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 Küsnacht (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 UN is the
sole organization with the stature and reach to achieve universal agreement 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 UN 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 counter-terrorism strategies and better able to support
implementation of the UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy. The collaboration and
coordination of work with non-UN stakeholders, in particular other multilateral bodies
and civil society, will be addressed as well.
The UN has made some important contributions to global counter-terrorism
efforts so far. For example, the Security Council has established a broad counterterrorism legal framework using its Chapter VII authority under the UN Charter and 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 counter-terrorism-related fields. As a result, there are now
some sixteen international treaties that 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 documents. 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 counter-terrorism web. Further,
through its capacity building and training programs the UN has not only helped to
identify vulnerabilities but address them as well.
As a result of the growth in counter-terrorism activity since September 2001, both
within and outside of New York, some of which was spurred on by the UN, there are now
more than seventy multilateral bodies at all levels both within and outside the UN
involved in this effort, but they are not functioning properly as part of an overarching
integrated whole. Ongoing duplication of efforts and lack of information sharing and
other coordination at and among the international, regional and sub-regional levels have
hindered the effectiveness of these efforts. Under the current UN institutional
arrangement alone, some twenty-four different organs, bodies, entities, programs and

offices carry out work relating to counter-terrorism under distinct and sometimes
overlapping mandates.
The central role the Security Council has played in UN efforts since September
2001 has, over time, limited the effectiveness of the overall UN response. Robust and
decisive action in the period after 9/11 was needed to help internationalize 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 effectiveness, particularly that of its
Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) in monitoring global counter-terrorism obligations
imposed by Resolution 1373 and other relevant Council resolutions, has suffered from a
perceived lack of legitimacy due to its limited membership. Many countries, particularly
from the global south that were not on the Security 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 Security Council’s narrow, generally law enforcement-oriented, approach,
which fails to take into account the underlying socio-economic conditions that may give
rise to terrorism. All of this has had a negative impact on the willingness 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 to actually 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, this is partly responsible for its poor track record in engaging with states and
other stakeholders outside of New York, the key constituencies.
As will be discussed elsewhere in this paper, the perception remains that the
Council has yet to fully incorporate a human rights perspective into its counter-terrorism
work and has yet to develop sustained partnerships with both the UN Office of the High
Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and other parts of the UN human rights
system and those UN entities dealing with the softer side of counter-terrorism such as the
UN Development Programme (UNDP) and the UN Education, Science and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO).
The proliferation of Security Council counter-terrorism-related resolutions and
subsidiary 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
Security Council itself has recognized many of these shortcomings since 2004 and has
repeatedly called for improvements.2 To address the problems created by the proliferation
of Security Council counter-terrorism-related bodies, then Secretary-General Annan even
recommended in March 2006 that the Security Council consider consolidating them into
a single committee with a single staff body.3
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The lack of effective coordination and cooperation has almost come to define the
UN’s 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 fourteen-country Group of Friends of UN Reform
echoed these calls in 2005, and the G8 heads of state called for a more coherent UN
counter-terrorism 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 counter-terrorism center “under the
auspices of the UN” 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 UN Strategy in September 2006 presents an opportunity to
improve upon the fragmented UN and broader multilateral institutional response 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 UN. Although it does not add anything not already
contained in pre-existing UN counter-terrorism resolutions, norms, and measures, the
Strategy pulls them together into a single, coherent, and universally adopted framework.
Its inclusion of not only security-related issues, but also ones related to conditions
conducive to the spread of terrorism, such as poverty and lack of good governance, gives
it broader appeal than the Security Council counter-terrorism program.
One of the keys to whether the Strategy will in fact be implemented is whether the
coordination and cooperation within the UN and among the numerous other multilateral
bodies and mechanisms involved is improved. There must be a rationalization of the
respective roles of all the players to bring about the level of cooperation, coordination,
and collaboration that is required, a task which has proven difficult to achieve even just
within the UN.6 Unfortunately, the Strategy does not address this problem adequately. It
calls for more cooperation within the UN, 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 Task Force. The composition, limitations, and role of the Task Force present
challenges, however. Addressing these challenges will be critical to maximizing the UN’s
long-term contributions to UN Strategy implementation. These challenges include:
•

The Task Force consists of a secretariat representative from each UN body or
program involved in counter-terrorism, which fosters a tendency to protect
existing mandates and resource allocations from encroachment or abolition.
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•
•
•

•
•

•

•

Almost every Task Force representative takes its instructions from a different UN
body and thus has limited room to maneuver without first receiving approval from
the relevant body.
The amount of time and energy each Task Force member is able to devote to the
task force is limited due to their pre-existing full-time job responsibilities.
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.
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.
The Task Force has not been provided any resources by the General Assembly
and is being forced to solicit voluntary contributions for its work. While it is
having success in raising money from the traditional “Western” donors, such an
approach may undercut the global nature of the UN Strategy.
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 SecretaryGeneral on a range of other policy matters, limiting his day-to-day involvement in
overseeing the Task Force.
There is no formal mechanism by which member states, who are supposed to be
taking ownership of the UN Strategy, can engage (and possibly guide) the Task
Force.

II. ADDRESSING CONDITIONS CONDUCIVE TO THE SPREAD OF

TERRORISM
One of the UN Strategy’s achievements is that for the first time the UN’s 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 UN
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 discrimination, political
exclusion, socio-economic marginalization and lack of good governance.”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
Former 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 exclusion and discrimination; the promotion of quality education and
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religious and cultural tolerance; inter-faith and intra-faith 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 civilizations, 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 initiative launched with support from DaimlerChrysler, which
encourages dialogue between young people from diverse cultural, religious and linguistic
background; and encourages 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 group 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 UN
Strategy. It also co-chairs 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. While the radicalization and internet working
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, with its
small secretariat in New York, has a key role to play to promoting inter-cultural and
religious dialogue, in close cooperation with UNESCO. It is charged with promoting the
implementation of the recommendations contained in the Alliance of Civilizations Report
of the High-Level Group which is specifically mentioned in the Strategy.14 The aim of
the Alliance secretariat is “to support, through a network of partnerships, the
development of projects that promote understanding and reconciliation among cultures
globally and, in particular, between Muslim and Western societies.” Among the projects
that the Alliance will promote over the next two years include a media fund to promote
productions developed across cultural, religious and/or 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 Alliance Secretariat is
reaching out to international and regional organizations, civil society, and the private
sector to mobilize concerted efforts to promote cross-cultural relations among diverse
nations and has established a “Group of Friends” network of more than fifty states and
international organizations aimed at furthering the Alliance agenda.16 This approach
might offer some useful lessons to the Task Force as it moves forward with its work in
the coming period.
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Although mention of UNDP is conspicuously absent from the UN Strategy,
program areas for which it is responsible, such as promoting good governance, the rule of
law, 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 under $5
billion, UNDP typically partners with member states to provide guidance and technical
assistance for development projects.17 It also conducts programs on democratic
governance, the rule of law, justice and security, conflict prevention and recovery, and
empowering marginalized groups.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
development 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
international commitment to counter-terrorism capacity building reflected in the UN
Strategy to the broader global development agenda. For example, it could encourage
assistance providers 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 promoting
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 implementation
efforts. This would be consistent with the recommendation of the High-Level Panel on
UN System-wide coherence in the area of development, humanitarian assistance and the
environment to establish “One United Nations at the country level, with one leader, one
programme, one budget, and, where appropriate, one office.”19
Despite the contributions that UNDP could make to Strategy implementation, it
has yet to formulate a policy document on the issue of counter-terrorism. The issue has
yet to come before the Executive Board and there is a reluctance among many G77 board
members as well as UNDP staff to have UNDP become involved in “counter-terrorism”
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 its work.
There may be little to gain (and in fact a great deal lost) from applying the rubric
of counter-terrorism to UNDP’s efforts, but this should not preclude highlighting the
important role UNDP plays in helping address conditions conducive to the spread of
terrorism and interrelated capacity gaps in countries around the globe—both core
elements of the UN Strategy. In many cases, its willingness to coordinate its capacity
building efforts with security related components of the UN system will be key to
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obtaining local buy-in for the UN Strategy and furthering its implementation on the
ground.
Coordination and cooperation between development and counter-terrorism
capacity building efforts within the UN will need to be strengthened without
compromising or politicizing development work and without diluting counter-terrorism
efforts. A continuing hurdle to achieving this is the central role that the CTC, operating
under its Chapter VII mandate with its security focus, continues to play in overall UN
counter-terrorism capacity building efforts. This serves only to heighten UNDP concerns
that cooperation on counter-terrorism will mean politicization of its work. The adoption
of the holistic UN Strategy and the creation of the Task Force, however, could help
improve the situation. The challenge still remains dispelling the notion that by engaging
fully with the Task Force and the traditional UN counter-terrorism 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 counter-terrorism
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
terrorism is most relevant to addressing their broader concerns. Given the importance that
many attach to this pillar of the UN 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 UN Strategy recognizes that sustained implementation will require contributions
from a wide range of stakeholders in addition to member states. In addition to the twentyfour UN system entities represented on the Task Force, there are dozens of formal and
informal, regional, sub-regional, and functional bodies, as well as civil society
organizations and the private sector that have an important role to play in fostering
Strategy implementation. One of the keys to effective implementation will be engaging
these stakeholders. Building partnerships with regional and sub-regional organizations
and civil society is recognized by the Task Force as a priority. However, UN efforts in
this area, while numerous, have been carried out on an ad hoc basis rather than as part of
coherent strategy. As a result, the UN 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 under-resourced regional and sub-regional
bodies. For example, the three Council counter-terrorism-related expert groups (the
CTED, the Al-Qaida/Taliban Sanctions Committee 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
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which have only one person in their secretariats following all security-related issues.
Representatives from some organizations may also confuse distinctions among the
different mandates, given their somewhat overlapping nature, and ask themselves why
they need to have three different Council counter-terrorism-related points of contact.
Among the main tasks assigned to the CTC early on was to reach out to
international, regional, and sub-regional bodies to encourage them to become more
involved in the global counter-terrorism campaign—for example, by developing counterterrorism action plans, best practices, capacity-building programs, units within their
secretariats, and urging 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 intergovernmental bodies, some of which have participated in the CTED site
visits to member states. Yet it has had difficult having sustained interaction with regional
and sub-regional 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 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 sixty international, regional, and sub-regional 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 terrorist movement and
effective border security.” The CTED worked closely with the relevant 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) in planning the meeting. The agenda
was structured to facilitate discussions on a series of practical issues where improved
cooperation is essential, and produce concrete, action-oriented recommendations. It
remains to be seen, however, whether these formal gatherings of representatives from
nearly eighty intergovernmental bodies can produce the sort of dialogue, informal
exchange of views, building of trust among the organizations, 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 non-state 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 sub-regional bodies, in
order to get their technical and/or political support for member state implementation of
the sanctions regime. For example, with the encouragement from the 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
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The 1540 Committee, with the support of its experts, relies heavily on outreach
activities to functional, regional, and sub-regional 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 on the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons, and WCO. In addition, as a result of its interaction with different regional
bodies, the members of the ASEAN Regional Forum, the Organization of American
States (OAS) and the Organization for Security Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) have all
committed themselves to preparing national action plans for implementing Resolution
1540.
The UN Office of Drugs and Crime’s (UNODC) Terrorism Prevention Branch
(TPB) has also promoted cooperation with regional and sub-regional bodies, developing
partnerships with organizations such as the African Union, the Southern Africa
Development Community, the Intergovernmental Authority for Development (IGAD),
the Pacific Island Forum, Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the
Organization for Security Cooperation in Europe, the Organization of American States
and the Organization of the Islamic Conference. This cooperation has included jointly
organized and conducted training seminars, workshops, ministerial conferences and
technical assistance missions.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 anti-drugs, anti-crime and
criminal justice reform work, the TPB is able to, unlike the CTC/CTED and the other
relevant Council bodies, develop sustainable, broad-based, symbiotic relationships with
regional and sub-regional bodies. In return for TPB’s assistance, the partnership
organizations provide TPB with the local expertise and experience, which enhances the
overall quality and relevance of the TPB’s technical assistance programs.
Despite the efforts of UNODC’s TPB and other UN actors, many regional and
sub-regional bodies do not have counter-terrorism 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 among them
and the UN remains uneven. Recognizing this, the UN Strategy encourages regional and
subregional organizations to create or strengthen existing counter-terrorism mechanisms
and centers and encourages the CTC/CTED, UNODC and Interpol to provide them with
assistance in doing so if necessary.
While the UN Strategy encourages cooperation and coordination and recognizes
the contributions that a wide range of non-state stakeholders can make to its
implementation, it makes few concrete proposals in this area. For example, in order to
help maximize the contributions that these stakeholders can make to promoting the
implementation of the Strategy the CTITF coordinator’s office could be made the focal
point for engagement between the UN and such actors on UN Strategy implementation
issues. Equally important to streamlined UN engagement, however, is allowing these
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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
together and to conduct some awareness-raising.25 While a step in the right direction,
more is required to ensure the sustained engagement from the wide range of stakeholders.
IV. HUMAN RIGHTS AND COUNTER-TERRORISM

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 implementation. The consensus embodied in the
Strategy concerning the inter-connectivity of human rights and counter-terrorism has yet
to be translated into practice in the UN system, however. The challenge therefore is
finding ways to ensure that this human rights-based approach to countering terrorism is
mainstreamed throughout the UN.
OHCHR and the Special Rapporteur on the protection and promotion of human
rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism (Special Rapporteur) 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 counter-terrorism 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
ombudsmen; training judges, lawyers, and law enforcement in counter-terrorism and
human rights; and developing tools to assist practitioners, such as fact sheets and
publications on human rights and counterterrorism, the relationship between international
humanitarian 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
procedures 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 of
their mandates, by sending urgent appeal letters, issuing press releases, preparing
thematic studies and conducting country visits.
The sub-commission on the promotion and protection of human rights has
addressed issues related to terrorism and human rights28 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
combating terrorism.29
One of the hallmarks of the UN’s response to terrorism since September 2001,
however, has been the difficulty it has had in integrating the work being done by the
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various human rights actors within the system into the program of its various counterterrorism-related bodies, in particular the Security Council’s CTC and its CounterTerrorism Executive Directorate (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.
This, despite the fact that the General Assembly now has on several occasions
encouraged it to do so.30
There is a considerable body of literature highlighting the absence of any mention
in Resolution 1373 of the obligation of states to respect human rights in the design and
implementation of their counter-terrorism measures, except in the context of the granting
of refugee states, 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
while it does take human rights seriously and has engaged in a dialogue with the
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
sufficient attention to human rights concerns. This is mainly due to the views of some of
the permanent 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 and adding 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 cannot be construed as the priority
of the CTC.”35
Although silent on the role of the CTC/CTED in promoting a human rights-based
approach 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 counter-terrorism whereby it assists states to enact the
necessary legislation and offers other technical assistance to help states join the UN
conventions 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
website.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 sub-regional
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levels.38 These gatherings generally include national counter-terrorism practitioners and
often regional experts, which offer specialized national and sub-regional input and
perspectives and facilitate effective follow-up to the activities of the Branch.39 Such
follow-up is often as important as the initial training. This approach also helps to build up
expertise on counter-terrorism issues at the sub-regional and field levels. Partnerships not
only with regional and sub-regional 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 important
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-fitsall) 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 often include the
training of judges, lawyers, prosecutors, and other law enforcement and security
personnel. In addition, through these programs, UNDP seeks to ensure there is improved
access to justice – 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 underresourced OHCHR, not to mention the UN human rights mechanisms and special
procedures, might allow the UN 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 UN 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
protecting and promoting human rights and countering terrorism, meaningful cooperation
and coordination among them is essential, both 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 counter-terrorism discourse that takes place in various UN conference
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
Rights While Countering Terrorism,” which is being led by OHCHR, includes a number
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
counter-terrorism portfolio, may need additional positions and funds to ensure that the
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human rights perspective is reflected in all of the UN’s efforts to promote implementation
of the UN 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 ensure the promotion and protection of human rights in the context of counterterrorism, 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
effectively 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 UN Strategy, which
recognizes that many states will require technical and other assistance in order to develop
the comprehensive and effective counter-terrorism infrastructure envisioned in it. For the
past six years, the UN has sought to assume a leading role in this area, including through
the UNODC’s TPB and the CTC/CTED. The UN Strategy also acknowledges 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 providing rigorous analysis of
existing capacities, identifying priority needs, and matching available assistance with
those needs.
The Security Council’s 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 counter-terrorism technical assistance and in helping
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 both 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 twenty professionals—was the recognition that the CTC needed to
“strengthen the facilitation of technical assistance to States as one of [its] priorities.”44
The establishment 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,
standards, and codes aimed at helping states maximize their efforts to implement
Resolution 1373.
While the CTED has shown marked improvement in helping the CTC fulfill its
technical assistance facilitation mandate, the CTC’s comprehensive review of 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 sufficient
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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 a centralized and
comprehensive indication of states’ assistance needs, on the one hand, and information
about available assistance programs on the other. In addition, it has now identified more
than 400 technical assistance areas and referred more than forty states to potential
technical assistance providers. How much these efforts within the CTED will contribute
to global counter-terrorism 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 counterterrorism practitioners in national capitals and made it more difficult for the CTED to
relate its work to national counter-terrorism policies. The importance of such engagement
was highlighted at a recent Security Council debate on the work of the CTC and the other
Council counter-terrorism-related subsidiary bodies. According to the Canadian Deputy
Permanent Representative to the UN, “most 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 counter-terrorism capacity building assistance, without being provided the
mandate or resources to actually provide assistance itself. With a broad range of bilateral
and multilateral donors already active, each often having a clear sense of where it wants
to target its limited counter-terrorism assistance, the space for a facilitator to operate is
not large. While the CTED can conduct its own analysis of the capacity gaps, it must rely
on donors both to share updated and accurate information on their capacity building
programs and seek its help in linking a state in need with available assistance. Donors in
turn need 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 cooperation. 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
as whether it is the right body to be entrusted with responsibility for leading efforts to
coordinate and facilitate counter-terrorism 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 to 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
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Council body, the CTC/CTED may lack the necessary legitimacy to build the trust with
governments required to engage in sustained counter-terrorism capacity-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, a staff that includes some 20 counter-terrorism 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 counter-terrorism capacity building activities, the CTED has a wealth human 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
counter-terrorism-related assistance, including the International Maritime Organization,
ICAO, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The UNODC in Vienna, however, is perhaps the leading
provider of counter-terrorism specific assistance in the UN system.
According to its 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 counter-terrorism-related assistance aimed at helping countries join and
implement the universal instruments against terrorism. This assistance has included
legislative drafting aid and the training of criminal justice professionals. Drawing on its
Vienna-based staff and its network of consultants and UNODC regional representatives
around the world,48 the TPB has delivered country-specific assistance to more than 140
countries, conducted regional and sub-regional workshops for scores more, and trained
more than six thousand 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
laundering, organized crime, drug trafficking, and supporting criminal justice reform.
Thus it can also help states to adopt a coherent, synergetic approach to addressing issues
related to those fields as part of a holistic counter-terrorism strategy. Given UNODC’s
ability both 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
both the global north and south. For these same reasons, the UN Strategy makes
extensive reference to the work of UNODC, particularly its TPB, and calls upon UNODC
to enhance its long-standing work to cover these issues in a holistic manner.50
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
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assistance activities. First, in some countries there is a lack of political support for
international counter-terrorism efforts. Thus, while UNODC may succeed in reaching out
to countries at the technical level, there may not be the necessary support 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 UN 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 UN whereby the main technical assistance arm (UNODC) and the
most active policy-making arm of the UN counter-terrorism 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
reinforcing and improving coordination among providers becomes essential. The lack of
an effective mechanism within the UN to coordinate the range of UN 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
substantive training to the right officials, practitioners, and policy maker” and includes a
“steady dissemination of useful and accessible training tools and handbooks, backstopped
by effective follow-up and reinforced by ongoing support services.”51 Like all other UN
Strategy-related technical assistance, UNODC’s should be part a broad-based, long-term
capacity building program in each recipient country that includes 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 (for example only
$1 million of the 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 drugs-related assistance
activities are properly coordinated and integrated in its engagement in individual states.
However, there is currently no adequate mechanism within the UN to ensure that the
range of UN 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
number 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) promote
increased information exchange and enhanced consultation among the UN entities
engaged or planning to engage in Strategy-related assistance programs; 2) bring together
the relevant needs’ assessments prepared by these entities; and 3) identify possible
synergies in assistance delivery.52 Yet, it remains unclear whether this working group,
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which suffers from the same weaknesses of the Task Force as a whole, can stimulate 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 UN in the field.
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