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Following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, the United Nations Security
Council passed Resolutions 1368 and 1373 and thereby created the basis of a global
counterterrorism system. At the heart of this system lies a partnership between the
Security Council and the UN member states—a partnership in which states have been
given considerable, independent, operational responsibility. Unfortunately, this system
has often been criticized and viewed pessimistically by scholars, who tend to focus
primarily on UN bodies and offer little discussion of the key role of states. This article
presents a different conceptualization of this counterterrorism system and suggests,
through case studies, that it has attained some important objectives in the global struggle
against terrorism.

Before the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 (9/11), it was uncertain how the inter-
national community might react to such attacks. Attempts had begun in prior decades at
the United Nations to define and cope with terrorism, but there were few treaty or legal
obligations in place among states that encouraged international cooperation to counteract
terrorism. International law had also not clearly delineated how states could react to attacks
carried out by terrorist groups operating from safe havens abroad. More noteworthy, most
United Nations (UN) member states lacked the legal infrastructure or regulatory capacities
to protect themselves from terrorist organizations with global reach. The counterterrorism
laws that did exist were often based on competing national assumptions and practices
about how best to deal with the problem. These disparities made global counterterrorism
cooperation very difficult.1 Consequently, a global counterterrorism system did not exist,
nor were there common international legal foundations on which such a system might be
based. Immediately following the 9/11 attacks the UN Security Council, with the United
States and other permanent Security Council members playing a leading role, moved into
this vacuum and passed several resolutions that established the pillars of a new global
counterterrorism system.

With these resolutions, the Security Council legitimated the right of all states to defend
themselves by using armed force against terrorist organizations, and if necessary, against
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any states that may support and harbor terrorists. The Council required all member states
to ratify all of the international legal instruments dealing with terrorism-related activities
negotiated by the UN General Assembly since the 1960s.2 In addition, the Security Council
obligated states to criminalize terrorism and suppress terrorist-related activities. While some
states had only to revise their institutional frameworks, the majority of states had to institute
many of these laws, regulations and law enforcement standards. To monitor and evaluate
states’ compliance with its demands, the Security Council created two subsidiary bodies,
the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC) in 2001 and the Counter-Terrorism Executive
Directorate (CTED) in 2004.

Much of the terrorism literature that has emerged in the last decade pays little or no
attention to this global counterterrorism system, implying or sometimes suggesting that it
is not helpful to the states.3 With few exceptions,4 those studies that have actually focused
on the new Security Council system offer fundamentally critical and pessimistic analyses.5

A common conclusion to be drawn from this literature is that the Security Council and its
subsidiary bodies do not have the power or the resources to be effective. Consequently, one
early study argues that the current system should be transformed into an independent and
powerful new international counterterrorism agency.6 A more recent study also shares this
view, and offers the judgment that the existing system is viewed as so weak that it is only
“window dressing, having little measurable impact on the enemy.”7

This article offers a different view. This new global counterterrorism system has
achieved important progress in the fight against terrorism, both within states as well as
in interstate relations. But, greater optimism is also a result of understanding the system
differently than in the studies mentioned earlier. In these studies, the focus of attention is
primarily on this system’s UN actors, in particular the Security Council and its subsidiary
bodies. Whereas these studies present UN member states as peripheral clients or ad hoc
players in a more hierarchic effort managed solely by the Security Council, this article
presents member states as being of equal importance in the system, alongside the Security
Council and its subsidiary bodies. Indeed, the central argument is that when the Security
Council stepped into the counterterrorism vacuum after the 9/11 attacks, it deliberately
created a wider and more complex system based on a counterterrorism partnership between
itself and UN member states. Thus, these states were meant to be partners in the system
by providing much of the resources and the independent operational power to counteract
terrorism. They are, therefore, central players in the new system.

The role played by the Security Council has, of course, been a critical one. It not
only supplied and legitimated a strategic counterterrorism vision embodied in the new
system, but it also created the subsidiary committees, which still today, after periodic
Security Council modifications and several years of functioning, continue to monitor and
assist in each state’s adoption of the legal standards that are part of the new system.
It is a system that no other international body except the Security Council could have
authoritatively put into place so quickly. But it was not one in which the Security Council
sought day-to-day responsibilities, nor even took a periodic operational enforcement role
in directly confronting terrorists. As former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan’s Policy
Working Group on terrorism has suggested, without the states the UN system would not
be effective at suppressing terrorism or stopping its attacks.8 It may be lamentable for an
ideal international order,9 but it is the case that operational responsibilities have been left
by the Security Council to the states, making them partners in the process. When viewed
in this way, the post-9/11 Security Council system is not solely a state-centered effort,
nor solely a Security Council–centered one. It is a de-centralized combination of both
approaches, establishing a division of labor between the Security Council’s development
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of strategic global counterterrorism interests, and the states’ role in the execution of these.
Other intergovernmental bodies, as discussed later, play important roles in the system, but
this partnership is at the core of this global counterterrorism system.

This article is divided into two parts. Part one explains the global counterterrorism
system’s legal foundations, its main actors, and the partnership and other relationships that
have shaped the system’s evolution since its emergence after the 9/11 attacks. Part two
presents two examples that support the authors’ claims that the system and its partnership
have brought about positive results in the global struggle against terrorism.

The Global Counterterrorism System

This section describes the Security Council’s post-9/11 approach to countering global
terrorism as a system because it has an architecture of multiple and regularly interactive
organizational parts, including the Security Council, the member states, and the committees
and bodies created to monitor and help coordinate these parts. This system is based on
formally defined rights and informal responsibilities related to countering terrorism, as
well as the ongoing presence of a professional staff assisting the Security Council and the
states, with a decade’s worth of experience and longevity. Importantly, there is the presence
of a clear common interest of countering terrorism, specifically regarding the struggle
against Al Qaeda, which serves to unite these multiple parts around common goals. Finally,
there are also additional important UN and other international organizations that form a
supportive periphery for this systemic core and that are part of the discussion below.10

This global counterterrorism system was created with the passage of two Security
Council resolutions. Resolution 1368, was unanimously passed on 12 September 2001, and
Resolution 1373 was unanimously passed two and a half weeks later on 28 September. They
were triggered by 9/11 and together provide the basis in international law for the system
and the partnership that emerged. But the emerging system was also the culmination of a
longer, pre-9/11 historical process of dealing with terrorism, which, over time, also helped
set the stage for the Security Council to take stronger action.11

In the history of the Security Council’s decisions on terrorism, the view traditionally
taken was that terrorism was a domestic or “local” problem to be solved by the state
that was afflicted by it. In 1970 and again in 1985 and 1989, with a growing number of
air hijackings, attacks on diplomatic personnel, airports, and ships, the Security Council
passed resolutions that condemned terrorism in principle but required little specific action
of states.12 During the 1990s, the Security Council took a tougher stance against terrorism.
For instance, it identified Libya, Sudan, and Afghanistan, in separate incidents, as state
supporters of terrorism and adopted economic and trade sanctions to be carried out by
all member states against the three.13 These decisions reflected a general pattern which
continues in the post-9/11 period, in which the Security Council agrees on a strategic
approach and then works through the states, requiring them individually and independently
to carry out operations intended to counteract terrorism. Luck describes the system that
has emerged since 9/11 in a similar manner when he writes: “The Council’s role [is] more
in the realm of facilitator, convenor, and legitimator in the longer-term effort to prevent
such things from happening in the first place” and adds that it is also “up to the member
states, not the Council, to defend against and respond to individual acts of terrorism.”14

The current authors share this perspective. It is, today, a system based on a division of
labor in which the Security Council occupies a strategic role of developing the overarching
guidelines for how the international community should respond against terrorists and their
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activities, while UN member states provide the operational efforts informed by the Security
Council’s strategies.

The System’s Core: Actors, Rules, and Partnership

Resolutions 1368 and 1373 represented a more aggressive and sophisticated continuation of
a division of labor between the Security Council and the UN member states begun prior to
9/11. Both resolutions influenced the emerging global counterterrorism system in important
ways. In Resolution 1368, the Council reaffirmed the “inherent” right of states to defend
themselves from threats, individually or collectively. Secondly, in an enabling step that
more broadly empowered states, terrorism groups with global reach were seen as a “threat
to international peace and security.” By identifying international terrorism as such a threat,
Resolution 1368 determined that states have a right to use force to defend themselves.15

While the UN Charter of 1945 recognized a state’s “inherent right” of self-defense against
armed attack, such attacks were thought most likely to come from other states.16 Thus,
Resolution 1368 broadened this “inherent right,” to include terrorist organizations,17 and
imparted to member states the authority to put into operation their own enforcement actions,
alliance-making, diplomacy, and intelligence-gathering, to hold such parties “accountable.”
As Oudraat has observed, in Resolution 1368 the Security Council gave a “blank check”
to states targeted by terrorists to respond with independent military and related operations
against terrorist organizations without its further approval.18

Third, and going further in this direction of empowering states, Resolution 1368
stressed that all parties, including states, that are guilty of “aiding, supporting, harboring”
terrorism may also “be held accountable” for their actions. This resolution, therefore,
was warning active state sponsors of terrorism that they could be the legitimate target of
military responses from victimized states. A fourth noteworthy aspect of Resolution 1368
is something that it did not mention. Significantly, it did not call for a Security Council–led,
collective, military enforcement mission. It was, as Oudraat has suggested, leaving such
operations independently to the member states. Resolution 1368 was continuing the pattern
of an operational role lying with the states, begun prior to 9/11.

Resolution 1368 also stressed the Security Council’s determination to counter the threat
of terrorism “by all means” and to “take all necessary steps” to deal with this problem.19

This suggested the possibility of additional resolutions to counter the threat of terrorism.
In this way, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1373. Building on Resolution 1368’s
condemnation of terrorism as a “threat to international peace and security,” the Security
Council required all states to criminalize terrorism, to ratify the 12 conventions on terrorism-
related activities and to enact a set of common counterterrorism laws.20 This template of laws
specifically sought to prevent the following activities by terrorist organizations: collection
and control of funds and financial accounts, the recruitment of new members, the acquisition
of weapons, the use of safe havens, and movement across borders. Resolution 1373 also
obligated all member states to use these laws to help other state’s investigations of terrorist
acts.21 Finally, all states were, as is discussed more fully below, required to report back to the
Security Council on their progress toward fulfilling the obligations of 1373 within 90 days.22

Resolution 1373 additionally created a new Security Council subsidiary body called
the Counter-Terrorism Committee (CTC). The purpose of the CTC was to be the Security
Council’s eyes and ears, monitoring and assisting states with their adoption and imple-
mentation of Resolution 1373’s required legal framework. The membership of the CTC
is made up of special representatives of the fifteen governments serving on the Security
Council at any given time, and was initially given a small staff to assist it. Subsequently, in
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2004, as the CTC’s administrative load grew, a larger staff organization of counterterrorism
experts, called the Counter-Terrorism Committee Executive Directorate, or more normally
referred to as the “CTED” (pronounced “see-ted”), was created by Resolution 1535 to
provide needed assistance for the CTC.23 The CTED, which is directly responsible to the
CTC, is made up of a staff of approximately 40 members, most with professional special-
izations in one of the legal fields of counterterrorism enunciated by Resolution 1373.24

The CTC/CTED, as it is normally referred to, was also mandated to cooperate with other
Security Council bodies, UN organs, programs and agencies, and other intergovernmental
organizations to encourage cooperation on counterterrorism efforts.

Additionally, there are two other Security Council subsidiary bodies dealing with
counterterrorism that work in cooperation with the CTC/CTED and with the states. The
first of these is the “1267 Committee” (established by Security Council Resolution 1267),
sometimes called the Al Qaeda Committee, which was created after the East African U.S.
embassy bombings by Al Qaeda in 1999, to maintain a list of those organizations or
individuals associated with Al Qaeda, and to freeze their assets and ban their travel.25 This
Committee was held over to be a part of the post-9/11 system which emerged. The second
of these bodies is the “1540 Committee” (created by Security Council Resolution 1540),
to monitor member states’ efforts to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass
destruction.26 It was created by the Security Council in 2004, after exposure of Pakistani
scientist A.Q. Khan’s illicit nuclear proliferation network. Although these two bodies are
an integral part of the Security Council’s counterterrorism efforts, the CTC/CTED by virtue
of its much larger budget, staff size, and breadth of responsibilities and interactions with
member states, sits at the center of this system.

The Security Council not only established a global counterterrorism system, but it
also has encouraged a partnership to emerge between itself and the UN member states.
Partnerships are often thought of as voluntary associations of more-or-less equal parties,
and while the relationship between the Security Council and the member states is not
normally described as a partnership in most interactions, this is nonetheless the type of
relationship that has emerged in practice in most counterterrorism matters. Resolution 1368,
gave states significant independent authority to react to terrorism attacks. While Resolution
1373 obligated states to adopt a new set of legal standards, the Security Council, via the
CTC/CTED and the other subsidiary committees, has managed the relationship with the
states in a consensual manner, approximating a voluntary partnership of equals.27 While
there may have been differences, the CTC/CTED has opted not to force states to bend
to its view. Nor has the CTC/CTED ever publicly identified (in UN-speak, “named and
shamed”) any country to force acceptance of its position on any disagreements. While it
writes and speaks frankly and sometimes bluntly in its interactions, the CTC/CTED has
been widely praised for taking the high road of consultative interaction, and for maintaining
an awareness of states operational independence in the spirit of partnership.28

Furthermore, in this partnership, the power and capacity of each side has been further
augmented in this consensual style by the open recognition and sharing of credit for
successful interdependent responsibilities. For example, the position of the Security Council
and its CTC/CTED in the eyes of states have been augmented because successful state
regulatory operations are elevated to universal law enforcement “best practices” patterns,
that are publicly recognized by the CTC/CTED. This, of course also encourages further
active state participation in, and “ownership” of, the system. Also, in line with this spirit of
cooperation, the CTED’s program of country visits, carried out by the CTED’s personnel,
discussed in detail below, relies on invitations by states for such visits, rather than being
required to host them by the Security Council and its bodies.
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Perhaps most importantly, the cooperative approach of the CTC/CTED-state’s rela-
tionship has paid off for both sides in the technical aid giving process. Many states have
needed support in applying the legal standards of Resolution 1373 because of already
weak or nonexistent law enforcement infrastructure. Immediately after 9/11 professional
and expert advice came very quickly from the CTC and subsequently from the expanded
professional staff of the CTED. But, an important limitation in the Security Council’s re-
actions to the 9/11 attacks was that it did not explain how to provide material assistance
to states that lacked the resources to comply with the Security Council’s demands. Subse-
quent Security Council Resolutions, such as 1377, passed in November, 2001, addressed
this shortcoming.29 In 1377 the Security Council agreed that the CTC would provide assis-
tance to states in finding financial assistance from potential donors. The Security Council
also asked other international, regional, and UN organizations to provide help with this
problem. But essentially states were left with this important responsibility. It was not only
a testimony to states important and independent role in the system that was emerging,
but it put additional weight and responsibility on the emerging of the CTC/CTED-state
partnership.

Wealthy, developed states donated such aid, and needy states sought out opportunities
for support. For most of its existence since 2004, the CTED has played an important
role in smoothing the way for this technical aid process by helping to link together what
became known in the language of the system as “recipient” and “donor” states. This
distinction between states is reflected in Figure 1. A formal Directory of Information
and Assistance, or what is also referred to as the “Technical Assistance Matrix,” was
subsequently instituted and maintained by the CTC/CTED to help aspiring recipient states
seek out technical assistance. The matrix provides specific governmental contact points in
donor states (such as Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russian Federation,
Spain, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and United States), and numerous international and
regional organizations where assistance might be requested. This type of aid system has

UN SECURITY COUNCIL

CTC/CTED
1267 Commi�ee
1540 Commi�ee

Donor States Recipient States

Strategic Func�ons

Opera�onal & Enforcement Func�ons

Figure 1. The system’s core.
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brought criticism from some recipient states, because of the lack of political independence
of the aid dissemination process. Nonetheless, it is a sign of the cooperative ease and
consensual nature of the CTC/CTED-state relationship that this system has remained in
place and functioned successfully.30

Taken together, Resolutions 1368 and 1373, and the consensual nature of the relation-
ship between states and the Security Council’s CTC/CTED, have not only established a
universal global approach to terrorism, but as part of this system the Security Council and
the CTC/CTED have created a consensual kind of interaction. Certainly, relations between
the Security Council and the member states in other issue areas are not that of partners.
But as suggested earlier, in this case, the labor is shared and divided to achieve common
goals, and the tone of interaction is that of cooperating partners. Figure 1 provides a visual
representation of this complex partnership, and of the systemic interactions of the core
components.

The System’s Evolution and the Contributions of Other Actors

In subsequent years, as the law writing and adoption process has been largely accom-
plished, the CTC/CTED has evolved and has been given additional responsibilities by the
Security Council to monitor and assist states’ efforts to counterterrorism. In 2005, as men-
tioned earlier, the CTED staff embarked on a program of “country visits,” where they have
been invited in to consult with state counterterrorism organizations and legal programs
that have developed as part of the Security Council’s demands. By 2008, in partnership
with other intergovernmental organizations, CTED was invited to visit 35 states, primarily
in developing regions, and by December of 2010, as the pace of visits increased, a total
of 56 states had been visited. As mentioned earlier, the CTC/CTED has also created a
“best practices” directory to further help states’ efforts to meet the Security Council’s re-
quirements. These best practices are drawn by intergovernmental organizations involved in
counterterrorism-related activities and from member states’ experiences dealing with terror-
ism. In addition, the CTC/CTED has inaugurated a program of Preliminary Implementation
Assessments (PIAs) to provide a common evaluation program that not only inform states
of how successful they are being in their efforts to comply with the Security Council’s
requirements, but it also suggests how they can enhance their compliance efforts. It has also
begun working with states to encourage regional cooperation on different counterterrorism
activities.31

All three of the Security Council’s counterterrorism committees, 1267-Al Qaeda,
1373-CTC, and 1540-WMD, coordinate efforts with one another. There are also other
UN bodies that have become more actively engaged in countering terrorism, such as
the UN Office of Drugs and Crime—Terrorism Prevention Branch (UNODC–TPB). But
perhaps the most extensive and significant addition to UN efforts occurred in 2006, with the
General Assembly’s adoption of a global counterterrorism strategy. The strategy reflects
what one UN official refers to as a political decision by the General Assembly to “buy
in” to the Security Council’s counterterrorism efforts. The General Assembly’s strategy is
built around the Security Council’s approach found in Resolutions 1368 and 1373, and its
other subsidiary committees. But it also added significant special programmatic attention
regarding many states’ need to end the conditions that encourage terrorism, and for states
to pay special attention to the maintenance of human rights while combating terrorism.
Subsequently, the UN Secretary General created the Counter-Terrorism Implementation
Task Force to bring all of the UN bodies and agencies, including the CTC/CTED, together
to share ideas and coordinate approaches on the terrorism issue. Further, the CTED added a
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Figure 2. The system’s core and periphery.

Senior Human Rights official to its professional staff in 2005. Thus, while the CTC/CTED
is still separately managed by the Security Council, its approach to countering terrorism
has been broadened to include the General Assembly’s concerns.32

The CTC/CTED and the UN member states also pay special attention to coordinating
their combined and respective efforts with other significant international organizations that
lie outside of the UN system. While these organizations are described in Figure 2 as “pe-
ripheral,” by virtue of being formally located outside of the UN system, these organizations
are also enormously important. In coordination with the CTC/CTED, such organizations
provide important training, regional briefings, specific technical advice, material aid, and
a setting for international coordination among states. The coordination effort includes re-
gional intergovernmental bodies such as the European Union (EU), the African Union (AU),
and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), as well as such sub-regional
organizations such as the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC) or
the Caribbean Community (CARICOM). This category of more peripheral system orga-
nizations also includes such specialized functional organizations as the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO), the International Maritime Organization (IMO), Interpol,
and such banking and financial organizations as the International Monetary Fund (IMF),
the World Bank (IBRD), the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), and the Egmont Group.33

These organizations are often brought in, sometimes in combination, to help in a CTED-
sponsored workshop of regional states to explain the details and importance of such things
as “know-your-customer” standards, the organization and use of “freeze and seize” actions
of suspected terrorist bank accounts, and the most effective means of arrest and prosecution
where circumstances warrant. Of course, such security organizations as the North Atlantic
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Treaty Organization (NATO), may also provide supportive assistance to states, particularly
in matters related to Resolution 1368. All of these international organizations now focus on
countering terrorism and have developed their own programs, committees, and offices, in
order to help in the effort to suppress terrorists’ access to various international functions. It
is a process that began occurring in a wide range of legal and legislative areas established
by Resolutions 1368 and 1373. This periphery of other UN and international organizations
are visually presented in Figure 2.

As the evolving of CTC/CTED responsibilities and programs and the large number
of international organizations with counterterrorism units, programs, and responsibilities
suggests, the system which grew up in the aftermath of 9/11, is complex and is primarily
coordinated through voluntary cooperation and diplomacy among the many UN and inter-
national bodies and states involved. Its combined importance in counterterrorism should not
be underestimated. However, the organizational “core” of this international effort that has
emerged, by virtue of its coordinating role and direct relationship with all states regarding
Resolution 1373’s requirements, remains the Security Council’s partnership, through its
subsidiary committees and the CTED, with the UN member states.

An Assessment of the System’s Effectiveness

Starting with the approval of Resolutions 1368 and 1373 in September 2001, the Security
Council’s global counterterrorism system, and the partnership at its core, is now a decade
old. However, evaluation of it is an exercise that is made difficult by the secrecy of most
interactions between and among states, and between the CTC/CTED and the states. Also,
the use of any information about individual cases from which one might infer systemic
interpretations is also of limited value because of the variety of national situations encoun-
tered and the large number of UN member states involved (there were 190 UN member
states in 2001).34 Nevertheless, relying on the available public information and data allows
some analysis, and it is used in providing the two cases that follow. The first case uses both
the country reports of UN member states to the CTC/CTED concerning the legal standards
required by Resolution 1373, as well as the call in Resolution 1368 to adopt important
UN General Assembly legal Conventions regarding the suppression and criminalization of
terrorism. Together, these records of member state reaction to UN decisions provide the
basis for a useful perspective on evolving member state attitudes about terrorism and the
importance of countering it. The second case provides a specific regional focus on how
Middle East Arab States are reacting to the global counterterrorism system’s regulation of
regional financial institutions and arrangements. Together, these two cases provide some
insight into how the system and partnership are functioning.

The Global Counterterrorism System and Member State Responses

A focus on the member state adoption of the legal framework found in Resolution 1373,
and the required reporting to the CTC/CTED in its monitoring role, provides an initial
place to start an evaluation of the system. On this measure, the public record is helpful.
Resolution 1373 required all states to reply to the CTC within 90 days regarding the “steps
they have taken to implement this resolution,” and to submit any ensuing reports according
to a schedule adopted by the CTC. These initial “country reports” often included scores of
pages of carefully and densely written explanations of a state’s regulatory and legislative
changes, and discussions about why the state felt that such changes may or may not have
been necessary, regarding Resolution 1373’s requirements. In return, though its response
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Table 1
Country reports submitted to the CTC/CTED (2001–2009) regarding Resolution 1373

Number of Number Total evaluated
reports submitted of states by the CTC/CTED

1 17 17
2 34 72
3 26 78
4 46 184
5 56 281
6 13 78

Totals: 193 710

to the states’ reports was never made public, the CTC provided its advisory, corrective,
and implicitly critical feedback (which is probably why it has never been made public),
asking for additional responses to problems that it identified in these initial reports. This, in
turn made subsequent reports from most states necessary. The first reports, then, initiated
an ongoing written dialogue between CTC/CTED and state counterterrorism officials, and
established a pattern in the public record, that occurred over several years, of state responses
to the CTC.35 This record, because the authors only have the states’ responses and not the
comments of the CTC, makes it difficult to draw specific conclusions about individual states
or common problem areas. However, when taken together and viewed from an overarching
perspective, this dialog allows the drawing of some conclusions about states’ responses to,
and possible underlying reactions to, the principle and importance of countering terrorism
that may have occurred as a result of the new UN system.

Of the 190 UN member states in 2001, 97 states met the resolution’s first deadline
of 31 December 2001, with the vast bulk of the remaining states turning in reports by
February 2002. Further, all remaining states turned in these first reports by the end of
2002. Subsequently, over the six years from 2001 through 2006, a virtual annual reporting
process emerged, creating six phases (approximately 6 years long overall) of reporting
between the states and the CTC/CTED. As Table 1 illustrates, by the vantage point of
mid-2007, the following record had emerged: 13 states have each submitted a total of six
reports, while 56 have concluded the process with only five reports. Forty-six countries
only submitted four reports, 26 turned in three, and another 34 submitted just two reports.
The remaining 17 countries, out of the original 190, handed in just one report. By the
end of this 6-year process, the CTC/CTED had evaluated a total of 710 country reports,
and an additional 34 addenda or corrections sent from 30 of these states.36 All countries
completed the reporting process. These documents, generated by Resolution 1373, are part
of a public data bank highlighting the steps states have taken in order to strengthen their
counterterrorism capacities. Copies of these documents may be found at the CTC/CTED’s
website.37

Even a casual reading of the country reports indicates that they varied widely in length
and style of responses by country. In general, small and less developed states submitted
fewer reports, and larger more developed states submitted more reports. It is interesting to
note that all of the Security Council’s permanent members turned in 4 or 5 reports.38 Why
did so many states submit so many reports to the CTC/CTED? It is important to emphasize
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that states were not required to submit additional reports, but many states did so “at their
own behest” because of “the importance they attach” to countering the threat of terrorism.39

Given countries’ willingness to engage with the CTC/CTED and to comply with
the Security Council’s demands, are these measurements of the system’s effectiveness?
Similarly, has this dialog enhanced interstate cooperating in the global struggle against
terrorism? The data in Table 1 does not provide direct answers. However, it is worth noting
that states take the responsibility of changing their laws very seriously, and are unlikely
to engage the CTC/CTED, and the Security Council for which it speaks, in a superficial
manner, or with other intent. Thus, the data presented in Table 1, in most cases probably
suggests a high level of member state interest in criminalizing and suppressing terrorism.40

At the very least, given the figures found in Table 1, the authors feel comfortable in
concurring with David Cortright’s similar evaluation, though made with much less data in
2004, when he wrote,

The CTC had received high levels of cooperation from UN member state. . . .

The cooperative approach embodied in the UN counter-terrorism program has
helped to develop and strengthen international norms . . . [and created and sus-
tained] international momentum to strengthen counter-terrorism efforts. . . . The
high levels of member state response to CTC requests confirm the importance
many states attach to compliance with the UN counter-terror program.41

The continued dialog between states and the CTC/CTED in the years since Cortright’s
2004 evaluation provides much additional data that further suggests, if his observations
were accurate then, that given the passage of further time, the point may be made even
more strongly. Additionally, several scholars in other security-related analyses use the
phrase “norm entrepreneurs” in referring to those organizations and individuals who make
the case to the international community for new norms and ways of understanding and
reacting to international problems.42 If Cortright’s views, as well those offered here, are
accurate, the CTC/CTED, operating as a representative of the Security Council, may also
be reasonably referred to as a “counterterrorism norm entrepreneur.”

Resolutions 1368 and 1373 also obligated all states to ratify the General Assembly’s
international legal instruments dealing with terrorism activities. As noted by Hilde Haa-
land Kramer and Steve Yetiv’s research, a majority of states’ complied with the Security
Council’s demands.43 Table 2 illustrates the level of state ratification of the International
Convention for the Suppression of Terrorist Bombings (1997) and the International Con-
vention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism (1999).

In relation to Kramer and Yetiv’s analysis, Sollier, a staff member of CTED during this
period, further argues that the approval of the International Convention for the Suppression
of Financing of Terrorism, by more than three-quarters of the UN members is particularly
noteworthy since this convention includes a definition of terrorism (Art. 2.1, b), which has
been difficult for the General Assembly to negotiate. The acceptance of this Convention,
with its provision of a shared concept of terrorist financing, what is necessary to regulate
and stop it, as well as an understanding of what is meant by terrorism, represents a further
endorsement for the systemic counterterrorism that is reflected in Tables 1 and 2.44

Taken together, the implications of Tables 1 and 2, show that important changes at
the national and international level in attitudes about counterterrorism may well be taking
place since the adoption of Resolutions 1368 and 1373. To further show the relevance of
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Table 2
States’ ratification of the 1997 International Convention for the Suppression of Terror-
ist Bombings and the 1999 International Convention for the Suppression of Financing

Terrorism.45

Bombings Financing
Year convention convention

1998 0 0
1999 0 0
2000 2 2
2001 19 19
2002 48 48
2003 45 45
2004 27 27
2005 15 15
2006 6 6
2007 8 8
2008 5 5
2009 3 3
2010 2 2

Total 170/192 180/192

these probable developments, the next section analyzes Arab states’ efforts to implement
counterterrorism financing laws and regulations.

Middle Eastern Arab State Implementation of Counterterrorism Financing Regulations

An important facet of the global counterterrorism system since its inception following 9/11
has been the focus on financial regulation. Resolution 1373, with its requirements concern-
ing domestic legal standards, was the legal vehicle that required all states to adopt such
laws. By embracing these obligations, the Security Council sought to not only strengthen
states’ capacity to fight terrorism at the national level, but it also expected to establish the
foundations of a universal and comprehensive legal infrastructure that would spearhead
and support independent global cooperation among states in the financial fight against
terrorism.

Financial regulation offers an interesting study of how this regulation came to be
included in Resolution 1373. This resolution called on states to freeze all terrorist accounts
and funds. This standard mirrored the concerns of the United States, at the time. The Bush
administration had ordered federal agencies to follow the “money trail” and determine
how Al Qaeda funded the 9/11 operations.46 The success of this investigation made the
United States a sponsor and strong advocate of Resolution 1373.47 Because the American
investigators demonstrated that Al Qaeda transferred funds through banks in different
jurisdictions, the international community realized the importance of enacting a new set of
global standards that would protect the global financial systems from terrorists’ use and
abuses. According to Navias,
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The central hub of [Al Qaeda’s financial] network was located in the loose
banking arrangements in a number of developing states in North Africa
and the [Persian] Gulf but extended to financial networks situated in Europe
and North America. The interconnectedness of the laxer, less regulated bank-
ing and finance frameworks in the developing world with the more orderly
complexes in Europe and North America confirmed that internationally the
financial system was vulnerable to penetration by terrorist organizations intent
upon supporting worldwide operations, including operations in areas where
financial controls were thought rigorous.48

For its part, the USA PATRIOT Act, passed a month after Resolution 1373, included
a new set of laws to protect the U.S. banking system and to give the government the
authority and tools to examine financial transactions. These U.S. laws also reflected the
international Financial Action Task Force’s (FATF) already existing forty recommendations
on money laundering and the FATF’s nine special recommendations against terrorism
financing adopted in early October 2001.49 As multiple studies, including the Middle
East cases discussed below, suggest, the financial regulatory standard of Resolution 1373,
the USA PATRIOT Act, and the FATF’s recommendations, have subsequently emerged
and empowered states all over the globe,50 undermining terrorists’ ability to exploit global
financial networks and making international cooperation on counterterrorism easier between
and among states.

The penetration and use of the global financial system by Al Qaeda to support its 9/11
terrorists presented an opportunity to states not only to stop such actions in the future,
but also to use such information to trace and locate terrorist organizations, their members,
sympathizers, and resources. Thus, banks and other private financial services institutions
were quickly brought into the regulatory process by states everywhere, with little apparent
resistance. Sollier, a CTED staff member, makes it clear why this was the case:

No banking institution wants to lay itself open to prosecution for complicity in
the financing of terrorism or even, in good faith, to allow terrorist organizations
or individuals to maintain accounts. Similarly, states which, five years after the
adoption of binding Security Council resolutions, have failed to adopt pruden-
tial legislation or to criminalize the financing of terrorism find themselves in
a tenuous diplomatic position and subject to international pressure that may
be quite strong, particularly after a country visit by the [CTC/CTED] or an
international financial institution such as the FATF, IMF, or the World Bank.
Some 40 countries are currently in this position; most, but not all of them, are
small states.51

In this case the authors are particularly interested in seeing how readily the twelve Arab
states of the Middle East region and their banks have implemented these regulations and
worked with the CTC/CTED and other states and organizations of the international system.
This is important in evaluating the system’s effectiveness, because it is from these twelve
states that the bulk of funds came into the international banking system that were used
to support the 9/11 attacks. These states have also been a particular focus of attention
of the efforts of the United States and the European Union aimed at stopping further
terrorist penetration and use of the international financial system.52 Consequently, Table 3
looks at the implementation record of this group of twelve states by using six different
measurements of the steps they have taken. Thus, Table 3 provides a useful comparative
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Table 3
Middle East Arab States’ compliance with anti-money laundering and counterterrorism

financing standards53

1999 AML CTF Mutual
Country Convention Law Law FIU Egmont evaluation

Bahrain Y Y Y Y Y Y
Egypt Y Y Y Y Y Y
Iraq N Y Y Y N N
Jordan Y Y Y Y N Y
Kuwait N Y N Y N Y
Lebanon N Y Y Y Y Y
Oman N Y Y Y N N
Qatar Y Y Y Y Y Y
Saudi Arabia Y Y Y Y Y Y
Syria Y Y N Y Y Y
UAE Y Y Y Y Y Y
Yemen Y Y N Y N Y

Total Y 8/12 12/12 10/12 12/12 6/12 10/12

“Y” stands for “yes” and “N” for “no.”

overview of these twelve states’ readiness to adopt the financial regulations of the new
counterterrorism system.

The first measurement of readiness to adopt the new system analyzed here is the rati-
fication of the International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism.
Seven out of twelve Arab states have ratified the convention. Some states, like Lebanon,
have not signed the instrument, but have adopted most of the Convention’s provisions.
The main objection is the Convention’s definition of terrorism,54 which contravenes the
definition used by the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC), elaborated in its
Convention on Combating International Terrorism. This definition clearly distinguishes
“freedom fighters” from “terrorists,” stipulating that: “Peoples struggle including armed
struggle against foreign occupation, aggression, colonialism, and hegemony, aimed at lib-
eration and self-determination in accordance with the principles of international law shall
not be considered a terrorist crime.”55 This stance has been a source of contention between
Arab and Western states for many years. Even Arab state signatories of this Convention
have expressed reservations with the international convention’s definition.56

The next two measurements focus on Middle East Arab states’ willingness to
adopt anti-money laundering laws (AML—column 2), and counterterrorism finance laws
(CTF—column 3). As noted in Table 3, all twelve Arab states have criminalized money
laundering, while only nine have outlawed counterterrorism financing. This latter example,
again suggests the important distinction between “terrorist” and “freedom fighter,” noted
earlier, that some Arab states carry to this discussion.

In line with the Security Council’s request that states reform their institutions according
to best practices, the next two demands are the establishment of financial intelligence units
(FIU—column 4), where all twelve states have set up such units, and these units’ eventual
membership into the Egmont Group (column 5), an intergovernmental body that brings
together officials of many national FIUs and where special advanced membership standards
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must be met by such units. This requirement helps explain why only six states have achieved
this standard. FIUs play an important role in the struggle against terrorism financing as
these specialized agencies, with the cooperation of banks and other financial institutions,
monitor financial transactions and investigate suspicious activities, giving law enforcement
personnel and judicial officials the tools to arrest and prosecute individuals suspected of
carrying out financial crimes.57 Because financial criminals tend to commit offenses in
multiple jurisdictions, participation in the Egmont Group allows FIUs to establish a close
working relationship with other FIUs. This not only leads to information sharing, but to the
development of joint efforts to address these crimes.

Table 3’s sixth measurement is the number of the twelve Arab countries that have
agreed to permit officials from financial intergovernmental organizations and other states
to evaluate their compliance efforts (Mutual Evaluation—column 6). The creation of the
regional FATF organization known as the Middle East and North Africa Financial Action
Task Force (MENAFATF) in 2004, with its eighteen members, including all twelve Arab
states of Table 3, has begun this type of outside evaluation. So far, nine of the twelve
states listed in Table 3 have undergone these mutual evaluations. These exercises not only
demonstrate these states’ willingness to comply with international standards, but they help
these countries pinpoint weaknesses in their counterterrorism financing systems. These
evaluations also help these countries get the necessary technical and financial assistance
from donor states to secure their compliance with Security Council’s demands.

Multiple interviews with Arab state bankers and government regulators have made
it very clear that many of these changes are a product of the existence of the financial
requirements made of states in Resolution 1373, and related international organizations such
as the FATF and the MENAFATF. The message from the executives in banks and financial
institutions in the Middle East is that their “reputation” is paramount and playing by the
international rules created in the post-9/11 world is a very large part of this “reputation.”58

While many states still have much to do to fully comply with the Security Council’s demands
regarding counterterrorism financing, a snapshot of the Middle East region, as illustrated
in Table 3, shows that global pressure and the international community’s assistance have
helped these states to enact new laws and generally make progress in establishing new
institutions to safeguard the region’s financial systems.

Conclusion

As noted in the introduction, most terrorism scholars have paid little attention to the Se-
curity Council’s counterterrorism efforts. Those that have studied these efforts have been
very critical, often decrying the Security Council’s unwillingness to create a new intergov-
ernmental counterterrorism organization. This article has argued that these assessments are
not only overly pessimistic, but that they also are influenced by a misunderstanding of how
the global counterterrorism system works. These studies pay too much attention to this
system’s UN actors, in particular the Security Council and the CTC/CTED, while treating
UN member states as peripheral clients or ad hoc players in a more hierarchic system,
managed by the Security Council. Thus, in the view of this article these studies are based
on an incomplete understanding of the existing system. The authors present member states
as being of equal importance in the system with considerable operational responsibility,
alongside the Security Council and its assisting bodies. Indeed, the central argument has
been that the Security Council deliberately created a wider system based on a counterter-
rorism partnership between itself and the states. Consequently, states are central players in
this new system.
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The authors believe their description of this global counterterrorism system is an
important contribution to the debate on the Security Council’s counterterrorism efforts.
However, an additional contribution is the two case studies presented, which show that the
partnership has produced positive developments. By requiring all states to adopt a universal
legal counterterrorism framework into domestic law, the Security Council has not only
strengthened states’ counterterrorism capacity, but as the case studies suggest it has also
encouraged interstate cooperation on this important issue. There are no doubt differences
in the seriousness with which states pursue their counterterrorism efforts, but it also seems
likely that the combined work of the partnership and periphery organizations have brought
progress toward the common goal of combating terrorism. These changes also suggest that
the norms that inform how states think about terrorism and the threats posed by it are also
changing. For these contributions, the recognition of the system, and the partnership it has
created between the states and the Security Council, should surely be encouraged.
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