Annex

Al: Share of knowledgeable EU citizens between 2004 and 20157

2004 2005 2006 2007 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average over membership Comparison to EU
years average

EU average 61 54 54 50 67 64 60 63 69 66 62
Austria 52 42 50 40 53 47 47 55 57 47 49 Below average
Belgium 67 57 58 60 60 64 58 59 57 58 60 Below average
Bulgaria 48 74 75 73 79 88 86 75 Above average
Croatia 72 73 78 74 Above average
Cyprus 77 67 70 63 88 84 83 89 84 84 79 Above average
Czech Republic 52 46 41 37 56 49 52 55 65 60 51 Below average
Denmark 66 67 69 69 74 72 68 65 75 71 70 Above average
Estonia 50 46 37 36 60 61 52 56 62 57 52 Below average
Finland 69 63 58 59 77 73 64 73 76 72 68 Above average
France 53 44 43 38 45 45 41 44 47 45 45 Below average
Germany 58 51 44 42 53 47 43 47 60 52 50 Below average
Greece 85 74 77 75 87 85 85 83 86 86 82 Above average
Hungary 53 36 45 37 65 60 57 57 68 62 54 Below average
Ireland 63 63 65 63 71 67 64 64 68 71 66 Above average
Italy 57 53 47 41 58 56 50 47 58 54 52 Below average
Latvia 40 35 49 34 59 65 53 61 73 60 53 Below average
Lithuania 62 56 49 45 72 72 68 76 82 81 66 Above average
Luxembourg 75 65 62 62 67 63 61 54 65 62 64 Above average
Malta 77 80 79 78 88 85 85 91 89 88 84 Above average
Netherlands 61 46 50 42 54 51 41 44 53 43 49 Below average
Poland 60 53 56 52 71 65 68 69 73 67 63 Above average
Portugal 59 53 52 42 64 61 56 56 73 58 57 Below average
Romania 48 74 68 62 71 73 74 67 Above average
Slovakia 64 50 58 55 81 79 74 71 80 77 69 Above average
Slovenia 73 63 59 52 79 78 68 67 79 73 69 Above average
Spain 59 53 49 48 56 53 52 49 56 60 54 Below average
Sweden 51 47 42 40 63 59 53 66 78 69 57 Below average
UK 53 44 51 46 55 53 51 51 60 57 52 Below average

37 Own portrayal and calculation based on data provided by Eurobarometer (62), 2004; (64) 2005; (66) 2006; (67) 2007; (73) 2010 (75) 2011; (78) 2012; (80) 2013; (82) 2014; (84) 2015. The question
used is: For each of the following statements about the EU could you please tell me whether you think it is true or false. — The members of the European Parliament are directly elected by the citizens
of each member state -. There was no data available for 2008 and 2009. When two Eurobarometer surveys in the same year are available, this thesis uses the autumn editions for better comparability.

When the EU member state is not in the EU, it is only the average of the years the country has been a member in the EU.
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A2: Share of respondents that tend to agree that their voice counts in their member state>®

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2012 | 2013 2014 | 2015 | Average over membership years Comparison to EU
average

EU average 48 51 51 50 48 56 56 52
Austria 62 69 70 71 73 78 70 70 Above average
Belgium 61 63 61 59 65 60 66 62 Above average
Bulgaria 25 32 33 42 29 48 48 37 Below average
Croatia 69 73 80 74 Above average
Cyprus 44 43 43 28 22 25 20 32 Below average
Czech Republic 32 32 32 30 37 49 43 36 Below average
Denmark 90 93 93 92 92 91 92 92 Above average
Estonia 41 52 56 51 36 44 34 45 Below average
Finland 77 72 77 81 78 84 81 79 Above average
France 71 71 73 77 67 71 66 71 Above average
Germany 62 64 66 70 72 74 70 68 Above average
Greece 21 28 23 11 20 32 27 23 Below average
Hungary 29 33 49 37 44 54 42 41 Below average
Ireland 48 50 38 47 41 55 62 49 Below average
Italy 19 26 25 22 17 27 30 24 Below average
Latvia 17 16 24 30 27 36 38 27 Below average
Lithuania 21 18 15 22 19 26 32 22 Below average
Luxembourg 65 65 72 65 60 55 57 63 Above average
Malta 54 51 45 46 64 67 64 56 Above average
Netherlands 79 80 81 80 75 81 78 79 Above average
Poland 44 50 60 54 48 64 65 55 Above average
Portugal 34 46 37 33 32 41 49 39 Below average
Romania 19 25 18 18 20 47 49 28 Below average
Slovakia 41 47 50 46 45 64 55 50 Below average
Slovenia 74 62 64 60 42 49 51 57 Above average
Spain 48 56 50 35 23 35 40 41 Below average
Sweden 90 91 91 92 91 95 93 92 Above average
UK 36 38 45 49 44 53 53 44 Below average

38 Own portrayal based on yearly data from 2008 to 2015 provided by Eurobarometer Interactive (a), 2016 for all years except for 2011. The data for 2011 could not be retrieved. The question used is:
Please tell me for each statement, whether you tend to agree or tend to disagree — My voice counts in (Our country). When two Eurobarometer surveys in the same year are available, this thesis uses
the autumn editions for better comparability or the survey of the year where the data for the member state is provided. When the EU member state has not been in the EU for the time under investigation,
it is only the average of the years the country has been a member in the EU.
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A3: Share of respondents stating that their country’s voice counts in the EU>’

2004 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 Average over membership Comparison to EU
years average

EU average 64 58 58 58 58 59
Austria 45 45 43 46 42 44 Below average
Belgium 77 72 73 69 70 72 Above average
Bulgaria 35 35 39 43 38 Below average
Cyprus 63 36 52 51 43 49 Below average
Czech Republic 31 37 44 45 40 39 Below average
Denmark 80 80 77 79 86 80 Above average
Estonia 57 60 56 56 64 59 Above average
Finland 62 63 69 68 72 67 Above average
France 87 86 83 81 79 83 Above average
Germany 81 79 79 78 81 80 Above average
Greece 60 45 40 37 33 43 Below average
Hungary 65 51 47 47 59 54 Below average
Ireland 70 60 59 62 56 61 Above average
Italy 56 41 41 46 50 47 Below average
Latvia 48 41 39 31 32 38 Below average
Lithuania 67 48 46 48 42 50 Below average
Luxembourg 81 79 77 73 78 78 Above average
Malta 69 72 62 66 61 66 Above average
Netherlands 75 73 81 76 77 76 Above average
Poland 67 66 62 64 67 65 Above average
Portugal 58 42 46 64 53 53 Below average
Romania 40 36 41 30 37 Below average
Slovakia 37 46 49 50 62 49 Below average
Slovenia 75 69 79 59 65 69 Above average
Spain 66 61 52 64 61 61 Above average
Sweden 76 79 83 83 84 81 Above average
UK 56 47 48 43 47 48 Below average

3% Own portrayal and calculation based on yearly data from 2004 to 2010 provided by Eurobarometer Interactive (b), 2016 for all years except for 2005 and 2006. This data could not be retrieved on
the country-level. The question used is: Please tell me for each statement, whether you tend to agree or tend to disagree — (Our country’s) voice counts in the European Union. When two Eurobarometer
surveys in the same year are available, this thesis uses the autumn editions for better comparability or the survey of the year where the data for the member state is provided. When the EU member
state has not been in the EU for the time under investigation, it is only the average of the years the country has been a member in the EU or has been excluded if it has not been a member at that time
(Croatia).
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A4: Share of respondents that see terrorism as one of two most important issues facing their country®

2001* 2002* 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2012 2013 2014 2015

EU average 83 79 9,1 9,1 8,7 8,9 5,6 2,9 2,3 2,0 0,9 1,1 2,9 6,5

EU Median 83 82 4 5 4 5 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 5,5
Austria 70 62 4 5 3 5 9 4 2 3 1 2 5 9
Belgium 78 76 4 6 5 9 4 2 2 3 1 2 2 9
Bulgaria 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 5
Croatia 0 0 2
Cyprus 3 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
Czech Rep. 4 3 5 3 2 1 2 1 1 1 7
Denmark 79 77 12 20 32 36 17 11 9 3 1 2 6 11
Estonia 2 3 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
Finland 69 67 2 5 5 3 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 2
France 91 88 9 10 10 11 6 3 2 2 2 1 5 18
Germany 85 75 3 4 4 7 11 3 3 2 3 2 11 10
Greece 91 86 4 2 1 3 2 1 5 2 1 3 1 1
Hungary 5 2 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 8
Ireland 83 82 2 6 6 6 4 1 1 0 0 1 1 4
Italy 92 92 9 17 11 15 7 3 4 5 1 1 3 9
Latvia 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Lithuania 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
Luxembourg 84 85 7 10 4 6 3 3 3 1 0 1 2 6
Malta 2 2 3 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 9
Netherlands 76 69 4 12 40 26 9 6 3 5 0 1 12 12
Poland 6 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 5
Portugal 90 85 3 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 2 1 0 2
Romania 4 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 6
Slovakia 4 5 6 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 6
Slovenia 3 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Spain 90 82 51 59 31 29 37 14 12 11 1 1 1 5
Sweden 83 78 6 6 6 5 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 3
UK 83 85 17 28 34 35 17 9 6 6 3 4 16 24

40 Data for table provided by Eurobarometer (60), 2003; (62), 2004 and Eurobarometer Interactive (c), 2016 for the years of 2005-2015. Question that were asked to respondents is “What do you think
are the two most important issues facing (our country) at the moment.” (asked between 2005-2015) and “Please tell me, if, personally you are afraid of terrorism”. Data for 2011 is not available. If no
values are in the table for a specific year, the country was not yet a member of the European Union.
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AS: Basis of calculation for shares of salience above EU average or above EU median *!

Member state Years above EU Years above EU
average/Membership | median/Membership
years years
Austria 6/14 7/14
Belgium 4/14 9/14
Bulgaria 0/8 0/8
Croatia 0/3 0/3
Cyprus 0/11 0/11
Czech Republic 1/11 3/11
Denmark 11/14 11/14
Estonia 1/11 1/11
Finland 0/14 1/14
France 10/14 13/14
Germany 8/14 10/14
Greece 4/14 5/14
Hungary 1/11 1/11
Ireland 1/14 5/14
Italy 11/14 12/14
Latvia 0/11 0/11
Lithuania 0/11 0/11
Luxembourg 5/14 10/14
Malta 1/11 1/11
Netherlands 9/14 9/14
Poland 0/11 2/11
Portugal 3/14 4/14
Romania 1/9 2/9
Slovakia 0/11 4/11
Slovenia 0/11 0/11
Spain 10/14 10/14
Sweden 0/14 3/14
United Kingdom 13/14 13/14

41 Values for table are read off Annex A4, 87.
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A6: Balance of citizens’ trust to the EU*

2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | Average over membership years
EU average 2,1 21,6 9,6 17,2 | 224 17,6 19,7 6,7 91 | -139 | -146 | -1,5 | -12,9 51
Austria -16 6 -8 -3 3 -7 2 -11 -25 -18 -13 -7 -39 -10,5
Belgium -2 32 17 26 35 24 17 17 4 -5 0 -6 -15 11,1
Bulgaria 39 37 53 37 36 36 27 18 9 32,4
Croatia 21 -12 -2 -11,7
Cyprus 30 19 26 22 28 27 -8 5 -33 -58 -44 -55 -3,4
Czech Republic 20 15 32 25 25 24 4 -17 -26 -27 -6 -36 2,8
Denmark -7 1 0 7 27 24 25 26 8 2 -1 12 6 10,0
Estonia 30 17 40 48 46 48 46 12 9 23 34 11 30,3
Finland -20 -5 -17 -5 -8 3 16 6 -6 -1 -1 20 5 -1,0
France -12 10 -9 -8 17 0 -6 -12 -30 -22 -35 -16 -38 -12,4
Germany -7 3 -14 -12 -8 2 1 -17 -27 -29 -31 -17 -35 -14,7
Greece 35 32 25 31 30 15 22 -15 -39 -64 -57 -53 -63 -7,8
Hungary 41 28 35 31 15 18 25 3 -8 0 5 -9 15,3
Ireland 26 38 27 30 33 15 12 1 -36 -28 -22 -10 -19 5,2
Italy 32 29 23 12 10 -6 19 1 -17 -22 -39 -24 -21 -0,2
Latvia 15 0 18 18 3 1 -11 -11 -9 -2 10 -10 1,8
Lithuania 53 27 38 38 28 28 24 14 12 18 34 34 29,0
Luxembourg 15 32 21 6 21 8 33 12 2 -10 -6 15 -1 11,4
Malta 31 27 28 30 36 24 22 5 12 20 26 15 23,0
Netherlands -6 8 -10 -2 15 27 30 14 -9 -8 -17 1 -4 3,0
Poland 23 19 32 41 27 23 18 6 6 6 20 -2 18,3
Portugal 36 41 36 30 27 15 38 -2 -25 -24 -43 -11 -6 8,6
Romania 47 37 45 22 12 5 6 29 29 25,8
Slovakia 36 24 35 29 47 47 37 3 -3 -3 7 -12 20,6
Slovenia 32 17 46 37 27 5 -1 -18 -17 -21 -9 -32 5,5
Spain 28 34 17 21 32 24 21 -1 -32 -52 -50 -31 -36 -1,9
Sweden -33 -21 -31 -8 -5 8 -1 -6 -9 -29 -14 8 4 -10,5
United Kingdom -37 -12 -30 -26 -28 -32 -39 -48 -56 -50 -48 -35 -40 -37,0

42 Own illustration based on Eurobarometer Interactive (d), 2016. Values are based on the difference between the values “tend to trust” and “tend not to trust”. The full Eurobarometer question is: “For
each of the following institutions, please tell me if you tend to trust it or not: The European Union.” If the value is negative, more respondents in the specific country over years answered that they
tend not to trust. If the value is positive a larger share of respondents in the country answered that they tend not to trust. Empty cells indicate that the country has not been a member of the EU yet. Do
not knows are not included.
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A7: Role of security actors in the provision of security to citizens®

Share of answers that assign an overall
important role to = in % Police Army Judicial system EU's institutions and agencies Citizens‘ associations Citizens themselves
EU 93 77 89 69 64 79
Austria 94 72 89 59 61 73
Belgium 91 64 88 71 58 72
Bulgaria 98 88 96 85 76 85
Croatia 90 73 87 68 64 76
Cyprus 96 76 92 88 85 90
Czech Republic 97 90 93 62 53 78
Denmark 96 53 94 63 74 83
Estonia 94 85 86 66 72 85
Finland 95 81 90 53 46 73
France 93 82 90 67 64 78
Germany 93 64 90 59 48 76
Greece 94 70 91 76 79 85
Hungary 91 77 89 78 80 83
Ireland 95 75 90 76 78 91
Italy 91 82 90 80 72 74
Latvia 92 75 87 63 57 81
Lithuania 94 80 87 72 68 86
Luxembourg 93 45 87 69 55 70
Malta 96 95 90 83 78 88
Netherlands 97 56 95 57 67 89
Poland 91 93 88 74 67 77
Portugal 85 72 80 66 63 66
Romania 96 92 92 80 72 82
Slovakia 94 86 88 77 62 79
Slovenia 88 67 89 69 68 85
Spain 89 67 88 75 73 82
Sweden 95 69 98 62 61 90
United Kingdom 95 85 89 68 63 85

43 Values in Table based on Special Eurobarometer (432), 2015, T33-T38. The question asked was: “In your view what role should each of the following play in ensuring the citizens in (our country)?”
The values indicated in the table are the share of respondents that assigned a very important role or a fairly important role to the EU’s institutions and agencies. Rank indicates the position of importance
among the given answers: “the police, the army, the judicial system, the EU’s institutions and agencies, citizens’ associations, citizens themselves”.
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AS8: Share of respondents asking for a joint-decision making with the EU on international terrorism*

2001 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | Average across membership years
EU average 81,1 823 | 873 | 81,9 | 824 | 844 | 81,0 | 84,3 | 83,1 | 81,9 83,4
Austria 83 72 81 73 69 73 76 76 79 72 75,4
Belgium 90 88 92 87 87 89 85 83 87 86 87,4
Bulgaria 83 84 91 88 87 86,6
Cyprus 88 85 81 85 79 89 79 86 84,0
Czech Republic 91 88 89 90 88 88 88 87 88,6
Denmark 86 83 89 87 91 91 90 91 92 92 89,2
Estonia 93 88 89 90 88 88 91 87 89,3
Finland 83 83 90 83 82 87 86 85 84 79 84,2
France 86 87 90 81 84 86 82 86 85 85 85,2
Germany 85 87 86 82 88 92 87 88 87 85 86,7
Greece 35 80 90 73 74 82 77 79 68 69 72,7
Hungary 87 90 86 92 90 89 89 84 88,4
Ireland 82 80 84 76 76 76 72 79 78 73 77,6
Italy 90 86 78 72 73 77 70 76 71 73 76,6
Latvia 92 88 88 89 89 89 91 89 89,4
Lithuania 90 84 87 88 84 86 90 89 87,3
Luxembourg 88 79 83 86 84 87 89 91 91 92 87,0
Malta 87 86 85 87 85 91 88 86 86,9
Netherlands 85 90 90 88 88 90 89 87 86 89 88,2
Poland 92 88 90 87 85 84 85 82 86,6
Portugal 74 76 80 75 77 80 38 78 76 70 72,4
Romania 80 80 83 75 73 78,2
Slovakia 93 91 91 91 92 89 89 87 90,4
Slovenia 86 79 84 84 83 85 80 85 83,3
Spain 84 87 85 67 69 64 63 73 75 72 73,9
Sweden 88 84 88 87 88 90 90 90 89 90 88,4
United Kingdom 78 73 77 63 61 68 67 63 63 62 67,5

4 Own table based on data provided by Eurobarometer Interactive (¢), 2016. Croatia is not mentioned as it was not a member of the EU at that time. “Do not know” respondents are excluded. Values
indicate the average share of respondents that responded that decisions on international terrorism should be made jointly with the EU. Missing values indicate that country has not been a member of
the EU yet. Data for 2002 was not available as the question was not asked in this year. If the question was asked twice in the year, the autumn edition of the Eurobarometer was considered.
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A9: Terrorist incidents in EU member states between 2001 and 2005%

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 Average of incidents over membership years
EU average 12,1 6,1 6,2 2,5 4,0 5,0
Austria 0 0 0 0 0 0
Belgium 0 3 8 0 0 2,2
Cyprus 1 0 0 1 0 0,4
Czech Republic 1 0 1 0 0 0,4
Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finland 0 0 0 0 0 0
France 21 32 34 11 33 26,2
Germany 8 3 1 3 3 3,6
Greece 14 11 12 4 6 9.4
Hungary 0 0 0
Ireland 2 0 1 0 0 0,6
Italy 10 7 16 3 6 8,4
Latvia 0 0 0
Lithuania 0 0 0
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 0
Malta 0 0 0
Netherlands 1 2 3 1 0 1,4
Poland 1 0 0 0 0 0,2
Portugal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovakia 0 0 0
Slovenia 0 0 0
Spain 79 38 20 31 24 38,4
Sweden 0 0 0 3 1 0,8
United Kingdom 92 20 21 5 26 32,8

4 Own table based on GTD, 2016. Incidents on all types of targets and by all types of perpetrators are included, if they fulfill the criterion that they are aimed at a political, economic, religious or
social goal. Unsuccessful attacks and ambiguous cases are included. Missing values in the table are due to non-membership in the EU in this year. Values in italic were used for the corresponding
graph.
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Al10: Terrorist incidents in EU member states between 2006 and 2014

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 Average of incidents over membership years
EU average 19,9 21,6 19,1 11,3 9,2 6,4 8,1 5,4 7,1 11,6
Austria 1 1 6 6 2 0 0 0 0 1,8
Belgium 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0,4
Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 03
Croatia 0 0 0
Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Czech Republic 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0,1
Denmark 0 1 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0,8
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Finland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
France 294 267 147 95 84 85 125 63 52 134,7
Germany 13 20 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3,8
Greece 25 2 14 15 21 6 1 14 7 11,7
Hungary 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0,4
Ireland 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,3
Italy 11 9 9 3 8 5 11 7 12 8,3
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lithuania 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Malta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Netherlands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Poland 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,1
Portugal 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,3
Romania 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovakia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Slovenia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spain 145 279 263 171 90 47 54 33 18 122,2
Sweden 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0,1
United Kingdom 5 2 74 40 26 24 35 109 39,3

4 Own table based on TE-SAT reports 2007-2015 (each report refers to the previous year). Incidents of all types of targets and all types of perpetrators are included if they fulfill they criteria for a
terrorist offence as stated in the 2002 Council Framework Decision. Terrorist offences are therein defined as intentional acts with the aim of intimidation, coercion or destabilization. Included are
foiled, failed and successfully executed attacks. Empty fields in the table are due to non-membership or lack of data submitted to Europol (as in the case of the UK in 2009). Values in italic were used
for the corresponding graph.
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All: Terrorism-related suspects arrested between 2006 and 2014%

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | Average over membership years
EU average 28,1 38,7 | 374 | 22,6 | 22,6 17,9 19,9 19,1 27,6 25,5
Austria 1 8 0 8 5 2 2 3 31 6,7
Belgium 14 10 22 4 20 4 8 20 72 19,3
Bulgaria 4 0 1 0 3 10 15 21 6,8
Croatia 1 0 0,5
Cyprus 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0,4
Czech Republic 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 1 1,1
Denmark 6 9 3 0 6 7 5 0 1 4,1
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Finland 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 4 0,9
France 342 409 402 315 219 172 186 225 238 278,7
Germany 20 15 12 5 25 30 8 11 18 16,0
Greece 0 0 0 5 18 15 3 23 13 8,6
Hungary 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 1,8
Ireland 4 24 52 31 62 69 66 41 27 41,8
Italy 59 44 53 29 29 30 43 14 39 37,8
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Lithuania 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0,3
Luxembourg 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0,2
Malta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Netherlands 6 16 4 2 39 3 62 6 17 17,2
Poland 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 2,1
Portugal 0 32 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 4,2
Romania 3 0 0 16 4 16 8 0 5,9
Slovakia 3 2 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 1,1
Slovenia 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 03
Spain 85 261 197 169 118 64 38 90 145 129,7
Sweden 3 2 3 0 4 4 0 0 0 1,8
United Kingdom 156 203 256 45 62 84 77 132 126,9

47 Own table based on TE-SAT reports 2007-2015 (each report refers to the previous year). Numbers indicate arrests because of terrorism-related charges as defined by the 2002 Council Framework
Decision. Terrorist offences are therein defined as intentional acts with the aim of intimidation, coercion or destabilization. Empty fields in the table are due to non-membership or lack of data
submitted to Europol (as in the case of the UK in 2009). Values in italic were used for the corresponding graph.
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AI2: Terrorism-related convicted persons in EU member states between 2006 and 2014%

2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 Average over membership years
EU average 11,2 11,8 10,1 8,9 8,9 11,0 9,2 12,3 10,0
Austria 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0,6
Belgium 18 5 7 9 8 4 8 41 12,5
Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Croatia 0 1 0,5
Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0,1
Czech Republic 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 1 1,3
Denmark 0 5 11 1 4 3 5 3 4,0
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Finland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0,5
France 21 52 74 40 45 70 49 35 48,3
Germany 16 7 10 12 17 10 14 11 12,1
Greece 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 10 2,1
Hungary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Ireland 0 4 7 15 8 0 6 0 5,0
Italy 7 28 23 16 4 12 8 2 12,5
Latvia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Lithuania 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0,4
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Malta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Netherlands 15 3 7 8 5 0 4 4 5,8
Poland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Portugal 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0,1
Romania 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0,1
Slovakia 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0,1
Slovenia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,0
Spain 172 181 87 122 137 167 95 114 1344
Sweden 4 0 1 4 0 3 0 0 1,5
United Kingdom 4 33 45 14 8 25 52 115 37,0

4 Own Graph based on TE-SAT reports 2007-2015 (each report refers to the data of the previous year). Numbers indicate convicted persons by national courts on terrorism-related offenses as
defined by the 2002 Council Framework Decision. Terrorist offences are therein defined as intentional acts with the aim of intimidation, coercion or destabilization. Member states report the data to
Eurojust and it is then portrayed in TE-SAT reports. The year 2009 is excluded because the data was not available (TE-SAT, 2010, 16)
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Al13: Country profiles on member states’ counter-terrorism preferences

Austria;

Austria’s counter-terrorism policy is mainly focused on an EU approach that is further
strengthened. The EU is the “central framework for action of Austria’s security policy”
(Austrian Interior Ministry, 2013, 12). However, it is not the aim of Austria to use existing
structures but rather to “gradually create and actively shape an architecture of internal security
within the EU” (Austrian Interior Ministry, 2013, 13). Secondly, Austria envisions regional
approaches to take a larger role, for instance with the planned Central European Security
Cluster, or the Salzburg Forum Vision 2020 (Austrian Interior Ministry, 2013, 13). Both of
these ideas use regional efforts to combat terrorism. Lastly, the priority of Austria is also to
provide a holistic counter-terrorism approach that is also based on social peace and freedom
(CODEXTER Austria, 2012, 1).

Belgium:

Belgium’s main emphasis in the fight against terrorism is the approach to tackle the root causes
of terrorism and empower the civil society to prevent radicalization (Coolsaet/De Swielande,
2007, 11). One case study on the Belgian approach class this the “characteristic sensibility”
(Coolsaet/De Swielande, 2007, 17) approach. Secondly, Belgium’s priority is also to delegate
competences to the EU level and proposed to create a European Intelligence Unit (Coolsaet/De
Swielande, 2007, 11). The last priority of Belgium is to respect human rights and also lobbies
for this on the EU level (CODEXTER Belgium, 2014, 1). According to the experts, “Belgium
has historically approached counter-terrorism measures with caution and an emphasis on the
need for providing suspected terrorists with due process” (Counter-extremism Project, 2016, 7)

Bulgaria:

In Bulgaria, terrorism is mostly seen as an international phenomenon and therefore the action
against terrorism is seen, first and foremost as global action, also carried out by the external
action of the EU (CODEXTER Bulgaria, 2013, 1). Terrorism should be mainly countered in
third countries (Bulgarian Ministry of the Interior, 2014, 4). Secondly, Bulgaria wants to ensure
that existing measures on the EU level are used and fully implemented rather than creating new
measures (Bulgarian Ministry of the Interior, 2014, 3). Thirdly, Bulgaria has a strict and
relentless internal policy on terrorism symbolized by the deportation of persons considered to
be national security risks (Bulgarian News Agency, 2016). The preferences of Bulgaria are in
line with its recent exposure to terrorism through the 2012 Burgas bus bombing, an attack on
Israeli tourists, carried out by a Canadian and Australian citizen by order of Hezbollah.

Croatia:

The dominant theme in Croatia is the perception of terrorism as an international threat that can
be fought with international measures such as the establishment of democracy in third countries
(CODEXTER Croatia, 2011, 1). An internal counter-terrorism approach is the second priority.
However this takes place in a formal and cautious manner, emphasizing the civil society and
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public-private partnerships (Peresin, 2013, 11, 15). Thirdly, given its geographical position,
Croatia favors regional approaches (CODEXTER Croatia, 2011, 23).

Cyprus:

Because of the low number of terrorist incidents in Cyprus, the first and most important
preference is the international fight against terrorism on the global level. This is visible by
several bilateral treaties, also with non-EU members and by the fact that the fight against
terrorism is mostly included in the foreign policy department (Cyprus Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, 2016). Secondly, Cyprus wants to ensure the functioning of the EU approach on
terrorism and created in 2010 the position of a national counter-terrorism coordinator to oversee
the implementation of EU measures (CODEXTER Cyprus, 2011, 1). Thirdly, Cyprus has the
preference to tackle root causes of terrorism and respect civil liberties (CODEXTER Cyprus,
2011, 1).

Czech Republic:

In the Czech Republic’s national counter-terrorism strategy and also voiced by one Czech
counter-terrorism official in a presentation at Charles University, it becomes evident that
terrorism is primarily perceived as a global threat that needs a global response. According to
the official Oldfich Krulik, there is “no sense of dividing security in outer and inner security”
(Krulik, 2015). Hence, the first and also a long-time preference is the global fight against
terrorism (CODEXTER Czech Republic, 2012, 10). Secondly, the protection of human rights
is a preference often emphasized by the Czech Republic for instance with the review of every
measure with regard to security and freedom of the individual (Czech Security Policy
Department, 2013, 10; CODEXTER Czech Republic, 2012, 10). Thirdly, the cooperation with
allies and other EU member states is outlined (Krulik, 2015).

Denmark:

In a foreword to the 2012 government report on counter-terrorism efforts by the at the time
Danish minister of foreign affairs Sovndal, it is emphasized that fighting terrorism in Denmark
means primarily fighting the root causes of terrorism with a broad policy ranging from
development assistance to de-radicalization efforts (Danish Government, 2012, Foreword;
CODEXTER Denmark, 2007, 1). Secondly, the foreword and other sources emphasize the
continuing preference for safeguarding citizen’s rights and prohibit further radicalization
(Danish Government, 2012, Foreword). Thirdly, despite the mentioning of the EU as a platform
for counter-terrorism, the global level with the UN is prioritized as “core element” and
“framework” (Danish Government, 2012, Foreword).

Estonia

The 2013 fundamentals of counter-terrorism, approved by the Estonian government, line out
three major preferences by Estonia. First and foremost, the threat of terrorism is seen as a global
threat that can be countered with global measures. It is striking that the heading of one of the
sections is “terrorism in the world and in Estonia” (Estonian Government, 2013, 2) and even
global counter-terrorist missions are considered (Estonian Government, 2013, 4). Secondly,
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these global measures should tackle the root causes and establish “stable, economically
sustainable and democratic societies” (Estonian Government, 2013, 4). Thirdly, it is important
to Estonia that human rights and citizen’s freedoms are maintained (Estonian Government,
2013, 1).

Finland:

Finland’s 2010 national counter-terrorism strategy clearly states the most important priority in
its counter-terrorism efforts as “to prevent terrorism by tackling and addressing the root causes
of terrorism” (Finnish Ministry of the Interior, 2010, 4). This is emphasized with further
emphasis on the prevention of social exclusion and the involvement of the civil society in
combating terrorism (CODEXTER Finland, 2014, 1). Secondly, the Finnish strategy also has a
priority on human rights and fundamental freedoms in all specific measures against terror
(CODEXTER Finland, 2014, 1). Lastly, the Finnish point to the existing EU guidelines that
need to be effectively implemented (CODEXTER Finland, 2014, 9).

France:

France perceives terrorism mostly as a global threat and therefore demands principally for a
global response. This is visible with the global measures France is taking since the occurrence
of terrorism in France with the Groupe Islamique Armé of the 1990s and the recent involvement
of France in the coalition against Daesh. (French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016).
Additionally, France used its G8 presidency in 2003 and 2010 mainly for the fight against
terrorism (CODEXTER France, 2013, 6-7). Secondly, France aims at EU actions on terrorism
by enhancing “dialogue and cooperation within the existing framework (French Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, 2016). Hence, implementation is prioritized before new measures or delegation
to the EU level. Thirdly, France emphasizes the principle of human rights and civil liberties
given to terrorist suspects which should help in the fight against radicalization (CODEXTER
France, 2013, 2).

Germany:

Germany’s counter-terrorism preferences cannot be easily ranked. However, the dominant
perception of being a target of a global threat and considering the experts’ judgement that
international and bilateral rather than European cooperation is highly significant in Germany,
the preference for global action is ranked first (CODEXTER Germany, 2011, 9). Just after this,
the action and the implementation of the EU’s strategies has to be mentioned as the second
priority (CODEXTER Germany, 2011, 10). Thirdly, the fight against root causes and
radicalization with an active civil society approach is another preference of Germany (German
Interior Ministry, 2016).

Greece:

The dominant preference of Greece is the implementation of EU-actions and strategies. This is
because the Greek national terrorism law is mostly based on the EU’s framework decisions
(Triantafyllou, 2015, 361) and because Greece has self-claimed a “leading role in promoting
EU policy in the area of combating terrorism” (Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016).

100



Secondly, the geographical position on the borders of Europe have led Greece to also taking a
regional approach to counter-terrorism, also outside of the EU (FG News, 2016). Lastly, Greece
emphasizes the need for the respect of human rights (CODEXTER Greece, 2012, 1).

Hungary:

The national security strategy and the experts’ opinion on the Hungarian counter-terrorism
efforts emphasizes global action as the first priority. It states that the nature of terrorism is
mainly perceived as global and thus requires cooperation with allied countries and non-allied
countries when similar interest are pursued (Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2012, 12,
22). Secondly, this international action should tackle the root causes which are perceived as
instability, poverty and the lack of democracy (Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2012,
10). The last preference is the preservation of fundamental freedoms (CODEXTER Hungary,
2012, 1). Finally, it is interesting that the Hungarian security strategy sees bilateral cooperation
as the most essential (Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2012, 12).

Ireland:

The documents on and by Ireland point to a dominating preference on a domestic approach.
The Department of Justice of Ireland states that the “responsibility of combating international
terrorism lies primarily within individual member states” (Irish Department of Justice, 2016).
It is also striking that the strategy is mainly published on the pages of the Department of Justice
and not as in other cases on the webpages of the Ministry of Foreign affairs. Secondly, the Irish
Government fully supports “all actions” (CODEXTER Ireland, 2007, 4) on the EU level. Lastly,
Ireland has the approach to create social peace and inclusion to prevent terrorism (CODEXTER
Ireland, 2007, 1).

Italy:

Italy strongly favors global action and sees international cooperation as the keystone of counter-
terrorism (Italian Foreign Ministry, 2016). Therefore, Italy was focused on the introduction of
“most appropriate legislation to assure the highest level of coordination at the international
level” (CODEXTER Italy, 2008, 1). Another main goal is to set up partnerships between
countries in the Western world and possible host countries of terrorism to prevent the
emergence of terrorism (Italian Foreign Ministry, 2016). Secondly, Italy focuses on strict
domestic measures and is commended on this by experts (Luttwak, 2016). The “Escort to the
border” section of Law 155 allows Italy to deport foreigners immediately if they present a threat
to the danger of the security of the state (CODEXTER Italy, 2008, 6). Hence, the number of
potential terrorist suspects is kept low and the security agencies can effectively monitor the
remaining suspects (Luttwak, 2016). Thirdly, Italy is strongly involved in the implementation
of the measures on the EU level (Italian Foreign Ministry, 2016).

Latvia:

Latvia sees global action as the first priority in counter-terrorism. The Baltic state sees it as
essential that domestic measures are taken in accordance with coordinated measures at the
international level and therefore concludes multiple bilateral treaties (Latvian Ministry of
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Foreign Affairs, 2016; CODEXTER Latvia, 2013, 4). Secondly, Latvia fully supports the
existing EU approach on counter-terrorism and states on the website of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs its active involvement in the development of the existing EU measures (Latvian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). Thirdly, the rule of law and the consideration of citizen’s
rights is emphasized and the experts’ report clearly states that every extradition request is
evaluated on the topic of human rights (CODEXTER Latvia, 2013, 4).

Lithuania:

Lithuania’s first priority in the fight against international terrorism is global action. The 2014
Annual Review of the State Security Department points to the exposure Latvia’s to international
events (Lithuanian State Security Department, 2014, 24) and also experts acknowledge that
Latvia takes “every effort to contribute to international cooperation” (CODEXTER Lithuania,
2005, 1). This emphasis can be considered to persist with the protests and radicalization of the
domestic population due to the propaganda by Russia and the conflict in Ukraine (Lithuanian
State Security Department, 2014, 24). Secondly, it is well acknowledged that Lithuania is part
of the Schengen area and therefore, despite not being directly affected by terrorism in recent
years, cooperation within the EU framework is necessary to prevent terrorism in Europe
(Lithuanian State Security Department, 2014, 25). Lastly, the experts’ judgement accentuates
the priority for the “consideration to the protection of human rights and the rule of law”
(CODEXTER Lithuania, 2005, 1).

Luxembourg:

Luxembourg’s primary preference is to ensure that on the EU level a “systematic and enhanced
use of existing instruments” (Luxembourg Government, 2015) is ensured and dedicated large
parts of its 2015 Presidency in the European Council to this goal. However, the strong emphasis
on citizen’s rights as the second priority and the perseverance of a strict banking privacy law
may contradict some of these efforts for instance in the area of terrorism financing (Khandekar,
2011, 12). Lastly, Luxembourg also takes an approach that makes use of an “extended
international cooperation” (CODEXTER Luxembourg, 2005, 5).

Malta

Malta’s geographical position and its exposure to developments in the North of Africa, for
instance the failed state of Libya have led Malta to have global action as its first priority in the
fight against terrorism (Scicluna, 2015). This is visible with Malta’s foreign policy that depicts
the fight against terrorism as one of the competences of the foreign policy department
(CODEXTER Malta, 2008, 1). The next priorities are the delegation of interior and external
security to the EU level, because Malta’s capabilities are considered to be weak and are
envisioned to be increased with more action on the EU level (Corpi d’Elite, 2016). Thirdly,
Malta emphasizes the respect to citizen’s rights as one of their priorities.

Netherlands:

Documents about the counter-terrorism strategy of the Netherlands suggest that the first priority
in the fight against terrorism is to tackle root causes and empower the civil society
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(CODEXTER Netherlands, 2008, 1). It is stated that the Netherlands’ main strategy is to “take
action at the earliest possible stage (CODEXTER Netherlands, 2008, 1). Additionally, to
combat radicalization, support for families and a point of contact for citizens to report
radicalized individuals (Dutch National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism, 2015,
8). The next priority for the Netherlands is to enhance the effectiveness of actions on the EU
level with further improving information exchange and implementation (CODEXTER
Netherlands, 2008, 6). This is also one of the goals the Netherlands have set for their 2016 EU
presidency in 2016 (Dutch National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism, 2015, 9).
Lastly, the Netherlands also include Global Action into their preferences with International fora
such as the Foreign Terrorist Fighters forum and the Global Counter-terrorism Forum (Dutch
National Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism, 2015, 9)

Poland:

In Poland, terrorism is mainly perceived as a transnational phenomenon that globally threatens
international peace. Hence, global action against terrorism is perceived as the first priority and
hence, the slogan of the Polish effort can be named as “no country is able to tackle terrorism
alone” (CODEXTER Poland, 2012, 1). After this priority, Poland emphasizes the need for the
implementation of the EU efforts and therefore actively participates in the effort of the EU
(CODEXTER Poland, 2012, 9). As a third priority, Poland underlines the respect for citizen’s
rights (CODEXTER Poland, 2012, 1).

Portugal:

Portugal has not been exposed to terrorism often so far, however its geographical position close
to unstable countries in North Africa had its effect on the policy of Portugal (de Faria Costa,
2015, 343). Accordingly, firstly, global action is central to Portugal efforts against terrorism.
This happens through multiple agreements, for instance within the Community of Portuguese-
speaking countries (CODEXTER Portugal, 2006, 3). Hence, experts acknowledge Portugal an
“unprecedented level of international cooperation” (CODEXTER Portugal, 2006, 1). The next
priority of Portugal is a strict domestic approach with a cooperation of the armed forces and the
internal security forces and a new law introduced in 2016 that allows public prosecutors to deny
citizenship to individuals that would be a peril to national security or are involved in terrorism
(Safe Communities Portugal, 2016). Thirdly, Portugal is actively involved in the
implementation of EU policies (de Faria Costa, 2015, 343).

Romania:

Romania perceives terrorism mainly as a global threat and accordingly, the responsibility for
the fight against terrorism “lies within the entire international community” (Romanian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, 2016). This conviction is also seen in Romania’s 50 bilateral anti-terrorism
cooperation agreements (Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). The next priority for
Romania is the implementation of actions on the EU level and since it has been a quite recent
new member (2007), this implementation of existing strategies is prioritized over the start of
new EU-wide counter-terrorism projects (CODEXTER Romania, 2008, 1). Thirdly, Romania
emphasizes the need for the protection of human rights and fundamental freedom rights

(Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016).
103



Slovakia:

Since Slovakia has not been subject to major terrorist attacks, its fight on terrorism mainly
centers on the international level and adequate global action (Slovak Spectator, 2015). Hence,
a strong focus of the policies lies on the international level and Slovakia has to ensure that it is
not used as a base of terror groups (CODEXTER Slovakia, 2007, 1). Next, the second priority
lies in the implementation of measures on the EU level (CODEXTER Slovakia, 2007, 1).
Lastly, and most recently, strict domestic measures are emphasized. After the attacks, Slovakia
intensified the monitoring of Muslim citizens and stressed the security risks of migration
(Slovak Spectator, 2015).

Slovenia:

The Slovenian counter-terrorism approach is mainly based on global action, because it is
perceived that the interdependence in matters of security is dominant for Slovenia’s
considerations of terrorism (Slovenian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2016). Hence, Slovenia has
concluded multiple bilateral agreements and sees “the UN as the only truly global forum for
combating terrorism” (CODEXTER Slovenia, 2010, 1). Secondly, Slovenia has the fight
against the root causes as another major priority and sees this as most important long-run
solution (CODEXTER Slovenia, 2010, 1). Lastly, the full respect for human rights and
democracy is outlined (CODEXTER Slovenia, 2010, 1).

Spain:

The ending of the terrorism threat of ETA to Spain announced by the group in 2011 has set new
priorities in the counter-terrorism strategy of Spain (CODEXTER Spain, 2013, 1). First and
foremost, Spain now and also has before focused on international cooperation to combat
terrorism (CODEXTER Spain, 2013, 7). The country is considered to be “extremely active in
all the international fora” (CODEXTER Spain, 2013,, 8) and has multiple bilateral treaties. The
2013 strategy states that the past experience of Spain with terrorism puts Spain “in an ideal
position to provide considerable added value to international collaboration in counter-
terrorism.” (Spanish Government, 2013, 26). Secondly, Spain works actively for the
implementation of the measures on the EU level (CODEXTER Spain, 2013, 7). Thirdly, the
experience with ETA has led Spain to also include the concept of social peace and freedom into
their strategy and preferences (Spanish Government, 2013, 25). According to 2013 National
Security Strategy, “the maturity of the Spanish society” (Spanish Government, 2013, 25)
together with the rule of law have led to the end of ETA.

Sweden:

The Swedish counter-terrorism strategy clearly states international cooperation as the main
priority for Sweden (Swedish Government, 2014, 2). This can also be seen with the fact that
Sweden is one of the largest donors for the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime in Vienna
with its Terrorism Prevention Branch (CODEXTER Sweden, 2010, 10). The next priority for
Sweden is to tackle the root causes with an active civil society in which a lot of institutions are
involved and where preventive work is in the center (CODEXTER Sweden, 2010, 1) . Lastly,
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Sweden also works to implement a more effective EU level approach and “is playing an active
role” (Swedish Government, 2014, 11) in these efforts.

United Kingdom

The counter-terrorism strategy of the United Kingdom prioritizes global action as the most
suitable answer to terrorism. It is clearly stated in their 2011 anti-terrorist strategy that the
success of counter-terrorism highly “depends on international collaboration” (UK Government,
2011, 8). Moreover, this international strategy has also proven to be successful against al-Qaeda
and hence will be further pursued (UK Government, 2011, 3). The next priority in the fight
against terrorism is to address the root causes which are outlined as conflict, instability, the lack
of participation possibilities and limited educational or employment opportunities (UK
Government, 2011, 3-5; CODEXTER United Kingdom, 2007, 1). Lastly, the UK emphasizes
the respect for citizen’s and human rights and for instance does not deport terrorism suspects if
they are subject to harm in their home country (UK Government, 2011, 8).
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A14: Table of member states preferences on counter-terrorism

Member state

Preferences in Counter-Terrorism

Austria

Delegation of competences to the EU,
Non-EU regional solutions,
Increase of social equality and freedom

Belgium

Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Delegation of competences to the EU,
Global action

Bulgaria

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
(Strict) Domestic measures

Croatia

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Non-EU regional solutions

Cyprus

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Address root causes and empower the civil society

Czech Republic

Global action,
Focus on civil rights,
Implementation of existing EU measures

Denmark

Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights,
Global action

Estonia

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights

Finland

Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights,
Implementation of existing EU measures

France

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Focus on civil rights

Germany

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Address root causes and empower the civil society

Greece

Implementation of existing EU measures,
Non-EU regional solutions,
Focus on civil rights

Hungary

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights

Ireland

(Strict) Domestic Measures,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Increase of social equality and freedom

Italy

Global action,
(Strict) Domestic Measures,
Implementation of existing EU measures

Latvia

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Focus on civil rights

Lithuania

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Focus on civil rights
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Luxembourg

Implementation of existing EU measures,
Focus on civil rights,
Global action

Malta

Global action,
Delegation of competences to the EU,
Focus on civil rights

Netherlands

Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Global action

Poland

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures
Focus on civil rights

Portugal

Global action,
(Strict) Domestic Measures,
Implementation of existing EU measures

Romania

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Focus on civil rights

Slovakia

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures
(Strict) Domestic Measures

Slovenia

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights

Spain

Global action,
Implementation of existing EU measures,
Increase of social equality and freedom

Sweden

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Implementation of existing EU measures

UK

Global action,
Address root causes and empower the civil society,
Focus on civil rights
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