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Preface

Terrorism remains one of the most serious threats to in-
ternational peace and security the world faces today. It 
is a complex global problem that requires a coordinated 
multilateral and comprehensive response on a global lev-
el. Due to its universal membership the United Nations is 
uniquely placed to be at the center of this response.

As a contribution to the implementation of the UN 
Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy, Switzerland, to-
gether with Costa Rica, Japan, Slovakia, and Turkey, 
launched in November 2007 the International Process 
on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation. The aim of 
the International Process was to assess the overall UN 
contributions to the fight against terrorism over the past seven years, identify ways to 
make its institutions more relevant to national and regional counterterrorism efforts 
and better able to support the  implementation of the UN Global Counter-Terrorism 
Strategy.

The cosponsors organized several workshops in Zurich, Bratislava, Antalya, Tokyo, and 
New York from January until July 2008 which offered an opportunity for representa-
tives from UN Member States, the UN system, functional, regional, and subregional 
organizations, and civil society to engage in frank and open, off-the-record discussion 
on a wide range of issues. The core of the discussions centered on the question of 
how the balanced implementation of the UN Strategy in all its four pillars (condi-
tions conducive to the spread of terrorism; preventing and combating terrorism; build 
capacity against terrorism; ensure respect for human rights and promote the rule of 
law in the fight against terrorism) could be strengthened. The Final Document of the 
International Process reflects the key elements of the discussions that took place during 
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these workshops and contains a number of proposals, based on these discussions, for 
strengthening the implementation of the Strategy.

The publication of the documents generated during the International Process will 
help further the dialogue among a wide range of stakeholders that was initiated dur-
ing the workshops. Ultimately we hope that the ideas which have emerged from the 
International Process will produce more effective coordination of fighting terrorism 
within the UN and to give UN measures against terrorism a sustained legitimacy.

On behalf of all five cosponsors of the International Process, I would like to express 
my appreciation for the support provided by the Center on Global Counterterrorism 
Cooperation throughout the project. I would also like to thank the Center for taking 
the initiative to produce this report, which we believe will make an important contribu-
tion for the way ahead.

Micheline Calmy-Rey 
Federal Councillor 
Head of the Swiss Federal Department of Foreign Affairs
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an overview

the international Process on global counter-terrorism cooperation
Over the past seven years, the international community’s response to the complex and 
evolving threat of transnational terrorism has expanded to encompass a broad array of 
nonmilitary actors and measures. There are now more than 70 multilateral institutions 
involved in this effort, but they are not functioning properly as part of an overarching 
integrated whole. Ongoing duplication of efforts, overlapping mandates, and lack of 
information sharing and other coordination at and among the international, regional, 
and subregional levels have hindered the effectiveness of these efforts.

The September 2006 UN General Assembly’s Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy pre-
sented a welcome opportunity to correct these shortcomings by offering a framework 
for a coherent international response to terrorism, with the United Nations at its heart. 
As stated by the Group of Eight leaders at their 2007 summit in Germany, in offering 
support for the central role of the United Nations in global counterterrorism efforts, 
“the UN is the sole organization with the stature and reach to achieve universal agree-
ment on the condemnation of terrorism and to effectively address key aspects of the 
terrorist threat in a comprehensive manner.” The United Nations can play a unique role 
in managing the threats posed by contemporary terrorism because its global member-
ship offers a unique basis for normative legitimacy and effective action.

The Strategy reminds us that an effective global counterterrorism program must focus 
on nonmilitary tools and emphasize elements such as capacity building, law enforce-
ment cooperation, and dealing with the underlying societal and political conditions 
that are conducive to the spread of terrorism. It not only reaffirms that counterterror-
ism efforts must respect human rights and the rule of law but declares that the promo-
tion of those principles in their own right is a critical element in effectively addressing 
terrorism.
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Implementing the Strategy is a daunting challenge. Although the lion’s share of re-
sponsibility falls on national governments, different parts of the UN system, other 
multilateral bodies, and civil society each have important roles to play to promote and 
ensure implementation. Given the number of different actors that must be engaged and 
issues that need to be addressed, effective coordination of those efforts is essential. The 
Strategy highlights the need for a more efficient UN response to terrorism and greater 
coordination and cooperation among these different stakeholders and offers a modest 
solution: supporting institutionalization within the UN Secretariat of the Secretary-
General’s Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force.

The Task Force, which includes a representative from each of 24 UN system entities, is 
doing important work in attempting to turn the Strategy from a declaration into action, 
but the General Assembly did not provide it with the necessary resources or mandate 
to oversee implementation effectively over the longterm, stimulate a more effective UN 
response, and coordinate the activities of the different parts of the UN system and other 
multilateral bodies. As a result, the necessary institutional structure(s) are not in place to 
support sustained implementation of the whole-of-system approach to combating terror-
ism outlined in the Strategy.

The ability of the UN system to maximize its contribution to Strategy implementa-
tion depends on developing a more efficient and coordinated UN effort that can work 
more effectively with states and other stakeholders. With this in mind, the indepen-
dent International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation was launched by 
Switzerland on 7 November 2007 in New York, in cooperation with Costa Rica, Japan, 
and Slovakia and later joined by Turkey. 

The purpose was to provide an opportunity for frank and open, off-the-record dis-
cussion among a broad array of member states from different regions—some 45 in 
total—and representatives from the United Nations, and functional and regional bod-
ies, as well as civil society. In addition, it provided states with a useful opportunity to 
brainstorm about how to best address some of the key issues surrounding the review of 
the Strategy by the UN General Assembly on 4 September 2008. 

During the course of five workshops, which were held in Zurich, Bratislava, Antalya, 
Tokyo, and New York, a diverse group of stakeholders discussed ways in which the bal-
anced implementation of the Strategy in all four pillars (measures to address the condi-
tions conducive to the spread of terrorism, measures to prevent and combat terrorism, 
measures to build states’ capacity to prevent and combat terrorism, and measures to en-
sure respect for human rights for all and the rule of law as the fundamental basis for the 
fight against terrorism) could be strengthened. The focus was on how to make the UN 
institutions more relevant to national and regional efforts in addressing terrorist threats 
and better able to support implementation of the Strategy. Throughout the process, 
the participants were mindful that UN member states have the primary responsibility 
for the implementation of the Strategy, which involves action at the national, regional, 
and global levels.

During the International Process, there was broad recognition that the adoption of the 
Strategy represents a significant political achievement that not only must be  preserved, 
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but built on during the September review and beyond. Rather than a prescriptive guid-
ance for action, the Strategy offers states a broad policy framework in which to engage 
on a wide range of issues and with a wide range of stakeholders, including the United 
Nations, regional bodies, and civil society. Meaningful contributions from each of 
these stakeholders are needed to ensure sustained implementation of the Strategy. The 
Strategy offers an opportunity to member states to develop more holistic approaches 
at the national level to combating terrorism, but also to “show and tell” the General 
Assembly and other intergovernmental fora in a structured way about their imple-
mentation efforts and, in doing so, to exchange best practices and ways to address 
difficulties.

The importance of identifying the comparative advantage—the specific value-added of 
the UN system—was highlighted throughout the International Process as was the need 
to ensure effective coordination and cooperation among the range of actors within the 
UN system, in headquarters, in the field, and between the two. The International 
Process highlighted that a broad body of knowledge is available throughout the UN 
system but that more efforts are needed to ensure better coordination and cooperation 
across the system.

The initial contributions that the Task Force has made were acknowledged by many 
of the participants, yet the strongly held view was that more work needs to be done to 
make the UN system more coherent in this area and more engaged with counterterror-
ism experts in the field. 

During the International Process, the participants put forward a wide range of concrete 
proposals aimed at addressing these issues and otherwise strengthening the implemen-
tation of the Strategy. Many of these ideas were discussed at the final workshop held in 
New York at the International Peace Institute, at which the cosponsors received useful 
feedback from a diverse group of states and other stakeholders.

The Final Document in the International Process, which was released on 24 July 2008, 
reflects those proposals that the cosponsors believe would merit closest consideration 
by the wider membership. The proposals are directed at states, the United Nations, and 
regional and subregional bodies and are concrete and action oriented. Some of them 
could be discussed and perhaps even incorporated in the resolution or decision that 
will emerge from the September General Assembly review of the Strategy. Some could 
be acted on by states immediately. Others, which require much further deliberations, 
could be taken up at a later date when the time is ripe. 

The Center on Global Counterterrorism and Cooperation produced numerous docu-
ments during the International Process, including background papers for and sum-
maries of nearly every workshop. This report is a compendium of these documents 
and includes a copy of the Final Document as well. Also included is a list of those 
individuals who participated in at least one of the five workshops organized during the 
International Process. It is the Center’s hope that this report can serve as an unofficial 
record of the International Process and provide government and nongovernmental ex-
perts, as well as officials in the United Nations and other intergovernmental bodies, 
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with a useful reference tool as they continue work to make the UN counterterrorism 
program more relevant to national and regional ones and better able to promote the 
implementation of the Strategy.

 

Alistair Millar Eric Rosand
Director Senior Fellow
Center on Global  Center on Global 
Counterterrorism Cooperation Counterterrorism Cooperation

15 August 2008
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international Process on 
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Final Document | 24 July 2008

Background
The International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation, which was 
supported by the Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation, was launched in 
New York at the Swiss Mission to the UN in November 2007 and included a series of 
workshops focusing on discrete aspects of the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation 
Strategy. The purpose of the International Process (co-sponsored by Costa Rica, Japan, 
Slovakia, Switzerland and Turkey) was to provide an opportunity for frank and open, 
off-the-record discussion among a broad array of States from the Global North and 
South and representatives from the UN and other intergovernmental bodies and civil 
society. The discussions focused on assessing the overall UN contributions to the fight 
against terrorism over the past seven years and identifying ways to make its institutions 
more relevant to national and regional counter-terrorism efforts and better able to sup-
port implementation of the UN Strategy. Throughout this process participants put for-
ward a wide range of concrete proposals aimed at furthering the implementation of the 
UN Strategy, many of which were discussed at the final workshop on 10-11 July 2008 
in New York.

During the Process it was recognized that the adoption of the UN Global Counter-
Terrorism Strategy remains a key political achievement that should be built upon dur-
ing the September 2008 General Assembly review. Member States have the primary 
responsibility to implement the Strategy and this involves Member State action at na-
tional, regional, and international levels. The Strategy provides States with a broad 
policy framework, offering them a common reference point and an opportunity to 
present what they are doing to combat terrorism at a national level to the UN and other 
fora in a structured and holistic way. 

The UN nevertheless has a central role to play in reinforcing national and regional ef-
forts, while taking into account local contexts, as part of a global response. Different 
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parts of the UN system are making important contributions to this effort. There is a 
need, however, for effective coordination among the range of relevant actors within the 
UN system, at headquarters level, in the field and between the two. The UN Counter-
Terrorism Implementation Task force has taken initial steps in enhancing the coordi-
nation within and coherence of the UN system. Further advances in these areas and 
greater engagement with counter-terrorism experts in the field could lead to increased 
effectiveness. So too could a greater reflection in the work of the UN concerning dif-
fering local and regional threat perceptions, vulnerabilities and needs. The first formal 
review of the Strategy in September 2008 offers an opportunity for Member States to 
address some of these issues and more clearly identify the role that the UN and other 
intergovernmental bodies, civil society, and, most importantly, States can play in fur-
thering implementation of the Strategy. 

With this in mind, the attached document reflects the key elements of the discus-
sions that took place during the workshops organized within the framework of the 
International Process and contains a number of proposals, based on these discussions, 
for strengthening the implementation of the Strategy. Without endorsing each one, 
the co-sponsors believe that they merit consideration by the wider UN membership 
during the September 2008 review and/or beyond. These proposals, which are di-
rected at Member States, the UN system, and regional and sub-regional bodies, are 
not mutually exclusive. Some require action by the General Assembly or another inter-
governmental body, some could be implemented immediately by the relevant actor(s), 
and some will require further deliberation both within and outside of the UN.  

Proposals For consideration
MeMber StateS

1. Member States should seek to ensure that the UN’s counter-terrorism activi-
ties are connected more directly to national counter-terrorism coordinators and 
focal points and the UN should provide a forum for these coordinators and focal 
points to engage with each other. Member States should implement the Strategy 
in an integrated manner and, where appropriate, use it:

a. To broaden national efforts in view of a more comprehensive response and
b. To deepen interagency cooperation and coordination, which should not be lim-

ited to traditional counter-terrorism actors but include human rights, develop-
ment, health, and social services.

2. There needs to be a forum within the UN to allow Member States to fulfil 
their leading role in overseeing UN Strategy implementation efforts and allow 
them a regular opportunity to review and determine the policy direction of 
Strategy implementation efforts, including the work of the Task Force. Such a 
forum should also allow for increased participation of regional and sub-regional bodies 
and civil society in Strategy implementation efforts and receive briefings from the Task 
Force on its work. There are a number of possible ways to satisfy this need, including:

a. The strengthening of the informal briefings already provided by the Task Force; 
b. The use of an existing forum such as the General Assembly Plenary; or
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c. The creation of a new counter-terrorism body or open-ended working group.

3. As an alternative or complement to the options in paragraph 2, the national 
coordinators/focal points of Member States should meet two-to-three times a 
year to assess Strategy implementation efforts, exchange best practices, deter-
mine policy direction of the Strategy, and/or discuss how the UN might be 
able to further reinforce national efforts. These meetings, which could include 
representatives from the Task Force, regional, sub-regional, and functional bodies, 
could be organized under the auspices of the UN or by Member States in cooperation 
with the UN, and alternate among different UN headquarters around the world: e.g., 
New York, Geneva, Vienna, Nairobi, Bangkok. Such efforts should also include “on-
line- communications” through information communication technology platforms 
and portals.

4. Member States should become more proactive in reaching out to the Task 
Force and its members, for example by organizing themselves around thematic issues 
of common interest. 

5. Member States should encourage UN entities represented in the Task Force, 
through the respective intergovernmental bodies, to actively participate in the Task 
Force and support the implementation of the UN Strategy. This support, how-
ever, must not interfere with the mandates and the ongoing work of these bodies 
and should avoid unnecessarily labeling their activities as “counter-terrorism”.

6. Member States should seek to stimulate engagement by civil society groups 
and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), including professional organiza-
tions and organizations representing victims of terrorism, while taking into 
 account the particular national and local contexts. For example, they could

a. Engage with different ethnic and religious groups on security issues at the na-
tional level to stimulate cross-cultural and religious dialogue; 

b. Ensure that the views of civil society groups and NGOs are taken into account 
in the development of counter-terrorism legislation; and/or

c. Provide civil society groups and NGOs an opportunity to engage directly with 
legislators regarding the potential impact of planned or actual impact of  
existing counter-terrorism measures.  

the UN SySteM

7. The UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force should be appropriately 
institutionalized and provided with the necessary resources to ensure that it can 
carry out its coordination and information sharing role more effectively over the 
longer-term and has the capacity to support the work of its working groups. 

a. This could be done, for example, through voluntary contributions or prefer-
ably by passing an appropriate level of resources through the existing regular 
budget. 
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b. The UN Counter-Terrorism Committee’s (CTC) Executive Directorate (CTED) 
could also second to the Task Force experts on a rotating basis to provide sup-
port to the Task Force’s capacity-building activities. 

c. In the longer term, it was proposed that the CTED’s status as a “special political 
mission” could be revisited and it could be transformed into a UN secretariat of-
fice, department, or program. Among other things, this new entity could service 
both the CTC and the Task Force. 

8. The Task Force, its constituent members, and Member States should focus 
more attention on raising awareness of the Strategy outside of New York and 
beyond foreign ministries. For example, the Task Force should provide information 
about its activities and other pertinent Strategy-related updates on its webpage as fre-
quently as possible and could, resources permitting, consider enhancing its efforts in 
this area, for example by providing a monthly electronic newsletter of relevant Strategy-
related activities. 

9. The UN should develop a more coherent approach to Strategy implementation 
by UN actors at the country, sub-regional, and regional levels.

10. The contribution made by the existing Task Force, including its working 
groups, should be evaluated by the respective internal oversight body (Office of 
Internal Oversight Services) within a reasonable timeframe. In the light of such 
evaluation, structures and working modalities should be adapted/reformed, tak-
ing into account a comprehensive and balanced implementation of the Strategy 
and allowing for more Member State input. For example, the Task Force could, if 
deemed to add value to the existing UN activities, be asked to:

a. Establish one working group for each pillar of the Strategy in addition to the 
working group on “Facilitating the Integrated Implementation of the United 
Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy” while discontinuing all other ex-
isting working groups; 

b. Ensure that each working group meets with interested Member States to help it 
identify priorities and develop its program of work; and/or

c. Produce concrete, non-binding recommendations and best practices to support 
Member State implementation of the UN Strategy.

11. The Secretary-General should consider appointing a full-time Task Force 
chairperson.

12. Traditional and non-traditional counter-terrorism actors, both within the 
UN and at the national level, should engage in supporting the implementation of 
the UN Strategy, while being careful not to unnecessarily place the “counter-ter-
rorism” label on the latter group of actors. With respect to the UN, the Task Force 
should play a role in more closely engaging UN bodies working in areas relevant to the 
traditional fields and those working in the non-traditional fields so that the Strategy 
can be implemented in a balanced way. 
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13. The UN’s efforts to promote a human rights-based approach to counter-
 terrorism should be enhanced, including by:

a. Reinforcing the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights’ (OHCHR) 
support for the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism; 

b. Including human rights expertise on CTED site visits and the UN Office on 
Drugs and Crime’s (UNODC) Terrorism Prevention Branch (TPB) training 
courses, which should target criminal justice officials, including defense law-
yers, and relevant executive branch officials responsible for drafting and grant-
ing  extradition requests;

c. Encouraging short-term exchanges of experts between the human rights and 
counter-terrorism arms of the UN; and/or 

d. Providing OHCHR with the necessary capacity to participate in all relevant 
UNODC counter-terrorism training programs. 

14. While welcoming CTED’s readiness to support the implementation of the 
Strategy, as recognized with adoption of Security Council Resolution 1805 and 
the continuing efforts to improve the performance of the CTC/CTED, the CTC/
CTED should: 

a. Make its assessments and other analytical work more easily accessible to non-
CTC members, UN agencies, regional organizations, and non-governmen-
tal experts; and share other information and consult more with non-Council 
members;

b. Convene regional meetings and workshops in the field that bring together prac-
titioners from the relevant countries; 

c. Invite interested non-Council members to relevant CTC meetings, which focus 
on a particular region or theme, and more generally give them an opportunity 
to provide more input into the work of the Committee; and/or

d. Promote greater awareness of the problems that impede the implementation of 
the principle aut dedere aut judicare under relevant conventions, by including 
in its reports information on the application of this principle to perpetrators 
of acts of terrorism, and work with States and other UN entities to enhance 
 international legal cooperation. 

15. While recognizing the important technical assistance it continues to provide 
to States to help strengthen national criminal justice systems to combat terrorism 
and related crimes, the UNODC’s TPB should:

a. Provide more unified training to law enforcement and other criminal justice of-
ficials in often under-resourced countries on how to implement the various UN 
terrorism, transnational organized crime, money laundering, and corruption 
instruments, so as to maximize the synergies among the different thematic areas 
and better reflect the links between terrorism and other crime; and/or

b. Expand its efforts to convene regional meetings of ministers of justice to all re-
gions and use these fora to discuss the wider set of criminal justice reform issues 
in the Strategy (i.e., not limiting them to the universal legal instruments against 
terrorism).
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16. While recognizing the important contributions that the UN Education, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is making in its different pro-
grammatic areas to further the implementation of the UN Strategy, additional 
steps should be taken to maximize UNESCO’s contributions to the implementa-
tion of the UN Strategy and the Task Force, without compromising its ongoing 
work. For example, UNESCO should: 

a. Do more to ensure that information concerning the growing number of initia-
tives at the local, national, sub-regional, regional and global levels aimed at 
promoting inter-religious and cultural dialogue is shared with other members 
of the Task Force and Member States in New York;

b. Encourage its regional offices to communicate and coordinate with other Task 
Force members in the region to enhance implementation of the Strategy on the 
ground;

c. Identify a range of concrete UNESCO-sponsored, -funded, or -facilitated ini-
tiatives around the world that relate to the Strategy and place this information 
on the Task Force’s website as UNESCO good practices that contribute to the 
implementation of the UN Strategy; and/or

d. Nominate a single focal point within its secretariat to represent the organiza-
tion at each Task Force meeting, spearhead UNESCO’s participation in the rel-
evant working groups, and serve as a repository for UNESCO Strategy-related 
 activities gathered from its various field offices, institutes, and centers. 

17. While recognizing the important contributions that the UN Development 
Programme (UNDP) is making in its different programmatic areas to further 
the implementation of the UN Strategy, additional steps should be taken to max-
imize its contributions to the implementation of the UN Strategy and the Task 
Force, without compromising its ongoing work. For example, UNDP should:

a. Deepen its engagement with the Task Force, including through active partici-
pation in its working group on Facilitating the Integrated Implementation of 
the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy and its Strategy-related 
interactions with Task Force entities in the field, and/or

b. Contribute to CTED’s activities, including by participating in its field visits and 
sharing with CTED on a regular basis relevant information on UNDP’s rule of 
law, crisis prevention, and its other activities relevant to the implementation of 
Security Council Resolutions 1373 and 1624.

 
regioNal/SUb-regioNal bodieS

18. While recognizing that some regional and sub-regional bodies have devel-
oped and are implementing counter-terrorism programs, some lack the necessary 
mandate and/or resources to engage on counter-terrorism issues, and for some 
there are more pressing threats to address than terrorism, each relevant regional 
and sub-regional body should, where appropriate:

a. Formally endorse the Strategy and develop their own plan for implementing it;
b. Ensure that its secretariat has the mandate and resources to engage with its 

member states and the UN on Strategy issues;
c. Approach the Task Force and its representative entities directly to articulate the 

vulnerabilities, needs, and priorities of its members; 



7

d. Establish a focal point for engagement with the UN in New York and with 
 relevant UN Task Force members in the region; and/or

e. Request CTED or UNODC’s TPB to assist with the implementation of Pillar II, 
Para. 8 of the Strategy, which “encourage[s] relevant regional and sub- regional 
organizations to create or strengthen counter-terrorism mechanisms or centres,” 
where possible, by placing a CTED or UNODC expert on a temporary basis in 
the appropriate regional and sub-regional organization or centre secretariat.

19. The Task Force, resources permitting, should seek to deepen its engagement 
with regional and sub-regional bodies (and other non-state stakeholders). For 
example, where appropriate, the Task Force should, to the extent possible: 

a. Serve as a strategic interface for regional and sub-regional bodies with the UN 
on Strategy implementation;

b.  Invite interested bodies to become more involved in the activities of its working 
groups and consult regularly with them to inform them of its work; and/or 

c. Designate a field-based representative from the appropriate Task Force entity to 
serve as the Task Force’s focal point in each region. 
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WoRkShoP 1 institutional challenges  
in implementing the un global  
counter-terrorism Strategy

21–22 January 2008 | Kusnacht (Zurich), Switzerland

BackgRound PaPeR*

This paper provides an overview of issues as background for the first workshop 
in the International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation, which 
the Government of Switzerland is hosting on 21–22 January 2008 in Zurich. It 
is intended to highlight some of the key issues for discussion under each of the 
main agenda items rather than serve as an exhaustive treatment of the topics to be 
addressed at the workshop.

i. overview of Problems and weaknesses
Like the International Process itself, this paper starts from the premise that the United 
Nations “is the sole organization with the stature and reach to achieve universal agree-
ment on the condemnation of terrorism and to effectively address key aspects of the 
terrorist threat in a comprehensive manner.”1 The central question is how to maximize 
the effectiveness of the United Nations in its efforts to combat terrorism.
The focus of the workshop, and the larger International Process, will be on assessing 
the overall UN contributions to the fight against terrorism since September 2001 and 
identifying ways to make its institutions more relevant to national counterterrorism 
strategies and better able to support implementation of the United Nations Global 
Counter-Terrorism Strategy. The collaboration and coordination of work with non-
UN stakeholders, in particular other multilateral bodies and civil society, will be ad-
dressed as well. 

The United Nations has made some important contributions to global counterterror-
ism efforts so far. For example, the Security Council has established a broad counter-
terrorism legal framework using its Chapter VII authority under the UN Charter and 

*  This paper was researched and drafted by the Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation. The views 
expressed herein do not necessarily reflect those of the Government of Switzerland or any other partici-
pating UN member states in the International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation.
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has established a number of subsidiary bodies to monitor states’ efforts to implement 
it. The General Assembly and UN specialized agencies have used their norm-setting 
authority to set legal norms in various counterterrorism-related fields. As a result, some 
16 international treaties now criminalize nearly every imaginable terrorist offense and 
facilitate the law enforcement cooperation that is essential to bring terrorists to justice. 
In addition, UN functional organizations have developed international standards or 
best practices in areas such as aviation, maritime and port security, and travel docu-
ments. A number of these bodies, working closely with bilateral donors, have technical 
assistance programs to help states join the legal framework or implement the standards, 
with a view to creating a seamless global counterterrorism web. Further, through its 
capacity-building and training programs, the United Nations has not only helped to 
identify vulnerabilities but to address them as well.

As a result of the growth in counterterrorism activity since September 2001, both 
within and outside of New York, some of which was spurred on by the United Nations, 
more than 70 multilateral bodies at all levels both within and outside the United 
Nations are now involved in this effort, but they are not functioning properly as part 
of an overarching integrated whole. Continuing duplication of efforts and lack of in-
formation sharing and other coordination at and among the international, regional, 
and subregional levels have hindered the effectiveness of these efforts. Under the cur-
rent UN institutional arrangement alone, some 24 different organs, bodies, entities, 
programs, and offices carry out work relating to counterterrorism under distinct and 
sometimes overlapping mandates. 

The central role the Security Council has played in UN efforts since September 2001 
has limited the effectiveness of the overall UN response since then. Robust and decisive 
action in the period after the attacks on September 11, 2001, was needed to help inter-
nationalize the response to the global threat and stimulate other multilateral bodies to 
become engaged in the fight against terrorism. Over time, however, the council’s ef-
fectiveness, particularly that of its Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) in monitoring 
global counterterrorism obligations imposed by Resolution 1373 and other relevant 
resolutions, has suffered from a perceived lack of legitimacy due to its limited member-
ship. Many countries, particularly from the global South that were not on the council 
when it adopted its counterterrorism resolutions, questioned that body’s authority to 
impose general, legal obligations on all states and lacked a sense of ownership in the 
program. Some states also resent the council’s narrow, generally law enforcement–ori-
ented approach, which fails to take into account the underlying socioeconomic condi-
tions that may give rise to terrorism. All of this has had a negative impact on the will-
ingness of some to cooperate fully with the Security Council effort. 

Further, the CTC was given responsibility for identifying gaps in states’ capacity to 
fight terrorism and matching donors with states in need in order to fill these gaps. 
However, it lacks a mandate or funds actually to deliver assistance, has had difficulty 
producing reliable analysis of capacity gaps around the world on a consistent basis, is 
hamstrung by its overly bureaucratic and process-oriented approach, and has largely 
lost the interest of ambassadors in New York. As will be discussed in greater detail in 
Section V, these reasons are partly responsible for its poor track record in engaging with 
states and other stakeholders outside of New York, the key constituencies.
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The perception remains that the council has yet to fully incorporate a human rights 
perspective into its counterterrorism work and has yet to develop sustained partnerships 
both with the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) 
and other parts of the UN human rights system and with those UN entities deal-
ing with the softer side of counterterrorism issues, such as the UN Development 
Programme (UNDP) and the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO).

The proliferation of Security Council counterterrorism-related resolutions and sub-
sidiary bodies, often hastily adopted and established in response to specific crises, has 
produced turf battles between and among committees and expert groups, duplication 
of work, and multiple and sometimes confusing reporting requirements for states. The 
council itself has recognized many of these shortcomings since 2004 and has repeat-
edly called for improvements.2 To address the problems created by the proliferation of 
council counterterrorism-related bodies, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan even rec-
ommended in March 2006 that the council consider consolidating them into a single 
committee with a single staff body.3

The lack of effective coordination and cooperation has almost come to define the 
United Nations’ post–September 11 response, leading countries such as Costa Rica and 
Switzerland to call as early as 2004 for the establishment of a UN high commissioner 
for terrorism to coordinate all of these initiatives. The 14-country Group of Friends of 
UN Reform echoed these calls in 2005, and the Group of Eight (G8) heads of state 
called for a more coherent UN counterterrorism program and response to the threat 
in their July 2006 summit statement.4 In addition, a 2005 proposal of the then–Saudi 
Arabian crown prince advocated the establishment of an international counterterrorism 
center “under the auspices” of the United Nations to, among other things, “develop a 
mechanism for exchanging information and expertise between States,” encourage the 
establishment of national and regional centers, and provide assistance to developing 
countries to deal with crises and terrorist acts.5 

The adoption of the Strategy in September 2006 presents an opportunity to improve 
on the fragmented UN and the broader multilateral institutional responses to terrorism 
and forge a truly global response to the threat. Its unanimous adoption by the General 
Assembly is an important achievement. Part of the Strategy’s significance lies in the fact 
that it is an “instrument of consensus” on an issue where consensus has been difficult 
to achieve within the United Nations. Although it does not add anything not already 
contained in preexisting UN counterterrorism resolutions, norms, and measures, the 
Strategy pulls them together into a single, coherent, and universally adopted frame-
work. Its inclusion of security-related issues as well as ones related to conditions con-
ducive to the spread of terrorism, such as poverty and lack of good governance, gives it 
broader appeal than the Security Council counterterrorism program. 

One of the keys to whether the Strategy will in fact be implemented is whether the co-
ordination and cooperation within the United Nations and among the numerous other 
multilateral bodies and mechanisms involved is improved. There must be a rationaliza-
tion of the respective roles of all the players to bring about the level of cooperation, co-
ordination, and collaboration that is required, a task that has proven difficult to achieve 
even just within the United Nations.6 Unfortunately, the Strategy does not address this 
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problem adequately. It calls for more cooperation within the United Nations, but its 
provisions are largely directed to individual parts of the UN system. It does not identify 
ways in which the UN effort could be made more efficient and better coordinated, for 
example by streamlining overlapping mandates or eliminating redundant programs. 

The main Strategy recommendation regarding organizational architecture focuses on 
the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force. The composition, limitations, 
and role of the Task Force, however, present challenges. Addressing these challenges, 
some of which are listed below, will be critical to maximizing the United Nations’ 
long-term contributions to Strategy implementation.

n The Task Force consists of a secretariat representative from each UN body or 
program involved in counterterrorism, which fosters a tendency to protect exist-
ing mandates and resource allocations from encroachment or abolition.

n Almost every Task Force representative takes its instructions from a different 
UN body and thus has limited room to maneuver without first receiving ap-
proval from the relevant body.

n The amount of time and energy each Task Force member is able to devote to the 
Task Force is limited due to their preexisting, full-time job responsibilities.

n The coordinator of the Task Force’s work has no authority over the other Task 
Force members who are working under the direction of their separate part of the 
UN system and cannot require different members to contribute information or 
time to the Task Force or impose a decision on unwilling Task Force members.

n The Task Force coordinator also lacks the authority needed to get the different 
parts of the system to share information, cooperate, and reduce overlapping 
mandates.

n The Task Force has not been provided any resources by the General Assembly and 
is being forced to solicit voluntary contributions for its work. Although it is having 
success in raising money from the traditional Western donors, such an approach 
may undercut the global nature of the Strategy.

n The coordinator, while performing an admirable job with the limited resources 
he has been given to operate, also serves as the Assistant Secretary-General for 
Policy Coordination and Strategic Planning and has to advise the Secretary-
General on a range of other policy matters, limiting his day-to-day involvement 
in overseeing the Task Force. 

n There is no formal mechanism by which member states, who are supposed to 
be taking ownership of the Strategy, can engage and possibly guide the Task 
Force.
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ii. addressing conditions conducive to the Spread of terrorism
One of the Strategy’s achievements is that, for the first time, the United Nations’ 
global membership has agreed that addressing conditions conducive to the spread of 
terrorism is an essential part of an effective and comprehensive strategy to combat and 
prevent terrorism. It can be viewed as a response to the growing dissatisfaction within 
the United Nations with the narrow Security Council–led approach that focuses on law 
enforcement and other security-related issues and leaves conditions conducive to the 
spread of terrorism unaddressed. According to the Strategy, among these conditions 
are “poverty, prolonged unresolved conflicts, dehumanization of victims of terrorism, 
lack of rule of law and violations of human rights, ethnic, national and religious dis-
crimination, political exclusion, socio-economic marginalization and lack of good gov-
ernance.”7 The Task Force includes representatives from those parts of the UN system 
focused on these issues, such as UNDP and UNESCO, both entities not traditionally 
associated with counterterrorism.8 

Secretary-General Annan’s April 2006 report, “Uniting Against Terrorism,” highlights 
the role that UNESCO can play in areas such as the fight against ethnic/religious ex-
clusion and discrimination, the promotion of quality education and religious and cul-
tural tolerance, interfaith and intrafaith dialogue, and the role of the mass media and 
codes of conduct for journalists covering terrorism.9 As a matter of policy, UNESCO 
has acknowledged the “link between activities in support of the dialogue among civi-
lizations, cultures and peoples, and efforts to discourage and dissuade extremism and 
fanaticism.”10 Examples of concrete programs that UNESCO has undertaken in these 
areas, including through its numerous field offices, include (1) producing “guidelines 
for promoting peace and intercultural understanding through curricula, textbooks and 
learning media”;11 (2) preparing a code of conduct for scientists to help deter the use 
of scientific work for terrorist purposes; and (3) launching “Mondodialogo,” an initia-
tive started with support from DaimlerChrysler, which encourages dialogue between 
young people from diverse cultural, religious, and linguistic backgrounds and encour-
ages students and future engineers to think about new ways to develop intercultural 
learning and to achieve sustainable development.12

As a member of the Task Force, UNESCO participates in the working groups on 
“Addressing Radicalization and Recruitment to Terror” and “Countering the Use of 
the Internet for Terrorist Purposes,” both of which concern Pillars I and II13 of the 
Strategy. It also cochairs with the Department of Political Affairs the working group 
on “Promoting Inter-Cultural and Inter-religious Dialogue,” one of only two working 
groups focused exclusively on Pillar I. Although the radicalization and Internet work-
ing groups have been active both in developing action plans and raising funds to enable 
them to implement them, the latter has been slow to get off the ground. 

Although not a member of the Task Force, the Alliance of Civilizations (AoC), with 
its small secretariat in New York, has a key role to play to promoting intercultural and 
religious dialogue, in close cooperation with UNESCO. It is charged with promot-
ing the implementation of the recommendations contained in the AoC report of the 
High-Level Group, which is specifically mentioned in the Strategy.14 The aim of the 
AoC Secretariat is “to support, through a network of partnerships, the development of 
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projects that promote understanding and reconciliation among cultures globally and, 
in particular, between Muslim and Western societies.” Among the projects that the 
AoC will promote over the next two years are a media fund to promote productions 
developed across cultural, religious, and national lines; a Youth Employment Center 
aimed at increasing work opportunities for young people in the Middle East; and an 
initiative to expand international student exchange programs.15 

Recognizing the importance of building partnerships with a range of stakeholders in 
order to promote cross-cultural and religious dialogue, the AoC Secretariat is reaching 
out to international and regional organizations, civil society, and the private sector to 
mobilize concerted efforts to promote relations among diverse nations and has estab-
lished a Group of Friends network of more than 50 states and international organiza-
tions aimed at furthering the AoC agenda.16 This approach might offer some useful 
lessons to the Task Force as it moves forward with its work in the coming period. 

Although mention of UNDP is conspicuously absent from the Strategy, program areas 
for which it is responsible, such as promoting good governance, the rule of law, and 
social inclusion and addressing other conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism, 
form a central component of Pillar I. With an overall budget of just less than $5 billion, 
UNDP typically partners with member states to provide guidance and technical assis-
tance for development projects.17 It also conducts programs on democratic governance, 
the rule of law, justice and security, conflict prevention and recovery, and marginal-
ized-group empowerment.18 Its long-term presence in almost all developing countries 
allows UNDP to play an essential role in facilitating access to development assistance 
and other forms of support and forming strategic linkages, including, for example, 
with civil society and the private sector. It is in the best position to highlight the close 
relationship between security and development, based on a recognition that develop-
ment can only be obtained and sustained if institutions and mechanisms of governance 
ensure the security and safety of citizens. 

Although reluctant to do so, UNDP could assist in linking the increased internation-
al commitment to counterterrorism capacity building reflected in the Strategy to the 
broader global development agenda. For example, it could encourage assistance provid-
ers and development officials to work together in combating terrorism and promoting 
development. This cooperative relationship is essential if one hopes to make progress in 
integrating these two issues.

UNDP is not only the best represented UN agency on the ground, but its resident 
representatives are generally also the UN resident coordinators responsible for promot-
ing coherence among the different parts of the UN system operating in a particular 
country. Although it has been reluctant to involve itself or associate any of its activities 
with combating terrorism, UNDP may be the organization best placed to coordinate 
in-country technical assistance programs and serve as a focal point for in-country im-
plementation efforts. This would be consistent with the recommendation of the High-
Level Panel on United Nations System-wide Coherence in the Areas of Development, 
Humanitarian Assistance and the Environment to establish “[o]ne United Nations at 
the country level, with one leader, one programme, one budget, and, where appropri-
ate, one office.”19
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Despite the contributions that UNDP could make to Strategy implementation, it has 
yet to formulate a policy document on the issue of counterterrorism. The issue has yet 
to come before the Executive Board, and there is a reluctance among many Group of 77 
board members as well as UNDP staff to have UNDP become involved in counterter-
rorism activity for fear of unduly politicizing its work. Partly as a result, while UNDP 
is represented on the Task Force, it has not participated actively in Task Force work. 

There may be little to gain and, in fact, a great deal lost from applying the rubric of 
counterterrorism to UNDP efforts, but this risk should not preclude highlighting the 
important role UNDP plays in helping address conditions conducive to the spread of 
terrorism and the interrelated capacity gaps in countries around the globe, both core 
elements of the Strategy. In many cases, its willingness to coordinate its capacity-build-
ing efforts with security-related components of the UN system will be key to obtaining 
local buy-in for the Strategy and furthering its implementation on the ground. 

Coordination and cooperation between development and counterterrorism capacity-
building efforts within the United Nations will need to be strengthened without com-
promising or politicizing development work and without diluting counterterrorism 
efforts. A continuing hurdle to achieving this goal is the central role that the CTC, 
operating under its Chapter VII mandate with its security focus, continues to play in 
overall UN counterterrorism capacity-building efforts. This serves only to heighten 
UNDP concerns that cooperation on counterterrorism will mean politicization of its 
work. The adoption of the holistic Strategy and the creation of the Task Force, howev-
er, could help improve the situation. The challenge still remains, dispelling the notion 
that, by engaging fully with the Task Force and the traditional UN counterterrorism 
actors, UNDP and other Pillar I entities will interfere with the work they are doing on 
their core mandates. The work of the relevant parts of the UN system need not be given 
a counterterrorism label, as in some cases giving it one might limit its impact, but “we 
should not forget [their] potential to have huge benefits.”20

For many UN member states, addressing conditions conducive to the spread of ter-
rorism is most relevant to addressing their broader concerns. Given the importance 
that many attach to this pillar of the Strategy, it will be important for the Task Force 
to devote significant attention to the range of issues covered by this pillar. Doing this 
 effectively, however, will require strong commitments from the key Pillar I actors. 

iii. engaging with Functional and Regional Bodies,  
civil Society, and other Stakeholders
The Strategy recognizes that sustained implementation will require contributions from 
a wide range of stakeholders other than member states. In addition to the 24 UN sys-
tem entities represented on the Task Force, dozens of formal and informal, regional, 
subregional, and functional bodies, as well as civil society organizations and the private 
sector, have an important role to play in fostering Strategy implementation. One of the 
keys to effective implementation will be engaging these stakeholders. Building partner-
ships with regional and subregional organizations and civil society is recognized by the 
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Task Force as a priority. UN efforts in this area, however, although numerous, have 
been carried out on an ad hoc basis rather than as part of coherent strategy. As a result, 
the United Nations has yet to develop the effective partnerships needed to fully tap the 
potential contributions of such stakeholders. 

Under the current approach, a number of different UN bodies, programs, and agencies, 
some with overlapping mandates, have established or are seeking to establish formal 
or informal relationships with often underresourced regional and subregional bodies. 
For example, the three Security Council counterterrorism-related expert groups (the 
Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate [CTED], the Al-Qaida/Taliban Analytical 
Support and Sanctions Monitoring Team, and the 1540 Committee Group of Experts) 
continue to reach out separately to regional and subregional bodies. This redundancy 
puts an increased burden on the organizations, many of which have only one person 
in their secretariat following all security-related issues. Representatives from some or-
ganizations may also confuse distinctions among the different mandates, given their 
somewhat overlapping nature, and ask themselves why they need to have three different 
council counterterrorism-related points of contact.

Among the main tasks assigned to the CTC early on was outreach to international, re-
gional, and subregional bodies to encourage them to become more involved in the global 
counterterrorism campaign, for example by developing counterterrorism action plans, 
best practices, capacity-building programs, and units within their secretariats and urg-
ing their members to join the international terrorism-related treaties and to implement 
Resolution 1373. The CTED has succeeded in interacting with a wide range of inter-
governmental bodies, some of which have participated in CTED site visits to member 
states. Yet, it has had difficulty having sustained interaction with regional and subregional 
bodies where capacity is often lacking both at the institutional level and among their 
members and thus where the need for more active CTED involvement is greatest.21 

In addition to engaging with individual multilateral bodies, the CTC was given the 
mandate from the Security Council via Resolution 1377 to enhance the coordination 
and cooperation among these different entities, with a view to enhancing the exchange 
of information, best practices, and expertise. The cornerstone of its efforts so far has 
been the five international meetings it has convened since 2003 of representatives from 
more than 60 international, regional, and subregional bodies. Seeking to correct some 
of the shortcomings from the first four gatherings, which included trying to address 
all aspects of Resolution 1373 in a single meeting, the CTC limited the focus of its 
fifth meeting, which was held in Nairobi in October 2007, to the prevention of ter-
rorist movement and effective border security. The CTED worked closely with the rel-
evant functional organizations (the International Civil Aviation Organization [ICAO], 
Interpol, the International Maritime Organization [IMO], the Office of the UN High 
Commissioner for Refugees, and the World Customs Organization [WCO]) in plan-
ning the meeting. The agenda was structured to facilitate discussions on a series of 
practical issues where improved cooperation is essential and to produce concrete, ac-
tion-oriented recommendations. It remains to be seen, however, whether these formal 
gatherings of representatives from nearly 80 intergovernmental bodies can produce the 
sort of dialogue, informal exchange of views, trust building among the organizations, 
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and pragmatic results that its organizers desire. The one-sided negotiation of the joint 
statement at the end of the Nairobi meeting that largely excluded nonstate stakeholders 
is illustrative of part of the problem: the lack of dialogue and reciprocity between the 
CTC and other organizations, where the former offers little to the latter in return for 
cooperation.22 

The Al-Qaida/Taliban Sanctions Committee, with the help of its Monitoring Team, 
has also reached out to different international, regional, and subregional bodies in 
order to get their technical and political support for member-state implementation 
of the sanctions regime. For example, with the encouragement from the Security 
Council, the committee worked with Interpol to create an Interpol–Security Council 
Special Notice for individuals included on the Al-Qaida/Taliban Sanctions Committee 
Consolidated List.23 

The 1540 Committee, with the support of its experts, relies heavily on outreach ac-
tivities to functional, regional, and subregional bodies to promote implementation of 
Resolution 1540. For example, the Security Council debate on cooperation between 
the 1540 Committee and international organizations in February 2007 was aimed at 
deepening the committee’s engagement with organizations such as the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons, and the WCO. In addition, as a result of its interaction with different re-
gional bodies, the members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
Regional Forum, the Organization of American States (OAS), and the Organization 
for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) have all committed themselves to 
preparing national action plans for implementing Resolution 1540. 

The UN Office on Drugs and Crime’s (UNODC) Terrorism Prevention Branch 
(TPB) has also promoted cooperation with regional and subregional bodies, develop-
ing partnerships with organizations such as the African Union, the Southern Africa 
Development Community, the Intergovernmental Authority on Development, the 
Pacific Island Forum, ASEAN, the OAS, the OSCE, and the Organization of the 
Islamic Conference. This cooperation has included jointly organized and conducted 
training seminars, workshops, ministerial conferences, and technical assistance mis-
sions.24 Through its experts and consultants based in different regions, its training and 
other workshops in the field, and its ability to draw on the expertise and resources of 
other UNODC entities involved in antidrug, anticrime, and criminal justice reform 
work, TPB is able, unlike the CTC/CTED and the other relevant Security Council 
bodies, to develop sustainable, broad-based, symbiotic relationships with regional and 
subregional bodies. In return for TPB’s assistance, the partnership organizations pro-
vide TPB with the local expertise and experience, which enhances the overall quality 
and relevance of TPB’s technical assistance programs. 

Despite the efforts of UNODC’s TPB and other UN actors, many regional and subre-
gional bodies do not have counterterrorism units within their secretariats or counter-
terrorism action plans to enable them to make meaningful contributions to Strategy 
implementation, and cooperation and coordination among them and between them 
and the United Nations remains uneven. Recognizing this, the Strategy encourages re-
gional and subregional organizations to create or strengthen existing counter  terrorism 
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mechanisms and centers and encourages the CTC/CTED, UNODC, and Interpol to 
provide them with assistance in doing so if necessary. 

Although the Strategy encourages cooperation and coordination and recognizes the 
contributions that a wide range of nonstate stakeholders can make to its implementa-
tion, it makes few concrete proposals in this area. For example, in order to help maxi-
mize the contributions that these stakeholders can make to promoting the implementa-
tion of the Strategy, the Task Force coordinator’s office could be made the focal point 
for engagement between the United Nations and such actors on Strategy implementa-
tion issues. Equally important to streamlined UN engagement, however, is allowing 
these stakeholders a voice in the design and implementation of UN-related programs 
relevant to their work. Thus, for example, consideration could be given to expanding 
the Task Force to include representatives from these non-UN stakeholders and to create 
a working group dedicated to this activity. 

To its credit, the Task Force recognizes the importance of building partnerships with 
these actors and is seeking funding support to organize a meeting bringing them to-
gether and to conduct some awareness raising.25 Although a step in the right direc-
tion, more is required to ensure the sustained engagement from the wide range of 
stakeholders. 

iV. human Rights and counterterrorism
One of the Strategy’s achievements is its prioritization of respect for human rights and 
the rule of law as essential to all pillars of its implementation. The consensus embodied 
in the Strategy concerning the interconnectivity of human rights and counterterror-
ism, however, has yet to be translated into practice in the UN system. The challenge is 
finding ways to ensure that this human rights–based approach to countering terrorism 
is mainstreamed throughout the United Nations. 

OHCHR and the Special Rapporteur on the protection and promotion of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism are the leading UN actors 
on the human rights side of the house. In addition to providing some support for the 
Special Rapporteur, OHCHR has two experts in its Rule of Law and Democracy Unit 
assigned to the human rights and counterterrorism portfolio.26 Working closely with 
its field offices in different regions, OHCHR focuses on encouraging states to develop 
and maintain effective national human rights institutions and human rights ombuds-
men; training judges, lawyers, and law enforcement in counterterrorism and human 
rights; and developing tools to assist practitioners, such as fact sheets and publications 
on human rights and counterterrorism, the relationship between international humani-
tarian law and human rights, and the human rights impact of targeted sanctions.27 

The UN human rights treaty bodies have also taken up issues related to terrorism in 
their examinations of state-party reports and individual complaints. UN special pro-
cedures mandate-holders, including the Special Rapporteur, have addressed a broad 
range of issues related to the impact of terrorism on human rights, within the context 
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of their mandates, by sending urgent appeal letters, issuing press releases, preparing 
thematic studies, and conducting country visits. 

The subcommission on the promotion and protection of human rights has addressed 
issues related to terrorism and human rights,28 and it established a working group with 
a mandate to continue to elaborate detailed principles and guidelines, with relevant 
commentary, concerning the promotion and protection of human rights while combat-
ing terrorism.29

One of the hallmarks of the UN response to terrorism since September 2001, however, 
has been the difficulty it has had in integrating the work being done by the various 
human rights actors within the system into the program of its various counterterror-
ism-related bodies, in particular the CTC and its CTED. The CTC/CTED has taken 
a cautious approach to integrating human rights issues into its work and has been slow 
to incorporate the findings from the above human rights bodies, mechanisms, and 
mandates into its work, despite the fact that the General Assembly now has on several 
occasions encouraged it to do so.30 

A considerable body of literature highlights the absence of any mention in Resolution 
1373 of the obligation of states to respect human rights in the design and implementa-
tion of their counterterrorism measures, except in the context of the granting of refugee 
status, and the resulting lack of attention paid to rights issues by the CTC as it monitors 
states’ implementation efforts.31 In its early days, the CTC’s position was that although 
it does take human rights seriously and has engaged in a dialogue with OHCHR, the 
task of monitoring adherence to human rights obligations in the fight against terrorism 
falls outside of the CTC’s mandate. The CTC’s position has evolved since then, and 
now its staff body, the CTED, includes a senior human rights expert to advise the CTC 
on human rights issues. By the end of May 2006, the CTC had adopted its first-ever 
“conclusions for policy guidance regarding human rights and the CTC,”32 conferring 
its stamp of approval on more sustained cooperation on human rights.33 Human rights 
considerations are now also reflected in its preliminary implementation assessments 
(PIAs) of each country’s efforts to implement Resolutions 1373 and 1624.

In general, however, the CTC has left a lingering impression that it does not pay suf-
ficient attention to human rights concerns. This notion is mainly due to the views of 
some of the permanent Security Council members on the CTC, which have voiced 
concern about diluting its security focus.34 For these states, the priority is getting all 
UN members to take the steps needed to adopt and implement the necessary laws and 
to strengthen borders in order to comply with the provisions of Resolution 1373. The 
addition of a human rights dimension to the CTC’s dialogue with states may make it 
more difficult for states to take quick action in this area. The CTED’s first executive 
director largely adopted this approach, believing that “protection of human rights can-
not be construed as the priority of the CTC.”35

Although silent on the role of the CTC/CTED in promoting a human rights–based ap-
proach to countering terrorism, the Strategy explicitly recognizes the contributions that 
UNODC can make in this area.36 Human rights considerations are the basis of UNODC’s 
“criminal justice approach” to counterterrorism, whereby it assists states to enact the 
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 necessary legislation and offers other technical assistance to help states join the UN con-
ventions and protocols related to terrorism. As evidence of its commitment on this issue, 
UNODC’s TPB has published a technical assistance tool, “Preventing Terrorist Acts: A 
Criminal Justice Strategy Integrating Rule of Law Standards in the Implementation of 
Anti-Terrorism Instruments,” which is publicly available on its Web site.37 

An important part of UNODC’s TPB’s technical assistance program is the multiday 
training workshops it conducts in the field at the national, regional, and subregional 
levels.38 These gatherings generally include national counterterrorism practitioners and 
often regional experts, which offer specialized national and subregional input and per-
spectives and facilitate effective follow-up to the activities of TPB.39 Such follow-up is 
often as important as the initial training. This approach also helps to build up expertise 
on counterterrorism issues at the subregional and field levels. Partnerships not only 
with regional and subregional bodies but with local research and other civil society 
organizations as well are essential to obtaining the buy-in from the local stakeholders 
to help guard against the perception that UNODC’s programs are being designed and 
imposed from Vienna, with insufficient input from those on the ground. In addition, 
engaging with civil society groups during the training workshops is particularly impor-
tant as UNODC seeks to promote a human rights–based approach to developing and 
implementing a criminal justice system and ensure a tailored, as opposed to one-size-
fits-all, approach to delivering technical assistance.

UNDP has traditionally focused on promoting good governance and the rule of law 
through its country-specific technical assistance programs. These plans often include 
the training of judges, lawyers, prosecutors, and other law enforcement and security 
personnel. In addition, through these programs, UNDP seeks to ensure that access to 
justice is improved, specifically for marginalized groups, and that the implementation 
of the UN terrorism-related instruments do not infringe on human rights or limit the 
scope for operation of the civil society.

Given UNDP’s work on promoting the rule of law and human rights, its extensive 
network of field offices, and strong relationships with local civil society actors, more 
coordination and cooperation between UNDP and UNODC’s TPB and the under-
resourced OHCHR, not to mention the UN human rights mechanisms and special 
procedures, might allow the United Nations to engage more effectively and efficiently 
with states in developing and implementing a rule of law–based criminal justice system, 
which lies at the heart of on-the-ground efforts to implement the Strategy. Currently, 
such cooperation and coordination generally takes place on an ad hoc basis in the field 
in different countries but has not been replicated at the headquarters level.40

With the multitude of different actors within the UN system in fields related to protect-
ing and promoting human rights and countering terrorism, meaningful cooperation 
and coordination among them is essential at UN headquarters in New York, Geneva, 
and Vienna but perhaps more urgently on the ground due to the need to transport the 
human rights and counterterrorism discourse that takes place in various UN confer-
ence rooms in Geneva and New York into the field so that the national practitioners can 
be fully engaged in the debate. The Task Force working group on “Protecting Human 
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Rights While Countering Terrorism,” which is being led by OHCHR, includes a num-
ber of different parts of the UN system but appears to be more focused on supporting 
member states’ efforts to implement a human rights–based approach to countering 
terrorism than on finding ways to enhance synergies and leverage resources among the 
different actors themselves.41 

Further, OHCHR, with the limited resources it devotes to the human rights and coun-
terterrorism portfolio, may need additional positions and funds to ensure that the hu-
man rights perspective is reflected in all UN efforts to promote implementation of 
the Strategy.42 The working group has requested about $200,000 in extrabudgetary 
resources to sustain its work, which “aims to support efforts by Member States to en-
sure the promotion and protection of human rights in the context of counter-terrorism, 
including through the development of practical tools.”43 It is unclear, however, whether 
this small amount of funds will allow the working group to fulfill its mandate effec-
tively over a sustained period of time or help ensure that the human rights perspective 
is reflected in the other relevant Task Force working groups.

V. the Facilitation and delivery of technical assistance  
and other capacity-Building issues
Building state capacity to fight terrorism is one of the pillars of the Strategy, which 
recognizes that many states will require technical and other assistance in order to de-
velop the comprehensive and effective counterterrorism infrastructure envisioned in it. 
For the past six years, the United Nations has sought to assume a leading role in this 
area, including through UNODC’s TPB and the CTC/CTED. The Strategy also ac-
knowledges the important role that bodies in the broader UN system, along with other 
multilateral bodies, donor states, and the private sector, need to play in this regard. 
Given the enormous capacity gaps in many regions and the limited resources available 
for addressing them, it is imperative to have a trusted mechanism in place for provid-
ing rigorous analysis of existing capacities, identifying priority needs, and matching 
 available assistance with those needs. 

The CTC was mandated to be this mechanism, although it was not authorized to 
deliver assistance. With the adoption of Resolution 1377 in November 2001, the 
CTC was requested to work with potential donor states and organizations to become 
more active in the field of counterterrorism technical assistance and to help match the 
needs of states with available assistance. This labor-intensive activity requires not only 
rigorous analysis and prioritization of each country’s needs, but regular and proactive 
engagement with the recipient and donor communities. A major motivation behind 
the council’s decision to “revitalize” the CTC through the creation of the CTED 
in 2004, which provided the CTC with a more permanent, professional staff body 
of some 20 professionals, was the recognition that the CTC needed to “strengthen 
the facilitation of technical assistance to States as one of [its] priorities.”44 The estab-
lishment of the CTED and the expanded tool kit, which includes the PIAs and site 
visits, have improved the CTC’s information-gathering and analytical capabilities. In 
addition, the CTED has prepared a lengthy directory of international best practices, 
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standards, and codes aimed at helping states maximize their efforts to implement 
Resolution 1373. 

Although the CTED has shown marked improvement in helping the CTC fulfill its 
technical assistance facilitation mandate, the CTC’s comprehensive review of the CTED 
at the end of 2006 confirmed that there was much more work to be done. The review 
listed technical assistance facilitation as an area in which the CTED had not made suf-
ficient progress. The CTED has since taken strides in the right direction. For example, 
it has fully updated its directory of assistance offered by donor states and organizations 
and integrated that directory into its technical assistance matrix to provide, on the 
one hand, a centralized and comprehensive indication of states’ assistance needs and, 
on the other, information about available assistance programs. In addition, it has now 
identified more than 400 technical assistance areas and referred more than 40 states to 
potential technical assistance providers. How much these efforts within the CTED will 
contribute to global counterterrorism capacity-building activities, however, depends on 
the extent to which states and organizations can access and rely on these tools. 

To date, the CTED has struggled in its efforts to deepen engagement with donor and 
recipient states, an essential component of effective facilitation. The CTED’s New York 
focus has led to difficulties in developing the necessary relationships with counterterror-
ism practitioners in national capitals and made it more difficult for the CTED to relate 
its work to national counterterrorism policies. The importance of such engagement was 
highlighted at a recent Security Council debate on the work of the CTC and the other 
council counterterrorism-related subsidiary bodies. According to the Canadian Deputy 
Permanent Representative to the United Nations, “[M]ost of the recipients of technical 
assistance are not members of the Council, and nor are a number of important donors, 
such as Canada. [Thus,] every effort should be made to ensure that key tools developed 
by CTED, such as its technical assistance plan, its database of technical assistance, and 
its assessments of implementation of relevant resolutions, be made available to donors to 
ensure they allocate their capacity building resources as usefully as possible.”45 

The CTED also faces a more basic challenge acting as an effective facilitator of the 
delivery of counterterrorism capacity-building assistance, without being provided the 
mandate or resources to actually provide assistance itself. With a broad range of bilat-
eral and multilateral donors already active, each often having a clear sense of where 
it wants to target its limited counterterrorism assistance, the space for a facilitator to 
operate is not large. The CTED can conduct its own analysis of the capacity gaps, but 
it must rely on donors both to share updated and accurate information on their capac-
ity-building programs and to seek their help in linking a state in need with available 
assistance. Donors need in turn to be able to rely on the CTED’s analysis of gaps and 
priorities. Finally, lacking a mandate to provide technical assistance, the CTED needs 
to find other incentives to offer potential assistance recipients in return for their coop-
eration. At present, states are being asked to invest considerable time and resources to 
cooperate with the CTED with limited opportunities of receiving anything tangible in 
return. Success therefore lies largely outside the CTED’s hands.

As a result of the CTC/CTED’s uneven performance, there are growing questions 
whether it is the right body to be entrusted with responsibility for leading efforts to 
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coordinate and facilitate counterterrorism capacity-building assistance to UN member 
states.46 The controversial nature of Resolution 1373, due partly to the perception 
that it is too narrow an approach for addressing the threat and the sense that it is part 
of a Western-imposed agenda, continues to make it difficult for the CTC/CTED to 
get full cooperation from and engagement by states in different regions. Also, as a 
Security Council body, the CTC/CTED may lack the necessary legitimacy to build 
the trust with governments required to engage in sustained counterterrorism capac-
ity-building activities. The legitimacy issue has become more pronounced since the 
consensus adoption of the Strategy by the General Assembly, as it incorporates the 
provisions of all the relevant Security Council resolutions and makes capacity building 
one of its central pillars. 

Nevertheless, with an annual budget of some $7.5 million, all of which comes from the 
UN regular budget, and a staff that includes some 20 counterterrorism experts having 
analyzed more than 800 country reports detailing efforts to implement Resolution 
1373 and maintaining a database that contains more than 300,000 documents related 
to global counterterrorism capacity-building activities, the CTED has a wealth of hu-
man and financial resources, as well as expertise, to offer UN member states. The 
challenge involves how to make the maximum use of these resources in the context of 
implementation of the Strategy.

A number of different parts of the UN system are also relevant to the provision of 
counterterrorism-related assistance, including the IMO, ICAO, the World Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, and IAEA. UNODC in Vienna, however, is perhaps the 
leading provider of counterterrorism-specific assistance in the UN system.

According to the UNODC Executive Director, it is “the only UN body empowered 
and equipped to provide capacity building [assistance] on the ground to assist Member 
States to prevent terrorism.”47 Since 2002, through its TPB, UNODC has delivered 
various forms of counterterrorism-related assistance aimed at helping countries join 
and implement the universal instruments against terrorism. This assistance has includ-
ed legislative drafting aid and the training of criminal justice professionals. Drawing 
on its Vienna-based staff and its network of consultants and UNODC regional repre-
sentatives around the world,48 TPB has delivered country-specific assistance to more 
than 60 countries, conducted regional and subregional workshops for scores more, and 
trained more than 600 lawmakers and other criminal justice officials on ratification and 
implementation requirements of the universal instruments against terrorism.49 

UNODC’s expertise extends beyond terrorism into the fields of fighting money laun-
dering, organized crime, and drug trafficking and supporting criminal justice reform. 
Thus, it can also help states adopt a coherent, synergetic approach to addressing issues 
related to those fields as part of a holistic counterterrorism strategy. Given UNODC’s 
ability to adopt a more comprehensive response to terrorism than the CTC/CTED and 
its capacity to deliver rather than simply facilitate the delivery of assistance, it should 
come as little surprise that its work in this area has been widely praised by countries in 
the global North and South. For these same reasons, the Strategy makes extensive ref-
erence to the work of UNODC, particularly its TPB, and calls on UNODC to enhance 
its long-standing work to cover these issues in a holistic manner.50 
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In carrying forward its General Assembly–mandated activities, UNODC is confronted 
with a series of challenges, however, that can limit the impact of its technical assistance 
activities. First, some countries lack political support for international counterterror-
ism efforts. Thus, although UNODC may succeed in reaching out to countries at 
the technical level, the necessary support may be lacking within the parliament to 
adopt the necessary legislation or within the government to provide the practitioners 
with the tools and other resources necessary to allow them to put their new skills to 
work. Thus, it would be helpful to have a system in place within the United Nations 
that identifies where technical assistance efforts have run their course and alerts the 
relevant UN political bodies of the situation so that appropriate action can be taken. 
The current arrangement within the United Nations whereby the main technical assis-
tance arm (UNODC) and the most active policymaking arm of the UN counterterror-
ism program (CTC) are separated and operate under distinct mandates unnecessarily 
 complicates the situation. 

Second, lack of information exchange and proper coordination and collaboration among 
the various technical assistance providers has sometimes led to duplicative training 
courses or workshops. Given the limited budgets of the providers and the significant 
training needs, ensuring that technical assistance efforts are streamlined and reinforc-
ing and improving coordination among providers becomes essential. The lack of an 
effective mechanism within the United Nations to coordinate the range of Strategy-
related technical assistance activity serves to exacerbate this problem. 

Third, there is the need to ensure that the capacity-building program in a particular 
country is part of a broader, strategic UN approach that “provides in-depth and sub-
stantive training to the right officials, practitioners, and policy makers” and includes 
a “steady dissemination of useful and accessible training tools and handbooks, back-
stopped by effective follow-up and reinforced by ongoing support services.”51 Like all 
other Strategy-related technical assistance, that provided by UNODC should be part 
a broad-based, long-term capacity-building program in each recipient country that in-
cludes the necessary follow-up to maximize the impact of the assistance. However, the 
fact that UNODC’s TPB must continue to rely heavily on voluntary contributions from 
member states—only $1 million of TPB’s $7.7 million budget for 2007 came from the 
UN regular budget—makes long-term planning of assistance projects hazardous.

UNODC is able to ensure that its terrorism-, crime-, and drug-related assistance activi-
ties are properly coordinated and integrated in its engagement in individual states. Yet, 
no adequate mechanism within the United Nations currently ensures that the range of 
Strategy-related capacity-building initiatives are undertaken in a coherent manner and 
integrated into the wider UN activities in the relevant country or region.

The creation of a Task Force working group on “Facilitating Implementation of the 
UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy,” which includes representatives from a num-
ber of UN entities involved in Strategy-related capacity building, is a step in the right 
direction. Working with individual countries, the working group is seeking to (1) pro-
mote increased information exchange and enhanced consultation among the UN enti-
ties engaged or planning to engage in Strategy-related assistance programs, (2) bring 
together the relevant needs assessments prepared by these entities, and (3) identify 
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possible synergies in assistance delivery.52 Yet, it remains unclear whether this working 
group, which suffers from the same weaknesses as the Task Force as a whole, can stimu-
late the necessary information sharing and coordination among assistance providers. In 
addition, the absence of UNDP limits the range of programs that can be addressed by 
this working group and its ability to interact with the United Nations in the field.
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WoRkShoP 1 institutional challenges  
in implementing the un global  
counter-terrorism Strategy

21–22 January 2008 | Kusnacht (Zurich), Switzerland 

QueStionS to conSideR 
The questions below have been prepared with a view to focusing each of the thematic 
sessions during the workshop. They are illustrative of the types of issues the organizers 
would like to see addressed during each session.

i. overview of Problems and weaknesses
n	 What have been the shortcomings in the United Nations’ response to terrorism 

since September 2001?
n	 To what extent will the adoption of the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism 

Strategy and the creation of the UN Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task 
Force be able to address those shortcomings? For example, does the Task Force 
have the necessary resources and mandate to allow it to improve coordination 
and cooperation among its participating entities?

n	 To what extent has the adoption of the Strategy eased the tensions between the 
Security Council and General Assembly on issues related to counterterrorism? 
What more could be done in this area?

n	 What steps should be taken to ensure that the necessary UN institutional struc-
tures are in place to support implementation of the Strategy’s whole-of-system 
approach to combating terrorism over the long term?

n	 Can Strategy implementation succeed in the absence of a mechanism by which 
the member states, who agreed to take ownership of the Strategy, can engage 
and possibly guide the Task Force?

n	 Can Strategy implementation succeed in the absence of a forum in which member 
states can engage in a comprehensive discussion of the range of issues  addressed 
in the Strategy?
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ii. human Rights and counterterrorism
n	 What additional steps should be taken to ensure that the human rights–based 

approach enshrined in the Strategy is reflected in all UN counterterrorism-
 related program activities? 

n	 Is human rights “mainstreaming” the best approach, or might it lead to further 
marginalization of the human rights perspective, as counterterrorism experts in 
these entities might pay lip service to human rights issues without taking con-
crete steps to integrate them in their everyday work? What guidance can stake-
holders, including advocates from the human rights community, give to ensure 
that deeds accompany words in this area?

n	 How could cooperation and coordination between the human rights and coun-
terterrorism actors within the UN system be strengthened?

n	 Does the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights have the 
necessary resources to fulfill its counterterrorism-related mandates, including 
serving as chair of the Task Force working group in this area?

n	 To what extent is cooperation between the Counter-Terrorism Committee 
(CTC) and the UN human rights actors impeded as a result of the  former’s 
Chapter VII mandate?

n	 What steps could be taken to ensure that efforts to promote and monitor im-
plementation of the international human rights and counterterrorism legal 
 instruments are undertaken in a complementary and coherent fashion?

iii. the Facilitation and delivery of technical assistance  
and other capacity-Building issues

n	 What are the advantages and disadvantages of making the distinction between 
the facilitation and delivery of Strategy-related capacity-building assistance 
within the United Nations and maintaining the separation between the princi-
pal policymaking (CTC) and technical assistance (the UN Office on Drugs and 
Crime [UNODC]) arms of the UN system? 

n	 What steps could be taken to improve the United Nations’ ability to coordinate 
the delivery of Strategy-related capacity-building assistance?

n	 What steps could be taken to deepen the engagement between the United 
Nations and counterterrorism experts in national capitals?

n	 Does the CTC have the necessary political legitimacy to be the leading UN 
entity in coordinating and facilitating the delivery of counterterrorism capacity-
building assistance? 

n	 What steps can be taken to improve the United Nations’ ability to  analyze 
Strategy-related capacity gaps and prioritize needs?

n	 Does the Task Force have the necessary resources and mandate to improve 
the cooperation and coordination within the UN system on Strategy-related 
issues?   
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iV. engaging with Functional, Regional, and Subregional Bodies  
and other Stakeholders

n	 What are the advantages and disadvantages of the current approach of allowing 
each relevant Task Force entity to engage separately with functional, regional, 
and subregional bodies on Strategy issues?

n	 What steps could be taken to develop a more coherent approach to engaging with 
these and other nongovernmental stakeholders on Strategy implementation?

n	 Should there be a single UN focal point for such engagement? If so, should it 
be UNODC, the Task Force, or some other entity? Does the Task Force have 
the resources and mandate necessary to do so? If not, should it be provided with 
them?

n	 What steps should be taken by the United Nations to deepen its engagement 
with civil society organizations on counterterrorism issues, including those 
representing victims of terrorism, as well as the private sector, with a view 
to enhancing the contributions that these stakeholders can make to Strategy 
implementation?

V. addressing conditions conducive to the Spread of terrorism
n	 What steps can be taken to deepen the commitment of those UN entities that 

can contribute to addressing conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism to 
the Task Force and, more broadly, to Strategy-implementation efforts?

n	 To what extent does having the Security Council continue to assume a central 
role in UN counterterrorism capacity-building activities impede efforts to im-
prove the coordination and cooperation among all relevant UN entities, includ-
ing the UN Development Programme and the UN Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization? 

n	 How can coordination and cooperation between development and counterter-
rorism capacity-building efforts be improved within the UN system without 
compromising or politicizing development work and without diluting counter-
terrorism efforts?

n	 What can various UN bodies do to implement the development and good 
governance elements of the Strategy? Which entities should take the lead in 
 representing and promoting this objective on the Task Force?

n	 In what ways can the Alliance of Civilizations (AoC) Secretariat, which is not 
part of the Task Force but is mentioned explicitly in the Strategy, contribute to 
the implementation of the Strategy? Are there practical forms of cooperation 
between the AoC Secretariat and the Task Force and its members that could be 
pursued to realize common objectives?
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in implementing the un global  
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21–22 January 2008 | Kusnacht (Zurich), Switzerland

woRkShoP SuMMaRy

introduction

1. On 21 and 22 January 2008 the Government of Switzerland hosted the first work-
shop in the International Process on Global Counter-Terrorism Cooperation, which is 
being cosponsored by Switzerland, Costa Rica, Japan, and Slovakia, with the support 
of the Center on Global Counterterrorism Cooperation. 

2. The aim of the first workshop was to allow the participants an opportunity to touch 
on the breadth of issues that will be addressed during the International Process and 
set the stage for more in-depth discussion of some of the discrete themes at subsequent 
workshops. Although not intended to reach any conclusions, the two-day event allowed 
a wide range of stakeholders to engage in a frank discussion of the role of the United 
Nations in combating terrorism and some of the challenges the institution is confront-
ing as it proceeds with promoting the implementation of the United Nations Global 
Counter-Terrorism Strategy. 

3. The participants emphasized the central role both of the Strategy and the UN 
Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force in the UN counterterrorism program 
and the desire to maximize the effectiveness of the overall UN response to terrorism. 
In addition, they supported the need for a careful analysis and assessment of the ef-
fectiveness of the current UN effort before deciding what steps, if any, should be taken 
to improve the overall UN response. They recognized that one of the goals of the 
International Process is in fact to undertake such an analysis and assessment of both 
the strengths and weakness but to do so outside of the more politicized atmosphere of 
New York.

4. The workshop was conducted under the Chatham House Rule, i.e., all discussion 
was off the record and not for attribution. The following summary of the highlights 
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and themes identified during the meeting is not an official or complete record of the 
proceedings and does not necessarily reflect the views of all the participants. 

i. overview of Problems and weaknesses
5. There was broad agreement that the United Nations has a central role to play in the 
fight against terrorism but that a lack of coherence and coordination in the overall UN 
effort has hindered its effectiveness. There was a sense that there exists a multiplicity 
of actors and mandates within the United Nations. Thus, there is a need to rationalize 
these efforts so as to avoid duplication and minimize the rivalry on this matter that has 
existed between the General Assembly and the Security Council.

6. It was also agreed that there needs to be a careful assessment of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the overall UN counterterrorism program and that the International 
Process provides an opportunity to do this and identify concrete ways to improve the 
wider UN response. 

7. There was widespread recognition that adoption of the Strategy by consensus and its 
institutionalization of the Task Force represent a significant step forward for the United 
Nations and its member states in the fight against terrorism.

8. The Strategy also offers an excellent framework for improving the coordination and 
cooperation among the different UN actors and between the United Nations and the 
regional and subregional bodies and civil society.

9. With respect to the Task Force, there was broad appreciation for its work in connect-
ing the different parts of the UN system and reaching out to member states, despite 
its limited resources and mandate. It was recognized, however, that the Task Force 
lacks the resources to fulfill its present tasks. Thus, support was given to enhancing its 
resources and strengthening its mandate.

10. Emphasis was placed on the need to provide member states a forum in which to 
engage regularly with the Task Force and oversee Strategy implementation. It was sug-
gested that a means should be found to allow member states to guide the process, 
review Strategy implementation efforts, provide recommendations to the UN inter-
governmental bodies engaged in Strategy implementation activities, and allow for in-
creased participation of regional and subregional bodies and civil society in Strategy 
implementation efforts.

11. In this regard, some participants called for the creation of a new UN intergov-
ernmental body to help coordinate the work of the different UN actors with a role to 
play in supporting Strategy implementation and allow the UN system to engage more 
effectively with regional and subregional bodies, civil society, and the private sector on 
counterterrorism issues.

12. Others questioned whether an institutional response is the most appropriate way in 
which to address the existing problems. Instead, they suggested looking at improving 
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the effectiveness of the existing structures, although acknowledging that the frustra-
tion many member states feel as a result of not being allowed to participate in regular 
discussions of counterterrorism within the United Nations needs to be addressed.

13. The role of the Security Council, in particular its Counter-Terrorism Committee 
(CTC) and Counter-Terrorism Executive Directorate (CTED) received much atten-
tion. Some questioned whether the CTC/CTED has the necessary political legitimacy 
to allow it to play an effective role in facilitating the delivery of technical assistance and 
working with regional and subregional bodies. The point was made that if the United 
Nations performed this technical facilitation function more effectively, the technical 
assistance providers, both within and outside the United Nations, would benefit. 

14. Others argued that rather than a question of the legitimacy of the Security Council’s 
activities in this area, it was one of effectiveness, namely, how effective has the council 
been in implementing its counterterrorism mandates. The council, it was asserted, suf-
fers from the way in which its counterterrorism-related subsidiary bodies have chosen 
to conduct their work, including by having limited engagement with states and other 
stakeholders and its tendency to apply a one-size-fits-all approach to its interactions 
with these stakeholders, often failing to take into account the local context.

15. Finally, it was agreed that the finalization of the draft Comprehensive Convention 
against International Terrorism must remain a priority, although there were differences 
of views as to the practical impact that the inability of the General Assembly to reach 
agreement on this issue had on UN efforts to support Strategy implementation.

ii: addressing the “conditions conducive to the Spread of terrorism”
16. Participants recognized the significance of the inclusion of the conditions condu-
cive to the spread of terrorism as one of the four pillars of the Strategy as it is necessary 
to address the long-term structural conditions that may give rise to terrorism.

17. By encompassing a holistic approach that includes causes in addition to what are gen-
erally more reactive security-focused measures, such as those mandated by the Security 
Council after 11 September 2001, the Strategy offers a wider and more inclusive ap-
proach to address the threat than has previously existed within the UN framework.

18. The challenge is to figure out what role those UN entities involved in Pillar I issues 
can play both in the Task Force and more broadly in contributing to Strategy imple-
mentation. It was pointed out that the United Nations has been working since well 
before the adoption of the Strategy in areas such as development, conflict resolution, 
good governance, and education but there was now a need for the relevant parts of the 
United Nations to keep the Strategy in mind as they continue with their work.

19. Some concerns were raised about the unintended consequences of now putting 
a “counterterrorism” label on these activities. Care should also be taken to ensure 
that the principal of “do no harm” is integral to all efforts in this area. This approach 
could help to reassure the parts of the UN system that are playing vital roles on the 
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 implementation of Pillar I, such as the UN Development Programme (UNDP), but 
have to date been reluctant to do so openly in the context of the Task Force and the 
Strategy.

20. The need for the Task Force to focus more attention on Pillar I issues was high-
lighted. Participants recognized that there is no single cause of terrorism and that more 
empirical research is needed in this area. It was noted, however, that issues such as con-
flict resolution and mediation require greater attention in the context of the Strategy, 
with a suggestion made that the Task Force establish a conflict prevention/resolution 
working group.

21. It was noted that Pillar I issues are important but complex issues that require pa-
tience over the medium and long term to implement. There are no quick fixes here. 
Thus, care needs to be taken to offer sustained attention and support on these issues, 
despite what can be competing and understandable desires for a more rapid course of 
action to address security-related matters in the near term.

22. The need for increased awareness and support for victims of terrorism was also ad-
dressed, by pointing to the importance of work that is required in order to give victims 
a voice that can help to humanize them and provide an important counterpoint to a 
narrative of hate and violence that is presented by terrorists. It was suggested that the 
General Assembly and the Task Force do more to raise the profile of these issues.

23. Emphasis was placed on the need to raise awareness of the issues addressed in this 
section of the Strategy, including by deepening the interaction with local stakeholders 
on the ground outside New York and outside foreign ministries in capitals. This ap-
proach would include developing partnerships for dialogue, perhaps through the es-
tablishment of Task Force field offices or by taking other measures to ensure that there 
is more coordinated interaction between the United Nations and local stakeholders 
on Strategy implementation. It was also argued, however, that any efforts to devolve 
Task Force activities down to the local level should be demand driven and respond to 
local needs.

24. The point was made that most of those UN actors in the field with a role to play in 
Strategy implementation efforts do work on Pillar I issues (e.g., UNDP; the UN High 
Commissioner for Refugees; the UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
[UNESCO]; the UN Children’s Fund; the UN Development Fund for Women; and 
the UN Population Fund). However, these UN actors have shown the least interest in 
associating themselves with the Strategy and the UN counterterrorism program. In 
addition, few of these entities are actually members of the Task Force. It was therefore 
suggested that finding ways for these actors to engage with the Task Force may be a 
prerequisite to devolving Task Force activities down to the ground.
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iii. engaging with Functional, Regional, and Subregional Bodies;  
civil Society; and other Stakeholders
25. There was broad agreement that functional, regional, and subregional bodies; civil 
society; and other stakeholders have essential roles to play in furthering the implemen-
tation of the Strategy but that their potential in this area has yet to be realized.

26. Given the large number of multilateral bodies with a role to play, participants em-
phasized the importance of ensuring more effective coordination of these efforts. Some 
called for a single UN entry point to facilitate the interactions between these bodies 
and the United Nations on counterterrorism issues.

27. There was broad support for the need for UN counterterrorism actors to better 
understand the local conditions in which they operate and recognition of the impor-
tant role that regional and subregional bodies and civil society can play in providing 
the United Nations with this context. To this end, the Task Force was encouraged to 
establish regional task forces and find other vehicles for allowing it to interact more 
regularly with these actors.

28. The point was made that many of these stakeholders have been carrying out 
Strategy-related programs since before its adoption, recognizing that the Strategy sim-
ply incorporates preexisting resolutions and commitments. The challenges are to deter-
mine how these actors can make the best practical use of the Strategy and what role the 
Task Force can play in stimulating deeper and wider engagement with them.

29. It was noted that regional and subregional bodies have important roles to play in a 
number of areas related to the implementation of the Strategy, including (1) providing 
political reinforcement to the Strategy; (2) facilitating the Strategy-related capacity-
building work of the functional organizations with the regional body’s member states; 
(3) delivering Strategy-related technical assistance; (4) identifying Strategy-related 
 capacity gaps of its member states; (5) serving as a transmission belt that links the 
global framework with the efforts of its member states; and (6) stimulating an ex-
change of Strategy-related information and best practices with other regional and sub-
regional bodies. The work of a number of regional and subregional bodies was high-
lighted, including that of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, the Association 
of Southeast Asian Nations, the Intergovernmental Authority on Development’s 
Capacity Building Programme against Terrorism, the Organization for Security and 
Co- operation in Europe, and the Organization of American States.

30. With respect to civil society, there was recognition that it can contribute to Strategy 
implementation in a number of ways, by promoting good governance and human rights; 
helping to formulate and implement national legislation; conducting research; dissemi-
nating information, public education, and other awareness raising; documenting best 
practices; monitoring government legislation and action; contributing more broadly to 
building inclusive societies; combating violent ideologies and other extremist messages 
and otherwise contributing to the “counter narrative”; and, perhaps most importantly, 
being the local “drivers” for Strategy implementation and more broadly for the fight 
against extremism.



38

iV. human Rights and counterterrorism
31. Participants agreed that one of the Strategy’s achievements is that it prioritizes 
respect for human rights and the rule of law as essential to all pillars of its implementa-
tion. The challenge for the UN system and member states is to ensure that this human 
rights–based approach is reflected in all Strategy implementation efforts and is not sim-
ply of rhetorical value. Although the United Nations has a role to play here, participants 
emphasized that member states have the primary responsibility in this area.

32. There was recognition that the United Nations has made progress since 2002 in its 
efforts to ensure respect for human rights in the fight against terrorism but that more 
work remains to be done.

33. The contributions of the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 
(OHCHR) in this area received attention, with the protection of human rights while 
countering terrorism being addressed in all aspects of its work. It was pointed out that 
the High Commissioner for Human Rights continues to speak out against human 
rights abuses committed in the name of fighting terrorism. OHCHR has developed a 
number of tools in this field and, it was reported, is working with the UN Office on 
Drugs and Crime (UNODC), UNDP, and the CTC/CTED to operationalize them 
in the field.

34. A number of suggestions were made as to how to enhance UN efforts and impact in 
this area, including (1) reinforcement of OHCHR’s support for the Special Rapporteur 
on the promotion and protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms while 
countering terrorism; (2) inclusion of human rights expertise on all CTED site visits 
and all UNODC Terrorism Prevention Branch (TPB) training courses; (3) short-term 
staff exchanges between the human rights and counterterrorism arms of the United 
Nations; (4) use of the Human Rights Council Universal Periodic Review (UPR) as an 
opportunity for states to assess each others human rights compliance while countering 
terrorism, although the potential limitations of the UPR were also noted; and (5) an 
increase in the CTC/CTED’s human rights focus, including by enumeration of those 
rights that are nonderogable in the fight against terrorism.

35. Although there was broad support for having the CTC/CTED increase its human 
rights focus, some cautioned against using the CTC/CTED to raise broad human 
rights concerns in its dialogues with member states regarding the implementation of 
Resolution 1373, as doing so may send mixed messages and risk blunting both the 
counterterrorism and human rights messages.

36. The point was made that although taking the above-mentioned steps might im-
prove the situation within the United Nations, member states have an essential role to 
play, including, for example, by increasing their political support within the relevant 
UN intergovernmental bodies for implementing mandates related to the protection of 
human rights while countering terrorism. Donor countries, it was noted, should ensure 
that capacity-building projects they fund have a concrete human rights element and 
that human rights issues are not marginalized.
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37. A number of participants stressed the importance of improving the Security 
Council’s Al-Qaida/Taliban Sanctions Committee’s procedures for listing and delist-
ing. It was noted that the deficiencies in this system continue to hurt the credibility of 
the overall UN counterterrorism effort and that the United Nations needs to ensure its 
counterterrorism institutions are complying with basic standards of human rights.

38. There was broad recognition that not only is the respect for human rights an es-
sential element of an effective counterterrorism strategy but that disrespect for human 
rights actually undermines counterterrorism efforts. To this end, a number of partici-
pants, while recognizing OHCHR’s ongoing work in this area, stressed the need for 
the United Nations to become more involved in the training of security practitioners 
to raise their awareness of the relevant human rights obligations. It was also noted, 
however, that, on topics such as torture, the issue is not a lack of training but rather a 
lack of political will. 

39. The point was made that human rights violations can be a condition conducive to 
the spread of terrorism as it can play into the narrative of extremists and thus facilitate 
recruitment.

40. It was noted that the Task Force working group on human rights has received the 
necessary voluntary contributions to begin its work. This working group was encour-
aged to focus attention on ensuring that there is close communication between the hu-
man rights and counterterrorism communities within the United Nations and beyond. 
Participants encouraged this and other working groups to brief member states in the 
near future on their ongoing activities.

V. the Facilitation and delivery of technical  
assistance and other capacity Building
41. The participants agreed that the adoption of the Strategy and the existence of the 
Task Force provide an opportunity to improve the United Nations’ ability to identify 
assistance needs and donor capacity and interests, match recipients with donors, and 
work more effectively with the broad range of actors involved in the field of counter-
terrorism capacity building.

42. It was acknowledged by many that the CTC/CTED, which has a mandate to serve 
as a broker between donors and recipients and to help coordinate the capacity-building 
programs of the 70 or so multilateral bodies involved in this field, has underperformed. 
Participants also agreed that a more effective UN broker would enhance the work of 
UNODC’s TPB and other UN entities delivering technical assistance.

43. A number of suggestions were made as to how to make the CTC/CTED more 
effective, including (1) revising the mandate, working methods, and priorities of the 
CTC/CTED, including by giving it a more central role in overseeing and coordinat-
ing Strategy implementation activities with regional organizations; (2) developing a 
more comprehensive and efficient strategy for CTC/CTED engagement with donors; 
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(3) inviting key donor and recipient countries that are not on the Security Council to 
relevant CTC meetings and more generally giving them an opportunity as potential 
donors and recipients to provide more input and identify gaps that are not currently 
being identified or filled; (4) building member-state trust in the CTC/CTED, includ-
ing by being more responsive to criticism of its working methods and performance; 
(5) focusing on those geographic and thematic areas currently not benefiting from 
bilateral assistance; (6) providing a comprehensive and regularly updated survey of 
capacity-building programs, available to recipients and donors, which would go a long 
way to increasing efficiency and avoiding duplication; (7) broadening its concept of 
relevant capacity-building programs that should be shared with states (e.g., to include 
those related to counter-radicalization); and (8) revising the preliminary implementa-
tion assessment tool to ensure that it asks the right questions and thus gathers the right 
information to allow the CTC/CTED to identify gaps and needs more effectively.

44. It was acknowledged that there is currently no tested mechanism within the United 
Nations to ensure that the range of Strategy-related capacity-building initiatives are 
undertaken in a coherent manner and to allow states to approach one UN office, rath-
er than multiple offices, to request Strategy-related capacity needs. Participants ex-
pressed hope that the Task Force’s working group on integrated implementation of the 
Strategy, which includes representatives from a number of the different UN entities 
involved in Strategy-related capacity building, would simplify things by offering states 
“one-stop shopping” and thus be able to fill this gap. Effort will be needed to ensure 
that this working group does not simply become a third entry point for states interested 
in engaging the United Nations on counterterrorism capacity-building issues, with the 
other two being UNODC and the CTC/CTED.

45. The success of the Task Force, it was stressed, lies in the hands of the member states 
and needs their full backing. This support could include ensuring that the Task Force 
receives funding from the regular UN budget for its core capacity needs, which are not 
currently being met, and instructing their delegations to the intergovernmental bodies 
represented on the Task Force to push those bodies to provide stronger support for and 
otherwise deepen their engagement with the Task Force.

46. Participants discussed the advantages of separating UN counterterrorism technical 
assistance work, based in Vienna, from work that is by nature more political, based in 
New York. The point was also made, however, that the current division of labor within 
the UN counterterrorism program, which distinguishes between technical assistance 
facilitation (New York) and technical assistance delivery (Vienna), unnecessarily con-
fuses countries that are in need of capacity-building assistance. 

47. It was noted that the different UN mandates in these areas could be strengthened 
and clarified with active coordination, perhaps through the Task Force, if provided the 
necessary resources, or eventually under another arrangement that can bring about 
complementarity of the work of all actors while not duplicating any ongoing activities. 

48. Some participants highlighted the need to connect UN counterterrorism activi-
ties more directly to national counterterrorism coordinators and focal points and to 
provide a forum for these coordinators and focal points to engage with each other. 
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Although some opposed the idea of creating any new institutions, it was suggested 
that a mechanism be created to allow these coordinators to meet two or three times 
a year to discuss Strategy-related implementation efforts, capacity needs, and available 
assistance programs. 

49. In addition, it was pointed out that a number of donors are interested in becoming 
more involved in Strategy-related capacity-building activities. They are not permanent 
members of the Security Council, however, and thus do not sit on the only UN inter-
governmental body with a counterterrorism capacity-building mandate. It was there-
fore suggested that consideration be given to finding ways to involve these countries 
more directly in UN counterterrorism capacity-building policymaking, for example, 
thinking creatively about how to expand the composition of the CTC beyond the 15 
members of the Security Council to include key donor states. 

next Steps
50. At the end of the workshop, it was announced that the Government of Slovakia will 
be hosting the next workshop in the International Process on 17–18 March 2008 in 
Bratislava. The workshop will address one of the recurring themes in this first workshop: 
the engagement between the United Nations and regional, subregional, and functional 
bodies and civil society in the context of Strategy implementation. The Bratislava work-
shop will consider both how these non-UN actors can contribute to implementation of 
the Strategy and how effectively the relevant UN bodies have engaged with them on 
the UN counterterrorism agenda. 

51. In addition to the Bratislava event, two additional workshops might take place prior 
to the wrap-up event in July in New York. More details regarding these workshops will 
follow once they become available. The process will result in the preparation of a final 
report and recommendations prior to the General Assembly’s first formal review of 
Strategy implementation efforts, which is scheduled for September 2008.






