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Abstract 
The study investigates the development of counter-terrorism in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and 

Slovakia between 1989 and 2017, with a focus on developments of the Criminal Code and changes in the 

institutional framework. A description of counter-terrorism developments is constructed for each country. 

Subsequently, general hypotheses about counter-terrorism development derived from existing literature are 

tested using causal-process tracing tools, resulting in preliminary conclusions about the causes of the 

identified developments. The results indicate that changes in the Criminal Code were primarily driven by 

external pressure from international organisations, whereas institutional changes tended to result from 

country-specific processes, threat perception and inspiration from abroad. 

Keywords: Counter-terrorism, terrorism, Visegrad, Central Eastern Europe, Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Poland, Slovakia 

 

Abstrakt 
Studie zkoumá vývoj boje proti terorismu v České republice, Maďarsku, Polsku a na Slovensku v letech 

1989 až 2017 se zaměřením na vývoj trestních zákoníků a institucionální změny. Pro každou zemi je 

sestaven popis protiteroristického vývoje. Následně jsou za pomoci nástrojů metody causal-process tracing 

testovány obecné hypotézy o příčinách vývoje boje proti terorismu odvozené z existující literatury s cílem 

získat předběžné závěry o příčinách zjištěného vývoje. Výsledky naznačují, že změny v trestních zákonících 

byly primárně motivovány vnějším tlakem mezinárodních organizací, zatímco institucionální změny byly 

obvykle výsledkem procesů specifických pro jednotlivé země, vnímání hrozby a inspirace ze zahraničí. 
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Since 2001, terrorism has been routinely recognised by official institutions in Europe and beyond 

as one of the gravest threats to public security. This has been reflected in the development of 

comprehensive and multi-faceted counter-terrorism policies around the world and a search for a 

common understanding of terrorism and ways to combat it. Today, the breadth and depth of the 

counter-terrorism policy dimension within the European Union is vast. Nevertheless, mass casualty 

terrorist attacks are still being committed in Europe every few months, sparking calls for a strategic 

review of the effectiveness of the many ways in which European states tackle the threat. 

The aim of this thesis is to investigate counter-terrorism policies of individual states from a 

comparative perspective. The added benefit of this exercise is to uncover key similarities and 

differences in which states respond to international terrorism. This is interesting for its own sake 

and useful when aiming to make a considered judgement of counter-terrorism policy for one or 

more of the states under consideration. A comparative approach to counter-terrorism policy may 

also prove useful for the dimension of inter-state cooperation and intelligence sharing, as it is 

necessary to establish an understanding of the different ways in which states tackle terrorism if 

their cooperation is to be enhanced. In addition, comparing the evolution of counter-terrorism 

policies between states may serve to uncover ways in which counter-terrorist legislation and policy 

have migrated. This is of marginal interest to this thesis, although it may be of use to other 

researchers. The motivation to compare counter-terrorism policies of different states is thus born 

out of a practical need as well as academic interest. 

The four countries of the Visegrad area will be used as the cases for comparison. The Czech 

Republic and Poland have already featured in at least one comparative analysis of this kind. 

However, Slovakia and Hungary were not included and comparative research of counter-terrorism 

in the Visegrad remains under-researched given the saliency with which international terrorism is 

perceived in this part of Europe by the public as well as national governments.  

The expected structure of the thesis will feature and introduction into the problem and six chapters 

of content. The first four chapters will discuss the counter-terrorism policies in each of the four 

states one by one. To remedy some of the methodological shortcomings discovered in previous 

research on comparative counter-terrorism, these chapters will include the counter-terrorism 

Institute of Political Studies 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legislation and policies of each state but also note the real-world use of those instruments. The fifth 

chapter will discuss the role and responsibility of the European Union in counter-terrorism and 

assess the EU’s effect on counter-terrorism in the Visegrad. The final chapter will compare and 

synthesise the information provided in the first four chapters while reflecting the content of the 

fifth chapter and discuss common challenges and themes. The expected result is a comprehensive 

overview of the similarities and differences in which terrorism is perceived and tackled in the 

Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and Hungary. 
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1. Introduction 
In the past several decades, terrorism has been recognised in Europe and elsewhere as one of the most 

serious threats to domestic security. This is reflected in the gradual development of comprehensive and 

multi-faceted counter-terrorism architectures around the world. However, while terrorism itself enjoys 

substantial attention in the academia, the counter-terrorism instruments of many countries are worryingly 

under-researched in the English-speaking literature. 

The goal of this study is to help close one part of this research gap by investigating the development of 

counter-terrorism instruments in the four countries of the Visegrad region (the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Poland and Slovakia). Such an exercise will not only provide a descriptive overview of the current state of 

counter-terrorism in the region, but also shed light on how counter-terrorism preparedness of the four 

countries developed over time. This can set the groundwork for future evaluative studies of counter-

terrorism in the Visegrad and help comparative researchers include this region in their work. The study may 

also be helpful to policy-makers searching for useful counter-terrorism practices from abroad or merely 

interested in broadening their perspective regarding the range of tools different states use to tackle the issue. 

The motivation to track the evolution of counter-terrorism in the Visegrad and describe its current status is 

therefore born out of practical necessity and pertinence as well as academic interest.  

Counter-terrorism policies are often part-and-parcel of broader security mechanisms and cannot be neatly 

separated from them. This study is primarily interested in those measures which are labelled as responding 

to terrorism, although broader security policies which may have an indirect counter-terrorism effect will 

also be discussed. The scope of the study is further narrowed to focus on those measures which seek to 

counter terrorism within the country’s territory, with a primary focus on changes in the criminalisation of 

terrorism-related offences and the development of the institutional framework responding to terrorism. Even 

then, the scope of the study remains broad and necessitates a focus on the most fundamental changes. This 

may result in the loss of detail that could be of use to other researchers. To partially remedy this, 

comprehensive references are provided throughout the work so as to allow the reader to investigate each 

particular change in detail, should he or she wish to do so. The descriptive sections of the study should not 

be taken as providing definitive and comprehensive answers, but rather as formulating a correct initiatory 

picture of the situation that can be built on and expanded by future research. Ideally, the study will help 

spark a discussion about what these four countries are actually doing about terrorism. Such a discussion is 

vital to any subsequent efforts at affecting the architecture that is already in place.  

The second goal is to examine the potential causal factors behind the identified developments. General 

hypotheses explaining counter-terrorism developments are formulated on the basis of existing literature and 

subsequently examined in the case of the four Visegrad countries using causal process-tracing techniques. 
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The study is divided into eight chapters. The first chapter introduces the study and gives a brief overview 

of the argument regarding counter-terrorism developments in the Visegrad. In the second chapter, existing 

literature on counter-terrorism is reviewed, from which hypotheses about counter-terrorism development 

are formulated. The third chapter describes the methodology that will be used to test whether the formulated 

hypotheses might help explain the identified counter-terrorism developments.  

Four country-specific chapters follow, each dedicated to one of the four countries under investigation. Each 

country-specific chapter is divided into two parts. The first part serves as a comprehensive storyline of 

counter-terrorism developments in the given country. The aim of this part is to correctly describe the 

counter-terrorism capacities of the given country and how they evolved, thus fulfilling the first goal of the 

study.  

For easier accessibility, the first part of each chapter is sectioned off into several time periods. To streamline 

the otherwise substantial number of parallel developments, each time period first describes developments 

in the Criminal Code, followed by developments in the institutional framework on the strategic, operational 

and tactical levels, as used in Poland’s counter-terrorism planning. Strategic-level institutions perform tasks 

to ensure appropriate cooperation between governmental administration bodies in the scope of investigating, 

countering and combating terrorist threats. Operational-level institutions carry out continuous reporting 

activities to governmental administration bodies about any terrorist threats and actions taken against such 

threats. Operational-level institutions also coordinate the analytical and reporting activities of the various 

counter-terrorism services tasked with preventing and responding to terrorist threats. Finally, tactical-level 

institutions directly carry out activities to prevent or respond to terrorist threats. 

The division into strategic, operational and tactical institutions can be fuzzy in some instances because some 

institutions have responsibilities which fall into more than one category. Nevertheless, I find it useful to 

differentiate between ‘on the ground’ responsibilities and those conducted in security planning centres and 

governmental offices. 

The second goal of the study is addressed in the second part of each country-specific chapter, which 

examines the power of the formulated hypotheses using causal-process tracing tools to explain the counter-

terrorism developments of each country.  

It should be stressed that the study does not strive to make strong claims about causality. Because the topic 

under investigation is woefully under-researched, some developments remain classified, confessions of 

major actors are hard to come by and there are instances of different official sources giving incomplete or 

even contradictory information, it would be exceedingly difficult to present complete causal pathways with 

any degree of confidence. Instead, the study should be understood as a pilot project that examines publicly 

available sources to correctly identify fundamental counter-terrorism instruments in each country and the 

causal factors which appear to have played a role in their development. These initial findings may 

subsequently be built upon, refined and strengthened by future research, ideally with the use of different 
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research designs such as interviews or large-n quantitative comparisons, so as to compensate for the 

drawbacks of any one research method. The study is therefore meant to serve as one of the initial stepping 

stones in the gradual construction of a comprehensive image of counter-terrorism in the Visegrad. 

The eighth and final chapter discusses the results gained in the previous chapters, notes any significant 

similarities and differences between the countries and concludes with recommendations for future research. 

 

1.1. Summary of the Findings 
The results of the analysis indicate that the criminalisation of terrorism-related offences in the four countries 

has become more harmonised over time. Two decades ago, the Czech Republic and Slovakia proscribed the 

offence of ‘terror’ as a form of crime against the state, Hungary criminalised terrorist acts as crimes against 

public security and the Criminal Code of Poland did not explicitly proscribe terrorism at all. Today, the 

Criminal Codes of all four countries proscribe terrorist attacks, the financing of terrorism, dissemination of 

materials supportive of terrorism, travel for terrorist purposes and a plethora of other related offences. The 

primary cause behind this development appears to be external pressure from the European Union, the United 

Nations, the Financial Action Task Force and other international organisations.  

In contrast, the institutional frameworks of the four countries continue to exhibit significant variance. 

Different types of institutions are tasked with preventing and responding to terrorist incidents in each 

country, and external attempts at harmonisation in this area appear to have been largely unsuccessful. The 

analysis indicates that developments of the institutional framework in each country primarily result from 

threat perception among key domestic actors and from various internal processes such as parliamentary 

elections, the influence of particular individuals and events unrelated to terrorism. These factors differ from 

one country to another. 

As a result of these dynamics, the Visegrad countries gradually adopted very similar conceptions of 

terrorism in their Criminal Codes, but differ wildly on the question how terrorism should be prevented and 

responded to. What is more, their approaches to this issue seem to have diverged in recent years. Whereas 

the Czech Republic continues to anchor its security architecture in liberal democratic principles and the rule 

of law, Hungary and Poland adopted a number of draconian measures in recent years that sparked criticism 

both at home and abroad. Slovakia positioned itself somewhere in the middle between these two approaches, 

enlarging the capacities of its law enforcement services but staying clear from instituting sweeping 

constitutional changes with questionable legitimacy.  
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2. Literature Review 
Before delving into the counter-terrorism policies of the four Visegrad countries, a review of existing 

literature on the matter is in order.1 Contemporary counter-terrorism literature typically begins with a 

mention of the 9/11 attacks, which seemingly upset much of how the Western world perceived the terrorist 

threat. Of course, terrorism and responses to it predate this event. The United Kingdom was forced to address 

the Troubles in Northern Ireland and the related threat of terrorism at the hand of the IRA. Spain adopted 

various measures to combat the ETA group in the Basque region. Terror from the ranks of various socialist 

groups across Western Europe necessitated an official response in Italy, France, Germany and other states. 

Far-right extremism likewise led to the adoption of policies to prevent it in a number of European countries. 

Even Islamist terrorist groups were a known menace. Europe was well acquainted with the threat of 

terrorism long before 9/11, and the importance of the event must not be overstated. Nevertheless, viewing 

9/11 as a pivotal event in the world of counter-terrorism is justified. The incident resulted in an 

unprecedented global effort to tackle terrorism, and the breadth and depth of counter-terrorist policies in 

Europe and the United States skyrocketed.2  

Interest in terrorism likewise increased in the academic circles. A new area of terrorism studies was born, 

and the number of publications on the subject swelled at an astonishing rate: from 150 books published on 

the subject in 2000 to 1108 books in 2001 and 1767 the following year.3 It is not an overstatement to say 

that ‘terrorism’ became the word of the day, if not decade. 

Some of this new research focused on the ways states respond to terrorism. Martha Crenshaw identified 

three dominant strands in this area: one deals with theoretical explanations for differences in national 

counterterrorism policies, the second analyses the effectiveness of particular counter-terrorism measures, 

and the third examines the consequences of national and multinational counter-terrorism policies.4 The focus 

of this chapter will be on the first category of counter-terrorism literature, and whether researchers 

formulated viable theories of counter-terrorism development. 

 

2.1. Models of Counter-terrorism 

																																																								
1 The relevant literature was searched for through several databases, including JSTOR, Taylor & Francis Online, Wiley Online, 
and Google Scholar. Leading journals on the topic were also searched. The keywords used included “counter-terrorism”, 
“terrorism”, anti-terrorism”, “central Europe”, “Central Eastern Europe”, “Visegrad”, “Czech Republic”, “Slovakia”, “Poland” 
and “Hungary”. 
2 Pokalova, Elena (2015): “Legislative Responses to Terrorism: What Drives States to Adopt New Counterterrorism 
Legislation?”; Terrorism and Political Violence, 27(3), 474-496  
3 Silke, Andrew (2008): “Research on Terrorism: A Review of the Impact of 9/11 and the Global War on Terrorism” in Hsinchun 
Chen ed (2008): Terrorism Informatics: Knowledge Management and Data Mining for Homeland Security; Springer Science & 
Business Media. 
4 Crenshaw, Martha (2014): “Terrorism Research: The Record”; International Interactions, 40(4), 556-567. 
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In a seminal piece predating the 9/11 attacks, Ronald Crelinsten and Alex Schmid make a distinction 

between ‘internal war’ and ‘criminal justice’ models of counter-terrorism. In the criminal justice approach, 

law enforcement agencies dominate the scene and terrorism is approached as a form of crime, to be 

responded to within the confines of the established rule of law. In contrast, the internal war approach 

emphasises the role of the armed forces and treats terrorists as enemy combatants who are consequently 

awarded fewer civil and human rights.5 Ami Pedahzur and Magnus Ranstorp proposed a third approach to 

counter-terrorism which combines the two models identified by Crelinsten and Schmid.6 Eric Posner adds 

another model, in which the state relies on formal regulations to fight terrorism.7 A fifth model is identified 

by Arunabha Bhoumik, one in which the intelligence services dominate the counter-terrorism response.8 

The proposed models provide an interesting conceptualisation of counter-terrorism. However, they are often 

based on scant empirical evidence and more observations are necessary to strengthen their explanatory 

power.9 The models also tell us little about why some states develop the kinds of counter-terrorism policies 

that they do. 

 

2.2. Counter-terrorism and Rational Game Theory 
Counter-terrorism was also approached from the angle of Rational Game Theory. Daniel Arce and Todd 

Sandler conducted a game-theoretic analysis of counter-terrorist behaviour and made a distinction between 

proactive policies, through which countries seek to dismantle the terrorist threat, and defensive policies, 

enacted to defend viable targets of terrorism, protect civilians and generally deter terrorist attacks. The 

authors argue that countries will compete in building robust defensive policies so as to become least 

attractive to terrorist attacks. Concerning proactive policies, countries will be motivated to become “free-

riders” by relegating the costs and risks of actively combatting terrorist groups onto others. This competition 

makes it difficult for countries to respond against international terrorism collectively.10  

Eric Neumayer, Thomas Plümper and Mariaelisa Epifanio build on this argument and argue that countries 

will not compete with all other countries, but only with those which experience a similar level of terrorist 

threat. The authors also hypothesise that countries with higher exposure to the threat of terrorism will enact 

more counter-terrorist policies than countries with lower exposure, and that countries which are below the 

																																																								
5 Crelinsten, R. D. and A. P. Schmid, eds. (1993): Western responses to terrorism; London: Frank Cass.  
6 Pedahzur, A. and Ranstorp, M. (2001): “A tertiary model for countering terrorism in liberal democracies: the case of Israel”; 
Terrorism and Political Violence, 13(2), 1–26. 
7 Posner, E. A. (2002): “Fear and the regulatory model of counterterrorism”; Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy, 25, 681–
697. 
8 Bhoumik, A. (2004): “Democratic responses to terrorism: a comparative study of the United States, Israel, and India”; Denver 
Journal of International Law and Policy, 33, 285–345.  
9 Van Dongen, Teun (2010): “Mapping counterterrorism: a categorisation of policies and the promise of empirically based, 
systematic comparisons”; Critical Studies on Terrorism, 3(2), 227-241. 
10 Arce, Daniel G., and Todd Sandler (2005): “Counterterrorism: A Game-Theoretic Analysis”; Journal of Conflict Resolution, 
49(2), 183–200.  
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average counter-terrorism development level in their “peer group” will respond more strongly to this spatial 

policy effect than countries above the average policy development level. Among the other potential factors 

of influence in counter-terrorism development, the authors list the political differences between 

governments, previous counter-terrorism developments in a country, the exchange of best counter-terrorism 

practices between countries irrespective of the competition effect, external pressure and domestic economic 

strength. These are not tested and only provide avenues for further research.11 

In a more recent article, Epifanio focuses on the potential impact of politics on counter-terrorism 

development and argues that differences in counter-terrorism response will appear between right-wing and 

left-wing governments. Left-wing governments, the argument goes, are seen by the public as too soft on 

terrorism and must therefore persuade the electorate otherwise, by frequently enacting counter-terrorism 

policies. In contrast, right-wing governments enjoy broad popularity when the public perceives a terrorist 

threat; however, they must assure the electorate that they are not willing to sacrifice civil liberties in the 

name of increased security.12 

The above game-theoretic analyses present viable hypotheses about the behaviour of rational states in 

countering a common terrorist threat. However, there is insufficient empirical basis to accept these 

hypotheses with confidence. More empirical information is needed to strengthen the predictions of Rational 

Game Theory in counter-terrorism making. The empirical gap is, again, clearly palpable. 

 

2.3. Causes of Counter-terrorism: Many Hypotheses, Little Evidence 
Some researchers have postulated general reasons why countries develop counter-terrorism policies. Brock 

Blomberg, Ashvin Gandhi and Gregory Hess examined the counter-terrorism legislative productivity of 

representatives from individual US states and found those states in which the 9/11 attacks occurred to be 

most active in developing counter-terrorism legislation. The authors argue that the attacks produced a 

perception of threat in the states concerned, which led to an increased output of counter-terrorism legislation. 

In other words, counter-terrorism is developed in response to a perceived threat of terrorism.13 This may 

seem an obvious explanation, but a myriad of other potential reasons for counter-terrorism development 

was proposed in other studies. 

Elena Pokalova discusses a range of potential reasons why states adopt counter-terrorist legislation. First, 

as in Blomberg et al., counter-terrorism may be developed in response to a perceived terrorist threat. 

Politicians may feel an incentive to enact counter-terrorism legislation in response to their voters’ concerns 

																																																								
11 Neumayer, Eric, Thomas Plümper, and Mariaelisa Epifanio (2014): “The Peer Effect in Counterterrorist Policies”; International 
Organization, 68(1), 211–234.  
12 Epifanio, Mariaelisa (2016) “The Politics of Targeted and Untargeted Counterterrorist Regulations”, Terrorism and Political 
Violence, 28(4), 713-734. 
13 Blomberg, Brock, Ashvin Gandhi and Gregory D. Hess (2011): “The Political Economy of Legislation on Terrorism”, Defence 
and Peace Economics, 22(6), 607-626.  
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about terrorism. Legislating is also generally less expensive than adopting other policies, such as military 

interventions or expansive police activities, and may therefore be the preferred response. Second, countries 

may adopt counter-terrorism legislation as a result of policy diffusion, wherein one country’s counter-

terrorism development motivates other countries to follow suit irrespective of threat perception. This is 

related to the process of learning, which suggests that successful counter-terrorism policies in one country 

may be detected and adopted in another. Third, counter-terrorism legislation may be the result of external 

pressure. For example, in the wake of the 9/11 attacks, the United Nations Security Council passed 

Resolution 1373 which bound member-states to adopt a range of counter-terrorism legislative measures. 

Fourth, governments may adopt counter-terrorism legislation which is subsequently used for other goals 

than fighting terrorism. This was seemingly the case in Russia during the 1990s. In 1994 and 1996, the 

government adopted several counter-terrorism laws through federal programs against crime. However, these 

measures were increasingly used in connection with the ethno-nationalist separatist conflict in Chechnya. 

The 1998 Measures to Combat Terrorism No. 130 further expanded state powers and enabled Russia to 

reframe its military campaign in Chechnya in 1999 as a counter-terrorism operation. The Russian 

government has since adopted further counter-terrorism legislation and as of 2016, laws supposedly aimed 

at combating terrorism are seemingly used to quell opposition voices.14 Fifth, counter-terrorism legislation 

may be self-reinforcing in the sense that counter-terrorism development may be a result of previous counter-

terrorism legislation. Related to this is the idea of incrementalism, wherein counter-terrorism is a natural 

product of the policy cycle. Finally, some regimes may be more prone to legislate against terrorism than 

others. Liberal regimes may be more likely to legislate in the name of rule of law than illiberal regimes, 

which can utilise other tools against a perceived threat. Pokalova tests some of these potential antecedents 

of counter-terrorism with uncertain results, and calls for more empirical research on the subject.15 

Daniel Nohrstedt and Dan Hansén focus on the role of external pressure; specifically, the influence of the 

European Union on the counter-terrorism policy instruments of its member states. The authors postulate the 

conditions under which policy convergence between countries may occur, as outlined in convergence 

theory. This includes a variety of factors, such as strong interaction among participants, the existence of 

sharply defined inter-organisational structures, an increase in the volume of shared information and mutual 

perception of common enterprise. In contrast, the process of convergence may be inhibited by persistent 

normative and instrumental beliefs of policy-makers, or policy process dynamics which favour continuity 

rather than change. Domestic administrative problems, political controversy, uncertainty about the 

interpretation of EU law and influential national veto-players may also cripple convergence. In the 

																																																								
14 Forbes (2016): "'Brave New World': Russia's New Anti-Terrorism Legislation”; Accessed at 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/annaborshchevskaya/2016/07/08/brave-new-world-russias-new-anti-terrorism-
legislation/#4df64e563d55 
15 Pokalova, Elena (2015): “Legislative Responses to Terrorism: What Drives States to Adopt New Counterterrorism 
Legislation?”; Terrorism and Political Violence, 27(3), 474-496. 
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subsequent analysis, the authors conclude that the EU has become more polarised on the issue of counter-

terrorism and request more empirical research on the topic.16 

Two general points may be inferred from the above discussion. The first is that researchers have identified 

a large number of potential factors which cause countries to develop counter-terrorism policies. The 

proposed factors may be tested and refined in light of empirical evidence. Unfortunately, the second point 

is that the existing counter-terrorism research continues to struggle with serious empirical gaps. Many 

potential explanations for counter-terrorism development exist but are not backed up by, nor induced from, 

real-world observations. In short, there are many hypotheses but little evidence. This poses a major issue 

which must be remedied by further research into what the counter-terrorism policies of countries actually 

are, and how they came to be this way. 

 

2.4. Closing the Empirical Gap 
Aware of the problem, a number of researchers attempted to close the empirical gap by examining the tools 

countries have at their disposal when tackling terrorism. Some studies embraced a wide selection of cases,17 

while others focused on the state of counter-terrorism in various European countries.18 There has also been 

considerable interest in the counter-terrorism policies of the European Union itself.19  

																																																								
16 Nohrstedt, Daniel and Dan Hansén (2010): “Converging under Pressure? “Counterterrorism Policy Developments in the 
European Union Member States”; Public Administration, 88(1), 190-210. 
17 See for example Alexander, Yonah ed. (2002): Combating terrorism: Strategies of ten countries; Ann Arbor, MI: University of 
Michigan Press. Doron Zimmermann and Andreas Wenger eds. (2006): How States Fight Terrorism: Policy Dynamics in the 
West; Lynne Rienner Publishers. CRS Report for Congress (2002): “European Counterterrorist Efforts: Political Will and Diverse 
Responses in the First Year After September 11”; Congressional Research Service; The Library of Congress. 
18 See for example Van Leeuwen, M., ed. (2003): Confronting terrorism: European experiences, threat perceptions and policies; 
The Hague: Kluwer Law International. Von Hippel, Karin ed. (2005): Europe Confronts Terrorism; New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan. Haberfeld, M.R., Joseph F. King and Charles Andrew Lieberman (2009): Terrorism Within Comparative 
International Context: The Counter-Terrorism Response and Preparedness; New York: Springer. Muro, Diego (2010): “Counter-
terrorist Strategies in Western Europe: A Comparative Analysis of Germany, Italy, Spain and the UK”; EUI Working Paper MWP 
2010/06; European University Institute. O’Brien, Peter (2016): “Counter-terrorism in Europe: the elusive search for order”; 
European Security, 25:3, 366-384 
19 See for example Lugna, Lauri (2006): “Institutional Framework of the European Union Counter-Terrorism Policy Setting”; 
Baltic Security & Defence Review, 8. Deflem, Mathieu (2006): “Europol and the Policing of International Terrorism: Counter-
Terrorism in a Global Perspective”; Justice Quarterly, 23(3), 336-359. Zimmermann, Doron (2006): “The European Union and 
Post-9/11 Counterterrorism: A Reappraisal”; Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 29:2, 123-145. Monar, Jörg (2007): “Common 
Threat and Common Response? The European Union’s Counter-Terrorism Strategy and its Problems”; Government and 
Opposition, 42(3), 292–313. Keohane, Daniel (2008): “The Absent Friend: EU Foreign Policy and Counter-Terrorism”; JCMS 
2008, 46(1), 125–146. Bures, Oldrich (2008): “Europol's Fledgling Counterterrorism Role”; Terrorism and Political Violence, 
20(4), 498-517. Javier, Argomaniz (2009): “Post-9/11 institutionalisation of European Union counter-terrorism: emergence, 
acceleration and inertia”; European Security, 18(2), 151-172. Bures, Oldrich (2011): EU Counterterrorism Policy A Paper tiger?; 
Surrey: Ashgate. Rękawek, Kacper (2011): “European Counterterrorism: Current State of Affairs and Prospects”; PISM Bulletin, 
46(263). Brattberg, Erik and Mark Rhinard (2012): “The EU as a global counter-terrorism actor in the making”; European 
Security, 21(4), 557-577. Bossong, Raphael (2013): “Public good theory and the ‘added value’ of the EU's anti-terrorism policy”; 
European Security, 22(2), 165-184. Wade, Marianne L. (2014): “The European union as a counter–terrorism actor: right path, 
wrong direction?”; Crime Law Soc Change, 62, 355–383. Argomaniz, Javier, Oldrich Bures and Christian Kaunert (2015): “A 
Decade of EU Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence: A Critical Assessment”; Intelligence and National Security, 30(2-3), 191-206. 
Müller, Patrick (2016): “EU foreign policy: no major breakthrough despite multiple crises”; Journal of European Integration, 
38(3), 359-374. 
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Unfortunately, the inclusion of any Visegrad country in this body of work can be at best described as a rare 

oddity. The exceptions are Kent Roach’s book on the legislative side of counter-terrorism which includes 

the cases of Poland and the Czech Republic, an article by Teun van Dongen in which the author measures 

the counter-terrorism policies of several EU member states including the Czech Republic, Alexander 

Spencer’s analysis of counter-terrorism in several countries which joined the EU in 2004, including Poland 

and the Czech Republic, and Kacper Rêkawek’s analysis of non-military security policies of the Visegrad.20 

Beyond a few case studies of individual Visegrad countries which will be addressed in the country-specific 

chapters below, only one study was found which specifically focuses on counter-terrorism in all four 

countries of the Visegrad: Vera Rihackova’s 2006 commentary for the Prague-based Europeum think tank. 

In it, she concludes that external pressure is a driving factor of counter-terrorism development in the region, 

complemented with a perceived threat of terrorism and lack of experience with actual terrorist attacks.21 

While this review of relevant literature does not claim to be systematic and detailed enough to draw sharp 

conclusions about the state of the counter-terrorism literature, it seems that Rihackova’s decade old paper 

is possibly the only academic-level publication on contemporary counter-terrorism development in the 

Visegrad in the English language. This is at once surprising and alarming, given the attention given to 

counter-terrorism by policy-makers and the high public concern regarding terrorism.22 More research in this 

field is clearly needed to foster an active discussion about one of the most important aspects of security in 

the region. 

 

2.5. Hypotheses About Counter-terrorism Development 
Based on the above discussion, several hypotheses about counter-terrorism development in the Visegrad 

may be formulated: 

H1: Counter-terrorism developed in the Visegrad because of a perceived threat of terrorism. 

H2: Counter-terrorism developed in the Visegrad as a result of external pressure from international 

institutions. 

H3: Counter-terrorism developed in the Visegrad as a result of international policy diffusion and 

learning. 

																																																								
20 Roach, Kent ed. (2015): Comparative Counter-Terrorism Law, University of Toronto. Van Dongen, Teun (2010): “Mapping 
counterterrorism: a categorisation of policies and the promise of empirically based, systematic comparisons”; Critical Studies on 
Terrorism, 3(2), 227-241. Spencer, A. (2006): “Counterterrorism in New Europe: What have the New EU Members Done to 
Combat Terrorism After September 11?”; International Public Policy Review, 2, 2, 92–112. Rekawek, Kacper ed. (2011): “Non-
military aspects of security in V4 countries —prospects for co-operation”; Warsaw: Polski Instytut Spraw Miedzynarodowych. 
21 Rihackova, Vera (2006): “Counterterrorism policies in Central Europe”; Prague: EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy. 
22 All four countries name terrorism as one of the primary security threats in their national security strategies. In the latest 
available Eurobarometer survey (November 2016), 47% of Czechs, 40% of Hungarians, 40% of Slovaks and 43% of Poles 
answered that terrorism was one of the most important issues facing the EU. European Commission (2016): “Standard 
Eurobarometer 86 Autumn 2016: First results”. 
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H4: Counter-terrorism developed in the Visegrad as a result of internal processes and pressure 

from domestic actors. 

Testing these hypotheses is the second objective of this study. The method for doing so is described in the 

chapter on methodology, to which we now turn.  
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3. Methodology 
The chosen research method used in this study is causal-process tracing, a qualitative approach in case study 

research. It is typically Y-centred, in that it investigates the causes of a specific outcome (Y) rather than the 

effects of a specific cause (X). “How was this (Y) possible?” is the question typically posed rather than 

“Does it (X) matter?”. This differentiates causal-process tracing from X-centred case study designs, such as 

co-variational analysis or congruence analysis, which investigate the effects of specific causes.23  

 

3.1. Research Goals 
Causal-process tracing may be employed to provide comprehensive explanations of single outcomes, often 

to clarify historical truth or to assign responsibility to specific actors for the final outcome. It can also be 

used to reveal the preconditions for specific kinds of outcomes, provided the research design and case 

selection allow for some generalisation of the results. When complemented with co-variational analysis, 

causal-process tracing can be used to evaluate the effect of a causal factor across cases. It may also help 

evaluate the effectiveness of theoretically specified mechanisms, especially in combination with congruence 

analysis. 

In our case, the research goals are to describe the development of counter-terrorism in the Visegrad and test 

general hypotheses derived from existing literature. Causal-process tracing is well suited for this task, as it 

allows for an in-depth examination of the development of each country’s counter-terrorism policy over time. 

 

3.2. Key Foundations of Causal-process Tracing 
Causal-process tracing is built on several ontological and epistemological foundations. One of the most 

crucial is the assumption of contingency, wherein the effects of causal conditions and the workings of causal 

mechanisms are viewed as dependent on other factors and mechanisms. This stems from reliance on 

configurational thinking, which understands social outcomes to result from a combination of multiple causal 

factors. 

Sandra Mitchell identified four key types of contingency: ‘space-time’ contingency, ‘evolutionary’ 

contingency, ‘multicomponent’ contingency and ‘multilevel’ contingency.24 The assumption of space-time 

contingency recognises the fact that causality plays out differently depending on the spatial and temporal 

setting. This is complemented by evolutionary contingency, which locates causal conditions for the outcome 

																																																								
23 Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York. 
24 Mitchell, S. (2002). ‘Contingent Generalizations: Lessons from Biology’; in Akteure – Mechanismen – Modelle: Zur 
Theoriefähigkeit makro-sozialer Analysen, ed. R. Mayntz; Frankfurt am Main: Campus, 179–95; in Blatter, Joachim and Markus 
Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave Macmillan: New York: p. 91. 
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in the past by assuming that the cause must precede the outcome. Recognition of the importance of timing 

is one of the great advantages of causal-process tracing. By identifying the specific temporal order of causal 

conditions and events and arranging it into a causal chain, the researcher may discover knowledge which 

would otherwise go unnoticed. For example, Henry Brady employed causal-process tracing to disprove the 

claim that the premature declaration by TV networks of Al Gore as the winner of the presidential race in 

Florida in 2000 changed the outcome of the election. By reflecting on the temporal order of events, Brady 

discovered that the false announcement occurred only minutes before the polling stations closed. His study 

concluded that not enough voters could have possibly been affected by the TV networks’ error to change 

the result of the election. This is in sharp contrast with data-set observation studies of the same event which 

did not take the temporal order of events into account and consequently reached inaccurate results.25 

Causal chains are used to describe the temporal order of causal conditions and events, from the initial cause 

to the final outcome. They may be complemented with process dynamics, which describe the mechanisms 

that generate path dependence from one cause to another, or to the final outcome. Andrew Bennett and Colin 

Elman identified several typical process dynamics.26 The first are positive feedback loops, wherein each 

step increases the likelihood that an event will repeat itself. After the causal variable increases past a certain 

tipping point, the pathway becomes fixed and the event “locked-in”. The researchers cite the example of the 

QWERTY keyboard, which gradually became the standard keyboard despite offering no obvious 

advantages than other keyboard types. The technical and financial costs of diverting from this pathway are 

now sufficient to self-reinforce the use of this type of keyboard.27 Another process dynamic comes in the 

form of negative feedback loops, in which reactions against a development bring the entire system back to 

equilibrium. This may be observed with respect to the Westphalian balance of power, which is sustained by 

reactions of states to attempts to overturn it.28 In contrast, cycling loops describe a mechanism where the 

success of one constituency bolsters its opponents, whose actions in turn bolster the original party. For 

example, each success of abortion rights advocates in the USA led to an increased mobilisation of the 

opponents to abortion, which had the consequences of again bolstering their opponents.29 Finally, when the 

pathway proceeds along reactive sequences, each event is a reaction to previous events and cause to 

																																																								
25 Brady, H. E. (2004): “Data-Set Observations Versus Causal-Process Observations: The 2000 U.S. Presidential Election”; in H. 
E. Brady and D. Collier eds.: Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards; Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield: 267–
72; in Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; 
Palgrave Macmillan: New York: p. 123. 
26 Bennett, A. and C. Elman (2006): “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path Dependence”; 
Political Analysis, 14(3): 250–67.  
27 Bennett, A. and C. Elman (2006): “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path Dependence”; 
Political Analysis, 14(3): p. 257. 
28 Jervis, Robert (1997): System effects: Complexity in political and social life; Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press; in 
Bennet, A. and Elman, C. (2006): “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path Dependence”; 
Political Analysis, 14:250–267. 
29 Rosenberg, Gerald N (1991): The hollow hope: Can courts bring about social change?; Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press; in Bennett, A. and C. Elman (2006): “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path 
Dependence”; Political Analysis, 14(3): 250–67. 
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subsequent events but no particular event is necessarily repeated. There is some similarity between reactive 

sequences and ‘stage’ theories such as Marxism, in which actors are envisaged to pass through stages of 

development in a set sequence at different rates. The crucial difference is that reactive sequences envision 

a contingent period that determines which one of several possible sequences will be followed.30 

The third type of contingency stipulates that interaction between the individual components in a causal chain 

alters the very functioning of one or more of these components. The interaction of causal factors can amplify 

or reduce their causal power, nullify their effects or even reverse their causal direction. This means that the 

causal chain cannot simply be reorganised and still be expected to produce the same result. Even a small 

change in the causal chain could divert the entire process and lead to a different outcome because the 

interaction between the causal factors would be altered. This suggests that the effects of the same causal 

factor can differ in different contexts and causal combinations (causal heterogeneity). At the same time, 

similar outcomes may arise out of different causal pathways (equifinality). 

Finally, multilevel contingency assumes that the operation and effects of causes on a lower level of analysis 

depend on their existence in material, ideational and institutional structures on a higher level of analysis. 

This concerns the behaviour of actors in a system and how it is affected by ‘action-formation’, ‘situational’ 

and ‘transformational’ social mechanisms.31 Action-formation mechanisms offer assumptions about the 

behaviour of individuals on the micro-level. Blatter and Haverland provide the example of rationalist 

approaches in international relations, which view states as major actors who seek to rationally maximise 

their utility in line with Rational Choice Theory. This is the view taken throughout this study. The states’ 

behaviour will also be affected by how they perceive the situation. If states interpret the situation as anarchic, 

in which each actor must struggle for power and survival against others, their behaviour is expected to 

follow the logic of relative gains. In contrast, perceiving the situation as a liberal community may motivate 

its members to primarily seek to maximise absolute gains. This is addressed by situational mechanisms, 

which focus on the effect of macro-level phenomena on the behaviour of individuals on the micro-level. 

Transformational mechanisms explain how actions of individuals on the micro-level combine to produce 

macro-level phenomena. To continue with the example of rational states in a liberal community, the final 

outcome of their behaviour will depend on the institutional environment in which the states coexist; for 

instance, whether unanimity is required to produce community-wide decisions or majority rule is 

sufficient.32 

																																																								
30 Mahoney, James (2000): “Path dependence in historical sociology”; Theory and Society, 29:507-548; in Bennett, A. and C. 
Elman (2006): “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path Dependence”; Political Analysis, 
14(3): 250–67. 
31 Hedstroem, P. and P. Ylikoski (2010): “Causal Mechanisms in the Social Sciences”; Annual Review of Sociology, 36: 49–67. In 
Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York: p. 95. 
32 Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York: 96. 
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3.3. Case Selection 
A note is due regarding case selection in causal-process tracing. Small-n comparative research typically 

adopts Mill’s cross-case methods of agreement or difference to select cases, allowing the researcher to focus 

on points of similarity or variance between cases to confirm or falsify the proposed hypotheses.33 However, 

in contrast to other case study research designs, causal-process tracing does not rely on comparison between 

cases to establish causal inferences. Instead, the researcher conducts a detailed examination of each case to 

account for its unique properties and causal pathways. This characteristic has important consequences for 

research validity. First, it is not strictly necessary to select more than one case. Applying causal-process 

tracing in multiple cases is nevertheless helpful in identifying relevant causal factors and conducting 

counterfactual thought experiments. Second, cases are not selected based on their mutual difference or 

similarity, but based on their accessibility to the researcher and practical relevance. This is at once a curse 

and a blessing, because while causal-process tracing enables the study of cases irrespective of their mutual 

relationship, there is a danger that the researcher will be unable to gather enough information about a case 

to establish a convincing account of the causal sequence, compromising the internal validity of the research. 

This has led to considerable avoidance of cases which are relatively less accessible. As discussed above, 

studies of counter-terrorism developments in the Visegrad region are largely absent in the English-speaking 

literature. However, I am convinced that an assessment of what can be known is worthwhile in itself, despite 

the objection that some sections of the topic at hand cannot be known because of classified documents and 

other obstacles. If anything, such research gaps are more easily identified when the rest of the topic has been 

accounted for, and may be focused on in future research. 

 

3.4. Generalisability 
The foundations of causal-process tracing also affect its external validity. Given the attention to case-

specific causes, the results of causal-process tracing cannot be easily used to make generalisations about 

social phenomena across a wide range of cases. The causes of a certain outcome in one case may lead to 

very different outcomes elsewhere, in other periods in time or in combination with other factors. Blatter and 

Haverland argue that causal-process tracing may be used to draw “possibilistic generalisations”, wherein 

the findings lead to knowledge about the combinations of causal conditions or social mechanisms that make 

specific outcomes possible.34 For example, in her book on the nuclear taboo, Nina Tannenwald investigated 

																																																								
33 Gerring, John (2007): Case Study Research: Principles and Practices; New York: Cambridge University Press; pp. 86-150. 
34 Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York: p. 31 
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the effect of norms on the behaviour of nuclear states. Tannenwald claims to have revealed general 

mechanisms through which norms become effective at influencing actor behaviour.35 

The scope of this study is less ambitious. General literature on counter-terrorism development is consulted 

to provide an understanding of causal mechanisms, inform the search for causal factors and offer existing 

hypotheses regarding counter-terrorism policy development. However, the development of a full-fledged 

generalisation of the findings is left to future research so as not to compromise the depth of explanation 

regarding the cases under investigation. 

 

3.5. Drawing Causal Inferences Using Causal-process Tracing 
Causal-process tracing relies on within-case analysis rather than cross-case comparison to draw causal 

inferences. As a consequence, data collection is a crucial part of the research. The researcher must acquire 

a thorough understanding of the case under investigation by reviewing the relevant academic and non-

academic literature, examining the historical development of structural factors and accessing key documents 

and statements of major actors. 

The subsequent data analysis strives to correctly identify the causal factors which contributed to the outcome 

of interest. There is some disagreement about how this should be done. Blatter and Haverland argue for a 

departure from conventional ‘variable-scoring observations’ towards ‘causal-process observations’, which 

they define as follows: 

“A cluster of empirical information that is used (a) to determine the temporal order in which causal 

factors work together to produce the outcome of interest, (b) to determine the status of these causal 

factors as individually necessary and jointly sufficient for the outcomes in the cases under 

investigation, and/or (c) to identify and to specify the social mechanisms that form the basis for 

mechanism-based explanations.”36 

Three types of causal-process observations are of particular interest: ‘comprehensive storylines’, ‘smoking-

gun observations’ and ‘confessions’.  Comprehensive storylines provide an overview of the overall process 

that has led to the outcome of interest by describing the most important structural, macro-level causal 

conditions and their development over time and across space in a narrative style. Typically, they are 

sectioned into different sequences and separated by turning points whose outcome strongly affects the 

further path of the causal process. The turning points and subsequent phases when causal conditions were 

transformed may be described as ‘critical moments’ in the causal pathway. Temporality plays a key role, 

																																																								
35 Tannenwald, N. (2007): The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the Non-Use of  
Nuclear Weapons Since 1945; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
36 Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York: p. 23. 



	 25	

because the temporal proximity of ‘turning points’ and the phases of transformation suggests possible causal 

connections between the two.  

Smoking-gun observations are central pieces of evidence embedded in a cluster of observations which 

together provide a high level of certainty for a causal inference. As such, they indicate the existence of a 

cause through their dense temporal and spatial connection to other empirical observations. Of course, one 

such observation alone is not sufficient to serve as very strong evidence. It must be complemented with 

additional observations that provide further evidence for the causal claim. In particular, an observation 

indicating the existence of a cause must be complemented with observations about the existence of an effect 

which are connected by temporal and spatial contiguity.37 This is similar to the concept of ‘proximate cause’ 

as used in criminology and criminal law.  

Finally, causal inferences made through smoking-gun observations may be strengthened further by 

confessions: explicit statements of major actors within the causal pathway that reveal their perceptions, 

motivations, and anticipations and provide explanatory power at the micro-level. Confessions complement 

smoking-gun observations and reduce the reliance on temporal and spatial contiguity in drawing causal 

inferences. 

In contrast, Stephen Van Evera and Andrew Bennett use the language of dependent and independent 

variables and connect causal-process tracing to formal hypothesis testing.38 Having formulated plausible 

hypotheses about the causal process in the comprehensive storyline, the researcher may test these 

hypotheses using ‘hoop tests’, ‘smoking-gun tests’, ‘straw-in-the-wind tests’ or ‘doubly decisive tests’. 

Hoop tests can eliminate alternative hypotheses, but they do not provide direct evidence in support of any 

one hypothesis. A tested hypothesis must ‘jump through the hoop’ to pass the test. Smoking-gun tests lend 

support to a hypothesis if passed, but failure to pass the test does not eliminate the hypothesis. Straw-in-the-

wind tests provide relevant information in support of or against a specific hypothesis, but neither confirm 

or falsify it. Finally, doubly decisive tests confirm one hypothesis while falsifying all the others.39 In 

applying this typology, Van Evera gives the example of a trial where the accused is suspected of murder by 

gunshot. If this hypothesis is correct, the accused must have been in the area where the incident took place. 

This is a classic hoop test; if the accused had been in another state, then the hypothesis would be eliminated. 

A smoking-gun test is passed if a literal smoking gun was found in the hand of the accused shortly after the 

murder. This does not prove his guilt, but provides strong evidence in support of the hypothesis. A doubly 

decisive test would be passed if the prosecution presented a CCTV recording of the incident in which the 

																																																								
37 Blatter, Joachim and Markus Haverland (2012): Designing case studies: explanatory approaches in small-n research; Palgrave 
Macmillan: New York: p.115. 
38 Bennett, Andrew (2010): “Process Tracing and Causal Inference.” In Henry E. Brady and David Collier eds.: Rethinking Social 
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39 Van Evera, Stephen (1997): Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science; Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
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accused could be seen as shooting the victim. Such a piece of evidence would not only confirm the 

hypothesis but also eliminate alternative hypotheses.40 

It is unfortunate that both sides of the debate use the same terms to describe different concepts, because the 

two approaches may be otherwise complimentary. Blatter and Haverland encourage the search for smoking-

gun observations and confessions which are subsequently used to confirm implicit hypotheses about the 

causal process. At the same time, Van Evera and Bennett offer a diligent approach for testing competing 

hypotheses, but the tests are derived from making causal-process observations. 

In combining the diverse views regarding data analysis in causal-process tracing, this study will use the 

language of causal-process observations. Hypotheses about the causal process are stated explicitly and 

subsequently tested using the tools refined by Bennett, thus forming the empirical basis for answering the 

question whether some of the hypothesised causal factors help explain the particular development under 

investigation.  

																																																								
40 Van Evera, Stephen (1997): Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science; Ithaca: Cornell University Press: pp. 31-32. 
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4. The Czech Republic 
Partly wedged into the space between Berlin and Vienna, the Czech Republic occupies the Westernmost 

territory of the Visegrad region. It is not the largest country by territory or population size, but surpasses its 

three Visegrad partners in GDP per capita.41 Being one of the successor states to Czechoslovakia, the history 

of the Czech Republic is marred by the same events which also affected other countries in the region, namely 

the two world wars and subsequent occupation by Soviet forces, which geopolitically tied the Czechs and 

Slovaks to the Eastern Bloc. Attempts to build ‘socialism with a human face’ in 1968 were suppressed by 

the Warsaw Pact, and the totalitarian regime only crumbled in 1989 in the face of non-violent opposition. 

Shortly after the events of the Velvet Revolution, attempts to maintain Czechoslovakia as a federal republic 

failed and the Czech Republic and Slovakia became two independent states. 

Since then, the new republic assumed a broadly pro-Western position on political matters under President 

Václav Havel and other leaders. Compared to other Visegrad countries, post-1989 developments in the 

Czech Republic were relatively steady. Most administrations were run in multi-party coalitions and often 

resigned prior to completing their mandate; however, the Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia, the 

successor party to the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia which ruled with an iron fist prior to 1989, has 

not seen a return to government after the Velvet Revolution and far-right movements have likewise been 

unsuccessful in entering the executive branch. 

 

4.1. Counter-terrorism Developments in the Czech Republic 
4.1.1. Counter-terrorism, or the Lack Thereof, During the 1990s 
Ever since the Velvet Revolution, Czechoslovakia and since 1993 the Czech Republic began revising its 

constitutional order. A new constitution was put in place42 and a host of other Acts served to restore liberal 

democracy after decades of totalitarian rule. Naturally, this affected the country’s counter-terrorism 

framework. 

With regard to the Criminal Code, the criminalisation of terrorism precedes the formation of the Czech 

Republic, albeit in a different form than that in which it appears in the Criminal Code today. The crime of 

‘terror’ dates all the way back to 1961, when it was included in the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic’s 

Criminal Code.43 The definition of the offence required the proven intention of the perpetrator to ‘damage 

the socialist society or state’ or to ‘deter anyone from taking an active part in fulfilling the duties of the 
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socialist society’. In the most serious cases, the offence of ‘terror’ was punishable by death. The government 

could also declare martial law in response to acts of ‘terror’.44 

This prohibitive legal framework became obsolete with the fall of the socialist regime in 1989. During the 

months that followed, the possibility of martial law was removed45 and the definition of the offence of 

‘terror’ was altered to suit the new, liberal democratic regime. The death penalty was abolished in favour or 

extraordinary punishment, references to socialism were replaced by references to the new constitutional 

order and the offence of terror was expanded to include hostage taking.46 

Other than that, the proscription of offences explicitly relating to terrorism during this period was modest. 

No specific counter-terrorism act was enacted. Instead, a number of punishable offences were either adopted 

from past legislation or created anew which relate to the prosecution of terrorist offences. Apart from 

‘terror’, these included acts of sabotage47, general endangerment48, endangering the safety of civil aircraft 

and vessels49, hijacking of an aircraft50, illegal possession of firearms51, illegal production and possession 

of radioactive materials or other highly hazardous materials52, extortion53, abduction54, hostage-taking55 and 

murder.56 Offences specifically relating to acts of terrorism as defined in international law were not enacted 

until later years. 

Simultaneously, the Czech Republic began implementing a number of international and bilateral agreements 

which relate to the fight against terrorism. The agreements the country is party to are listed annually in 

questionnaires to the OSCE.57 

On the institutional side, the Czech Republic became a parliamentary republic. The head of the state is the 

President of the Republic, elected directly since 2012.58 The President appoints the Prime Minister and, at 

the Prime Minister’s suggestion, other members of the government. The powers of the President are 

relatively broad, allowing him or her to veto legislation and thus return it to the Parliament (where it may 

be overridden with a majority vote), appoint judges to the Supreme Court and the Constitutional Court and 
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appoint members of the Bank Board of the Czech National Bank. The President is also the commander-in-

chief of the Military of the Czech Republic, although the institutional powers in this respect are checked by 

the Prime Minister and the Parliament. The legislative branch consists of a bicameral Parliament, which is 

divided into the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate. Accountable to the Chamber of Deputies is the 

Government of the Czech Republic, which acts as the supreme executive body in the country. As such, the 

government wields primary responsibility in the fight against terrorism on the strategic level.59  

In particular, internal counter-terrorism primarily falls under the portfolio of the Ministry of the Interior. Its 

Security Policy Department (Odbor bezpečnostní politiky, OBP) generally works as the central body of the 

Ministry for matters related to counter-terrorism. At the same time, the Ministry oversees the work of the 

Czech Police and the Fire Rescue Service of the Czech Republic, and the directors of both of these services 

are directly accountable to the Minister of the Interior.  

Prior to 1993, the federal government had an advisory body at its disposal for security and defence matters: 

the State Defence Council (Rada obrany státu). Each of the two states also had its own Defence Council 

(Rada obrany České republiky and Rada obrany Slovenské republiky).60 Following the Velvet Divorce, the 

new constitutional order of the Czech Republic adopted in 199361 repealed the legislation which established 

this framework but did not immediately replace it with a new Act. The result was that the Defence Council 

of the Czech Republic operated as an informal body, with the expectation that its functions would be set 

down in law at a later date. 

This was indeed achieved in 1998, when the National Security Council (Bezpečnostní rada státu, BRS) was 

established as a co-ordinating body at the governmental level for security matters, including counter-

terrorism. Replacing the hitherto informal Defence Council, the BRS is attended by the Prime Minister as 

well as other members of the government pursuant to the decision of the government.62 The President also 

has the right to attend BRS meetings, and the government may invite other persons when necessary. The 

BRS cannot act by itself in security matters: it merely coordinates and evaluates security issues and proposes 

appropriate measures to be implemented by the government and subsequently other bodies.  

To streamline this process, the BRS has a number of committees for particular issue areas, as regulated by 

the government, which function as a bridge between the strategic and operational levels by including the 

representatives of other relevant institutions. The Foreign Security Policy Coordination Committee63 is 

chaired by the Minister of Foreign Affairs and coordinates the foreign security policy of the Czech Republic. 

The Defence Planning Committee64 is chaired by the Minister of Defence and coordinates the planning of 
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measures relating to the defence of the Czech Republic. The Civil Emergency Planning Committee65 

coordinates the government’s measures with respect to civil emergency planning. Between 1998 and 2014, 

this committee also coordinated matters of internal security. This was taken up since 2014 by the newly 

established Internal Security Committee.66 Both committees are chaired by the Minister of the Interior. The 

Intelligence Activity Committee,67 chaired by the Prime Minister, coordinates the activities of the 

intelligence services and cooperation between the intelligence agencies and governmental bodies. The 

committee houses the Common Intelligence Group, a permanent working body for the exchange of 

intelligence information and coordination between the intelligence services, the Police of the Czech 

Republic, the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In addition to the five permanent 

committees, the BRS also includes the Central Emergency Staff which acts as the government’s central 

working body for resolving emergency situations. The Central Emergency Staff may be activated by the 

Prime Minister (or, in his or her absence, a Deputy Prime Minister) and is chaired either by the Minister of 

the Interior or the Minister of Defence, depending on the nature of the emergency situation. 

A number of institutions were set up during this period to carry out tasks on the tactical level. The Czech 

Police (Policie) was created in 1991 as a replacement for the Public Security (Veřejná bezpečnost), which 

was active before 1989.68 The incipient police force was subsequently reformed in 1993 as a result of the 

breakup of Czechoslovakia into two independent states. The Police serves as the main body of the Ministry 

of the Interior for the investigation of misdemeanours and criminal offences, including terrorism offences. 

The main counter-terrorism responsibility was taken up by the Unit for Combating Organised Crime (Útvar 

pro odhalování organizovaného zločinu, ÚOOZ) created in January 1995, with possible contribution from 

other specialised units according to necessity.  

At the same time, the Czech Police supervises the work of the Rapid Response Unit (Útvar rychlého 

nasazení, URNA, meaning urn), a SWAT unit with national jurisdiction and particular focus on terrorist 

threats. According to the Police, the URNA was founded in 1981 as part of the National Security Corps 

(Sbor národní bezpečnosti, SNB), the communist Czechoslovakia’s Police apparatus, in reaction to a 

heightened threat of terrorism and airplane hijacking. Following the events of 1989, the unit was rebranded 

as the Rapid Response Unit of the Federal Police Service (Jednotka rychlého zásahu Federální policejní 

služby, JRZ FPS). As the Czech Republic became an independent state in 1993, the unit’s name was changed 

back to the URNA.69 
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The early 1990s also saw a formalisation of the Czechoslovak and later Czech intelligence community. 

Given the experience with political repression at the hands of the secret services prior to 1989, substantive 

changes were envisaged after the Velvet Revolution. Oldřich Černý, who served as President Václav 

Havel’s security advisor during these tumultuous times, illuminates some of the processes of that period.70 

He records that the communist Czechoslovak intelligence services remained relatively intact during the first 

months following the revolution, giving rise to concerns about their future activities. “They were strong, 

feared and unreformable, and their structure was a mystery.”71 

The general consensus was, according to Černý, in the direction of building a new intelligence community 

that must be based on the rule of law, have parliamentary oversight, lack the powers of arrest and 

interrogation, be coordinated by the government and limit its activities to information gathering and 

analysis. The first attempt at this community came with the establishment of the Office for the Protection 

of Constitution and Democracy (Úřad pro ochranu ústavy a demokracie). This body was eventually 

rebranded as the Federal Security Information Service (Federální bezpečnostní a informační služba, FBIS), 

detached from the Federal Ministry of the Interior and its mechanisms were defined in federal law in May 

1991. No particular ministry was responsible for FBIS and it reported directly to the government. However, 

the foreign intelligence service remained part of the Federal Ministry of the Interior.  

As Czechoslovakia turned into the Czech Republic and Slovakia in 1993, the four federal services were 

accommodated into the new setting, giving rise to two civilian and two military Czech intelligence services: 

the Security Information Service (Bezpečnostní informační služba, BIS) for civilian counter-intelligence, 

the Office for Foreign Relations and Information (Úřad pro zahraniční styky a informace, ÚZSI) for civilian 

intelligence, the Military Defence Intelligence Service (Vojenské obranné zpravodajství, VOZ) for military 

counter-intelligence and the Intelligence Service of the General Staff (Zpravodajská správa Generálního 

Štábu, ZS/GŠ) for military intelligence.  

A new law was necessary to legally anchor these new arrangements, which came into force in 1994.72 The 

ZS/GŠ was rebranded as the Military Intelligence Service (Vojenská zpravodajská služba, VZS) and 

competence over the threat of organised crime and terrorism was primarily given to the BIS. Otherwise, the 

new law effectively codified the nascent structure, tying the ÚZSI to the Ministry of the Interior and leaving 

the BIS to report directly to the government rather than to the Ministry of the Interior. Furthermore, while 

the work of the BIS and the two military intelligence services would be overseen by committees in the 

Chamber of Deputies, no such arrangement was created for the ÚZSI. There were some subsequent attempts 
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to change this peculiar setup of the civilian intelligence agencies between 1994 and 2001, but they proved 

unsuccessful.73 

The government would coordinate the services through the newly established Council for Intelligence 

Activities (Rada pro zpravodajskou činnost), with the Prime Minister as its chairman.74 The first meeting 

of the Council was opened by Prime Minister Václav Klaus with the words: “If I could I would dissolve 

you all, but I probably would not get away with it. So, what’s on the agenda?”75  

In the end, the Council proved short-lived. With the creation of the BRS in 1998, both bodies had operational 

responsibilities in the area of intelligence. Following an agreement between President Havel and the then 

Prime Minister Miloš Zeman, the activities of the Council were transferred to the Intelligence Activity 

Committee of the BRS, created for that purpose in April 2000. 

The country also developed a robust emergency system at this time. A legislative package was enacted in 

2000 which defined the role of the state in emergency situations,76 specified the functions of the Integrated 

Rescue System (Integrovaný záchranný systém, IZS)77 and identified the economic measures to be taken 

during emergency situations.78 The IZS is a common framework for institutions in charge of maintaining 

the internal security of the Czech Republic during emergency situations. Coordinated by the Czech Fire 

Rescue Service (Hasičský záchranný sbor České republiky, HZS ČR), it also includes the Czech Police, the 

Emergency medical services and other bodies. This development did not explicitly add any counter-

terrorism policies, but is important nevertheless because the resulting infrastructure is in place to this day 

and would provide the emergency response framework to any major terrorist attack. 

With respect to terrorism financing, a framework to combat the laundering of the proceeds of crime was set 

up in 1996. As part of this change, the Financial Analytical Unit (Finanční analytický útvar, FAÚ) was set 

up at the Ministry of Finance to oversee anti-money laundering efforts.79 This body would later adopt anti-

terrorism financing responsibilities as well. 
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In 1998, the National Security Authority (Národní bezpečnostní úřad, NBÚ) was established to coordinate 

the handling of sensitive information and issue security clearances.80 Eventually, the right to issue security 

clearances to their own personnel was extended to the intelligence services and the Ministry of the Interior.81 

Overall, the counter-terrorism developments in the Czech Republic during this period were modest, but 

would prove durable in later years. The country did not suffer the political shocks that plagued other 

Visegrad countries during this period, allowing its security institutions to develop gradually rather than in 

response to perceived mistakes of previous administrations. 

 

4.1.2. Czech Counter-terrorism in a Post-9/11 World 
This process has continued since the 9/11 attacks. Criminalisation of terrorist attacks per se was finally 

addressed in 2004, the year in which the Czech Republic joined the EU. The European Arrest Warrant 

became effective in the country in November,82 and the offence of a ‘terrorist attack’ was introduced.83 This 

became a standalone offence rather than a replacement for the offence of ‘terror’.84 The offence of ‘terror’ 

contains the intention to damage the constitutional order of the Republic, typically by attempting to harm 

its representatives. In contrast, the offence of ‘terrorist attack’ contains the intention to disrupt the 

constitutional order, including by causing material damage and other activities. The two offences were later 

amended over time, but never unified. 

The Criminal Code was expanded further in the following years. The freezing of funds under international 

sanctions regimes was established in 2006.85 Two years later, terrorism financing was addressed in more 

detail.86 In 2011, criminal liability of legal persons was finally agreed upon, following a protracted legal 

debate over the constitutionality of this form of liability and whether or not it presents a form of collective 

criminal responsibility.87 

The institutional framework was likewise altered during this period. In the wake of the 9/11 attacks, the 

government approved the country’s first National Action Plan to Combat Terrorism, which describes steps 

to be taken to build up an effective counter-terrorism framework. Changes were particularly envisaged in 
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relation to the country’s looming membership in the EU and the wider counter-terrorism framework being 

constructed on the international level to which the Czech Republic was committed.88 

On the operational level, the representatives of the intelligence agencies began meeting informally with 

members of the government in connection with the 2002 Prague NATO Summit and subsequently during 

the months preceding the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Eventually, these meetings were formalised into the 

Common Intelligence Group in 2005 and subsumed into the Intelligence Activity Committee of the BRS on 

the strategic level.89 

Several years later, an operational centre was created within the Czech Police as part of the reforms led by 

the then Minister of the Interior Ivan Langer. The National Contact Point for Combating Terrorism (Národní 

kontaktní bod pro terorismus, NKBT) was established in 2008 as a specialised communication and analytical 

working body of the Czech Police for matters related to terrorism, which began its work in March 2009. 

The NKBT may cooperate with domestic as well as international bodies and assess threat of terrorism.90 

Certain tactical measures were also adopted at this time, particularly in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. 

Soldiers were used to reinforce police presence around critical objects, reports were commissioned to 

ascertain the threat posed to the Czech Republic and assess the country’s preparedness for terrorist attacks, 

and the government voiced its support for a NATO-led mission in Afghanistan. Since this period, the Czech 

military served in a number of missions abroad with a counter-terrorism element.91 A Special Operations 

Group was created within the Czech Armed Forces to respond in the eventuality of a terrorist attack. 

Meanwhile, in 2005 the two military intelligence services were finally merged into a single Military 

Intelligence (Vojenské zpravodajství, VZ). This merger was already envisaged back in the 1990s and 

enshrined in the 1994 act on the work of the intelligence services, but did not actually occur in full. Although 

the two services gained one overarching Director of Military Intelligence, they maintained their own 

separate directors who were not responsible to the overarching director in the specialised activities of their 

bodies. On top of this, the Director of the Military Intelligence Service was responsible to the Chief of the 

General Staff of the Czech Armed Forces, whereas the Director of the Military Defence Intelligence Service 

answered to the Minister of Defence. This created significant confusion and prolonged efforts to unify the 

two services until 2005.92 Since then, the VZ has operated as a single intelligence service under the Ministry 

of Defence, responsible for the securing of information which relates to the defence and security of the 
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Czech Armed Forces, as well as other interests of the Czech Republic. Much like the ÚZSI, the focus of the 

VZ is primarily on foreign intelligence but domestic operations may also be conducted. Assignments may 

be given to it by the government, the President or the Minister of Defence, and its work is overseen by a 

permanent committee in the Chamber of Deputies. 

Concerning the fight against terrorism financing, the year 2002 saw the creation of the Clearing House of 

the Czech Republic, set up as an inter-departmental group and guided by the Ministry of Finance.93 The 

Czech Police, the Czech National Bank and the Office of the Public Prosecutor also included terrorism 

financing in their scope of work. An obligation was placed upon banks to ascertain the purpose of payments 

to their clients' accounts from abroad,94 and on exchange offices to request the identification of the client in 

every transaction exceeding CZK 100,000.95 This followed a similar requirement for banks, established in 

1992.96 Overall, supervision over tasks related to the fight against terrorism financing remained in the hands 

of the FAÚ. Since 2004, the FAÚ would send its reports to a designated Illegal Proceeds and Tax Crime 

Unit (Útvar odhalování nelegálních výnosů a daňové kriminality, ÚONVDK), better known as the Financial 

Police (Finanční Policie, FIPO). This unit was designed as a contact point between the Ministry of Finance 

and the Police. However, its existence was short-lived. In 2006, the FIPO was assessed by the Police 

Presidium as inefficient and abolished at the end of the year. Its duties were moved to the Corruption 

Detection and Financial Criminality Unit (Útvar odhalování korupce a finanční kriminality, ÚOKFK) of 

the Office of the Criminal Police and Investigation (Úřad služby kriminální policie a vyšetřování, SKPV).97 

With regard to the prosecution of terrorism, the public prosecutors in each office (currently there are 86 

District Prosecutor’s Offices, 14 regional offices, two offices at high court level and the Office of General 

Prosecutor) could specialise in specific criminal fields.98 However, no specialised prosecutors for terrorist 

offences per se were established. The relevant category included not only terrorism but also “crimes not 

subject to the statute of limitations, crimes against humanity and war crimes”. Furthermore, this 

specialisation was established in regional and higher public prosecutor’s offices, making it rather 

decentralised. To increase the exchange of information with Eurojust, the function of the National 

Correspondent for Terrorism (Národní korespondent pro terorismus) was established in 2013 at the Office 

of the Prosecutor General.99 

The issue of cyber security gained traction over the course of this period. In response, the NBÚ was granted 

competence over cybersecurity in 2011, making it an important actor in relation to combating cyber-
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terrorism.100 Among other things, this makes the body responsible for drafting the Cyber-Security Strategy 

of the Czech Republic and other cyber security related documents.  

 

4.1.3. Preparing for an Uncertain Future 
The most sweeping changes occurred since 2015, as the government moved to adopt a counter-terrorism 

package consisting of legislative amendments, institutional changes and a confidential set of measures on 

the prevention of terrorist acts in airports and other places. 

As part of this package, the proscription of terrorism-related offences was significantly widened in 2016.101 

Participation in a terrorist group and the financing of terrorism became standalone offences102, as did public 

support for or promotion of terrorism103 and threatening to commit a terrorist offence.104 The Act also 

captures the offences of travelling abroad to commit or promote terrorist offences as part of existing offences 

in this area. 

Within the institutional framework, the Ministry of the Interior launched a new Centre for Combating 

Terrorism and Hybrid Threats (Centrum proti terorismu a hybridním hrozbám, CTHH) within the OBP. To 

some extent, the CTHH represents a rebranding of some existing OBP activities. However, the focus areas 

of the CTHH should include not only terrorism but also the growing threat of disinformation.105  

Meanwhile, the Minister of the Interior Milan Chovanec became politically involved in protecting the 

current national legal framework on gun ownership against a planned EU directive on the regulation of 

firearms.106 Both Chovanec and the European Commission express their positions as informed by the desire 

to prevent terrorist attacks. The difference appears to lie in that the Commission seeks to limit the 

proliferation of firearms which may be used for terrorism, while Chovanec aims to protect the rights of 

citizens to own firearms for self-defence, including in case of a terrorist attack. The conflict between the 

two sides has slowly escalated as the EU directive made its way through the legislative process over the 

course of 2016. In April 2017, following the approval of the directive in the European Parliament the 

previous month, Chovanec announced his plan to file a lawsuit against the European Commission at the 

Court of Justice of the European Union.107 
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Changes also occurred within the Czech Police, whose ÚOOZ was merged with the ÚOKFK to create a 

new body, the National Centre Against Organised Crime (Národní centrála proti organizovanému zločinu, 

NCOZ). The NKBT, hitherto part of the ÚOOZ, was moved to this new body. The NCOZ also contains a 

Financial Crime Section (Sekce finanční kriminality) designed to assume the responsibilities of the Financial 

Police abolished in 2006.108 The reform sparked controversy, because unlike the now abolished ÚOOZ, the 

new body will likely not investigate offences within the ranks of the Police. This work is now to be solely 

carried out by the General Inspection of Security Forces (Generální inspekce bezpečnostních sborů, GIBS). 

Members of the ÚOOZ publicly protested against the reform, and its director resigned from the Police. From 

the angle of counter-terrorism, it bears noting that GIBS does not have a specific unit to investigate offences 

related to terrorism.109 In the future, the NBKT will be moved yet again. The Police Presidium announced 

its plan to create a single institution to investigate criminal offences, the National Criminal Office (Národní 

kriminální úřad). Once created, this body will contain the NCOZ and therefore the NKBT.110 

The government also proposed a revision of the checks on intelligence services. The ÚZSI would now also 

be controlled by a parliamentary committee, and a new level of control would be set up to oversee the work 

of the entire intelligence community. This would be enshrined in a new five-member body appointed by the 

Chamber of Deputies at the recommendation of the government.111 A parallel proposal is also in the works, 

which would substantially increase the powers of the VZ in collecting metadata and grant it competence 

over cyber security matters.112 This comes after an increase in the powers of the intelligence community in 

recent years with regard to terrorist financing113 and collecting metadata and accessing the files of the Czech 

tax authorities.114 

The work of the public prosecution was also amended. In 2016, it was decided that terrorism-related 

offences would be addressed by prosecutors from the Office of General Prosecutor, irrespective of territorial 

competence of regional public prosecutors.115 However, this decision came shortly before the passage of the 

amendments to the Criminal Code, which made it obsolete. A new decree on this matter is in the works at 

the moment, which should confirm the competence of the Office of General Prosecutor over terrorism.116 
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podepsal-kritizovanou-reformu-policie/1361757 
111 ČTK (2016): “Poslanci podpořili změny v kontrole zpravodajských služeb”; Accessed at 
http://www.ceskenoviny.cz/zpravy/poslanci-podporili-zmeny-v-kontrole-zpravodajskych-sluzeb/1390820 
112 Parliament of the Czech Republic (2016): “Návrh zákona, kterým se mění zákon č. 289/2005 Sb., o Vojenském zpravodajství, 
ve znění pozdějších předpisů, a některé další zákony”; Government proposal; Parliament of the Czech Republic. 
113 Act No. 254/2012 Coll. amending the Act No. 21/1992 Coll. on Banks and Other Related Acts. 
114 Act No. 219/2015 Coll. amending the Act No. 153/1994 Coll. on the Intelligence Services of the Czech Republic and Certain 
Other Acts. 
115 Minister of the Justice’s Decree No. 226/2016 Coll. 
116 Ministry of Justice (2017): “Návrh vyhlášky, kterou se mění vyhláška č. 23/1994 Sb., o jednacím řádu státního zastupitelství, 
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Cybersecurity is also the issue addressed in a new Act adopted in April 2017, which obliges internet service 

providers to report any security incidents to the governmental or national CERT teams. The amending Act 

also envisages the creation of the National office for Cybernetic and Information Security (Národní úřad 

pro kybernetickou a informační bezpečnost, NÚKIB). The NÚKIB will take over cybersecurity 

responsibilities from the NBÚ and function as the Czech Republic’s primary cybersecurity organ on the 

operational and tactical level.117 

 

4.2. Explaining Counter-terrorism Developments in the Czech Republic 
Several parallel counter-terrorism developments may be identified in the above chronology. Following a 

revision of the definition of ‘terror’ in 1990, Czechoslovakia and later the Czech Republic made only 

incremental changes to its Criminal Code with regard to terrorism. The Criminal Code was expanded to 

include the offence of ‘terrorist attack’ in 2004, and more comprehensive changes occurred in 2016. 

However, the draconian measures observed in Hungary and Poland were not enacted. 

Meanwhile, the institutional framework has undergone a series of gradual, but constant developments. In 

1993, the role of the intelligence community was uncertain, emergency response mechanisms were 

inefficient, security matters were not properly coordinated between individual ministries and no institutions 

specifically focused on the threat of terrorism. Today, the Czech Republic has well-established intelligence 

services, a robust Integrated Rescue System, inter-departmental coordination mechanisms and several 

institutions whose roles are specifically anchored in combating terrorism. 

Could the hypotheses formulated in chapter 2 help explain the development of counter-terrorism in the 

Czech Republic? Interestingly, the changes in the Criminal Code with regard to counter-terrorism seem to 

have been caused by different factors than the development of institutions focused on the fight against 

terrorism. 

 

4.2.1. Criminal Code 
A simple hoop test may be designed to disconfirm H1: was there a perception of terrorist threat when the 

change under investigation took place? For changes which occurred prior to the 9/11 attacks, the answer to 

this question is uncertain: terrorism does figure in threat reports from this period, but is not singled out as a 

particularly acute problem that should be treated separately from other forms of organised crime.118 It is 

therefore unlikely that the 1996 Act on money laundering and terrorism financing was passed in response 

																																																								
117 Act No. 104/2017 Coll. amending the Act No. 365/2000 Coll. on Public Administration Information Systems, Act No. 
181/2014 Coll. on Cyber Security and Certain Other Acts. 
118 For example, see Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic (1999): “Bezpečnostní strategie ČR”; Approved by the 
government on 17 February 1999; Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic. 
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to threat perception.119 Since 2001, however, the state became much more vocal in viewing terrorism as a 

threat which is low, but not to be ignored. H1 would therefore pass the hoop test in the case of post-9/11 

legislation.  

That said, there seems to be low temporal proximity between significant terrorist attacks and counter-

terrorism legislation. The offence of ‘terrorist attack’ was instituted more than three years after the 9/11 

attacks, and the Criminal Code was not significantly reshuffled in the period after the Madrid attacks in 

2004 and London attacks in 2005.  

The only temporal correlation may be observed with the latest Act of 2016. In response to a string of terrorist 

attacks in Western Europe in 2015 and early 2016, the government raised the threat level from zero to one 

(three being the highest possible level) in March 2016. Several months later, the counter-terrorism package 

was passed, together with the Act which expanded the Criminal Code. However, this change in threat 

perception could hardly explain the legislative package that was passed later in the year, because this 

legislation was already in the works by 2015. It is possible that the rise of the Islamic State in the years 

leading up to 2014 motivated this development, but this is no more than a straw-in-the-wind. Combined 

with scant evidence linking any of the Acts to threat perception, H1 cannot be confirmed.120 

H2 (external pressure) may also be tested by a hoop test: was the Czech Republic under external pressure 

to implement the legislation under investigation? In this case, the hypothesis passes the hoop test with flying 

colours. In January 1991, Czechoslovakia became a member of the Council of Europe and began 

implementing a number of its resolutions which relate to counter-terrorism.121 Since the 9/11 attacks and 

the subsequent flurry of international cooperation in counter-terrorism, the number of documents and 

institutions to which the Czech Republic became party grew further still. A Counter-terrorism Committee 

																																																								
119 This suspicion is strengthened by the explanatory report, which does not mention terrorism at all and instead finds justification 
in the necessity to combat other forms of organised crime and to implement a number of international treaties. See Parliament of 
the Czech Republic (1995): “Vládní návrh 1972/1995: Důvodová zpráva”; Parliament of the Czech Republic. 
120 One exception is the package of emergency laws passed in 2000. The reason for its enactment is rather a tragic one. In July 
1997, after weeks of heavy rain, Central Europe was beset with terrifying floods. The Czech Republic was one of the hardest hit: 
about a third of its territory was affected and the water caused significant damage to public and private property alike, claiming 
the lives of 49 people. Since then, if not earlier, the state has perceived floods as a significant threat; a perception well justified, 
given that another major flood beset the country in 2002. This passes a hoop test for threat perception, albeit one unrelated to 
terrorism. As the consequences of the 1997 catastrophe were evaluated, the official response was deemed ineffective. An inquiry 
into the matter was initiated by the government, and the resulting evaluation gave rise to the legislative package. The explanatory 
report to these laws is rather clear in attributing the rationale of the proposals to the 1997 floods and the mismanagement which 
accompanied them. This observation passes a smoking-gun test for the explanation that the legislative passage was implemented 
as a result of threat perception triggered by the 1997 floods. See Matějíček, Josef (1998): Povodeň v povodí Moravy v roce 1997; 
Brno: Povodí Moravy. Ministry of the Environment of the Czech Republic (1998): “Komplexní zhodnocení povodňové katastrofy 
v červenci 1997 a návrh systému zabezpečení obnovy území postižených povodněmi, případně dalšími přírodními 
katastrofami”; Ministry of the Environment of the Czech Republic. Parliament of the Czech Republic (1999): “Vládní návrh na 
vydání č. 447 o krizovém řízení a integrovaném záchranném systému a o změně některých zákonů: důvodová zpráva”; Parliament 
of the Czech Republic. 
121 For example the European Convention on the Suppression of Terrorism (signed and ratified in 1992), European Convention on 
Extradition (signed and ratified in 1992), European Convention on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters (signed and ratified in 
1992), European Convention on the Transfer of Proceedings in Criminal Matters (signed and ratified in 1992), European 
Convention on the Compensation of Victims of Violent Crime (signed in 1999, ratified in 2000), Convention on Laundering, 
Search, Seizure and Confiscation of the Proceeds from Crime (signed in 1995, ratified in 1996) 
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was created within the United Nations Security Council to monitor member-states’ progress in 

implementing UN resolutions on counter-terrorism122, the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) began 

focusing on terrorism financing since October 2001123, and the European Union likewise stepped up its 

activities in the area, creating a number of documents which paved the way towards a comprehensive EU 

counter-terrorism strategy.124 H2 thus passes this hoop test. 

Could H2 be confirmed by smoking-gun tests? For this, let us investigate the key legislative changes in turn. 

In 1996, the Czech Republic addressed terrorism financing. However, a 2003 report by the International 

Monetary Fund and the World Bank found the changes insufficient and continued to level pressure on Czech 

policy-makers to legislate in this area.125 The FATF and MONEYVAL likewise found the 1996 law 

insufficient.126 Terrorist financing was thus addressed in more detail in 2008.127 The explanatory report to 

this Act describes its origin in the necessity to transpose a number of EU laws, namely the Directive of the 

European Parliament and the Council on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purpose of 

money laundering and terrorist financing128, the Directive of the European Commission regarding politically 

exposed persons129, European Parliament and Council Regulation of 26 October 2005 on controls of cash 

entering or leaving the EU130 and the European Parliament and Council Regulation of 15 November 2006 

on information on the payer accompanying transfers of funds.131 The Act also sought to increase the Czech 

Republic’s compliance with FATF and other recommendations.132 However, this change did not assuage 

the concerns voiced by international organisations. Subsequent reports by MONEYVAL continued to name 

and shame insufficiencies in the Czech Republic’s legislative architecture related to terrorism financing.133  

																																																								
122 Primarily the UNSC Resolution 1373 (2001) on combating terrorism, later also the UNSC Resolution 1624 (2005) on 
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123 FATF (2002): “Annual Report 2001-2002”; 21 June 2002. Paris: Financial Action Task Force. 
124 See for example Argomaniz, Javier (2009): “Post-9/11 institutionalisation of European Union counter-terrorism: emergence, 
acceleration and inertia”; European Security, 18(2), 151-172. 
125 IMF, World Bank (2003): “Detailed Assessment Report on Anti-Money Laundering and Combating the Financing of 
Terrorism: Czech Republic”; December 2003; International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. 
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In 2016, terrorism financing was made a standalone criminal offence. The explanatory report is very 

illuminating as to the reasons why this law was passed.134 In the second half of 2015, FATF evaluated its 

jurisdictions’ preparedness to combat terrorism financing. When the results of the “FATF Terrorist 

Financing Fact Finding Initiative” were presented at the FATF plenary in February 2016, the Czech 

Republic was placed among the countries with insufficient preparedness against terrorism financing, as the 

only country in the EU. Czech policy-makers were given one year to remedy the situation. If the failings 

outlined by FATF and MONEYVAL were not resolved by February 2017, the Czech Republic would be 

removed from MONEYVAL’s jurisdiction and investigated by FATF itself. This would be accompanied by 

a public declaration from FATF to all its jurisdictions, warning them to approach financial transactions 

related to the Czech Republic with caution. Such a damnation could not only affect the country’s financial 

relations with other jurisdictions, but also affect its financial ratings and potentially harm the operations of 

Czech businesses abroad. The explanatory report therefore recommends for the draft law to be passed in the 

first reading and come into force by February 2017 (which is exactly what happened). This timeline 

complicated matters in relation to the EU directive on terrorism, which would only come into force in March 

2017 and bind the Czech Republic to transcribe it into its legal framework in 18 months. However, the 

Czech Republic could not wait until then because of pressure from FATF. The authors of the 2016 Czech 

law attempted to solve this problem by adopting a number of measures present in the draft EU directive, so 

as to avoid having to draft yet another law almost immediately after this one has come into effect. This 

relates, in particular, to the new offence of promotion of terrorism and a host of measures against the 

phenomenon of foreign terrorist fighters. Paradoxically, therefore, the Czech Republic adopted certain 

measures created at the EU level before they even passed through the EU legislative process. The above 

causal-process observations significantly strengthen H2. The indication that the 2016 national law was 

inspired by EU law could be taken as a smoking-gun observation for H3, but this should be taken with a 

grain of salt because the EU law would soon become binding in any case. 

A similar story is found with respect to the 2004 law which criminalised ‘terrorist attacks’. According to 

the explanatory report135, the Act establishing the offence embodies a mandatory implementation of EU law 

in the field of organised crime and terrorism, specifically of the Council Framework Decision of 13 June 

2002 on combating terrorism136, Council Joint Action of 22 December 1998 on corruption in the private 

sector, Council Framework Decision of 19 July 2002 on combating trafficking in human beings137, Council 

Framework Decision of 28 May 2001 on combating fraud and counterfeiting of non-cash means of 

																																																								
134 Parliament of the Czech Republic (2016): “Vládní návrh, kterým se mění zákon č. 40/2009 Sb., trestní zákoník, ve znění 
pozdějších předpisů, a další související zákony”; Parliament of the Czech Republic. 
135 Parliament of the Czech Republic (2003): “Vládní návrh 514/2003; Důvodová zpráva”; Parliament of the Czech Republic. 
136 Council of the European Union (2002): Council Framework Decision 2002/475/JHA of 13 June 2002 on combating terrorism; 
OJ L 164, 22.6.2002. 
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payment138, Council Framework Decision of 13 June 2002 on the European arrest warrant139 and the Council 

Framework Decision of 28 November 2002 on the strengthening of the penal framework to prevent the 

facilitation of unauthorised entry, transit and residence.140 

Even the implementation of criminal liability for private persons in 2011 seems to have occurred as a result 

of external pressure. By this time, the Czech Republic became the last country in the EU not to have 

implemented this form of liability in line with its commitments, in particular the 1997 OECD Convention 

on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International Business Transactions141, the 1999 

Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention on Corruption142 and the 1999 UN International Convention 

for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism.143 Furthermore, the lack of criminal liability for private 

persons also barred the country from ratifying a host of other agreements from the UN, the Council of 

Europe and the EU, many of which concerned the combating of terrorism. Well aware of this, the legislative 

council of the Czech government decided to implement criminal liability for private persons back in 2001.144 

A draft law was created and proposed in 2004, but was subsequently rejected in the Parliament. In 2008, the 

government again brought the issue to the table and commissioned the creation of a legislative report, but 

the incipient law did not make it through the inter-departmental objection procedure in the following year. 

By 2011, there was considerable pressure on the Czech Republic to implement this legal framework, or face 

the possibility of an EU infringement procedure. Implementing the criminal liability of private persons thus 

became a matter of urgent necessity, as conceded by the explanatory report to the Act.145 Even so, passing 

the Act was a considerable undertaking, as the Parliament had to overrule a veto imposed upon the passage 

of the Act by President Václav Klaus.146 This yet again strengthens the explanatory power of H2. At the 

same time, the development of this act in particular indicates that internal processes (H4) were skewed 

against its implementation rather than in its support. 

As for H3 (policy diffusion), this hypothesis can pass the hoop test of whether similar measures existed 

elsewhere and could have inspired Czech lawmakers. However, there is very little evidence that could 

confirm this hypothesis. The same may be said of H4 (internal processes). There were certainly actors who 
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wanted to build a more comprehensive counter-terrorism architecture147 so the hypothesis is not 

disconfirmed, but evidence directly in support of H4 is lacking. On the contrary, the fact that some of the 

changes to the Criminal Code occurred only when the Czech Republic was threatened by sanctions from 

international organisations is a straw-in-the-wind that internal processes and actors did not mount enough 

pressure to enact the changes by themselves. Furthermore, in the case of the criminal liability for private 

persons, internal processes seem to have been directed against the measure rather than in support of it. It 

took several attempts and an overruled President to have the Act passed. 

Overall, the available evidence indicates that counter-terrorism developments in the Criminal Code were 

primarily driven by external pressure (H2). 

 

4.2.2. Institutional Framework 
Interestingly, the story is rather different with respect to the institutional framework. The EU and other 

international institutions do publish recommendations as to the institutional makeup of national counter-

terrorism architectures148, but these are not binding on member states. This would perhaps not be such a 

large hurdle: after all, the FATF recommendations on the legislation against terrorism financing are also 

technically non-binding, yet are observed by FATF members with diligence. However, institutional changes 

are more expensive than legislative ones and involve the work of hundreds, even thousands of people who 

staff the institutions in question. Assuming that states are rational actors which seek to save resources 

whenever they can, institutional changes will be more difficult to procure and more sensitive to political 

changes in the government than legislative changes. 

This is apparent in the development, or lack thereof, of the intelligence services. From their initial setup in 

the first half of the 1990s, the intelligence services only received minor changes to their framework over 

time. In 2006, the then Prime Minister Mirek Topolánek removed ÚZSI’s Director Karel Randák and his 

government tasked the BRS to prepare a proposal for a future reorganisation of the intelligence community. 

The plan was to merge the two civilian services, and the government appointed the then Director of BIS Jiří 

Lang to head the new service. This appointment proved premature, however, because Topolánek’s 

government subsequently lost the vote of confidence in the Parliament, forcing its dismissal.149 Furthermore, 

when the BRS proposal eventually came out in May 2007, it recommended that the two civilian services 

not be merged. Instead, it was proposed that the foreign intelligence component of the VZ be merged with 

the ÚZSI, and the VZ’s counter-intelligence component merged with the BIS. Despite being taken up by 
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the government, the proposal never made it through the Defence and Security Committee of the Chamber 

of Deputies and was ultimately unsuccessful. The internal processes of the state (H4) seemingly make any 

reform of the services difficult to enact. 

There is also some evidence that the original formation of the Czech intelligence community was inspired 

from abroad. Černý reports that the Office for Protection of Constitution and Democracy established after 

the Velvet Revolution was contaminated by ongoing presence of StB cadres within its ranks, which 

motivated the government to seek help from its new Western partners. Courses were given to new 

Czechoslovak intelligence staff by American, German, Dutch and British intelligence workers. Similarly, 

the Council for Intelligence Activities, established to serve as a coordination centre between the government 

and the intelligence services, was modelled after the United Kingdom’s Joint Intelligence Committee.150 

This strengthens H3. 

The same dynamic may be noticed with respect to other elements in the institutional framework. The 

accession of the Czech Republic to NATO was only possible due to internal processes, in particular the 

unsteady but decisive agreement on the issue between Václav Havel, Václav Klaus and sections of the Czech 

political left.151 Likewise, internal processes, in particular the unfinished security infrastructure of the state, 

provided the impetus for the Act which established the BRS in 1998. This Act was, according to the 

explanatory report, inspired in part by similar arrangements in Germany, France, Spain and Italy. NATO 

recommendations were also used for inspiration.152  

The creation of the NKBT within the Czech Police was also an internal matter. According to Lefevbre, the 

idea of creating a single counter-terrorism centre originated in Topolánek’s government in 2006, at the five-

year anniversary of the 9/11 attacks. The original plan was to staff the new body with Police and intelligence 

officials.153 Eventually, the NKBT was established entirely within Czech Police structures at the ÚOOZ and 

given a mandate to cooperate with the security bodies of other countries. It is possible that the NKBT is 

inspired by similar centres abroad: Langer initially opposed the creation of the centre, but eventually came 

out in support of it after a round of negotiations with the USA regarding visa travel and other bilateral 

measures related to counter-terrorism.154 
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As for the creation of the CTHH in 2016, this follows the Ministry of the Interior’s work on the National 

Security Audit, a general document commissioned by the government and finalised in December 2016 

which identifies gaps in the national security system and gives recommendations as to their resolution.155 

No external pressure (H2) seems to have been levelled at the Ministry of the Interior to create this body. It 

is possible that the body was created as a result of threat perception (H1), because close temporal proximity 

may be observed between the commission of the National Security Audit and the string of terrorist attacks 

in Western Europe in 2015 and 2016. However, this temporal proximity does not confirm the hypothesis. 

Overall, the institutional framework seems to have developed as a result of internal processes (H4) fuelled 

by inspiration from abroad (H3). Threat perception (H1) may have played a role in some cases, but only 

straw-in-the-wind evidence was found. This stands in contrast to the legislative framework, which seems to 

have been affected in large doses by external pressure (H2). 
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5. Hungary 
Unlike in Czechoslovakia, where the replacement of socialist rule with liberal democracy was cemented 

with the Velvet Revolution, the transition period in Hungary was characterised by a series of arrangements 

between the communists and their opponents. Long before the first free elections in March 1990, the 

progressive wing of the Socialist Workers' Party began adapting their operations to the inevitable post-

communist period of Hungarian history. The party rebranded itself as the Hungarian Socialist Party and 

following a series of round table talks with the opposition throughout 1989, the government expanded 

various fundamental freedoms, established a new electoral law and cleansed the constitution from its 

Marxist-Leninist foundations. When the communists eventually lost power, they parted with their offices 

voluntarily rather than being forced out.156  

However, following the first democratically elected Prime Minister József Antall’s demise in 1993 and a 

short-lived administration of Péter Boross, the 1994 elections returned power to the hands of the Hungarian 

Socialist Party under Gyula Horn, who managed to win an overall majority of seats in the National Assembly 

and formed a two-thirds majority alliance with the Alliance of Free Democrats. Horn repeated his success 

in 1998, when the party won the most votes although Viktor Orbán’s Fidesz won the most seats and formed 

a centre-right coalition government. In the next election in 2002, the Hungarian Socialist Party managed to 

form another coalition government with the Alliance of Free Democrats, one that would survive the 2006 

elections and rule until 2010, when it suffered a crushing defeat from Fidesz. 

As this dynamic influenced the conduct and direction of Hungarian politics, it is reflected in our 

comprehensive narrative. The first part of the chapter is separated into periods which roughly correspond to 

the exchanges of power between the socialist and centre-right fractions of the Hungarian political spectrum, 

whose divergent approaches to internal security played into the development of counter-terrorism in the 

country. 

 

5.1. Counter-terrorism Developments in Hungary 
5.1.1. The Fall and Rise of the Socialists 
When the socialists parted with their offices in 1990, the Hungarian Criminal Code already contained 

provisions against terrorist acts. These were instituted back in 1978, when the Criminal Code was adopted. 

Article 261 penalised “anyone who deprives someone of their personal freedom or usurps significant 

material goods and makes the freedom of the person or return of the goods dependent on fulfilling their 

demands aimed at a state organ or social organisation.”157 Interestingly, the offence was listed as a crime 
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against public security rather than a crime against the state. This is in some contrast to the Czechoslovak 

offence of ‘terror’ from this period. 

Notably, no separate procedures were put in place for the arrest, interrogation, detention, trial and conviction 

of persons suspected of committing terrorist acts.158 One caveat is that law enforcement services may apply 

special norms in specific circumstances related to combating organised crime in general, including acts of 

terrorism, if the delay created through standard procedures would cause a danger.159 In line with other 

Visegrad countries, Hungary gradually began signing and ratifying a number of universal, regional, sub-

regional and bilateral agreements on terrorism.160 

Since 1989, the institutional framework was subject to a substantial revision. The constitutional amendments 

enacted by the communist administration in October 1989 noted that the security apparatus would have to 

be reformed by future constitutional changes.161 One of the early changes concerned the establishment of 

the National Security Council (Nemzetbiztonsági Kabinet) in summer 1990 as the advisory and coordination 

body in security matters at the strategic level.162 The general executive branch was constructed similarly to 

the rest of the Visegrad, with the Prime Minister being given responsibility over internal and external 

security of the state as checked by the unicameral National Assembly (Országgyűlés), which fulfils the role 

of the Parliament. The head of the state is the President of the Republic, elected by the National Assembly. 

As for the operational and tactical levels, these were firmly fused at this time within tactical-level 

institutions. All intelligence work prior to 1989 was vested in the broad police apparatus operated by the 

Ministry of the Interior. The role of the internal security community suddenly came into focus in January 

1990, when it was revealed that the State Security Service was tasked by the communist government to spy 

on the newly allowed opposition parties. The so-called Danube-gate scandal eventually led to the resignation 

of the Minister of the Interior and most of the State Security Service leadership. However, only Section 

III/III of the Ministry, tasked with the fight against “internal enemies”, was investigated, despite the clear 

relevance of the process on the work of Section III/I for foreign intelligence, Section III/II for counter-

intelligence, Section III/IV for military security, III/V for technical service and the Police itself.163 

Following Danube-gate, and with only days until the March elections, the communist government decided 

to temporarily reorganise the secret services with the expectation that a more robust law on the issue would 

be drafted in the years to come. The State Security Service was disbanded and replaced with four services: 
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the Information Office (Információs Hivatal, IH) for civilian intelligence, National Security Office 

(Nemzetbiztonsági Hivatal, NBH) for civilian counter-intelligence, the Military Intelligence Office of the 

General Staff (Honvéd Vezérkar Katonai Felderítő Hivatal, KFH) for military intelligence and the Military 

Security Office of the Hungarian Defence Forces (Magyar Honvédség Katonai Biztonsági Hivatal, KBH) 

for military counter-intelligence. All four of these new services were placed under the supervision of the 

Minister without portfolio rather than the Police.164  

This setup being only temporary, work soon began after the March 1990 elections on formulating a new 

institutional security framework for Hungary. However, this effort was marred by the diminishing health 

and eventual demise of Prime Minister József Antall in December 1993. With May 1994 elections on the 

horizon, the administration of Péter Boross had only months to finalise the government’s draft legislation 

aimed at reforming the internal security of Hungary. Boross, who promoted the vision of a strong Police 

force to respond to a rise in organised criminality after 1989165, managed to enact an Act which specified 

the functions and responsibilities of the Hungarian Police (Rendőrség).166 Importantly from a counter-

terrorism angle, the Police was tasked with preventing, detecting and stopping terrorist acts. To carry out 

this task, it was allowed to gather secret information. By this time, the Police already housed a Counter-

terrorism Coordination Committee (Terrorellenes Koordinációs Bizottság, TKB) for operational 

coordination among law enforcement agencies in the field of terrorism prevention, according to Brigadier 

General Zoltán Havasi.167 A related piece of legislation established a financial intelligence unit at the 

National Police Headquarters (Országos Rendőr-főkapitányság, ORFK).168 The new unit only had 

competence over offences related to money laundering and not terrorism financing; these were tackled by 

the ORFK’s Counter-terrorism and Extremism Department.169 These two acts essentially granted 

competence over counter-terrorism to the Police, leaving the responsibilities of the intelligence community, 

whose work was only anchored in provisional legislation, uncertain. 

The intelligence community finally received its own Act in 1995. The new legislation formalised the 

provisional setup of 1990, anchoring in law the IH, the NBH, the KFH and the KBH. One difference was 

that background tasks related to the provision of technical equipment for secret intelligence gathering was 

taken from the NBH and vested in a new body, the Special Service for National Security (Nemzetbiztonsági 

Szakszolgálat, NBSZ). Hungary thus officially had five intelligence services if we exclude the Police, which 
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also had the right to gather intelligence. The services were barred from conducting their own investigations 

into criminal matters, although all investigation up to the beginning of a criminal procedure remained their 

task. They were also given the right to arrest, detain and handcuff individuals and even use firearms. The 

services were also tasked with detecting and preventing terrorist acts.170 Naturally, the above provisions 

doubled a number of tasks hitherto enjoyed by the Police. According to Szikinger, the Hungarian 

intelligence community heavily influenced the passage of this Act to safeguard their continued existence at 

a time when all duties in the area of combating organised crime (including counter-terrorism) were 

seemingly granted to the Police. As a result, both the Police and the intelligence services received broad 

powers in the area of internal security. Nevertheless, the primary operational and tactical responsibility over 

counter-terrorism remained with the Police.171 

The institutional framework was specified further in related legislation. In 1997, the functions of the Border 

Guard (Határőrség Magyarországon) were anchored in law. Much like the Police and the intelligence 

services, the Border Guard was tasked with preventing terrorist acts, although this was limited to its sphere 

of operations at the Hungarian borders.172 Overall, the three services became part of the ‘armed organs’ of 

the state along with other institutions with internal security competences. This made officers serving in these 

agencies soldiers in the eyes of the law and therefore subject to special provisions in the Criminal Code. 

Among other things, this placed on them a responsibility to carry out all instructions of their superiors unless 

they “obviously” constituted a criminal offence.173 

 

5.1.2. The First Orbán Government 
As the centre-right regained power following the 1998 elections, the newly elected Prime Minister Viktor 

Orbán instituted a number of reforms throughout his tenure which relate to counter-terrorism — particularly 

since 2001. 

Concerning the Criminal Code, the proscription of terrorism was expanded in November 2001 to also 

criminalise the act of making material assets available for the commission of an act of terrorism. The same 

amendment also authorised the government to impose by way of a decree the freezing of assets of persons, 

groups or other organisations included in the UN and EU terrorism lists.174 One month later, another 

amendment extended the scope of the 1994 legislation on money laundering to a number of professions 
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outside the financial sector.175 The year 2001 also saw the implementation of criminal responsibility for 

legal persons in Hungary.176 

Meanwhile, Hungary conducted an expansion of the institutional framework. Two inter-ministerial 

committees were established during this period on the strategic level: one to oversee the implementation of 

EU counter-terrorism measures in Hungary177 and the other to coordinate efforts in combating money 

laundering.178  

On the operational level, the Coordination Centre for Combating Organised Crime (Szervezett Bűnözés 

Elleni Koordinációs Központról, SzBKK) was established in 2000 to collect, process, store and provide data 

concerning various offences related to organised crime, including terrorism.179 The Police and intelligence 

services were obliged to forward all relevant data they gather with regard to these offences to the 

Coordination Centre before launching a criminal procedure. The Coordination Centre would thus be 

informed of any investigation with regards to counter-terrorism and coordinate the activity among the 

various ‘armed organs’ while keeping actors on the strategic level informed.180 

Also in 2000, the Hungarian Financial Supervisory Authority (Pénzügyi Szervezetek Állami Felügyelete, 

PSZÁF) was established as a single supervisor of the financial sector. Among other duties, the new body 

supervised the anti-money laundering activities of banking and credit institutions, insurance companies and 

other financial institutions. However, the primary responsibility in the fight against terrorism financing 

remained with the Police.181 

On the tactical level, a specialised team was created in 1998 to investigate bombing incidents.182 In 2001, 

the Police organised specialised counter-terrorism teams to act against the perpetrators of terrorist acts and 

physically mitigate terrorism-related crimes on-site.183 In 2002, the International Law Enforcement 

Cooperation Centre (Nemzetközi Bűnügyi Együttműködési Központ, NEBEK) was established at the ORFK 

to assist in cooperation between the Hungarian Police and Europol.184 
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5.1.3. From Spies to Liars 
The period between the elections in 2002 and 2010 was rather tumultuous. The Hungarian Socialist Party 

managed to form another coalition government with the Alliance of Free Democrats, this time under Péter 

Medgyessy. Shortly after the election, Prime Minister Medgyessy was revealed as having worked as a 

counterespionage officer for the communist government prior to 1989. The disclosure sparked tensions 

within the ruling coalition government and incited mass protests. Nevertheless, Medgyessy managed to 

retain his post as Prime Minister, successfully bringing Hungary to the European Union in 2004. Following 

the country’s first election to the European Parliament in the same year in which the Hungarian Socialists 

suffered a defeat to Fidesz, Medgyessy resigned and was succeeded by Ferenc Gyurcsány, who managed to 

win the 2006 election and continued to rule as Prime Minister in alliance with the Alliance of Free 

Democrats. Shortly after the election, Prime Minister Gyurcsány delivered a confidential speech to the MPs 

of his party in Balatonőszöd in which he admitted that “we have obviously lied throughout the past one and 

a half-two years” and that his government enacted no significant measures since he became Prime Minister. 

Unfortunately for Gyurcsány, the speech was recorded and publicly broadcast by the Hungarian Radio in 

September 2006. Mass protests against the coalition government broke out in response, with multiple 

casualties among the protestors as well as the Police.185 Despite this, Gyurcsány managed to stay on as Prime 

Minister until 2009, when he resigned his post to Gordon Bajnai. A year later, the Hungarian Socialists 

suffered a crushing defeat in the 2010 elections, which saw Fidesz win a two-thirds majority of seats in the 

National Assembly in alliance with the Christian Democratic People's Party. 

In this context, the expansion of counter-terrorism continued the efforts initiated by previous 

administrations. The list of base offences included in the definition of a terrorist act in the Criminal Code 

was significantly reformulated and expanded in 2003.186 In the same year, an obligation was placed on 

electronic communications services to ensure the continuous operation of call numbers used by certain 

organisations in case of a terrorist threat.187 

In 2007, the Criminal Code was amended to change the way preparation of terrorist acts was addressed.188 

Prior to the passage of this amendment, preparation was made punishable under the general provision on 

preparatory acts in the Criminal Code. Now, preparation of terrorist acts became an offence sui generis. The 

new offence also punishes attempts to provide funds to individual terrorists.189 However, MONEYVAL 
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expressed its concern that the amendment may not cover the financing of day-to-day activities of 

terrorists.190 

A number of developments also occurred on the institutional side. In 2004, the government set up the 

Working Group on Counter-terrorism (Terrorizmus Elleni Tárcaközi Munkacsoportot) to work closely with 

the National Security Council and other security and police bodies on implementing EU measures relating 

to counter-terrorism.191 One year later, the government specified the operational coordination of counter-

terrorism activities and the work of the TKB.192 National terror threat levels were introduced at this time as 

well for the first time, with a four-level grading from A to D.193 

With regards to terrorism financing, since 2003 all transactions above HUF 300,000 have mandated an 

identity verification of the client.194 Financial providers were furthermore obliged to report all suspicious 

transactions to the Police and designate one or more contact persons to liaise with the ORFK.195 The year 

2004 saw the foundation of the Hungarian Customs and Finance Guard (Vám- és Pénzügyőrség) as an armed 

law enforcement and public administration body supervised by the Minister in charge of tax policy.196 In 

2007, this body was given central competence over the combating of money laundering following the 

passage of a new anti-money laundering Act.197 In some instances, money laundering would be investigated 

by the Prosecutorial Office for Criminal Investigation, or by the Police if the original investigation began 

with offences other than money laundering.198 Furthermore, the Hungarian financial intelligence unit, 

hitherto part of ORFK, was moved to the Customs and Finance Guard. The Unit was granted access to 

customs and tax information and gained increased powers in the area of freezing assets for terrorist 

purposes.199 The old unit at ORFK was reorganised into an Asset Recovery Office in 2009.200 
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In late 2007, as Hungary prepared itself to enter the Schengen Area, the Minister of the Interior was given 

the right to reintroduce border controls at internal borders by decree under conditions stipulated by the 

Schengen Border Code.201 At the same time, the Border Guard was incorporated into the Police and ceased 

functioning as a separate agency in 2008.202 

 

5.1.4. Orbánisation 
Following Fidesz’s landslide victory in the 2010 election, Viktor Orbán again became Prime Minister, this 

time in alliance with the Christian Democratic People's Party. Together, the two parties controlled two-

thirds of the National Assembly, allowing them to enact major constitutional reforms as well as indirectly 

elect a President of their choosing. Prime Minister Orbán did not let this opportunity pass by: in June, the 

National Assembly elected Pál Schmitt for Fidesz as President of Hungary, and the government began 

remaking Hungary’s constitutional order. In April 2011, the National Assembly adopted a new national 

constitution, the Fundamental Law of Hungary (Magyarország Alaptörvénye), complemented in 2012 with 

a re-codified Criminal Code.203 The Fundamental Law has since then been amended multiple times in 

response to domestic and international criticism as well as expanded to include further provisions. The 

Fidesz/Christian Democrat alliance repeated its 2010 success in the 2014 elections, retaining the two-thirds 

in the National Assembly and allowing Orbán to stay on as Prime Minister.204 The processes initiated after 

2010 were thus deepened in recent years. 

The vast changes to Hungary’s legal and institutional order since 2010 also touched on counter-terrorism. 

The criminalisation of terrorism-related offences was addressed in 2011 with the passage of an amendment 

to existing procedural provisions which listed the criminal offences that had to be dealt with as priority 

matters in the course of the criminal proceedings.205 This list included terrorist acts involving intentional 

homicide.206 Where such an offence was concerned, the defendant could be arrested for a period of 120 

hours before a judicial review occurred (in standard procedure, this period was maximum 72 hours). 

Furthermore, the defendant could be denied contact with his or her defence counsel during the first 48 hours 

by the public prosecutor and had to only be heard for the first time within 72 hours (in standard procedure, 

this period was maximum 24 hours). The minimum sum for bail was fixed at HUF 3 million (in standard 

procedure, no limit was imposed) and the Public Prosecutor General could order that the indictment be led 
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to a court designated by him or her irrespective of the procedural provisions on territorial competence.207 

The changes were brought before the national Constitutional Court in December 2011 and struck down as 

violating the right to a fair trial, the right to defence and the right to personal freedom as enshrined in 

Hungary’s constitutional order and the European Convention on Human Rights.208 

The Criminal Code itself was expanded in 2012 as part of its re-codification. An autonomous offence of 

terrorist financing was established under Section 318, with express reference to the definition of “financial 

assets” provided by the 2001 regulation of the EU.209 The formulation of Section 318 implies that financing 

of day-to-day activities of terrorists is also punishable.210 

In 2016, the Criminal Code was amended further as part of the enactment of a counter-terrorism package 

which amended a number of Acts. Under the new changes, travelling for the purposes of committing a 

terrorist act, raising support for terrorism or publishing materials supportive of terrorism became proscribed 

offences. Furthermore, minors between the ages 12 and 14 could now be prosecuted for committing acts of 

terrorism, provided they had the capacity to understand the nature and consequences of their actions.211 

Meanwhile, the institutional framework was substantially remodelled since 2010. On the strategic level, the 

Working Group for National Security (Nemzetbiztonsági Munkacsoport) was established in 2011 at the 

National Security Council for enhanced coordination with Hungary’s operational bodies.212 In late 2015, the 

terror threat levels were modified from the A, B, C, D structure to 4,3,2,1 (4 being the lowest and 1 the 

highest) to better correspond with declared risks.213 Notably, levels 2 and 1 denote a direct threat of terrorism 

to Hungary. A year later, this was expanded further as part of the counter-terrorism package enacted in 

summer 2016. Under Article 51/A of the Fundamental Law, the government could now declare a ‘state of 

terrorist threat’, during which it may issue curfews, restrict the movement of vehicles, cancel mass 

gatherings and assemblies, reinforce border protection, increase control of electronic as well as postal 

communication and use the National Defence Forces (Magyar Honvédség) within the country’s territory to 

aid in counter-terrorism operations. The ‘state of terrorist threat’ may be put in place for 15 days before 

being ratified by two-thirds of the National Assembly.214 

On the operational and tactical levels, changes occurred across the institutional spectrum. One of the most 

significant changes concerned the establishment of the Counter-terrorism Centre (Terrorelhárítási Központ, 
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TEK) as a separate body of the Police responsible for all matters related to counter-terrorism.215 On the 

operational level, TEK was set up to coordinate the counter-terrorism activities of all relevant bodies with 

the exception of the military intelligence services and the IH. The Director of TEK also acts as the Chairman 

of the TKB, which has been moved under TEK altogether in late 2015.216 

On the tactical level, TEK has a number of functions. One is to gather intelligence on terrorism-related 

criminality. Much like Hungary’s intelligence services, TEK is not allowed to conduct its own investigations 

save for those prior to the beginning of the criminal procedure — this task remained in the hands of the 

Police. Nevertheless, the division of functions as to intelligence gathering between TEK and the other 

intelligence services is unclear, at least in the public domain, as they all have competences in this area. 

Furthermore, the powers of TEK in intelligence gathering were initially substantial, including house 

searches and surveillance, secret recordings, opening of letters and monitoring and recording of electronic 

or computerised communications of suspects without their consent.217 These extensive powers made their 

way to the European Court of Human Rights, where they were criticised and struck down as violating Article 

8 of the European Convention on Human Rights.218 

TEK may also take part in on-site operations to prevent and respond to acts of a terrorist nature. The service 

may also conduct rescue, repatriation or evacuation operations outside of Hungary and provide personal and 

facility protection for diplomatic missions. For these tasks, the service houses its own SWAT teams.  

Moreover, the service was envisaged to provide personal protection to the Prime Minister, the President of 

Hungary and the Head of the National Assembly. This task was taken from the Republican Guard 

(Köztársasági Őrezred), which was eventually incorporated into the Standby Police (Készenléti Rendőrség, 

KR), a unit of the Police apparatus. In 2013, the protection of the Head of National Assembly was taken 

over by the Parliamentary Guard (Országgyűlési Őrség).219 In 2015, the media reported that the President 

asked to be protected by the Standby Police rather than TEK. Citing unnamed sources, the report claimed 

that President János Áder made this move out of concern that the service had been gathering and disclosing 

information about his meetings and engagements to Prime Minister Orbán.220 In any case, TEK’s loss of 

responsibility in this area was compensated for when it was tasked with protecting not only the Prime 

Minister, but also the Prosecutor General Péter Polt.221  
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Meanwhile, the rest of the institutional framework was substantially reformed. With regard to the 

intelligence services, the NBH counter-intelligence was rebranded as the Constitution Protection Office 

(Alkotmányvédelmi Hivatal, AH) in 2010, to be overseen by the Minister of the Interior.222 Two years later, 

the KFH and KBH military intelligence services were merged into a single Military National Security 

Service (Katonai Nemzetbiztonsági Szolgálat, KNBSZ), overseen by the Minister of Defence.223 Besides 

these changes, the responsibilities of the intelligence community remained largely unchanged, despite the 

establishment of TEK for counter-terrorism matters. 

Similarly, the Police also retained its status as the central agency for crime prevention and response. The 

TEK was set up as a separate body, but its operations remain interlinked with those of the Police. In addition, 

the powers of the Police were expanded in 2016 as part of the counter-terrorism package. During the times 

of ‘heightened security’, applicable when terror threat levels 2 or 1 are declared, the Police is authorised to 

stop public events and restrict public transport. ‘Heightened security’ may be introduced for 72 hours and 

extended beyond this period.224 

As for the institutions responsible for the fight against terrorist financing, the Hungarian Customs and 

Finance Guard was merged in January 2011 with the Tax and Financial Control Administration (Adó- és 

Pénzügyi Ellenőrzési Hivatal, APEH) to create the Central Authority of the National Tax and Customs 

Administration (Nemzeti Adó- és Vámhivatal, NAV). Among other functions, the NAV is the designated 

investigative authority for combating money laundering, and also houses the Hungarian FIU since 2012, 

which was formerly housed at the Customs and Finance Guard.225 Nevertheless, responsibility for 

countering terrorism financing remains shared between the FIU and the Police Asset Recovery Office, 

which detects assets originating from criminal acts, may freeze such assets and provides support for 

investigations in finance-related criminality.226 One more change concerned the PSZÁF, which was 

abolished in 2013 and its competences transferred to the Hungarian National Bank (Magyar Nemzeti Bank, 

MNB). 

Finally, the SzBKK coordination centre was rebranded in 2016 as the Counter-terrorism Information and 

Criminal Analysis Centre (Terrorelhárítási Információs és Bűnügyi Elemző Központ, TIBEK), a national 

security service overseen by the Minister of the Interior. One of the tasks of TIBEK is to assess the risk of 

terrorism affecting Hungary, based on the analysis of data given to it by other services. Notably, the other 

national security institutions will not automatically supply data to TIBEK, and the service cannot by itself 

secretly collect data.227 
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5.2. Explaining Counter-terrorism Developments in Hungary 
Turning to the potential causal factors behind the above developments, we will again consider the changes 

in the Criminal Code separately from those in Hungary’s institutional framework. In this case, the two 

dimensions are interlinked, especially in case of the 2016 counter-terrorism package, but the structure will 

be maintained for easier comparison across cases. 

 

5.2.1. Criminal Code 
In the 1990s, terrorist acts were already explicitly criminalised. When the offence was introduced in 1978, 

Hungarian policy-makers explained the reasoning behind the offence as responding to qualitatively new 

forms of organised crime.228 Furthermore, according to Krisztina Karsai, Anna Neparáczki and Zsolt 

Szomora, the historical roots of this offence stretch all the way back to the first Criminal Code of Hungary 

that was enacted in 1878 (Code Csemegi).229 This points in the direction of H1 (threat perception) and H4 

(internal processes). 

The next fundamental change occurred between 2001 to 2003, when the Criminal Code was extended to 

cover the offence of making material assets available for the commission of terrorist acts, allow the 

government to freeze assets of international terrorists, expand the scope of anti-money laundering offences 

and expand the offence contained in Article 261. Naturally, the chronology would suggest that the legislation 

might have resulted from threat perception (H1), as it was enacted shortly after the 9/11 attacks. Indeed, H1 

would jump through the necessary hoop in this instance. 

However, a smoking-gun observation may be made here in favour of external pressure (H2). When Hungary 

was first evaluated by the FATF and MONEYVAL in the late 1990s, its anti-money laundering architecture 

was found wholly insufficient. Noting a lack of progress in resolving the problems highlighted by the 

international organisations, FATF went so far as to place Hungary on the list of Non-Cooperative Countries 

and Territories in June 2001, as the only country in Europe.230 This exposed Hungary not only to the 

possibility of counter-measures from FATF, but could have complicated its plans to join the EU.231 

Naturally, this created a strong pressure upon the government to remedy the situation as quickly as possible. 

The Criminal Code as well as the institutional framework were quickly amended in expectation of a visit 
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by FATF, which took place in December 2001. The concerns of FATF investigators assuaged, Hungary was 

removed from the list of Non-Cooperative Countries and Territories in June 2002.232  

This episode closely coincided with Hungary’s preparations to join the EU and growing pressure from the 

UN’s Counter-terrorism Committee, as a result of which other laws were passed — notably the expansion 

of Article 261 in 2003.233 Furthermore, as Hungary joined the EU, the external pressure was sustained. The 

amendment of 2007 to its anti-money laundering framework represented an implementation of EU 

directives on the issue.234 Similarly, the 2007 amendment to the criminalisation of preparatory acts was 

conducted to bring Hungary in line with international standards.235 

Because this period correlates with the 9/11 attacks, H1 jumps through the hoop and is not disproved — 

after all, the changes to the Criminal Code could have occurred even without external pressure, being instead 

caused by threat perception. However, given the chronology of events with regard to anti-money laundering 

and the resemblance between the enacted legislation and that required by Hungary’s international 

commitments, I find this prospect unlikely. 

The situation is similar to the counter-terrorism package of 2016, as far as the Criminal Code is concerned. 

In making terrorist travel and public promotion of terrorism explicitly proscribed, Hungary implemented 

recent legislation on this issue coming from the UN and the EU, in line with other countries.236 The change 

does overstep international commitments in enabling the prosecution of minors for terrorism, suggesting 

another factor was in play besides external pressure. This could be threat perception, as the act was instituted 

shortly after the November 2015 attacks in Paris and the March 2016 attacks in Brussels amid heightened 

security in Hungary and the wider EU. Hungary was also facing the brunt of the migration crisis at this time, 

in which thousands of youngsters streamed into the country. The legislator could have also been inspired 
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from abroad, since the issue of youngsters conducting terrorism related activities has recently come to the 

agenda internationally.237 Even internal processes are not out of the question. Nevertheless, I was unable to 

confirm these hypotheses with respect to this change in the Criminal Code. 

Overall, the strongest hypothesis seems to be H2: external pressure. The other hypotheses are not 

disconfirmed, but only straw-in-the-wind evidence was found in their support. 

 

5.2.2. Institutional Framework 
The situation is rather different where the institutional framework is concerned. In this dimension, internal 

processes (H4) seem to have played a dominant role, complemented with threat perception (H1) and policy 

diffusion (H3) in some instances. 

When the institutions were being set up in the early 1990s, the Police retained its former status as the central 

operational and tactical institution in counter-terrorism matters, as well as a generous list of measures it 

could employ for that purpose. This raised eyebrows with the newly created intelligence community, which 

was pulled out of the structures of the Police and the Ministry of the Interior following the Danube-gate 

scandal and not given a clear mandate until 1995. When the Act on the National Security Services finally 

came, it doubled the responsibilities between the different services instead of clearly delineating whose 

responsibility it would be to address terrorism related matters. However, for all intents and purposes, the 

status quo was largely maintained wherein counter-terrorism responsibilities remained with the Police.238 

There is close temporal proximity between some developments in this regard and actual terrorist threats. In 

January 1991, the media reported that Islamist militants were planning to execute a series of bomb attacks 

in Hungary. The Minister without portfolio in charge of overseeing the work of the intelligence services 

described the reports as unfounded, but made the telling remark that “due to the limited number of staff and 

technological background, the secret services are not capable of observing the moves of such people.”239 In 

1992, the Police gained the TKB and its status as the central counter-terrorism agency was enshrined in the 

Police Act two years later. Similarly, the establishment of the anti-bombing team in 1998 was preceded by 

several bomb threats, generally from the far-right sectors of the political spectrum. Overall, Hungary faced 

a rather violent period during this time, which could have triggered a need for some of the developments of 

this period.240 H1 thus passes the hoop test and there are some straws-in-the-wind to support this hypothesis. 
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During the first Orbán government, the chronology points to a similar dynamic. The setting up of the SzBKK 

and the PSZÁF preceded the 9/11 attacks and there is little evidence that external pressure played a part. 

According to one source, the developments related to fighting organised crime during this period were not 

designed to tackle terrorist threats but other forms of criminality, such as prostitution and corruption.241 On 

the other hand, Babos argues that threat perception did play a role during this period as Hungary continued 

to struggle with minor but consequential terrorist attacks.242 Threat perception may have played a part in the 

establishment of tactical counter-terrorism teams at the Police in 2001. However, such teams could have 

existed prior to this period under classified regulations. Therefore, H1 is unconfirmed but likely. 

As for the institutions dealing with terrorist financing, there is some evidence in support of H3. The FATF 

made a number of recommendations as to how the institutional framework should be organised, and even 

suggested that housing the Financial Intelligence Unit within the ORFK may not be the best idea. This was 

indeed addressed in 2007, when Hungary implemented EU directives and moved the FIU to the Customs 

and Finance Guard. Otherwise, there seems little to suggest that Hungary was pressured into adopting the 

kind of institutional setup it did over the years, or that financial administrative institutions were modified to 

respond to threat perceptions of the day. 

Threat perception did, however, seemingly play a part in post-2010 developments. The amendment to threat 

levels in 2015 and the counter-terrorism package of 2016 were adopted shortly after the gruesome terrorist 

attacks in Paris in November 2015 and in Brussels in March 2016. According to the government, the changes 

were adopted in response to these acts of terrorism.243 The Orbán administration seemingly does perceive 

terrorism as an urgent threat: level 3 threat was declared following the Paris attacks, and this was raised to 

level 2 after the attacks in Brussels. After a week, the threat level was lowered to 3, where it remains.244 

However, one notices inconsistencies here. First, threat levels 2 and 1 are to be declared only when Hungary 

is under direct threat of terrorism. When questioned about this, Orbán’s domestic security chief advisor 

György Bakondi denied such a threat.245 Several days later, the threat level was lowered back to 3. Second, 

the government’s threat perception seems wildly at odds depending on the target audience. Internationally, 

the Orbán administration insists that “Hungary is not a country that is threatened or targeted by international 

terrorism and no international terrorist networks exist within its borders.”246 If this is the case, one might 

question the reasoning behind the declaration of second-highest terror threat levels, the enactment of 
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constitutional changes which grant the government unprecedented powers to rule by decree at times of self-

declared “states of terrorist threat” and the very public demonstrations of TEK’s tactical capacities to 

respond to terrorism.247 

For some, the real cause of these changes lies in Hungary’s domestic politics.248 From the beginning of the 

migration crisis and the series of terrorist attacks in Western Europe, the centre-right coalition government 

made internal security one of its key items on the agenda, promising the electorate to protect the country 

from both mass immigration and terrorist attacks. This apparently worked, as Fidesz’s popularity soared in 

the polls, reversing the steady decline in public support between 2010 and 2013.249 In the end, Orbán 

managed to retain a two-thirds majority coalition in the 2014 elections. As the international threat of 

terrorism and mass immigration deepened, so did the administration’s public disavowal of both. The two 

issues are openly treated as interrelated250 and Fidesz places itself in the public eye as the only viable party 

capable of protecting Hungary from international terrorism. It also bears noting that the opposition parties 

are generally opposed to the administration’s steps in this area251, although the far-right Jobbik party did 

support the 2016 package in the end so as to ensure the two-thirds majority of the votes in the National 

Assembly.252 Indeed, the case of Jobbik is important, as the party was seen as taking Fidesz’s right-wing 

voters, creating a motivation for the governing party to accommodate parts of its programme and thus clip 

Jobbik’s wings.253  

All the above observations are nothing more than straws-in-the-wind for H4, but they collectively suggest 

that the measures enacted during Orbán’s second government are highly dependent on his party’s sweeping 

victory in 2010 and again in 2014.  

This applies not only to the counter-terrorism package of 2016, but also in the case of earlier changes. 

Consider the establishment of TEK in 2010. The novelty of TEK lies in its reception of very broad powers 

(which were eventually struck down by the ECHR) and in that the service combines Police activities and 

VIP protection activities. The important detail here is that TEK was setup to be directed by János Hajdu, 
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Fidesz’s “security director” and Viktor Orbán’s personal bodyguard with whom the Prime Minister 

allegedly enjoys warm relations.254 This suggests that the establishment of TEK served to bring the activities 

afforded to it under the Prime Minister’s direct control, leading Paul Krugman and others to accuse Viktor 

Orbán of running a personal secret police.255 Seeing as the Hungarian Police already had a clear mandate to 

prevent and respond to terrorist attacks prior to 2010 and the opposition parties sharply criticise TEK’s 

continued existence256, an impression is formed that this development is likewise dependent on Fidesz’s 

electoral victories. 

Overall, different dynamics seem to have effected changes in the Criminal Code and in Hungary’s 

institutional framework. The former is frequently subject to amendments emanating from Hungary’s 

international commitments and the pressure levelled against the government by international organisations 

(H2). In contrast, institutional changes seem to be far more dependent on the government of the day (H4) 

and on that government’s threat perception (H1). Policy diffusion (H3) could have played a role in both 

dimensions, but only straws-in-the-wind were found in support of this hypothesis.  
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6. Poland 
The security situation of Poland is at once unique and common. The country is substantially larger than the 

other three Visegrad countries combined and enjoys a long northern border with the Baltic Sea, making it 

the only country of the four which is not landlocked. Its sheer size makes Poland a potential regional power.  

At the same time, Poland shares with its Visegrad partners the historically unenviable space between 

Germany and Russia, with all the past wrongs that come with it. Merely two decades after liberating 

themselves from the clutches of the Russian, Prussian and Habsburg empires, the Poles were subjected to 

the horrors of Nazism and Stalinism. Between 1939 and 1945, nearly 20% of the entire population of Poland 

perished257 and the survivors found themselves on the totalitarian side of the Iron Curtain. Much like the 

rest of the Visegrad, Poland only found independence in 1989, when the communist bloc finally crumbled. 

Since then, the Polish state sought to ensure its security both within its borders and internationally. Efforts 

were also made to better safeguard the country from terrorist threats, particularly from the 2000s onward. 

In recent years, Poland’s counter-terrorism framework was expanded significantly after the electoral 

victories of the right-wing Law and Justice political party (Prawo i Sprawiedliwość, PiS). 

 

6.1. Counter-terrorism Developments in Poland 
6.1.1. Post-Communism in Poland 
Counter-terrorism developments in Poland during the early 1990s were modest. Terrorism was generally 

viewed as a form of organised crime and not singled out as a particular form of threat that should be 

combated outside of the wider penal and institutional framework. Polish law afforded no special 

investigative powers to the Police, the intelligence agencies, the military and other security agencies in cases 

related to terrorism. The issue was dealt with through the conventional institutional framework for 

combating other forms of criminality, although some institutions contained specialised bodies for combating 

terrorism. At the same time, the Criminal Code contained no explicit proscription of terrorism, in contrast 

to the Czechoslovak offence of ‘terror’ and the proscription of terrorist acts in Hungary. Poland nevertheless 

acceded to a plethora of international conventions and bilateral agreements related to counter-terrorism over 

time, much like its Visegrad partners.258 

On the strategic level of the institutional framework, responsibility over the internal and external security 

of Poland was initially granted to the directly elected President. The newly elected President Lech Wałęsa 

continued to hold sessions of the National Defense Committee (Komitet Obrony Kraju, KOK), the highest 
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coordinating body in matters of state security whose members included the President, the Prime Minister, 

the relevant ministers and the speakers of both chambers of the Polish Parliament: the Sejm and the Senate. 

The establishment of the KOK dates back to 1952, and in 1990 the President was made its Chairman. 

Meetings of the KOK were assisted by the National Security Bureau (Biuro Bezpieczeństwa Narodowego, 

BBN), a body set up by Wałęsa in 1991 to support his role as Chairman of the KOK and the Supreme 

Commander of the Polish Armed Forces. Within the Council of Ministers, which performs the duties of 

government, matters of counter-terrorism were generally relegated onto the Ministry of the Interior and 

Administration into which was subordinated the Polish Police (Policja).259 

The operational level was not developed as a distinct dimension of the counter-terrorism framework at this 

time. Instead, operational tasks were carried out by the same institutions with powers in the tactical 

dimension. Several such institutions were activated after 1989. The Police, which was in itself established 

in 1990260, created within its ranks the Counter-terrorism Department (Wydział Antyterrorystyczny, WA) at 

the Regional Police Headquarters (Komenda Stołeczna Policji, KSP), which was in turn subordinated to the 

General Police Headquarters (Komenda Główna Policji, KGP). This represented a rebranding of the 

Security Department of the Public Militia Command (Wydział Zabezpieczenia Komendy Stołecznej Milicji 

Obywatelskiej), set up in 1976.261 The Ministry of National Defence established its own military police 

service, the Military Gendarmerie (Żandarmeria Wojskowa), to provide law enforcement in military 

facilities and with respect to military personnel.262 

In July 1990, a special operations unit GROM (Wojskowa Formacja Specjalna GROM im. Cichociemnych 

Spadochroniarzy Armii Krajowe) was established within the Ministry of the Interior to participate in high-

risk situations of a terrorist nature. The unit was transferred to the Ministry of National Defence in October 

1999. In later periods, the unit would be moved again. 

The year 1990 also saw the creation of the Border Guard (Straż Graniczna), an armed law enforcement 

agency set up for the purpose of land and maritime border protection.263 The powers of the Border Guard 

extended to protection of Poland against threats to national security, but terrorism was not explicitly 

mentioned during this time. 

As for the intelligence services, the Office for State Protection (Urzęd Ochrony Państwa UOP) was 

established in April 1990 within the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Administration as Poland’s civilian 

intelligence and counter-intelligence agency. The UOP was supposed to replace the communist-era 

intelligence services, although this process was far from perfect. Thousands of staff from the now dissolved 
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Security Service (Służba Bezpieczeństwa, SB), one of the primary organs with which the communist 

administration quelled opposition prior to 1989, were re-employed in the UOP for lack of qualified 

personnel. This gave the UOP a shady start. The fears of many were confirmed in a scandal surrounding 

UOP Instruction No. 0015/92, issued in October 1992, that allegedly instructed UOP operatives to conduct 

surveillance of centre-right political parties supportive of enhanced lustration procedures and take steps 

towards undermining them.264 More and more damning information was revealed in connection to this story 

throughout the 1990s, increasing pressure on the administration to implement efficient checks and balances 

against the UOP. In April 1995, the Commission for the Special Services was set up within the Sejm to 

oversee the work of the intelligence community. A law was also drafted and enacted the following year 

which subordinated the UOP to the Prime Minister rather than to any one ministry.265 While these and other 

changes sought to enact greater control over the UOP, they seem to have had a negative effect on its 

efficiency. Lefevbre comments that “repeated leadership changes and personnel purges, small and large, 

negatively affected its [UOP’s] ability and competence to perform each of its assigned tasks.”266 

Poland also had a military intelligence wing at this time. The military intelligence was originally divided 

into the Internal Military Service (Wojskowa Służba Wewnętrzna, WSW) for military counter-intelligence 

and the General Staff’s Second Directorate (Zarząd II Sztabu Generalnego Wojska Polskiego) for military 

intelligence. These two services were merged into the General Staff’s Second Directorate for Intelligence 

and Counter-intelligence (Zarząd II Wywiadu i Kontrwywiadu) in 1990. In October 1991, this service was 

rebranded as the Military Information Services (Wojskowe Służby Informacyjne, WSI). WSI remained 

subordinated to the General Staff until 14 December 1995, when a reform placed it under the direct oversight 

of the Minister of National Defence.267  

Overall, the internal security framework during this period appears to have been rather chaotic, with unclear 

operational structures, poor coordination between the individual institutions and poorly defined 

responsibilities.268 The interim constitution of 1992269 somewhat remedied the situation by granting 

responsibility over the internal and external security of the State to the President, whereas the responsibility 

to direct, control, coordinate, and account to the Sejm was granted to the Council of Ministers. However, 

the tactical level institutions found the change insufficient. In 1994, the first Director of the UOP and 

Minister of the Interior and Administration in 1990-91 Krzysztof Kozłowski complained that “the tasks for 
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our services are formulated neither by the Prime Minister, nor the President, nor the Parliament. Therefore, 

in the services work, there is a plenty of chaos”.270 One year later, the Director of the WSI claimed that “no 

centre exists in our state which would coordinate the activity of the military and civilian services”.271 In this 

situation, Poland entered a period when it reformed its constitutional order and redefined its internal security 

framework. 

 

6.1.2. A New Constitutional Order 
Three fundamental processes occurred during this period: first, Poland remade its constitutional order in 

line with the new regime. Second, Poland joined the NATO alliance in March 1999, together with the Czech 

Republic and Hungary. This necessitated a reform of the defence sector and related fields. The third process 

relates to Poland’s looming accession to the EU and the related legislative and institutional changes in 

anticipation of this event. 

With regard to the criminal prosecution for terrorism, a re-codified Criminal Code was established in 

1997.272 The document still did not contain an explicit proscription of terrorism, but the issue soon started 

making its way into Polish criminal law. In September 2002, an amendment to the Act of 2000 on money 

laundering contained the first definition of terrorist actions in Poland.273  Terrorism was defined as “crimes 

against peace, humanity, as well as war crimes, crimes against universal safety and those described in 

Articles 134 and 136 of the Criminal Code”. This constituted an enumeration of existing offences rather 

than a legal definition. An explicit proscription of terrorism in the Criminal Code remained absent until 

2004. However, if Poland lagged behind its neighbours with respect to the criminalisation of terrorism 

during this period, it made up for it with the introduction of criminal liability for legal entities in 2002.274 

This is in sharp contrast to the Czech Republic and Slovakia, where such a provision was not introduced 

until years later. 

The institutional framework during this period was most affected by the passage of a new Constitution of 

Poland, which came into effect on 17 October 1997.275 This document replaced the interim constitutional 

changes of 1992 and, among other things, redefined the roles of internal security institutions. The Prime 

Minister was recognised as the primary executive actor and the Council of Ministers was given 

responsibility to ensure the internal and external security of Poland, as supervised by the President. 
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A new Defense Committee of the Council of Ministers (Komitet Spraw Obronnych Rady Ministrów, 

KSORM) was established in 1997 to manage defence matters, including those related to the country’s 

incipient accession to NATO.276 At the same time, the newly elected President Aleksander Kwaśniewski 

established the National Security Council (Rada Bezpieczeństwa Narodowego, RBN) as the advisory body 

of the President in matters of internal and external security. The RBN gradually assumed a central position 

in the strategic level of internal security relating to the President, displacing both the KSORM and the KOK. 

These bodies were dissolved in 2001 and 2003, respectively. 

The BBN was retained, however, as an assistive body to the RBN. According to Lefevbre, the first and third 

Director of the BBN, Jerzy Milewski, hoped that his institution could serve for inter-institutional 

coordination and thus close the gap that existed on the operational level.277 However, this task was given to 

other bodies. In 1997, a new position of Minister-Coordinator for Special Services (Minister—Koordynator 

Służb Specjalnych) was established at the Council of Ministers for greater coordination between the 

executive and the intelligence community. On 24 May 2002, this was complemented with the creation of 

the Board for Special Services (Kolegium do Spraw Służb Specjalnych), an advisory body to the Council of 

Ministers on the activities of the UOP and the WSI and on their coordination with other security agencies, 

such as the Police and the Border Guard.278 These bodies remained entrenched in strategic level structures, 

but they provided the much needed bridge between the executive decision-makers and tactical-level bodies. 

The same 2002 law which created the Board for Special Services also changed the structure of the 

intelligence community on the tactical level, in light of the scandals which pervaded it throughout the 1990s. 

The UOP was abolished and two new agencies were established in its place: the Internal Security Agency 

(Agencję Bezpieczeństwa Wewnętrznego, ABW) for civilian counter-intelligence and the Foreign 

Intelligence Agency (Agencję Wywiadu, AW) for civilian intelligence. Both agencies were given mandate 

over matters of terrorism, with ABW dealing with terrorism threats within the territory of Poland and AW 

addressing international terrorism. One year later, in 2003, the WSI was likewise reformed and given an 

explicit mandate to act against acts of terrorism.279 According to a letter to the United Nations, a 

Coordination Team for Operational and Investigation Actions with regard to Combating Political Terrorism 

was established at the ABW in the same year for the exchange of information on terrorist threats between 

the three intelligence services, the Police and other services.280 

The Polish Police also reformed its approach to terrorism. The year 2000 saw the creation of Independent 

Counter-terrorism Sub-Divisions of the Regional Police (Samodzielny Pododdziały Antyterrorystyczny 
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KSP), dispersed in various locations around the country. On the central level, the WA saw its removal in 

February 2003 from the Regional Police Headquarters and was integrated into the Central Investigation 

Bureau (Centralne Biuro Śledcze Policji) as the Battle Board (Zarząd Bojowy) and the Battle Security 

Administration (Zarząd Zabezpieczenia Bojowego). In July, this was reorganised into a single Counter-

terrorism Operations Bureau (Biuro Operacji Antyterrorystycznych, BOA), subordinated directly to the 

deputy chief of the KGP. 

The financing of terrorism was also addressed. The anti-money laundering Act of 2000 established the 

General Inspector of Financial Information (Generalny Inspektor Informacji Finansowej, GIIF) and the 

Financial Intelligence Unit (Polską jednostka analityki finansowej, abbreviated as FIU following the 

English standard) at the Ministry of Finance to combat money laundering. 281 Two years later, this Act was 

amended to extend to these bodies the responsibility to combat terrorist financing as well.282 

In practice, Poland oriented itself as a close supporter of the USA in counter-terrorism after the 9/11 attacks. 

The external military cooperation notwithstanding, there were some immediate tactical changes following 

the attacks to better prepare Poland for the eventuality of terrorist attacks. Specialized Units of the Military 

Gendarmerie were established in Mińsk Mazowiecki, Warsaw and Gliwice to serve as elite units for special 

police operations. These were later reorganised into two units in Mińsk Mazowiecki and Warsaw.283 

 

6.1.3. Europeanisation and Its Discontents 
If the process of implementing EU legislation began prior to 2004, by this time it was in full swing. Only 

several days prior to officially joining the EU in May 2004, Poland finally explicitly proscribed terrorism 

in the Criminal Code.284 The same legislative change also allowed Polish criminal law to be applied to 

foreigners who committed a terrorist offence abroad.285 Interestingly, the new legal definition of a ‘terrorist 

offence’ in the Polish Criminal Code was rather concise: 

“A terrorist offence is a prohibited act threatened with imprisonment, a maximum of at least 5 

years, committed to: 

1) seriously intimidate many people, 

2) to compel a public authority of the Republic of Polish or another international organisation or 

authority to take or refrain from certain activities,  

																																																								
281 Journal of Laws of 2000, No. 116, Item 1216 on Counteracting the Introduction into Financial Trading of Property Values 
Derived from Illegal or Undisclosed Sources 
282 Journal of Laws of 2002, No. 180, Item 1500 amending the Act on Counteracting the Introduction into Financial Trading of 
Property Values Derived from Illegal or Undisclosed Sources. 
283 Military Gendarmerie: “The history of the Military Gendarmerie”; Accessed at http://zw.wp.mil.pl/en/244.html 
284 Journal of Laws of 2004, No. 93, Item 889 amending the Criminal Code and Certain Other Acts. Journal of Laws of 1997, No. 
88 Item 553: Criminal Code; Article 115, Section 20. 
285 Journal of Laws of 1997, No. 88 Item 553: Criminal Code; Article 110, Section 1. 



	 69	

3) call a serious disturbance in the system or the economy of Polish Republic, another country or 

international organisation — as well as threats to commit such an act.” 

This wording makes it possible for the article to be applied more broadly. Daranowski considers a fictional 

example of a journalist disclosing secret information about state violations of human rights with the aim of 

forcing the responsible organs from violating human rights in the future. Such an action could be considered 

terrorism under the broad definition enacted in 2004.286  

Despite this concern, the definition remains largely unchanged to this day. The same 2004 Act also amended 

Article 258 of the Criminal Code to criminalise participation in a criminal group with a terrorist character. 

Furthermore, several other related offences were added to the Criminal Code over time. In October 2009, 

the anti-money laundering Act of 2000 was amended to bring an autonomous offence of terrorist financing 

to the Criminal Code. The Act also allowed the GIIF to order a suspension of suspicious transactions or 

block an account.287 In November 2011, Poland criminalised the dissemination of content that could 

facilitate the commitment of an offence of terrorist nature.288 

Two acts were passed in 2011 with relation to countering the threat of aircraft abduction for terrorist 

purposes.289 The Criminal Code now allowed for the prosecution of unlawful interference with civil aviation 

and for the destruction of foreign military aircraft used for terrorist actions in Polish airspace. In the same 

year, the dissemination of content supportive of terrorism or inciting to commit terrorist offences was 

proscribed in the Criminal Code.290 In May 2012, an amendment to the November 2000 Act on the 

international exchange in goods, technologies and services orders the blocking of supply of weapons for 

terrorist purposes.291  

Several other legal measures with a counter-terrorism relevance were adopted during this period. The Act 

of 2002 on states of emergency292 was amended so that states of emergency, including martial law, could 

be triggered as a result of terrorism. In September 2006, extradition of Polish citizens was enabled through 

a constitutional Act so as to bring Poland in compliance with the European Arrest Warrant.293 
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On the institutional side, the period is characterised by the creation of new operational institutions alongside 

existing bodies with a counter-terrorist mandate and a specification, if not broadening, of their powers. In 

October 2006, the Inter-departmental Task Force on Terrorist Threats (Międzyresortowy Zespół do Spraw 

Zagrożeń Terrorystycznych, MZds.ZT) was established on the strategic level.294 MZds.ZT is chaired by the 

Minister of the Interior and Administration and its role is to monitor terrorist threats as reported by other 

agencies and subsequently report on the issue to the Council of Ministers. The body houses a Permanent 

Group of Experts (Stała Grupa Ekspercka, SGE) and also coordinates the flow of information between 

competent governmental authorities in combating and counteracting terrorism.295 In 2011, MZds.ZT 

launched the antyterroryzm.gov.pl portal to inform the public about terrorist threats and prepared the 

National Counter-terrorism Programme for the years 2012-2016.296 

Meanwhile, operational responsibilities were gradually subsumed into the work of the ABW. In 2005, the 

Team for Coordination of Operational and Intelligence Activities against Political Terrorism was established 

at the ABW to coordinate counter-terrorism matters.297 Three years later, in September 2008 counter-

terrorism coordination was moved into the newly established Counter-terrorism Centre (Centrum 

Antyterrorystyczne, CAT) within ABW ranks.298 The CAT coordinates the activities carried out by all 

relevant national institutions relating to the exchange of information on terrorist threats.  

More work in the operational level was also envisaged with respect to crisis management and responding to 

terrorist attacks. The roles of the relevant institutions in this field were specified in more detail in the 2007 

Act on Crisis Management.299 This act established the Government Centre for Security (Rządowego 

Centrum Bezpieczeństwa, RCB) as the central body for crisis management, including crises sparked by 

terrorist threats. Crisis Management Teams were also created at the level of the Council of Ministers 

(Rządowy Zespół Zarządzania Kryzysowego, RZZK), individual ministries and their subordinate units and 

also at the lower levels of state administration, from the regional voivodship to the local commune. The 2007 

Act was followed by the passage of the National Critical Management Plan in 2012, which identified four 

stages of crisis management: prevention, preparation, reaction and restoration.300 Crucially, different 

services were made responsible for each phase in counter-terrorism; ABW was identified as primarily 

responsible for terrorism prevention, whereas the Ministry of the Interior and Administration was 

responsible for the areas of preparation against terrorist attacks, response to an actual attack and 
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reconstruction after the event; with other bodies also responsible in different stages of terrorism management 

depending on the nature of the situation. The efficiency of this approach will not be discussed here, but it 

should be noted that the White Book on Security, published by the BBN in 2013, considered the framework 

to be ineffective and ripe for reform.301 

Some changes also occurred within the existing tactical-level institutions. In 2007, the Act on the Border 

Guard was amended to task the service to counter terrorist threats within its scope of operations.302 In the 

Police, the BOA was turned into the Anti-Terrorist Operations Headquarters of the Chief of General Staff 

of the Police Headquarters (Zarząd Operacji Antyterrorystycznych Głównego Sztabu Komendy Głównej 

Policji, ZOA GS KGP) in July 2004, only to be reorganised back into the BOA in May 2010. 

Meanwhile, the GROM unit has been placed under direction of the newly established Command of Polish 

Special Forces (Dowództwo Wojsk Specjalnych) in 2007. In 2014, it was moved again and subsumed under 

the General Command of the Armed Forces (Dowództwo Generalne Rodzajów Sił Zbrojnych). 

As for the intelligence community, the role of the two civilian intelligence services remained stable. On the 

military intelligence side, the year 2006 saw an end to the WSI and its replacement by two services: the 

Military Counter-intelligence Service (Służba Kontrwywiadu Wojskowego, SKW) and the Military 

Intelligence Service (Służba Wywiadu Wojskowego, SWW).303 

With regard to the fight against terrorism financing, the issue was addressed in more detail in the June 2009 

amendment to the anti-money laundering Act of 2000.304 Shortly after this Act was passed, the Inter-

departmental Committee for Finance Security (Międzyresortowy Komitet Bezpieczeństwa Finansowego) 

was established at the GIIF as a consultative and advisory body in the area of the use of specific restrictive 

measures in matters related to the financing of terrorism.305 

The cybersecurity dimension also began receiving greater attention during this time. In February 2008, the 

Government Computer Emergency Response Team (Rządowy Zespół Reagowania na Incydenty 

Komputerowe) was established within the ABW to respond to cyber threats, including those related to 

terrorism. This was followed by the adoption of the Governmental Program for the Protection of Cyberspace 

in Poland for 2009-2011 in March 2009. Among other things, this document envisaged the positioning of 

Plenipotentiaries for Cyberspace Security (Pełnomocnik ds. bezpieczeństwa cyberprzestrzeni) in various 

administrative institutions, including the ministries, to oversee the implementation of cybersecurity 
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measures. The BBN, which was assigned the task of counter-cyberespionage306, published the Cybersecurity 

Doctrine of the Republic of Poland in 2015.307 

 

6.1.4. Orbánisation in Poland? 
By 2015, Poland had a broad counter-terrorism architecture at its disposal; the issue was addressed in the 

Criminal Code, in the plans of crisis management and with respect to cybersecurity. Furthermore, a number 

of coordinating bodies sprang up between 2004 and 2015 to connect the strategic level of decision-making 

with the tactical level. These efforts were widened and deepened on an unprecedented scale following yet 

another victory of the PiS political party in both presidential and parliamentary elections in May and October 

2015, respectively. This time, PiS secured an absolute majority in the Sejm and the Senate (being the 

historically first to win an absolute majority since the overthrow of communism in 1989). This allowed the 

party, spearheaded by PiS Chairman Jarosław Kaczyński, Prime Minister Beata Szydło and President 

Andrzej Duda308, to implement wide-ranging reforms of the country. 

For the first time, Poland instituted a specific Act on counter-terrorism.309 The package, enacted in June 

2016, brings together all the terrorism-related threads discussed above and establishes a single framework 

for combating terrorism.  

The counter-terrorism act brought several changes to the Criminal Code. Training to commit terrorist attacks 

is now proscribed310, as is crossing the border to commit a terrorist offence abroad.311 The sentence may be 

reduced or dismissed completely if the perpetrator voluntarily refused to commit a terrorist offence and 

informed the authorities.312 If the perpetrator of the above offences agrees to secretly cooperate with the 

intelligence services, they may waive their obligation to notify the public prosecutor. 

Concerning the institutional level, the Act put in place a new four-level alert system for terrorist threats 

ranging from 1 (lowest level) to 4 (highest level). In addition, the Act significantly expanded the powers of 

institutions with tactical-level responsibilities in countering terrorism. In line with the crisis management 

duties discussed above, the new Act makes the ABW responsible for terrorism prevention, whereas the 

Ministry of the Interior and Administration oversees the efforts to prepare for the eventuality of terrorist 

attacks, respond to their occurrence and remove their effects. The ABW is additionally made responsible 

for tackling cyberterrorism and may block access to websites, with a judicial review only occurring after a 
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period of five days. At the same time, any foreign national with regard to whom there is “fear of possible 

involvement in terrorist activities” may now become the subject of ABW surveillance. The permitted 

methods range from recording the content of conversations to obtaining and recording the data contained in 

IT data carriers. The process is not regulated by the courts but overseen by the Prosecutor General. 

Meanwhile, on-site activities during terrorist incidents are delegated to the Police. When terrorism alert 

levels three or four are declared, the Police may break up assemblies and protests. Furthermore, individuals 

may be arrested based on the probability that they were going to commit a terrorist act, on the order of the 

Prosecutor General. The suspects may be placed in remand custody for a period of up to 14 days. This period 

may be extended further following a judicial review.313 

The above changes would perhaps not be as controversial were it not for the vague definition of terrorism 

in the Criminal Code, as described above. Given that PiS seems to use the term “terrorism” in a relaxed 

manner (Jarosław Kaczyński silenced the opposition in the Sejm when the Act was being passed with the 

words: “Yesterday, you were defending thieves; today, you are defending terrorists!”314), the Act raises 

questions of constitutionality and legitimacy when help up against conventions and case law of the Council 

of Europe and other international bodies. At the same time, the new administration unified the position of 

Public Prosecutor General and Minister of Justice and made all public prosecutors subservient to the 

Prosecutor General, thus making any decisions of the public prosecution a rubber stamp on behalf of the 

ruling government.315  

The counter-terrorism Act represents only one chapter in a series of laws enacted by PiS. Noticing a 

resemblance between the new Polish legislation and that enacted in Hungary in recent years, some 

commentators described Poland as succumbing to ‘Orbánisation’.316 This process is likely to evolve further 

in the near future. 

 

6.2. Explaining Counter-terrorism Developments in Poland  
As in the other countries, the fight against terrorism in Poland was initially transplanted onto existing 

mechanisms for combating organised crime and other forms of criminal activity. During the 2000s, new 

counter-terrorism instruments were added both to the Criminal Code and to the institutional framework. 

Since 2015, further changes have been introduced. Can the developments described above be explained by 

any of our hypotheses? Let us follow the structure established with other countries and consider the 

developments of the Criminal Code and of the institutional framework separately. 

																																																								
313 Journal of Laws of 1997, No. 89 Item 555: Code of Criminal Procedure; Article 263. 
314 TVN24 (2016): “Kaczyński: broniliście złodziei, bronicie terrorystów. PO zawiadomi prokuraturę?”; Accessed at 
http://www.tvn24.pl/wiadomosci-z-kraju,3/awantura-o-ustawe-antyterrorystyczna,651486.html 
315 Journal of Laws of 2016, Item 178 on the Prosecution. 
316 See for example Reuters (2015): “Insight - Creeping 'Orbanisation' in Poland sparking unease in EU”; Accessed at 
http://uk.reuters.com/article/uk-poland-government-orban-insight-idUKKBN0U01VA20151217 



	 74	

 

6.2.1. Criminal Code 
Until 2004, terrorism was not explicitly addressed in the Criminal Code. This may be understood as 

conforming to H1 (threat perception), in the sense that a perceived absence of terrorist threats produced an 

absence of counter-terrorism measures. Such a view should be taken with caution, however, as terrorism 

was recognised in the institutional framework. 

Furthermore, when the Criminal Code finally did receive a change in April 2004, it seems not to have been 

in response to a perception of terrorist threat in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. When questioned about the 

state of the Criminal Code by the newly created UN Counter-terrorism Committee in late 2001, Poland was 

adamant that terrorist offences could be prosecuted under existing legislation against participation in a 

criminal group317, causing of danger to life or property at large scale318, money laundering319 and other 

offences.320 On the contrary, the offence of terrorism seems to have been introduced into the Criminal Code 

in response to the binding agreements Poland became party to since the 9/11 attacks.321 The timing of the 

Act, which roughly correlates with the introduction of a similar Act in the Czech Republic, corroborates this 

hypothesis. It must be noted that the wording of the new offence is vaguer than that advanced by the Council 

of the EU. This could suggest that another factor was in play (for example, a domestic actor who sought a 

broad proscription of terrorism), or that it was simpler to transpose the gist of what Poland was pressured 

into without going into details. This straw-in-the-wind could be investigated by future research. 

Other significant acts related to counter-terrorism during this period also appear to have come into existence 

as a result of external pressure. When the criminal liability for legal entities was implemented in 2002, it 

fulfilled Poland’s commitments to the 1997 OECD Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Public 

Officials in International Business Transactions322, the 1999 Council of Europe Criminal Law Convention 

on Corruption323 and the 1999 UN International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of 

Terrorism.324 The difference between Poland and other countries with regard to this offence is that Poland 

was successful in introducing the offence without too much political backlash. In the Czech Republic and 

Slovakia, it took years before the opposition to criminal liability to legal entities was defeated.  
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Similarly, the 2009 amendment regulating the fight against terrorism financing implemented provisions 

from the third EU anti-money laundering directive325 and increased Poland’s compliance with UNSC 

resolutions and FATF recommendations.326 The MONEYVAL reports from the period leading up to 2009 

are particularly damning of Poland’s non-compliance with FATF special recommendation II on establishing 

an autonomous offence of terrorist financing.327 It is likely that the offence was instituted in response to 

external pressure from this and other international bodies. 

The proscription of dissemination of content supportive of terrorism, implemented in 2011, also appears to 

have been motivated by the necessity to adopt international legislation. The Act transposes elements of the 

Council of Europe Convention on the Prevention of Terrorism of 16 May 2005328 and the Council 

Framework Decision on combating terrorism of 2008.329 According to Poland’s report to CODEXTER, the 

law was implemented to transpose this international legislation.330 

The same dynamic may be observed with respect to the changes brought about in 2015. The changes made 

to the Criminal Code fulfil Poland’s commitments to the Council of Europe, the EU and the UN with regard 

to combating foreign terrorist fighters.331 

From the above, it appears that external pressure (H2) has played a major part in bringing counter-terrorism 

provisions to the Polish Criminal Code. This is in sharp contrast to the developments of the institutional 

framework and the powers of the respective institutions. 

 

6.2.2. Institutional Framework 
Turning to the institutional framework on counter-terrorism, the situation seems similar to the other three 

Visegrad countries. It is up to debate whether H1 (threat perception) passes the hoop test for the period 
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between 1989 and 2001. Strategic documents published prior to the 9/11 attack do mention terrorism as a 

growing international threat332, but only in passing. This changes dramatically in post-9/11 documents.333 

Furthermore, institutional developments specifically dealing with countering terrorism on Polish territory 

were rare prior to 2001. Instead, counter-terrorism powers were grafted onto the existing institutional 

framework. Many of these, including the KOK, the Police counter-terrorism department and the UOP, 

constituted a continuation of services which were established prior to 1989. Of those institutions which were 

founded anew during this period, there is no indication that their foundation constituted a response to a 

perception of acute terrorist threat.334 This seems to be the case with respect to external pressure (H2), or 

the lack thereof, as well. 

In contrast, internal processes (H4) did play a major role in a number of developments of this period, 

although these only relate to counter-terrorism indirectly. This concerns the gradual entrenchment of the 

intelligence community, where political in-fighting and previous institutional arrangements seem to have 

played a major role. The constitutional changes of 1997 also do not seem to stem from any external factors 

related to terrorism. It is possible, however, that some of these changes were inspired from abroad. 

Concerning the developments which relate to counter-terrorism directly, policy diffusion played a part in 

the establishment of GROM. This special operations unit was modelled on the American Delta Force and 

British Special Air Service.335 

There is limited evidence to suggest that the situation changed after 2001. The year 2002 saw the end of the 

UOP and the beginning of the AWP and AW. Both services were explicitly tasked with countering terrorism. 

However, Rihackova suggests that plans for this reform preceded the 9/11 attacks.336 It may therefore be the 

case that the attacks only motivated the administration of the day to implement changes which were already 

in the works.  

The creation of various coordination and advisory bodies also seems to stem from internal processes. There 

have been a number of calls from both operatives and in official documents for greater coordination of 

counter-terrorism efforts.337 These could have provided the impetus for the creation of the MZ ds. ZT, SGE, 

RZZK, CAT and other bodies. This straw-in-the-wind suspicion could be corroborated by future research. 

In some cases, straw-in-the-wind evidence points to external pressure (H2). The 2007 amendment to the 

Act on the Border Guard, which explicitly empowered the service to deal with issues related to terrorism, 
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closely coincides with Poland’s entry into the Schengen area in 2008. However, there seems to be no reason 

why Poland should be pressured into delegating counter-terrorism powers to the Border Guard when it is 

not strictly necessary under international agreements to have such an institution in the first place. In the 

Czech Republic, for example, the powers of border protection are given to the Czech Police.338 This straw-

in-the-wind should therefore not be taken as supportive of H2. 

Similarly, Poland’s increased focus on cyberterrorism in 2011 correlates with the country’s entry into the 

NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence. It was during this period that a number of acts 

related to states of emergency were amended, allowing martial law to be declared in response to 

cybersecurity threats.339 However, it seems unlikely that NATO pressured Poland into stepping up its focus 

on cyberterrorism during this time; the issue was already recognised as needing more attention in the official 

documents published prior to 2011, and it seems just as likely that the issue would become the subject of 

focus with or without NATO’s presence. 

Internal processes also dictated the evolution of the intelligence services, in particular the dramatic end of 

the WSI in 2006. Since its inception in the early 1990s, the service faced allegations of sheltering 

collaborators with the communist totalitarian regime and actively supporting Russian activities within 

Poland. Matters came to a head in 2005, when the PiS won both the presidential and parliamentary elections 

and its founders, the twin brothers Lech Kaczyński and Jarosław Kaczyński, took the seats of President and 

Prime Minister, respectively.340 The new administration announced that the WSI would be liquidated and 

appointed conservative politician Antoni Macierewicz to lead the process. By June 2006, an Act was passed 

which effectively abolished the WSI and transferred its responsibilities to the SKW and the SWW.341 One 

year later, with the approval of the Sejm, the Kaczyński twins made available to the public Macierewicz’s 

damning report on the activities of the WSI.342 The 164-page document not only details the alleged crimes 

perpetrated by WSI officials throughout the service’s existence, but also explicitly names dozens of WSI 

operatives. The incident sparked an immediate crisis in intelligence circles and the government was 

criticised for placing the agents, and people they came into contact with, in harm’s way.343 The entire episode 

could be ascribed to threat perception in the sense that the PiS administration perceived a threat of 

communism embedded in the country’s intelligence community, but this is unrelated to H1. 
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Policy diffusion (H3) also may have played a role. In early 2005, the Minister of the Interior and 

Administration established the Joint Polish-American Counterterrorism Working Group to exchange good 

practices between Poland and the USA. Only several months after the group was founded, the Border Guard 

began cooperating with the USA (and Germany) in the provision of guards on board of airplanes.344 

According to Gogolewska, the USA also inspired Poland to reform its strategic security documents. The 

close cooperation between the two countries, she claims, was triggered by the 9/11 attacks.345 

Overall, the evolution of the institutional framework seems to have occurred as a result of internal processes 

(H4), spurned on in some cases by threat perception (H1) and policy diffusion (H3). External pressure does 

not seem to have played a major part in affecting the process. 

The 2016 Act conforms to the above trend. The indiscriminate surveillance of foreign nationals, extension 

of remand custody from 48 hours to 14 days, enhanced powers to disband assemblies and the authorisation 

to block websites prior to a judicial review are not derived from regulations or recommendations on behalf 

of the EU, the Council of Europe or the UN and may well be in violation of some of Poland’s international 

promises. According to Barbara Grabowska-Moroz of the Helsinki Foundation of Human Rights, the Act 

“ignores existing case law of the European Court of Human Rights and Constitutional Tribunal. No open 

debate, extraordinarily hasty proceedings and extreme violations of citizens' rights and freedoms means that 

the bill needs multiple changes”.346 The Act is still relatively new so judgements on its validity in the eyes 

of the EU, Council of Europe and the UN are forthcoming; nevertheless, it is unlikely that the far-reaching 

measures will meet with enthusiasm. There is thus little evidence to strengthen H2 in this case. 

In contrast, the sequence of events seems to have resulted from internal processes (H4) and threat perception 

(H1). The Act on Counter-terrorism represents only one episode in a sequence of draconian changes under 

the new administration. As the new government assumed control of the Sejm in October 2015, it first took 

control of the intelligence services. The new PiS-dominated Sejm reduced the number of MPs in its 

Committee for Special Services to seven. Four of the new members were appointed from PiS, effectively 

granting the party a majority in the Committee. On the night of 18 November, the Committee was assembled 

and consented to the Prime Minister’s request that the directors of all four intelligence agencies be 

dismissed. In several days, the ABW, AW, SKW and SW all had new leadership. Described as a “night 

attack on the services” by Marek Biernacki, opposition MP, former Minister of the Interior (1999—2001) 

and of Justice (2013-2014), as well as former chairman and current member of the Committee347, the move 
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cemented PiS control over the intelligence community. The final touch to this process came one month later, 

when senior aides of Antoni Macierewicz (the same man who dismantled the WSI during the previous PiS 

administration and was now appointed as the Minister of National Defence), accompanied by the Military 

Police, conducted a night raid on the temporary offices of the NATO Counter-intelligence Centre of 

Excellence. Macierewicz subsequently replaced the unit’s director.348 

Now that the intelligence services were under PiS control, their powers were significantly expanded. A new 

Act, which came into force in early 2016, allowed the Police and the intelligence services to acquire physical 

and electronic data without having to justify their collection by reference to an ongoing investigation.349 As 

criticism of the new administration mounted, the government enacted another law by which senior figures 

in public radio and television would be appointed by the Minister of the State Treasury rather than the 

National Broadcasting Council (Krajowa Rada Radiofonii i Telewizji, KRRiT).350 

Meanwhile, the PiS completed its takeover of Poland by subjugating the Constitutional Tribunal to its will. 

The new government refused to allow five judges appointed by the previous government shortly before the 

election to sit in the Constitutional Tribunal. The judges were not accepted by President Duda, and the 

government proposed its own list of new candidates. The Constitutional Tribunal found this move 

unconstitutional. In defiance, the PiS-dominated Sejm passed a number of amendments to the Act on the 

Constitutional Tribunal in November and December 2015, with immediate effect. These laws terminated 

the tenure of the incumbent President and Vice-President of the Constitutional Tribunal, reduced the budget 

of the Constitutional Tribunal and introduced the necessity for the Constitutional Tribunal to hear cases in 

the order in which they are filed and in a full-bench composition of at least 13 judges out of 15. Furthermore, 

the new rules stipulated that decisions of the Tribunal required a two-thirds majority consensus, rather than 

a simple majority. At this point, the Tribunal only had 12 judges rather than the required 13, so the 

amendments would effectively paralyse it until the new judges, proposed by PiS, assumed their functions. 

The amendments were struck down as unconstitutional by the Tribunal in March 2016, but the government 

refused to publish this judgement, thus preventing it from becoming binding. More judgements about the 

unconstitutionality of various new PiS laws were made since then, but the government again refused to 

publish them. The judiciary has thus been silenced by the PiS-dominated executive and legislative 

branches.351 

Needless to say, the government came under heavy international criticism for its behaviour. In February 

2017, Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, Open Society European Policy Institute, Reporters 
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without Borders and the International Federation for Human Rights, as well as a host of smaller 

organisations, signed an open letter to the European Commission, decrying the ongoing changes in 

Poland.352 On their part, both the Council of Europe and EU bodies expressed outrage. The European 

Commission and the European Parliament demanded multiple times that the constitutional crisis be 

resolved, but the criticism was rejected by the Polish government in February 2017. Poland could be 

subjected to losing its voting rights in the EU bloc under Article 7 of the Treaty on European Union, although 

the Commission vice-president Frans Timmermans is reluctant to trigger this mechanism for fear it may 

prove counter-productive at a time when the EU is facing questions of its sustained legitimacy.353 In any 

case, the external pressure is, if anything, aimed against the new changes rather than in their support.  

In contrast, the Act and other related changes described above seem to stem from the internal dynamics of 

the state, namely from the domination of PiS over internal affairs after the double elections of 2015. H4 

seems to capture this process very well. 

It is also possible that some of the recent changes were motivated by threat perception (H1). The terrorist 

threat per se continues to be officially perceived as low, but the migration crisis and the subsequent spate of 

terrorist attacks in Western Europe may have contributed to the result of the 2015 elections as well as to the 

administration’s perception that more needs to be done in the area of terrorism. H1 is thus not disconfirmed. 

Furthermore, the rhetoric of PiS leaders about the necessity to do more about terrorism could be taken as a 

straw-in-the-wind in support of the hypothesis.354 When the Act was officially being introduced to the 

public, the Minister of the Interior and Administration Mariusz Blaszczak explained that the legislation was 

prepared as a result of the worsening security situation in Europe regarding terrorism.355 Perhaps more 

revealingly, Blaszczak held a press conference shortly after the November 2015 attacks in Paris, where he 

announced that his administration would prepare a new counter-terrorism Act in response to the event.356 

This strengthens H1.  

Unfortunately, the temporal succession of events is such that the newly elected PiS may have planned to 

introduce the Act in any case, and the November attack provided a useful justification to begin working on 

the change and subsequently push it through the Sejm without much debate. The party’s pre-election 

programme does promise to adopt a counter-terrorism act, which strengthens H4 in the sense that PiS’ 
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electoral victories were a necessary precondition for the adoption of these changes.357 On the other hand, 

very few details about the planned Act are provided and the very idea to implement a specific counter-

terrorism Act may have originated in threat perception. It is therefore uncertain whether the 2016 Act is 

better explained by H1 or H4. From the available evidence, it seems that both internal processes and threat 

perception contributed to the Act’s creation. 

Additionally, it is possible that the administration drew inspiration from Hungary when drafting the Act. 

This would strengthen H3. The two governments enjoy warm relations with respect to a number of security 

related issues, particularly those pertaining to the migration crisis, which is perceived as inexorably linked 

to terrorism.358 In one of her speeches before the October 2015 election, the soon-to-be-Prime Minister 

Beata Szydło said that “many controversial reforms by Viktor Orbán turned out to be prosperous for his 

country” and it is “worth looking at them closely.”359 Prime Minister Orbán also seems to enjoy close 

relations with Jarosław Kaczyński.360 Furthermore, the actual Act on Counter-terrorism of 2016 bears strong 

resemblance to the counter-terrorism developments under the Orbán administration.361 Nevertheless, a solid 

corroboration that the Polish Act on Counter-terrorism represents a case of policy diffusion from Hungary 

is lacking. H3 is thus possible but the PiS-Fidesz connection would have to be investigated in depth by 

future researchers. 

In sum, the new Act seems to be a result of internal processes (H4) and threat perception (H1), with possible 

policy diffusion (H3) elements. External pressure (H2) appears to be directed against the Act rather than in 

its support. This is in contrast to those sections of the Act which amend the Criminal Code in conformity 

with Poland’s international commitments. 
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7. Slovakia  
Slovakia is the smallest of the four Visegrad countries, both by population and size. Until 1993, it was 

subsumed under Czechoslovakia and even after it became an independent country, Slovakia’s internal 

security arrangements have closely resembled those of the Czech Republic. The special relationship between 

these two countries has lasted to this day, although their counter-terrorism frameworks have diverged in a 

number of ways over time. Slovakia has gone through an uncertain period under the leadership of Vladimír 

Mečiar in the 1990s, during which its rapprochement with Western democracies has been slowed down. A 

period of catching up to others followed, in which Slovakia entered NATO and the EU and generally 

harmonised its politics with the rest of the region. Finally, in recent years, the country seems to have 

positioned itself as a middle-man between Prague’s Western-centric approach to counter-terrorism and the 

draconian measures adopted in Hungary and Poland. 

 

7.1. Counter-terrorism Developments in Slovakia 
7.1.1. Mečiarism 
The period of Slovak history under Prime Minister Vladimír Mečiar and his Movement for a Democratic 

Slovakia (Hnutie za demokratické Slovensko, HZDS) lasted from 1990 to 1998, with two brief interludes 

between May 1991 and June 1992 and between March and December 1994, during which he was shortly 

deposed from power before returning as a winner of parliamentary elections. During this period, Mečiar 

secured Slovakia’s independence and subsequently began revising its constitutional order. However, the 

illiberal practices adopted by his administration gradually alienated many of his former allies, including 

President Kováč (1993—1998) and Slovakia’s international partners.362 In the end, unlike the other three 

Visegrad countries, Slovakia failed to enter NATO in 1999; it would take another five years before it was 

allowed to join the alliance. Furthermore, some of Mečiar’s security-related decisions, such as his infamous 

amnesty (see below), remain on the agenda of Slovak decision-makers to this day. With regard to counter-

terrorism developments, this period is primarily characterised by the founding of various security-related 

institutions with implicit counter-terrorism competences that would become specified in more detail later. 

As far as the Criminal Code is concerned, Slovakia proscribed the offence of ‘terror’ during this time without 

having an autonomous offence for terrorist acts, much like the Czech Republic.363 Terrorism-related acts 

would have been covered under other offences, such as participation in serious crime364, involvement in an 
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offence or attempt to commit an offence365, subversion366, sabotage367, illegal possession of firearms368, 

establishing, masterminding or supporting a criminal group369 or money laundering.370 The money 

laundering offence was addressed in detail in 1994, as part of Slovakia’s first anti-money laundering Act.371  

Other than that, the Criminal Code retained much of the structure and composition enacted prior to 1993 

and comprehensive changes relating to terrorism were only instituted in later years. Nevertheless, it should 

be noted that Slovakia began implementing international and bilateral agreements on counter-terrorism 

during this period — agreements which later necessitated changes in its legislative framework.372 

As the country gained independence, it transformed its institutional framework considerably. On the 

strategic level, the country adopted a similar liberal democratic architecture to that of the Czech Republic 

and the wider region. An elected, unicameral National Council would carry out the duties of parliament and 

form a government chaired by the Prime Minister. The President of the Slovak Republic, indirectly elected 

by the National Council and directly elected since 1999, would act as the head of state and supreme 

commander of the armed forces. As in other Visegrad countries, the key powers over internal security and 

defence were vested in the Prime Minister. 

Unlike the Czech Republic, which repealed the Act defining the role of state security councils in 1993, 

Slovakia maintained this Act until 2002. This meant that the government had a formal advisory and 

coordination body at its disposal for security matters at the strategic level chaired by the Prime Minister, the 

State Defence Council (Rada obrany štátu, ROŠ).373 In 1996, individual ministries were also made 

accountable for security tasks and the implementation of measures necessary for the defence and protection 

of the state.374 At the same time, the Defence and Security Committee was established in the National 

Council to oversee actions being taken in this area.375 

The operational level was not clearly defined and separated from the tactical level during this period. It was 

not until much later that distinct operational bodies with counter-terrorism responsibilities formed and 

streamlined the tasks related to threat analysis and assessment and cross-agency coordination. During this 

period, operational tasks were carried out by the same institutions which executed their tactical 

implementation.  
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As Slovakia gained independence, the primary operational and tactical responsibility for law enforcement 

was vested in the Police Corps (Policajný zbor), headed by the Police Presidium (Prezídium Policajného 

zboru).376 Subordinated to the Ministry of the Interior, the Police also became supervised by the National 

Council and the government. Apart from traditional law enforcement duties, the Slovak Police is also tasked 

with border protection, as well as the personal protection of national leaders and diplomats through the 

Office for the Protection of Constitutional Actors and Diplomatic Missions (Úrad pre ochranu ústavných 

činiteľov a diplomatických misií). Over the course of the 1990s, the Police developed several SWAT units 

around the country. Responsibility over the most serious operations was given to the Special Response Unit 

of the Police Presidium, rebranded in 1997 to the Special Assignments Unit (Útvar osobitného určenia, 

UOU), nicknamed the Lynx Commando. The UOU has been specifically tasked with performing counter-

terrorism missions.377 

The Police also assumed responsibility over the fight against financial criminality, through the Office of the 

Financial Police (Úrad finančnej polície, ÚFP). In 1996, the Financial Intelligence Department (Odbor 

finančného spravodajstva, OFIS) was set up at the ÚFP as an independent unit answerable directly to the 

Minister of the Interior and conducting police-type activities in the field of revealing financial criminality 

and money laundering.378 This set the groundwork for future developments in the field of combating the 

financing of terrorism, which remains in the hands of the Police Corps to this day. 

Meanwhile, the responsibilities of the Slovak intelligence community were defined. Three agencies were 

established: the Slovak Intelligence Service (Slovenská informačná služba, SIS) for civilian intelligence and 

counter-intelligence, the Military Intelligence Service (Vojenská spravodajská služba, VSS) for military 

intelligence and the Military Defence Service (Vojenské obranné spravodajstvo, VOS) for military counter-

intelligence. Together, the two military agencies formed the Military Intelligence (Vojenské spravodajstvo, 

VS), accountable to the Minister of Defence and overseen by the Special Control Committee for the Control 

of Activities of the Military Intelligence in the National Council. However, a true unification of the VSS 

and the VOS was not anchored in law until later. 

Following the dissolution of the FBIS as part of the Velvet Divorce379, the SIS took on its tasks on Slovak 

territory.380 These included the collection of intelligence on any activities threatening the constitutional 

order, territorial integrity and sovereignty of the state, activities of foreign intelligence agencies, threats to 

the economic interests of the state and threats related to the disclosure of classified information. Intelligence 

gathering on terrorist threats was not explicitly included as a responsibility until 1999.381 

																																																								
376 Pursuant to the Act No. 171/1993 Coll. on the Police Corps, as amended. 
377 Act No. 353/1997 Coll. amending the Act No. 171/1993 Coll. on the Police Corps. 
378 SJFP (2009): “Výročná správa”; Bratislava: Spravodajská jednotka finančnej polície. 
379 Act No. 543/1992 on the Federal Security Intelligence Service. 
380 Act No. 46/1993 on the Slovak Intelligence Service, as amended. 
381 Act No. 256/1999 Coll. amending the Act No. 46/1993 on the Slovak Intelligence Service. 
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A Special Control Committee for the Oversight of the SIS (Osobitný kontrolný výbor NR SR na kontrolu 

činnosti SIS) was set up in the National Council to oversee the service’s conduct. The SIS was subordinated 

to the government through the ROŠ, and the Director of the SIS was appointed by the President at the 

government’s proposal. This became a contentious issue as part of the protracted conflict between Prime 

Minister Mečiar and President Kováč. In 1993, the Prime Minister proposed the appointment of Ivan Lexa, 

an MP for the HZDS and Mečiar’s confidant, as SIS Director. However, President Kováč refused to appoint 

Lexa and publicly declared he did not trust him. Instead, the function was given to Vladimír Mitro, who 

directed the service until February 1995. At that point, Mitro resigned his post together with the directors 

of the military intelligence services, citing his disagreement with the undemocratic practices under Mečiar. 

Several months later, the National Council approved an amendment which transferred the responsibility of 

appointing the Director of the SIS from the President to the Prime Minister.382 Not long after, Ivan Lexa 

was appointed by Mečiar to lead the SIS.  

Under Lexa, the SIS became involved in a number of scandals. The service was accused of influencing court 

independence and overstepping its powers by conducting house searches, taking part in the abduction of the 

President’s son Michal Kováč in late 1995, the subsequent murder of Róbert Remiáš who was involved in 

the revelation of illegal SIS activities, as well as other wrongdoings. In response, the SIS was excluded from 

the Middle European Conference (MEC), an international group of European intelligence services, in 

1996.383  

Domestically, the situation ended in an impasse. In 1998, following the National Council’s failure to elect 

a new President, the presidential powers were temporarily transferred to the Prime Minister, granting Mečiar 

control over the entire executive branch. On his first day in office, Mečiar declared an amnesty for those 

accused of the abduction of Kováč and the murder of Remiáš. The amnesty was published in the journal of 

laws on the same day384, and has not been repealed for the next two decades.385 

Mečiar was only defeated in the election of October 1998, when his party won the most votes but other 

parties managed to form a coalition government under Mikuláš Dzurinda. The new administration set their 

sights on reforming the SIS and other agencies affected during the Mečiar years and on affirming Slovakia’s 

course in the direction of unhindered liberal democratic governance as part of NATO and the EU. 

 

7.1.2. Catching Up 

																																																								
382 Rihackova, Vera (2006): “Counterterrorism policies in Central Europe”; Prague: EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy. 
383 Rihackova, Vera (2006): “Counterterrorism policies in Central Europe”; Prague: EUROPEUM Institute for European Policy. 
384 Prime Minister’s Regulation No. 55/1998 Coll. on Amnesty. 
385 In April 2017, the National Council finally repealed Mečiar’s amnesty after multiple failed attempts over the years. The issue 
now lies before the Constitutional Court. 
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The erosion of the Mečiar’s influence on Slovak politics was not immediate. The HZDS remained the largest 

party in the National Council, and Mečiar himself campaigned in the first direct presidential election in May 

1999, which he lost to Rudolf Schuster. His party won the elections again in 2002, but once again, the other 

parties refused to cooperate with the HZDS and continued the coalition government initiated in 1998. In 

2006, the share of the vote for HZDS had shrunk to 8.8%, but the party managed to join the new coalition 

government under Robert Fico. It was only in the 2010 election that the HZDS failed to pass the 5% 

threshold for entry into the National Council. 

Meanwhile, the centre-right coalition government formed in 2010 failed to secure the confidence vote in 

the National Council and early elections were declared for March 2012, in which Robert Fico and his 

Direction – Social Democracy (Smer–sociálna demokracia, Smer-SD) party won an absolute majority of 

seats and formed the first single-party government in the history of independent Slovakia. 

From a counter-terrorism angle, the developments in Slovakia between 1998 and 2012 are reminiscent of 

those in the rest of the region. The Criminal Code was amended numerous times, expanding the range of 

offences relating to terrorism significantly. At the same time, new institutions were founded to deal with the 

threat of terrorism, and the competences of existing institutions were more clearly defined so as to include 

counter-terrorism elements. 

Unlike the other three Visegrad countries, Slovakia expanded its Criminal Code with respect to counter-

terrorism soon after the 9/11 attacks. In 2002, an amendment386 was passed which introduced the offence of 

‘terrorism’: 

“Whoever with the intention to seriously intimidate a population, seriously destabilise or destroy 

the constitutional, political, economic or social order of a country or an international organisation, 

or to compel a government or an international organisation to perform or abstain from performing 

any act, threatens to commit or intentionally commits a particularly serious criminal offense 

(Section 41, par. 2) endangering the life, health of people or property, shall be punished with a term 

of imprisonment of twelve to fifteen years, or an extraordinary punishment and forfeiture of 

property. 

The perpetrator shall be punished with an extraordinary punishment and forfeiture of property, 

a) if he commits the offense referred to in paragraph 1 as a member of a terrorist group, 

b) if he commits such an act in a particularly brutal manner, 

c) if such acts cause serious harm or death of more than one person, 

d) if such acts are committed against constitutional actors, persons protected by international law, 

the armed forces, the armed security corps or the armed corps." 

																																																								
386 Act No. 421/2002 Coll. amending the Act No. 140/1961 Coll.: Criminal Code 
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The amendment also established the offence of establishing, masterminding or supporting a terrorist 

group387 as well as the offence of disseminating a false alarm by sending fake anthrax.388  

In the same year, Slovakia promised in its letter to the UN that the criminal liability for legal persons would 

soon be introduced as part of a newly re-codified Criminal Code.389 In the end, the Criminal Code was only 

re-codified in 2005 and expanded the offence of terrorism to also include illegal handling of explosive, 

nuclear, biological or chemical weapons. At the same time, the base punishment for terrorism was increased 

to a term of imprisonment of twenty to twenty-five years — one of the highest in the EU. Moreover, the 

offence of participating in a terrorist group was separated from the offence of participating in a criminal 

group, and the incitement to terrorism was now explicitly proscribed.390  

However, the new Criminal Code did not introduce the criminal liability for legal persons. This was only 

enacted in 2010 and only in the form of indirect liability, under which criminal charges would be brought 

against individuals, not legal entities.391 

Parallel to this development, Slovakia expanded its legal framework against money laundering and terrorism 

financing. In 2000, a new anti-money laundering act was enacted, which expanded the range of obligations 

to other subjects than banks and enabled the delay of financial transactions.392 Subsequently, a new Banking 

Act was proposed and published in 2001.393  

Following the 9/11 attacks, Slovakia expressed its plan to enact legislation on freezing the funds of terrorist 

organisations and entities listed by the UN and the EU.394 This was indeed made possible in 2002.395 In the 

same year, the Act on money laundering was amended and incorporated Slovakia’s obligations stemming 

from the second EU directive on money laundering.396 The new Act did not establish terrorism financing as 

an autonomous offence, although the Slovak authorities insisted that the procedures now in place are 

sufficient to punish perpetrators of terrorism financing.397 A new Act on money laundering was enacted in 

																																																								
387 Act No. 140/1961 Coll.: Criminal Code: Section 89, par. 28 and Section 185a, par. 2. 
388 Act No. 140/1961 Coll.: Criminal Code: Section 199. 
389 UNSC (2002): “Letter dated 2 July 2002 from the Permanent Representative of Slovakia to the United Nations addressed to 
the Chairman of the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1373 (2001) concerning counter-terrorism”; 
S/2002/730; United Nations. 
390 Act. No. 300/2005 Coll.: Criminal Code. 
391 Act No. 224/2010 Coll. amending the Act No. 300/2005 Coll.: Criminal Code. 
392 Act No. 367/2000 Coll. on the Protection Against Legalisation of Proceeds From Criminal Activity 
393 Act No. 483/2001 Coll. on Banks, as amended. 
394 UNSC (2001): “Letter dated 19 December 2001 from the Permanent Representative of Slovakia to the United Nations 
addressed to the Chairman of the Security Council Committee established pursuant to resolution 1373 (2001) concerning counter-
terrorism”; S/2001/1225; United Nations. 
395 Act No. 460/2002 on the implementation of international sanctions maintaining international peace and security. 
396 Act No. 445/2002 amending Act No. 367/2000 Coll. on the Protection Against Legalisation of Proceeds From Criminal 
Activity. Also see European Parliament and the Council of the EU (2001): Directive 2001/97/EC of the European Parliament and 
of the Council of 4 December 2001 amending Council Directive 91/308/EEC on prevention of the use of the financial system for 
the purpose of money laundering; OJ L 344, 28.12.2001. 
397 UNSC (2006): “Letter dated 8 June 2006 from the Permanent Representative of Slovakia to the United Nations addressed to 
the Chairman of the Security Council Committee”; S/2006/404; United Nations. 
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2008, but even this legislation did not establish terrorism financing as an autonomous offence.398 This was 

only achieved in 2009 through an amendment of the Criminal Code.399 

While the Criminal Code was being changed during this period, the institutional framework with respect to 

counter-terrorism was significantly expanded. In the years after Mečiar, it became apparent that a number 

of strategic-level institutions would have to be anchored in new constitutional legislation. This was indeed 

achieved in 2002, when the ROŠ was replaced by the Slovak Security Council (Bezpečnostná rada 

Slovenskej republiky, BR SR).400 At the same time, the powers of the President were amended so as to allow 

the President to declare states of emergency if a terrorist attack had been carried out or there was an 

imminent threat of an attack.401  

Uniquely among the Visegrad countries, responsibility over the creation of strategic security documents was 

given to the Slovak Minister of Defence. The documents would then be approved by the government and 

the National Council.402 This arrangement might explain why Slovakia’s general strategic security 

documents received so few updates over time: the currently valid security strategy has not been refreshed 

since 2005.403 This is in contrast to a number of documents relating specifically to defence, wherein the 

2005 defence strategy404 was followed up (though not replaced) by two detailed white papers on defence in 

2013405 and 2016.406  

This detail is important with respect to counter-terrorism because strategic documents in this field were 

actually created by the Ministry of the Interior on the basis of a 2003 resolution of the government.407 When 

the first National Action Plan for Combating Terrorism was finally approved in 2005, it specified the 

counter-terrorism functions of individual institutions and sketched out future developments in this area. 

Notably, the document names as the primary counter-terrorism actors the two intelligence agencies, the 

Ministry of the Interior (containing the Police Corps), the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs. Their work is to be supplemented by the work of the Ministry of Justice, the General Prosecutor’s 

																																																								
398 Act No. 297/2008 Coll. on the Protection from the Legalization of receipts from the Criminal Activity and on the Protection 
from the financing of the Terrorism, as amended. 
399 Act No. 576/2009 Coll. amending the Act No. 300/2005 Coll.: Criminal Code. 
400 Constitutional Act No. 227/2002 Coll. on State Security during Wartime, Hostilities, Martial Law, and State of Emergency, as 
amended. 
401 Article 4, par. 1 of the Constitutional Act No. 227/2002 Coll. on State Security during Wartime, Hostilities, Martial Law, and 
State of Emergency, as amended. 
402 Act No. 321/2002 Coll. on Armed Forces of the Slovak Republic as amended. 
403 Slovakia (2005): “Bezpečnostná stratégia SR”; approved on 27 September 2005. 
404 Slovakia (2005): “Obranná stratégia SR”; approved on 23 September 2005. 
405 Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic (2013): “White Paper on Defence of the Slovak Republic”; approved on 26 June 
2013; Bratislava: Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic. 
406 Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic (2016): “White Paper on Defence of the Slovak Republic”; approved on 28 
September 2016; Bratislava: Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic. 
407 Government Resolution No. 188/2003. 
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Office, the customs authorities, the Ministry of Transport, Posts and Telecommunications, and the Railway 

Police (a specialised law enforcement authority that was later incorporated into the Police Corps408).409  

The Action Plan was subsequently refreshed in 2011, with plans to establish a counter-terrorism centre at 

the SIS, set up a formal alert system for declaring terrorist threats and establish the institution of the National 

Counter-terrorism Coordinator.410 Some of these plans would be implemented in later years (see below). 

The operational level was also addressed during this period. In mid-2001, the Ministry of the Interior 

established the Inter-departmental Expert Coordination Office for Combating Crime (Medzirezortný 

expertný koordinačný orgán pre boj so zločinnosťou, MEKO), an operational body integrated into the Police 

Presidium, chaired by the Minister of the Interior and tasked with coordinating the fight against various 

forms of organised crime. However, the MEKO did not explicitly address counter-terrorism issues; this field 

remained in the hands of the Police and the SIS. 

Overall, it seems that operational control over counter-terrorism tasks was lacking in the years after the 9/11 

attacks. Slovakia admitted in its 2005 letter to the UN that “no special organisational structures have been 

put in place as yet in the Slovak Republic to coordinate the fight against terrorism”, and that “no uniform 

analysis is being made at the national level in Slovakia of terrorist threats with the involvement of all 

relevant security bodies of the Slovak Republic.”411 This is confirmed in the 2006 research by Rihackova, 

who learned through interviews that “coordination and close cooperation is only provided for in the National 

Action Plan”.412 

This issue was remedied somewhat in January 2007, when the Expert Group for Coordination of the 

Exchange and Analysis of Information and Cooperation in the Field of Counter-terrorism (Expertná skupina 

na koordináciu výmeny a analýzy informácií a spolupráce v oblasti boja proti terorizmu na národnej úrovni, 

ES) was established at the National Security Council’s Committee for the Coordination of Intelligence 

Services. The ES was tasked with coordinating the operational and analytical activities of individual state 

organs with a counter-terrorism competence.413 

The most expansive changes during this period occurred among tactical-level institutions. A sweeping 

reform of the Police was conducted in January 2004, by which the Criminal Police and the Justice Police 

																																																								
408 Act No. 547/2010 Coll. on the Integration of the Railway Police into the Police Corps and on Amendments to Certain Acts. 
409 Government of the Slovak Republic (2005): “National Action Plan for Combating Terrorism”; Bratislava: Government of the 
Slovak Republic; approved on 10 May 2005. Accessed at 
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were merged into Office of the Justice and Criminal Police (Úrad justičnej a kriminálnej polície, ÚJKP).414 

At the same time, a specialised department for dealing with organised crime was established: the Office for 

Combating Organised Crime (Úrad boja proti organizovanej kriminalite, ÚBOK). It was at the ÚBOK 

where a specialised Counter-terrorism Department (Odbor boja proti terorizmu, OBT) was established and 

subordinated to the Deputy Police President.415 The OBT was tasked with preventive and repressive 

measures against terrorism.416 To carry out such tasks, the body was granted the power to carry out 

investigative and intelligence operations such as phone tapping, call monitoring or working with informants, 

as well as conducting tracking operations for the prevention, detection, interception and documentation of 

terrorist acts. At the same time, the OBT would assess terrorism threats from its own operations and those 

of other agencies, including international bodies such as Europol, and report them to the government.417 Its 

role was therefore partly operational as well as tactical. 

The ÚBOK also assumed responsibility over the financial side of counter-terrorism. This meant that the 

ÚFP and OFIS, set up in the 1990s to oversee money laundering, were moved under the ÚBOK. OFIS was 

subsequently rebranded as the Intelligence Unit of the Financial Police (Spravodajská jednotka finančnej 

polície, SJFP). According to a MONEYVAL report, this move weakened the unit’s position system, as it 

was no longer headed at the director level and the number of its staff was decreased.418 Nevertheless, the 

unit would stay at ÚBOK for the next eight years, serving as the country’s financial intelligence unit with 

responsibilities in the field of combating money laundering and terrorism financing. The unit was also tasked 

with overseeing financial institutions and ensuring their implementation of anti-money laundering 

provisions.419 In 2008, following the passage of the new anti-money laundering act, the SJFP also took on 

the responsibilities of an Asset Recovery Office.420 

Naturally, the SJFP would have to cooperate with other financial administrative institutions with anti-

terrorism financing responsibilities.421 These included the National Bank of Slovakia, which supervised the 

																																																								
414 SME (2004): “Reforma polície prináša vo väčších mestách rozsiahle presuny a sťahovanie”; Accessed at 
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banks, the Ministry of Finance which supervised the casinos and similar establishments and the Financial 

Markets Authority, created in November 2000 to oversee the capital market and insurance companies.422 In 

2005, this list was expanded by the establishment of the Customs Criminal Office (Colný kriminálny úrad), 

an independent body of the Customs Administration tasked with combating customs and tax crimes, 

including the profiteering from and import of goods which could be used for the financing of terrorism or 

other terrorism-related activities.423 This body was replaced in January 2012 by the Financial Administration 

Criminal Office (Kriminálny úrad finančnej správy, KÚFS), as part of a merger of the customs and tax 

administrations into a single Financial Administration.424 

Overall, MONEYVAL found the position of the SJFP underwhelming during this period, noting that it 

“does not seem to be the driving force in the AML/CFT system or occupy a main leadership role, even 

though the FIU is notionally in charge of the system.”425 The international body also expressed concern 

about insufficient operational coordination between the SJFP, the National Bank of Slovakia, the Ministry 

of Finance, the Police Corps and the public prosecutors.426 

Meanwhile, reforms were also conducted within the SIS. During the Mečiar years, the reputation and 

trustworthiness of the SIS was severely damaged. When the new government was formed in 1998, it almost 

immediately took steps to reform the service. Vladimír Mitro was reinstated as the SIS director and the 

chiefs of all SIS directorates were replaced.427 In 1999, National Council subsequently repealed the 1995 

law by which the director of SIS was appointed by the Prime Minister.428 At the same time, the SIS was 

tasked with collecting intelligence on any terrorist threats.429 The service was subsequently allowed to rejoin 

the international MEC.430 

Despite these efforts, the SIS was involved in a series of wiretapping scandals in 2003, sparking calls to 

limit the service’s powers.431 Somehow surviving this period, the SIS retained its status as the country’s 

only civilian intelligence and counter-intelligence agency, and its powers were later extended. In 2009, the 

SIS was allowed to access documents otherwise subject to the banking secret as part of an investigation.432 

Furthermore, in 2011, the service gained access to all systems of the public administration.433 
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Several other institutions were established during this period which have counter-terrorism competencies. 

In the judicial sphere, a Special Court (Špeciálny súd) was established in September 2004 together with the 

Special Prosecutor’s Office (Úrad špeciálnej prokuratúry) to deal with criminal offences committed by 

public officials and with the most serious offences, including those related to terrorism.434 This came with 

the introduction of a re-codified Code of Criminal Procedure, which specifies the rules of criminal 

prosecution of the perpetrators of terrorist offences.435 The Special Court was rebranded as the Specialised 

Criminal Court (Špecializovaný trestný súd) in 2009 following a decision of the Constitutional Court which 

found the original Special Court problematic.436 

Finally, Slovakia established a National Security Authority (Národný bezpečnostný úrad, NBÚ) in January 

2001. Much like the Czech NBÚ, the body was tasked with managing classified information and vetting 

procedures437, and would later gain responsibilities in the sphere of cybersecurity. 

 

7.1.3. Slovakia Under Fico 
In 2012, Robert Fico’s Smer-SD managed to win an absolute majority of seats in the National Council and 

formed the first single-party government in the country’s modern history. Apparently not keen on missing 

this opportunity, the new administration adopted a range of reforms which fed into the country’s counter-

terrorism architecture. This effort culminated in 2015, when the government enacted a counter-terrorism 

package amending sixteen different Acts and introducing a number of new measures. 

The Criminal Code was slightly expanded as part of this counter-terrorism package.438 The offences of 

establishing, masterminding or supporting a terrorist group439, terrorism440 and offences committed by a 

member of a terrorist group441 remained in the Criminal Code, but were also subsumed under the general 

offence of ‘acts of terrorism’. To reflect the phenomenon of foreign terrorist fighters, the new amendment 

also proscribes participation in combat activities abroad as part of an organised armed group. Notably, this 

change does not proscribe an attempt to travel abroad to join a terrorist group, nor does the offence mention 

terrorist groups.442 

At the same time, the anti-money laundering Act of 2008 was expanded to also proscribe the financing of 

day-to-day activities of terrorist suspects and any offences addressed in the international treaties Slovakia 
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was party to.443 One year later, in 2016, Slovakia enabled a direct criminal liability of legal persons, 

including for terrorism related offences.444 

The developments of the institutional framework during this period were more pronounced. On the strategic 

level, on the basis of the 2011 National Action Plan for Combating Terrorism, the government introduced 

a four-level alert system for terrorist threats (level 1 being the lowest and level 4 the highest) in 2013.445 A 

level 2 alert was declared in 2016 in reaction to the attacks in Brussels.446 In the same year, the Situation 

Centre of the Slovak Republic (Situačné centrum, SITCEN) was established as part of the BR SR to 

continuously assess security threats.447  

The government also refreshed the National Action Plan for Combating Terrorism for the period 2015 to 

2018. The new document cancelled the task of setting up the National Coordinator for Counter-terrorism 

and shifted focus on the issues of foreign fighters and radicalisation towards extremism.448 

On the operational level, Slovakia finally gained a single analytical, communication and coordination centre 

with a state-wide authority. The National Security Analysis Centre (Národné bezpečnostné analytické 

centrum, NBAC) was established in January 2013 following a proposal from the SIS, which became its 

housing agency. The NBAC is tasked with collecting information on security threats from the various 

agencies and assessing the level of threat. Individual participating organs are not obliged to share 

information with the NBAC, but the final NBAC product is shared with all the participating organs. 

Representatives of the body also take part in the meetings of the ES.449 

Meanwhile, certain developments also occurred on the tactical level. In 2012, the ÚBOK was merged with 

the Office for Combating Corruption (Úrad boja proti korupcii) into the National Criminal Agency of the 

Police (Národná kriminálna agentúra, NAKA).450 Naturally, the new body now contained the counter-

terrorism organs hitherto working under the ÚBOK, namely the OBT and the SJFP. The latter agency, 

tasked with combating money laundering and terrorism financing, was rebranded as the Financial 

Intelligence Unit (Finančná spravodajská jednotka, FSJ). Several years later, in February 2017, the OBT 
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was merged with the Office for Combating Extremism and Spectator Violence (Odbor extrémizmu a 

diváckeho násilia) to become the National Counter-terrorism Unit (Národná protiteroristická jednotka, 

NPJ). Both units are part of the NAKA, which also houses its own SWAT unit against organised criminality 

(Zásahová skupina NAKA PPZ).451 The entire structure remains rooted in the Police Presidium. 

As part of the counter-terrorism package of 2015, the Police Corps received new powers. Suspicious 

financial transfers could now be delayed for up to 120 hours (up from 48 hours), extendable by the NAKA 

by an additional 72 hours. At the same time, pursuant to a court order, the Police may gain continuous 

operational and localisation data from telecommunication providers about their clients if they are suspected 

in the commission of a crime.452 The maximum detention length of terrorist suspects has been increased to 

96 hours (in standard procedure, it is 48 hours), and statements given during police interrogation are equal 

as statements before the court.453 Furthermore, the Police may close public spaces and detain any person at 

the place of a terrorist attack or place threatened by terrorism.454 In addition to these developments, the 

government agreed to increase the total number of police officers by 2500 during the following three years, 

increase the number of street patrols and also increase the number of officers serving in the specialised units, 

including in the counter-terrorism Lynx Commando.455 

The changes enacted in late 2015 also touched on the role of the intelligence services. On detecting websites 

promoting terrorism, the SIS may apply for a court order obliging internet service providers to remove the 

content. The SIS was also granted the power to collect intelligence on any terrorist threat, including 

terrorism financing, and given greater access to CCTV recordings.456  

The VZ, which was finally unified into a single service in law in 2013457, was also given a counter-terrorism 

responsibility, and also tasked with collecting intelligence on cyberterrorism.458 The general responsibility 

over matters of cybersecurity was given to the NBÚ.459 

The prevention of terrorist acts was also included as a task for the Justice and Penitentiary Corps (Zbor 

väzenskej a justičnej stráže, ZVJS), an armed service responsible for matters related to custodial sentences 

and penitentiary institutions. The ZVJS was allowed to conduct its own investigations into terrorist acts 
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committed within its scope of operations and monitor telephone conversations of convicts in relation to 

counter-terrorism, with the exception of telephone calls with defence attorneys.460 

The changes enacted in 2015 are not as draconian as those adopted by Poland and Hungary. Nevertheless, 

they widen the administration’s leeway in dealing with terrorism — arguably more than in the Czech 

Republic. Slovakia thus appears to have positioned itself in between the Czechs to the West and the Poles 

and Hungarians to the North and South in dealing with terrorism. 

 

7.2. Explaining Counter-terrorism Developments in Slovakia 
7.2.1. Criminal Code 
Considering the changes to the Criminal Code, the available evidence points in support of H2 (external 

pressure). Shortly after the 9/11 attacks, Slovakia expressed its opinion that terrorist acts could be punished 

under existing provisions but the country was keen to transpose any EU legislation on the issue.461 At the 

same time, the government issued regulations obliging relevant administrative bodies to implement 

requirements stemming from the UNSC Resolution 1373462 and the EU Action Plan Against Terrorism.463 

Several months later, when the Criminal Code was amended to include the offence of ‘terrorism’, the 

wording of the new Section seems to have been based in large part on the definition of terrorism provided 

in the common position of the Council of the EU agreed in late 2001.464 A direct concession of this cause 

was not found, but the circumstances nevertheless make it likely that the law was initiated as a result of 

changes in EU law that obliged Slovakia to introduce an offence of this sort in national legislation. 

Slovakia was also obliged by its international commitments to implement criminal liability of private 

entities, much like other Visegrad countries.465 This was indeed implemented in 2010, albeit in an indirect 

form. The particular form of criminal liability for private entities adopted by Slovakia during this time could 

have well been inspired from abroad, namely from Spain and Sweden which enforced this form of liability 

at this time. Nevertheless, this commitment was not sufficient and in 2016, Slovakia adopted a more direct 
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approach to the issue.466 The explanatory report to this Act is clear in naming pressure from the OECD and 

other international bodies as the primary reason for the amendment.467 

In 2015, the Criminal Code was expanded to address the issue of foreign terrorist fighters, as per the 2014 

UN resolution on the issue468 and the draft directive of the EU on combating terrorism.469 However, in 

contrast to the amendments made in the Czech Republic and elsewhere, the new rules in Slovakia do not 

seem to punish the attempt to travel abroad for the purpose of joining a terrorist group, and nor does the 

relevant Section explicitly proscribe travelling abroad for the purpose of fighting in a terrorist group. It is 

therefore likely that Slovak policy-makers will come under external pressure from the UN and the EU to 

implement these details in the following months. 

Similarly, the changes with respect to terrorism financing also appear to have resulted from external 

pressure. The anti-money laundering Act enacted in 1994 was not wholly compatible with the Council 

Directive of 1991 on money laundering because it only obligated banking institutions, there was no control 

organ to deal with violations of the Act and law enforcement organs could not delay financial transactions.470 

It was this incompatibility, according to the SJFP, that triggered work on a new anti-money laundering Act 

which was enacted in 2000.471 

However, even this Act ran into problems. Following the introduction of special FATF recommendations 

on combating terrorism financing472 and the second EU directive on money laundering473 in October 2001, 

Slovakia’s framework became obsolete. FATF reviewed the country’s preparedness to combat terrorism 

financing and found it insufficient. Subsequently, the Act was amended in 2002 to accommodate this 

external pressure.474 
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Several years later, the legislative framework once again did not meet international criteria following the 

passage of the third EU anti-money laundering directive in 2005475 and implementation directive of the 

European Commission.476 In response, the 2008 anti-money laundering Act was enacted, according to both 

MONEYVAL and the national SJFP unit.477 

During this period, Slovakia also came under fire from the UN Counter-terrorism Committee for not having 

established an autonomous offence for terrorism financing in the Criminal Code. In its reply, Slovakia 

expressed a conviction that the existing legislative framework was sufficient and establishing an 

autonomous offence was not necessary.478 A similar sentiment was expressed a year later.479 Those pleas 

apparently fell on deaf ears, as the offence was added to the Criminal Code in 2009.480 

Nevertheless, Slovakia remained non-compliant with respect to several key recommendations. A 

MONEYVAL report from 2011 noted that the financing of an individual terrorist’s day-to-day activities is 

not proscribed as required by FATF’s second special recommendation, and that the Slovak Criminal Code 

does not cover some of the Acts listed in the International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing 

of Terrorism.481 Some of these issues were resolved through the amendments to the Criminal Code enacted 

in 2015. 

Overall, it appears that all of the significant changes made in the Criminal Code with respect to counter-

terrorism were initiated as a result of external pressure. Smoking-gun observations complemented in some 

cases with confessions of national actors significantly strengthen H2. 

 

7.2.2. Institutional Framework 
This is in stark contrast to developments of the institutional framework. These seem to have been driven by 

various internal factors and at times inspired by developments in other countries. 

Not long after the 9/11 attacks, the Special Court was set up to deal with, among other things, perpetrators 

of terrorist offences. This temporal proximity suggests that threat perception (H1) could have influenced the 
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establishment of this institution. However, in his detailed analysis of the court’s functions, Bábik instead 

argues that it was the rise in various forms of organised criminality during the 1990s and early 2000s that 

spurned the government to set up the Special Court.482 This does not eliminate the influence of threat 

perception altogether, but it seems that other events in Slovakia were more decisive in this case. 

A number of institutions established during the 2000s appear to have been founded to increase the overall 

effectiveness of the system, according to relevant official reports. This concerns the setting up of the ES483 

for counter-terrorism coordination in 2007, the Financial Administration in 2012484, the NAKA at the Police 

Presidium in 2012485, and also the NBAC for coordinating counter-terrorist efforts in 2013.486 Naturally, 

such claims should not be taken at face value. Unfortunately, there appears little open-source evidence to 

point to other potential causal factors. 

With regard to the SITCEN centre set up in 2016, at least one source claims it was founded in response to 

the attacks on Charlie Hebdo in Paris in 2015.487 However, this appears to be incorrect, as the foundation of 

the SITCEN was envisaged as early as 2004. According to a detailed explanation from two members of the 

BR SR, the centre was not established earlier due to political differences between successive governments. 

Since 2012, when Robert Fico formed a single-party government, work began on finally establishing the 

centre. The authors also note that the SITCEN is inspired by the work of similar centres in the EU and in 

NATO.488 This strengthens both H3 (policy diffusion) and H4 (internal processes). 

Policy diffusion seems to also be present in several other developments. The establishment of the BR SR in 

2002 came several years after the foundation of the BRS in the Czech Republic. Since the institutions have 

very similar competences, this could in itself be taken for a straw-in-the-wind. Another straw-in-the-wind 

comes from Ján Čarnogurský, who at that time worked as the Minister of Justice and argued that Slovakia 

should anchor its ROŠ, the predecessor to the BR SR, in law just like the Czechs.489 Inspiration from the 

Czech Republic also apparently influenced the 2016 change which gave competence over counter-terrorism 

to the Slovak NBÚ.490 
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As for threat perception (H1), at first glance there appears to be a close temporal proximity between the 

Madrid attacks of 2004 and the creation of Slovakia’s first National Action Plan for Combating Terrorism 

in 2005. However, the Action Plan was commissioned slightly earlier, in 2003.491 The developments of other 

counter-terrorism institutions during the 2000s, such as the OBT and the ES, likewise do not appear to 

correlate with significant terrorist attacks in Europe. A detailed analysis of threat perception in Slovakia is 

provided by Samuel Goda and Jaroslav Ušiak, who find official documents and security experts in Slovakia 

view terrorism as a threat, but other threats are seen as far more significant.492 This could be taken for a 

straw-in-the-wind suggesting that perception of terrorist threats did not play a decisive role in the setting up 

of the institutional framework as other factors. 

One exception to this dynamic appears to exist with respect to the 2015 counter-terrorism package, which 

is claimed to have been drafted in reaction to the November 2015 attacks in Paris.493 The temporal proximity 

is almost suspiciously clear in this case, given that the law was enacted only a month or so after the attacks 

— normally, it would have taken far longer for the legislative process to be completed. However, the threat 

perception claim is strengthened by the fact that the creation of such a package is not envisaged in the 

government’s legislative plan for the year 2015. This suggests that the intention to enact the package arose 

sometime over the course of 2015.494 Furthermore, the Act amending the Criminal Code was passed through 

fast-track procedure in the National Council, explaining the short interval between the November attacks 

and the December passage of the Act. 

Notably, the first passage of the Act was vetoed by President Andrej Kiska, who expressed concerns that 

the Act was too broad and ventured into areas not clearly increasing the effectiveness of the fight against 

terrorism.495 The National Council subsequently overruled the presidential veto and the Act was passed. 

This conflict suggests that there could be some other causal factor behind the passage of this Act which 

motivated the government to increase the powers of the Police Corps and other organs. It is possible that 

the government presents itself as tough on crime and terrorism in the face of Slovak far-right movements, 

which have grown in popularity during the migration crisis.496 This speculation could be tackled by future 

research. 
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Very few causal-process observations offer themselves in support of H2. International organisations did 

recommend to Slovakia to set up the institution of a National Coordinator for Counter-terrorism, but work 

on this task was abandoned in the end. Similarly, MONEYVAL suggested that the SJFP be moved from the 

Police Corps to the Ministry of Finance in line with other countries, but its successor, the FSJ, remains part 

of the Police Corps at the NAKA. This is in contrast to Hungary, which did move its FIU from the structures 

of the Police. 

Overall, it appears that the driving factors behind institutional developments are primarily internal (H4) and 

stem from plans to increase the system’s effectiveness, respond to events unrelated to terrorism or react to 

perceived threats of terrorism (H1). In some cases, policy diffusion (H3) may have taken place, but only 

straw-in-the-wind evidence is found. In line with the other three countries, the external pressure hypothesis 

(H2) is least supported with respect to institutional developments. This is in sharp contrast to developments 

of the Criminal Code, which appear to have been influenced by external pressure to a significant degree.  
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8. Conclusion  
Looking across the entire Visegrad region, some similarities with respect to counter-terrorism development 

may be identified. External pressure appears to have been the primary causal factor behind the most 

significant changes to the Criminal Code in each country since around 2001. UN resolutions on 

criminalising acts of terrorism, dissemination of material supportive of terrorism and travel for terrorist 

purposes have been transposed into law in the Visegrad. FATF recommendations on combating terrorist 

financing have likewise been reflected in the Criminal Codes of the four countries. Similarly, various 

directives and framework decisions agreed in Brussels and Strasbourg have pressured the Czech Republic, 

Hungary, Poland and Slovakia into expanding their Criminal Codes in line with the rest of the EU. 

This conclusion is strengthened if we compare the four countries and their counter-terrorism developments. 

In the 1990s, the Czech Republic and Slovakia criminalised acts of ‘terror’, Hungary proscribed terrorist 

acts and the Polish Criminal Code did not explicitly address the issue at all. Today, the Criminal Codes of 

all four countries contain articles criminalising acts of terrorism. All four countries also have autonomous 

offences for terrorist financing and for the dissemination of material supportive of terrorism. Travelling for 

the purposes of terrorism is likewise prohibited across the region, and all four countries have embraced 

criminal liability for legal entities. Moreover, the offences themselves are at times almost identical in their 

wording. 

This suggests the presence of a harmonising agent, which pressures the four states to adopt very similar 

approaches to terrorism in their criminal law. Of course, one might argue that this pressure originates in an 

increase in threat perception internationally following the 9/11 attacks and the subsequent expansion of 

global efforts to tackle terrorism. Nevertheless, if our concern is with domestic threat perception, this factor 

does not seem to have played as decisive a role in changes to the Criminal Code as did external pressure. 

The influence of internal processes should nevertheless not be underestimated. While the Criminal Codes 

of the four countries appear to have been largely harmonised on counter-terrorism, the process tracing 

reveals that notable differences exist in the timelines in which changes to each Criminal Code occurred.  

The Czechs only complemented their offence of ‘terror’ with that of ‘terrorist acts’ in 2004, the same year 

terrorism was introduced in the Polish Criminal Code. Meanwhile, the Slovaks instituted the offence of 

‘terrorism’ two years earlier, and the Hungarians already criminalised terrorist acts prior to this period. 

Considering the establishment of an autonomous offence for terrorism financing, this was enacted in 2009 

in Poland and Slovakia. Hungary adopted such a change in 2012, but it would take another five years for 

this offence to become autonomous in the Czech Criminal Code. 

Perhaps the greatest difference is apparent with respect to the criminal liability of legal entities, which was 

enacted in 2001 in Hungary and 2002 in Poland, but only in 2011 in the Czech Republic. Slovakia 
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established an indirect liability for legal entities in 2010, and a more direct form of criminal liability of legal 

entities for terrorist offences was not put in place until 2016. 

These significant differences suggest the presence of other causal factors besides external pressure (H2). 

The explanatory reports and letters to the UN indicate that Czech and Slovak lawmakers waged a bitter 

resistance against instituting criminal liability for legal entities in their countries, whereas Poland and 

Hungary seemingly adopted this obligation without as much opposition. Similarly, the correspondence 

between national lawmakers and MONEYVAL suggests that some of the four countries adopted an 

autonomous offence for terrorist financing sooner than others due to differing convictions in the 

effectiveness of the status quo. Overall, it appears that the Criminal Codes of all four countries develop in 

the same direction as dictated by external pressure (H2), but the pace of the development is affected by 

internal factors (H4). 

This is in sharp contrast to the institutional developments, which appear to be less influenced by external 

pressure (H2). International organisations issued various recommendations as to institutional changes in the 

Visegrad, but internal processes (H1) such as parliamentary elections, the pressure of domestic actors with 

specific counter-terrorism agendas or unforeseen events on the state’s territory appear to have been decisive 

in influencing the outcome. As a result of different factors playing out in each country, the institutional 

frameworks which developed over time look very different. 

In the Czech Republic, operational tasks remain firmly rooted in tactical-level institutions and the 

responsibility to prevent and respond to terrorist attacks falls to the Police and the intelligence services, 

whose powers appear to be firmly constrained both on paper and in practice. 

In Hungary, counter-terrorism is primarily the responsibility of the Police. Since 2010, most of the 

operational and tactical functions in this area were subsumed under a single institution, the TEK. Moreover, 

the state expanded its powers against terrorism in recent years to a point of contention between the Council 

of Europe and the EU. 

A similar expansion of powers may be observed in Poland, where the primary actor in preventing terrorist 

attacks is the ABW while other tasks are managed by the Police and other institutions. Strategic, operational 

and tactical levels are clearly defined, with distinct units acting in each level. 

Meanwhile, Slovakia positioned itself somewhere in the middle between the liberal democratic approach of 

the Czech Republic and the robust, security-first changes in Poland under PiS and Hungary under Fidesz. It 

is also the only country where the FIU continues to exist within the structures of the Police and the 

perpetrators of terrorist offences are tried at a specialised criminal court. 

Given the differences that continue to exist between the institutional frameworks of the four countries, it 

seems clear that if they are under pressure to adopt a common institutional framework, those efforts have 

not been very successful. An impression is made that international organisations have been very effective 
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in dictating what should be prohibited, but much less so in harmonising the way in which such prohibitions 

should be enforced, and by whom. 

Threat perception (H1) also appears to have triggered certain developments, although the evidence in 

support of this hypothesis is lower than expected at the beginning of the analysis. A number of developments 

seem to have occurred as a result of internal processes unrelated to threat perception (H4). Overall, these 

two hypotheses appear to have driven institutional developments in all four countries of the Visegrad region. 

Certain developments also seem to have been inspired from abroad through policy diffusion (H3), although 

this hypothesis is only supported by straw-in-the-wind tests. Testing for policy diffusion (H3) proved to be 

an insurmountable challenge throughout the research, because official documents and major actors only 

rarely admit to have been inspired in their work from abroad. Moreover, because the analysis was limited 

to four countries, evidence in support of policy diffusion that might exist outside of the Visegrad was not 

included in the analysis. In the future, this particular hypothesis could be tested more efficiently through 

large-n research. 

As was stressed at the beginning, the unavailability of many primary sources and the small number of 

existing studies in this particular area make it difficult to draw sharp conclusions about the causes of counter-

terrorism developments in the Visegrad. The conclusions to this second goal therefore merely indicate 

possible causes that should be confirmed by future research. The analysis is nevertheless valuable, as it 

points to the possibility that different types of counter-terrorism measures are affected by different causes – 

a dynamic that future researchers could take into account.  

The study sought to achieve two objectives: first, help close the empirical gap in counter-terrorism research 

by constructing a descriptive overview of counter-terrorism architectures in the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Poland and Slovakia. Second, using causal-process tracing tools, test general hypotheses of counter-

terrorism development to reach preliminary conclusions about the possible causes of counter-terrorism 

developments in the Visegrad that can be examined and refined further in future research. 

Indeed, the results emanating from both objectives reveal a number of question marks that should be 

addressed in the future. How does the Czech NKBT compare with the Polish CAT, Hungarian TEK and 

Slovak NBAC? Should the Czech Republic go in the direction of Hungary and Poland in the future and 

adopt stricter counter-terrorism measures? Were the measures enacted in Hungary and Poland adopted for 

reasons other than tackling counter-terrorism? How has the lack of lustration within the secret services 

affected Hungary’s counter-terrorism architecture? Are the multiple inter-departmental committees in 

Poland on the strategic level more efficient in coordinating counter-terrorism tasks than the centralised 

security council architectures present in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary? Should Slovakia 

maintain its FIU within the Police, or were the other Visegrad countries correct in subordinating their FIUs 

under the Ministries of Finance? And just how much of the security architecture in Slovakia takes inspiration 

from the Czech Republic? 



	 104	

More generally, have more counter-terrorism measures been adopted when governments exercised an 

absolute majority in the legislature? How well have the Visegrad countries transposed their international 

commitments? How efficient are the counter-terrorism instruments used in the region? And how do the 

Visegrad countries compare with others? 

These and other questions should be answered if we are to gain a comprehensive picture of counter-terrorism 

in the region. In a world where the threat of terrorism does not appear to be diminishing and ever-larger 

amounts of resources are spent to combat its perpetrators, knowing what countries actually do against this 

threat is crucial. This study makes one of the initial steps towards achieving this goal with respect to the 

Visegrad region.  
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List of abbreviations 
General 
CODEXTER Council of Europe’s Committee of Experts on Terrorism 

EU   European Union 

FATF  Financial Action Task Force 

FIU  Financial Intelligence Unit 

MEC  Middle European Conference 

MONEYVAL Committee of Experts on the Evaluation of Anti-Money Laundering Measures and the 

Financing of Terrorism 

NATO  North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

OECD   Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

V4  Visegrad Four 

	

Czech Republic 
BIS   Security Information Service (Bezpečnostní informační služba) 

BRS   National Security Council (Bezpečnostní rada státu) 

CTHH  Centre for Combating Terrorism and Hybrid Threats (Centrum proti terorismu a 

hybridním hrozbám) 

FAÚ   Financial Analytical Unit (Finanční analytický útvar) 

FBIS   Federal Security Information Service (Federální bezpečnostní a informační služba) 

FIPO   Financial Police (Finanční Policie). 

GIBS   General Inspection of Security Forces (Generální inspekce bezpečnostních sborů). 

HZS ČR  Czech Fire Rescue Service (Hasičský záchranný sbor České republiky) 

IZS   Integrated Rescue System (Integrovaný záchranný systém) 

JRZ FPS Rapid Response Unit of the Federal Police Service (Jednotka rychlého zásahu Federální 

policejní služby) 

NBÚ   National Security Authority (Národní bezpečnostní úřad) 

NCOZ  National Centre Against Organised Crime (Národní centrála proti organizovanému 

zločinu). 

NKBT  National Contact Point for Combating Terrorism (Národní kontaktní bod pro terorismus) 

NÚKIB  National office for Cybernetic and Information Security (Národní úřad pro kybernetickou 

a informační bezpečnost) 

OBP   Security Policy Department (Odbor bezpečnostní politiky) 
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SKPV  Office of the Criminal Police and Investigation (Úřad služby kriminální policie a 

vyšetřování) 

SNB   National Security Corps (Sbor národní bezpečnosti) 

ÚOKFK  Corruption Detection and Financial Criminality Unit (Útvar odhalování korupce a 

finanční kriminality) 

ÚOKFK  Unit for Combating Corruption and Financial Crime (Útvar odhalování korupce a 

finanční kriminality) 

ÚONVDK  Illegal Proceeds and Tax Crime Unit (Útvar odhalování nelegálních výnosů a daňové 

kriminality) 

ÚOOZ   Unit for Combating Organised Crime (Útvar pro odhalování organizovaného zločinu) 

URNA   Rapid Response Unit (Útvar rychlého nasazení) 

ÚZSI   Office for Foreign Relations and Information (Úřad pro zahraniční styky a informace) 

VOZ   Military Defence Intelligence Service (Vojenské obranné zpravodajství) 

VZ   Military Intelligence (Vojenské zpravodajství) 

VZS   Military Intelligence Service (Vojenská zpravodajská služba) 

ZS/GŠ   Intelligence Service of the General Staff (Zpravodajská správa Generálního Štábu) 

 

Hungary 
AH   Constitution Protection Office (Alkotmányvédelmi Hivatal) 

APEH   Tax and Financial Control Administration (Adó- és Pénzügyi Ellenőrzési Hivatal) 

IH   Information Office (Információs Hivatal) 

KBH Military Security Office of the Hungarian Defence Forces (Magyar Honvédség Katonai 

Biztonsági Hivatal) 

KFH  Military Intelligence Office of the General Staff (Honvéd Vezérkar Katonai Felderítő 

Hivatal) 

KNBSZ  Military National Security Service (Katonai Nemzetbiztonsági Szolgálat) 

KR   Standby Police (Készenléti Rendőrség) 

MNB   Hungarian National Bank (Magyar Nemzeti Bank) 

NBH   National Security Office (Nemzetbiztonsági Hivatal) 

NBSZ   Special Service for National Security (Nemzetbiztonsági Szakszolgálat) 

NEBEK  International Law Enforcement Cooperation Centre (Nemzetközi Bűnügyi Együttműködési 

Központ) 

ORFK   National Police Headquarters (Országos Rendőr-főkapitányság) 

PSZÁF  Hungarian Financial Supervisory Authority (Pénzügyi Szervezetek Állami Felügyelete) 
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SzBKK  Coordination Centre for Combating Organised Crime (Szervezett Bűnözés Elleni 

Koordinációs Központról) 

TEK   Counter-terrorism Centre (Terrorelhárítási Központ) 

TIBEK  Counter-terrorism Information and Criminal Analysis Centre (Terrorelhárítási 

Információs és Bűnügyi Elemző Központ) 

TKB   Counter-terrorism Coordination Committee (Terrorellenes Koordinációs Bizottság) 

 

Poland 
ABW   Internal Security Agency (Agencję Bezpieczeństwa Wewnętrznego) 

AW   Foreign Intelligence Agency (Agencję Wywiadu) 

BBN   National Security Bureau (Biuro Bezpieczeństwa Narodowego) 

BOA   Counter-terrorism Operations Bureau (Biuro Operacji Antyterrorystycznych) 

CAT   Counter-terrorism Centre (Centrum Antyterrorystyczne) 

FIU   Financial Intelligence Unit (Jednostka Analityki Finansowej) 

GIIF  General Inspector of Financial Information (Generalny Inspektor Informacji Finansowej) 

GROM  Special Operations Unit (Wojskowa Formacja Specjalna GROM im. Cichociemnych 

Spadochroniarzy Armii Krajowe) 

KGP   General Police Headquarters (Komenda Główna Policji) 

KOK   National Defense Committee (Komitet Obrony Kraju) 

KRRiT   National Broadcasting Council (Krajowa Rada Radiofonii i Telewizji) 

KSORM  Defense Committee of the Council of Ministers (Komitet Spraw Obronnych Rady 

Ministrów) 

KSP  Independent Anti-Terrorism Sub-Divisions of the Regional Police (Samodzielny 

Pododdziały Antyterrorystyczny), 

KSP   Regional Police Headquarters (Komenda Stołeczna Policji) 

MZds.ZT  Inter-departmental Task Force on Terrorist Threats (Międzyresortowy Zespół do Spraw 

Zagrożeń Terrorystycznych) 

PiS  Law and Justice political party (Prawo i Sprawiedliwość) 

RBN   National Security Council (Rada Bezpieczeństwa Narodowego) 

RCB   Government Centre for Security (Rządowego Centrum Bezpieczeństwa) 

RZZK  Crisis Management Team at the Council of Ministers (Rządowy Zespół Zarządzania 

Kryzysowego) 

SB  Security Service (Służba Bezpieczeństwa) 

SGE   Permanent Group of Experts (Stała Grupa Ekspercka) 

UOP   Office for State Protection (Urzęd Ochrony Państwa) 
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WA   Counter-terrorism Department (Wydział Antyterrorystyczny) 

WSI   Military Information Services (Wojskowe Służby Informacyjne) 

WSW   Internal Military Service (Wojskowa Służba Wewnętrzna) 

ZOA GS KGP  Anti-Terrorist Operations Headquarters of the Chief of General Staff of the Police 

Headquarters (Zarząd Operacji Antyterrorystycznych Głównego Sztabu Komendy 

Głównej Policji) 

 

Slovakia 
BR SR   Slovak Security Council (Bezpečnostná rada Slovenskej republiky) 

ES  Coordination of the Exchange and Analysis of Information and Cooperation in the Field 

of Counter-terrorism (Expertná skupina na koordináciu výmeny a analýzy informácií a 

spolupráce v oblasti boja proti terorizmu na národnej úrovni) 

FSJ   Financial Intelligence Unit (Finančná spravodajská jednotka) 

HZDS   Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (Hnutie za demokratické Slovensko) 

KÚFS   Financial Administration Criminal Office (Kriminálny úrad finančnej správy) 

MEKO  Inter-departmental Expert Coordination Office for Combating Crime (Medzirezortný 

expertný koordinačný orgán pre boj so zločinnosťou) 

NAKA   National Criminal Agency of the Police (Národná kriminálna agentúra) 

NAKA PPZ SWAT unit against organised criminality at NAKA (Zásahová skupina NAKA) 

NBAC   National Security Analysis Centre (Národné bezpečnostné analytické centrum) 

NBÚ   National Security Authority (Národný bezpečnostný úrad) 

NPJ   National Counter-terrorism Unit (Národná protiteroristická jednotka) 

OBT   Counter-terrorism Department (Odbor boja proti terorizmu) 

OFIS   Financial Intelligence Department (Odbor finančného spravodajstva) 

ROŠ   State Defence Council (Rada obrany štátu) 

SIS   Slovak Intelligence Service (Slovenská informačná služba) 

SITCEN  Situation Centre of the Slovak Republic (Situačné centrum) 

SJFP   Intelligence Unit of the Financial Police (Spravodajská jednotka finančnej polície) 

Smer-SD  Direction – Social Democracy (Smer–sociálna demokracia) 

ÚBOK   Office for Combating Organised Crime (Úrad boja proti organizovanej kriminalite) 

ÚFP   Office of the Financial Police (Úrad finančnej polície) 

ÚJKP   Office of the Justice and Criminal Police (Úrad justičnej a kriminálnej polície) 

UOU   Special Assignments Unit (Útvar osobitného určenia) 

VOS   Military Defence Service (Vojenské obranné spravodajstvo) 

VS   Military Intelligence (Vojenské spravodajstvo) 
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VSS   Military Intelligence Service (Vojenská spravodajská služba) 

ZVJS   Justice and Penitentiary Corps (Zbor väzenskej a justičnej stráže) 

 


