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Comments of the referee on the thesis highlights and shortcomings (following the 5 numbered 

aspects of your assessment indicated below). 

 

1) Theoretical background: 

Despite the fact that the theoretical chapter of the work is mostly comprising of conceptual 

development, there is some clear background to the work. The work is based in a rational choice 

theory framework, stating that the actors attempt to set up an institutional design to confront 

terrorist threat as successfully as possible. While the selection of rational choice theory framework 

towards the highly irrational struggle against terrorist threat can be seen as slightly problematic, it 

establishes a clear guidance for the consequent analysis. 

 

2) Contribution:  

The work aims to develop an institutional approach towards the study of effectiveness of the 

intelligence services in the counter-terrorist operations. The possible contribution to the counter-

terrorist discussion is, however, hampered by many faults that will be discussed in this section and 

that dedicated to methodology of the work. Looking at the empirical side, there are many incorrect 

statements – Saddam Hussein was never a head, nor perceived as a head of Al-Qaeda (p. 52), the 

Figure 23 does not show number of internationally convicted terrorist vis-à-vis number of those 

jailed in the US, but number of terrorist convicts in the US prisons based on their citizenship, there 

is unclear linkage between Bangladesh and Pakistani-India dispute that is being drawn (p. 119), the 

connection of the Bangladeshi contributions to the UN missions to the counter-terrorist strategy is 

also of unclear value (p. 119) to name few. Also, it is unclear why the US counter-terrorism strategy 

is dubbed as limited success when the data provided by the author show that the number of attacks 

on the US soil is very low and the issue is largely foreign-based. On the same note, the data in no 

way show why the Russian efforts are more successful especially given the misuse of terrorism for 

achieving other political goals. The issue of centralized nature of the Russian intelligence in a 

situation of large disputes between the major branches (FSB, GRU, SVR) would also call for a 

larger debate.   

 

3) Methods: 



The methodology of the work also shows major shortcomings. First, the case selection, while 

logically based on a level of terrorist threat and respect to the human rights (necessary due to the 

possible misuse of terrorism charges for attacks on opposition) shows major issues. The second 

criterion (human rights) is not sufficiently selective. The cases of Russia, Saudi Arabia and 

Indonesia should, in the opinion of this reviewer, not pass the human right test. The author herself 

states, for example, “Russia seems to operate off of the understanding that terrorism is synonymous 

with any activity that can be considered subversive to the Russian government (p. 36).“ Also, the issue 

of human rights in the case of Saudi Arabia is raised at page 107. 

Second problem arises with the evaluation of the efficiency of the counter-terrorist activities. This 

evaluation is based on three criteria – number of attacks, perception of the population regarding the 

issue, and number of prisoners related to the terrorist issue. The first criterion is straight-forward but 

the remaining two are more problematic. It is, for example, unclear, how the overall increase of 

trust of the Russian population in government and overall decrease in the evaluation of all measured 

threats tells us anything about the success of the intelligence activities towards the mitigation of the 

terrorist threat. The third evaluated factor is even more problematic. The author looks at data 

regarding the overall prison population that is in itself completely irrelevant. Even if the population 

jailed for terrorist acts only would be monitored, we once again stumble at the problems connected 

to the case selection. 

Third, the thesis states that it aims to develop an understanding of the effectiveness of the 

intelligence services in the counter-terrorism activities based on their modus operandi. The work 

itself, however, analyzes overall counter-terrorism strategies of the selected governments (see for 

example the debate over judicial system in France). The thesis is thus by design unable to provide 

any conclusions regarding the question at hand and the author´s findings are more based upon some 

other sources of knowledge than the analysis based inside the work itself. It is hard to judge whether 

the findings are relevant or not based on what is written in the thesis itself. Finally, the analysis 

lacks discussion over different contexts of terrorist threat for the different case studies that are 

necessarily connected to the nature of the counter-reaction.   

 

4) Literature: 

The literature used seems to be relevant although as not an expert on counter-terrorism, I cannot 

conclusively tell, whether some important piece is missing. Higher reliance upon internet sources 

given the nature of the work is understandable. 

 

5) Manuscript form:  

There are some minor formal issues such as positioning of some headings on different pages than 

figures they are related to, different page numbering in table of contents and actual work, and some 

irregularities in formatting of the text that appear in the electronic version. 
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