization and
recruitment (Euromed, Western Balkans, ASEM, co-operation with Algeria
and Morocco). (Council, 2007a)

In principle, few would argue with this sentiment, and it has long been an EU
undertaking that, in its foreign policy, it sought to encourage the spread of
democratic, economic and legal reforms – which might reduce the support
base for Islamist terrorists across the Muslim world, especially in the greater
Middle East.

But there are at least two issues with this kind of approach. First, Middle
Eastern democratic reform will not take place quickly or easily – it has not in
North Africa as George Joffé shows in this issue. Moreover, governments
need to emphasize that social and democratic reform are worthwhile goals on
their own merits, and should not be pursued solely as part of a counter-
terrorism strategy. As Javier Solana wrote in March 2005:

Things are stirring in the Middle East. There is a sense of possibility and
optimism as a crescendo of voices calls for more pluralism, more account-
ability and, yes, more democracy. With its history of peaceful revolution, its
large market and its aid budget, Europe has a unique role to play. The time
has come to answer Europe’s democratic calling in the region. (Solana,
2005)

Second, the EU is not matching resources with its rhetoric. For example,
between 2003 and 2006, the EU spent an impressive €5 billion on the
‘Euro-Mediterranean Partnership’, which brings together the 27 EU govern-
ments and 12 countries from NorthAfrica and the Middle East. But most of that
money was spent on traditional development programmes, such as infrastruc-
ture projects and only €10 million was spent on assisting democratic reform.
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François Heisbourg has argued that, more generally, in their efforts to
tackle the root causes of Islamist terrorism, European governments need to
re-think long-term policies towards the greater Middle East. During the
1970s, 1980s and 1990s, Europe and the US were quite effective at promoting
peaceful democratic change in Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe as
well as and much of East Asia, by linking human rights and democratic
change to the overall economic and political bilateral relationship. However,
Heisbourg argues that Europe has not even tried this kind of approach in any
systematic way with the Middle East (Heisbourg, 2004).

An analysis by Richard Youngs, for the FRIDE think tank in Madrid,
confirms the view that EU governments are reluctant promoters of democratic
reform. He points out that:

Both the ENP [European Neighbourhood Policy] and the Barcelona process
formally commit the EU to encouraging democratic reform in Arab states.
But the prospects of the EU wielding its ‘transformative power’ in these
countries look slim. With oil prices set to remain high, and elections in the
Middle East favouring Hamas, Hezbollah and the Muslim Brotherhood,
there are some signs that the EU’s nascent philosophy of ‘democracy-as-
security’ is already being diluted. Some critics detect a return to the con-
tinent’s traditional approach to the region – supporting authoritarian
governments in exchange for natural resources and stability. (Youngs, 2006)

EU spending priorities would seem to support this criticism. Since 2001,
the EU has increasingly used its economic and political leverage to encourage
Arab governments to co-operate with the EU on controlling illegal migration
and sharing information on counter-terrorism, and less on encouraging demo-
cratic reform in those countries. In December 2005, EU ministers agreed to
make $800 million available for controlling illegal immigration from the
Southern Mediterranean after a series of deaths at the Ceuta and Melilla
borders. In contrast, EU governments allocated a paltry €10 million in the
same year to the European Commission-managed European Initiative on
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) for democracy-promotion projects
in the region.

Conclusion

International terrorism is not the only security challenge facing EU govern-
ments. They are currently training Iraqi security forces, keeping the peace in
the Balkans, Afghanistan, Lebanon and parts of Africa and trying to convince
Iran not to build nuclear weapons. EU governments are also concerned about
failing states, such as Sudan and Congo and the problems posed by organized
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crime. However, as the attempted attacks in London and Glasgow in June
2007 demonstrated, terrorism – in particular radical Islamist terrorist groups
– remains a serious threat in Europe and beyond.

Given that actual and attempted terrorist attacks on European soil can at
least in part be linked to international conflicts either in terms of the under-
pinning ideology, the training received, or in terms of the origins of some
of the perpetrators, the relative absence of foreign policy from the EU’s
counter-terrorism efforts is surprising. There are a number of reasons for
this. They range from the leading role of interior ministers, institutional
complexity and a focus on the internal threat. External factors and actors
also come into play, such as the US ‘global war on terror’, of which many
Europeans are critical; and Nato’s role in counter-terrorism, which should
be complementary to that of the EU. However, the development of both EU
and Nato counter-terrorism policies has been stifled by inter-institutional
deadlock due to a disagreement between Cyprus and Turkey. Finally, the
counter-terrorism parts of EU foreign policy are unclear. The EU does
promote international counter-terrorism co-operation as a foreign policy
objective, but other aspects of EU foreign policy – such as development
assistance and democracy promotion – are becoming ‘securitized’ in the
sense that they are increasingly presented as counter-terrorism measures
rather than goals in themselves.
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