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Abstract

In this post 9/11 era, how have countries developed their counterterrorism policies
following major terrorist attacks? How have these counterterrorism policies affected the security
and privacy of the citizenry? Through analyzing these counter-terrorism policies in the context of
Policy Convergence Theory and Foucault’s concept of Panopticism, I seek to answer and
understand these questions and more in the context of the present day. Policy Convergence
Theory serves as a theory for helping understand why counterterrorism policies are similar and
different across countries. Panopticism refers to the idea of humans acting accordingly to the
feeling of being watched, an idea that has become much more apparent as more information
about surveillance of citizens has been revealed. In this paper, I will be examining the United
States, the United Kingdom, and Indonesia as case studies to answer my questions about
explanations for counter-terrorism policies following major terrorist attacks and the lasting
effects of these policies on privacy and security. The completion of this project marks a
significant contribution to the study of counterterrorism and human rights around the world.
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Introduction
Counterterrorism is a field that has increasingly evolved throughout the 21st century.

Ever since the attacks on September 11th, 2001, America and many other countries around the
world have pushed to further combat terrorism, both domestic and foreign, for the security of
themselves and allies. Although the field of counterterrorism has been studied in a variety of
ways, it is within the context of human rights that the field is still in need of further research. In
this paper, I will be analyzing modern day counter-terrorism policies in the context of Policy
Convergence Theory and Foucault’s concept of Panopticism. I will be specifically looking at the
United States, the United Kingdom, and the Republic of Indonesia in the post 9/11 era.
Additionally, I will be examining human rights within each of these countries as they have
developed their counterterrorism policies. My first hypothesis for this project is that policy
convergence theory is applicable when analyzing the counterterrorism policies of the United
States, and the United Kingdom, and Indonesia because of their allied relations, which increased
following 9/11. In order for this hypothesis to hold true, all three of these countries will need to
have similar policies developed, possibly with clear proof of partnerships. My second hypothesis
is that while counterterrorism policies have developed, human rights have become much more
violated within these three countries, primarily against minority populations. In order for this to
be true, there must be more human rights violations post 9/11 in each of these countries. Overall,
my research about counterterrorism policy convergence and human rights is important because it
is a topic that has not been sufficiently studied. Furthering research on this topic will help with
developing upon counterterrorism and human rights at an international scale.
As opposed to going immediately into my research that was conducted, I must preface
with important background information on counterterrorism as a whole. Counterterrorism has its
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origins in many different sections of world history. According to a United States Department of
Justice website on anti-terrorism, “The attack on American soil on September 11, 2001, took the
lives of nearly 3,000 innocent civilians. Since that day, the role of virtually every federal, state
and local law enforcement agency also changed” (United States Department of Justice, 2021, p.
1). While counterterrorism efforts of the modern day were developed in response to 9/11 and
subsequent major terrorist attacks around the world, the history serves as something much more
than tactics of the current day. As written in a report by the Council on Foreign Relations (2017),
“During the Cold War, the terms terrorist and subversive were largely reserved for Soviet-backed
insurgents abroad, communist sympathizers at home, and even civil rights leaders campaigning
for equality” (Council on Foreign Relations, p. 1). Additionally, the CFR (2017) wrote, “It took
the collapse of this archrival in 1991 and the catastrophic events of 9/11, a decade later, to
fundamentally restructure the United States’ national security priorities….terrorism is now seen
by U.S. policymakers as an existential threat, both at home and abroad” (Council on Foreign
Relations, p. 1). The 20th century was a tumultuous period that cultivated in the development of
terrorism unseen in centuries before. In a report published in 2018, the United Nations Office of
Drugs and Crime wrote, “In the contemporary world, indiscriminate weaponry (e.g., high-level
bombing capacities, weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), and so on) is a recurring feature [of
terrorism]” (United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime, p. 1). It is this specific characteristic of
modern day terrorism that has served as one of the many variables in the workings of 21st
century counterterrorism. Although it is vital, counterterrorism is not always equally effective
and positive for human rights.
Counterterrorism is known for being effective, but at many times with significant
drawbacks. Although I discuss this later in my research, it is key to having a background before I
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do so. Throughout the years pre and post 9/11, counterterrorism has been utilized to commit
human rights violations. According to Martha Crenshaw (2010), “In the pursuit of effective
prevention, governments necessarily cast a broad net of suspicion. Dissent that was tolerable
becomes intolerable if it appeals to violence and appears to be the ﬁrst step down the path of a
terrorist conspiracy. Surveillance becomes ever more intrusive…” (Crenshaw, p. 5). As written
in a report by Child Rights International Network (2016), “Terrorism has devastating
consequences on civilians, often directly impacting the enjoyment of all human rights and
fundamental freedoms. But the impact of terrorism and counter-terrorism measures on children
are heightened…” (p. 1). Counterterrorism, unchecked and without true measure, can become as
unruly and unjust as terrorism in itself. Furthermore, Mona Koehler-Schindler from the European
Leadership Network wrote (2021), “...counter-terrorism measures as a response to the 9/11 and
subsequent terrorist attacks have also had far-reaching implication on the rule-of-law, damaged
the international framework for the protection of human rights and brought about increasing
restrictions of civic freedoms” (Koehler-Schindler, p. 1). However, it should be noted that
counterterrorism does not necessarily have to lead to a violation of human rights. In fact,
according to a report from the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (2007), “An
effective counter-terrorism strategy can therefore be a part of a state’s human rights obligations”
(p. 15). Be it within the United States or in other countries of the world, counterterrorism has had
impacts far and wide on both terrorism and democracy.
Counterterrorism is a part of the current environment that states and their citizens
function in. The various pros and cons of counterterrorism have been shown to never dissuade
counterterrorism as it seamlessly grows as a part of everyday society. The importance of the
following research is intertwined with the fact that counterterrorism is a part of modern-day
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society. By analyzing counterterrorism policies across countries, in addition to the positive and
negative implications on society, our world can further understand how to move forward with
counterterrorism in the future.
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Literature Review
Policy Convergence and panopticism are not foreign concepts in relation to the study of

counterterrorism. In fact, various works of research that ground their work within policy
convergence or the development of the panopticon. I have outlined that I utilize policy
convergence and panopticism as theories for the research I conducted because both have been
seen to play out within counterterrorism. With many countries being intertwined through
alliances, like in the case of the United Nations or North Atlantic Treaty Organization, policy
convergence is ripe for grounding in an analysis of policy similarities and differences across
countries in the aftermath of 9/11 and major terrorist attacks of the early 21st century.
Additionally, counterterrorism and panopticism go hand in hand, with the concept of the
unknown guard in the watchtower being ever more present in a world teeming with ever
expanding intelligence presences. The world has become a place of these two theories, and they
are key to understanding the research conducted in this paper.

Policy Convergence
Research on policy convergence and counterterrorism is fairly new, but still has historical
ties from well before 9/11. Convergence, according to an article by Colin J. Bennet (1991), is
“...the tendency of societies to grow more alike, to develop similarities in structures, processes”
(Bennet, p. 215). Additionally, Bennet (1991) wrote, “Convergence means moving from
different positions toward some common point. To know that countries are alike tells us nothing
about convergence. There must be movement over time toward some identified common point”
(Bennet, p. 219). Policy convergence, as outlined by Bennet’s writing, is displayed through this
exact movement between countries in the international sphere. Whether it be countries in a
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certain agreement over an economic or social circumstance, or simply countries with aligned
interests, Bennet’s framework “...identifies just four processes: emulation, elite networking,
harmonization and penetrations” (Bennet, 1991, p. 220). These four frameworks do not
necessarily compromise all of the processes that envelop policy convergence, but help with
understanding the main aspects of the theory. Overall, Bennet’s work is pertinent to research
about policy convergence across multiple disciplines of political science, and provides an
overarching groundwork for analyzing policy convergence in the comparative perspective.
Policy convergence in the context of counterterrorism policy is what I focus on. In their
study of counterterrorism policy convergence within the European Union following 9/11, Daniel
Nohrstedt and Dan Hansen wrote, “fundamental counterterrorism policy reforms have been
carried out in European Union member states after 9/11. Nevertheless, different theoretical
perspectives and previous research findings provide conflicting expectations regarding the
impact of these reforms…” (Nohrstedt & Hansen, 2010, p. 16). Additional, Nohrstedt & Hansen
(2010), claimed, “the level of political pressure might be one explanation for convergence;
instruments associated with high levels of political pressure (for example, codification of
terrorism offence and freezing of assets) are implemented relatively swiftly…” (Nohrstedt &
Hansen, p. 17). Although the European Union is a fairly strong example of how policy
convergence works in the context of counterterrorism, it can be understood that looking at other
parts of the world, like Asia, offers insight into just how big of a role counterterrorism policy
convergence plays in society. As written by Harsh Pant and Ivan Lidarev (2018) on the
development of counterterrorism policy in India over the early 21st century, “the GWOT has
influenced Indian counterterrorism in important but indirect ways” (Pant & Lidarev, p. 200).
Pant and Lidarev added, “Immediately after the 9/11 attacks, the GWOT reshaped the
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international environment in which India fought against terrorism to Delhi’s benefit and turned
the US into an ally” (Pant & Lidarev, p. 200). India is a definitive example outside of the western
sphere that encompasses the concept of policy convergence within counterterrorism. As written
by Pant and Lidarev (2018), “The GWOT also pushed India’s debate on civil liberties, human
rights, and terrorism in a more hawkish direction, allowing the Indian government to craft
tougher counterterrorism policy” (Pant & Lidarev, p. 200). All in all, policy convergence is tied
directly to counterterrorism policy development in the modern day.
Background about policy convergence as a broad topic and in relation to counterterrorism
is key to understanding the research I conducted. The main reason all of this is key is because I
utilize the information related to the history of counterterrorism at an international level, in
addition to the arguments made by these policy convergence scholars, to test the components of
my hypothesis. While policy convergence is a key part of assessing my hypotheses, it is also
panopticism that has a strong foothold in my work.

Panopticism
Panopticism is a concept that was originally developed upon the conception of Jeremy
Bentham’s panopticon, but only truly pulled to the forefront of research by the work of Michel
Foucault. Foucault writes much on the idea of panopticism, and it is through his words, as well
as the research of scholars who write on panopticism in the context of modern day
counterterrorism, that my research can be further understood. According to Foucault (2008), “All
that is needed…is to place a supervisor in a central tower and to shut up in each cell a madman, a
patient, a condemned man, a worker or a schoolboy. By the effect of backlighting, one can
observe from the tower…the small captive shadows in the cells of the periphery” (Foucault, p.
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5). In further understanding the basic panopticon, it is simply a structure that allows a particular
person to survey others while not being able to see. This is what can be seen in today’s society,
with much surveillance of people not even being known to people. Foucault (2008) added, “He is
seen, but he does not see; he is the object of information, never a subject in communication”
(Foucault, 2008, p. 5). The person in reference is the person being surveilled, which can now be
understood as all citizens because this is the case of much of counterterrorism.
The gaze of the government through cameras, online activity scans, and other forms of
surveillance are what have now put the modern day in a panopticon. Regarding the purpose of
the panopticon, Foucault (2008) wrote,
“To induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the
automatic functioning of power. So to arrange things that the surveillance is permanent in
its effects, even if it is discontinuous in its action; that the perfection of power should
tend to render its actual exercise unnecessary; that this architectural apparatus should be a
machine for creating and sustaining a power relation independent of the person who
exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up in a power situation of which
they are themselves the bearers” (Foucault, p. 6).
Panopticism ties back to power and that is what makes it a fascinating theory in relation to
counterterrorism. This background provides insight into more of the historical perspective of
panopticism.
Panopticism, similar to policy convergence, is also deeply tied to counterterrorism. Much
of this modern day counterterrorist panopticon can be seen with the developments related to the
PATRIOT Act of the United States that was put into legislation following the 9/11 terrorist
attacks. According to Connor Sheridan (2016), “Many of the expansions of power laid out by the
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PATRIOT Act already existed as proposed legislation that had been shot down in previous
incarnations, either being seen as unconstitutional or giving too much power to certain branches
of government” (Sheridan, p. 54). Sheridan (2016) added, “But in the uncertainty that
characterized the period immediately following the terrorist attacks, lawmakers who supported
those measures saw an opportunity and took it, establishing the precedent for what effectively
became a new political age” (Sheridan, p. 54). The U.S. is one firm example, but this panopticon
of counterterrorism expands globally. According to Quirine Eijkman (2012), “Although it is
logical that in the fight against terrorism public authorities draw on new technologies, their
increased usage of these tools raises questions about their social repercussions” (Eijkman, p. 5).
Furthermore, Eijkman (2012) wrote, “New technologies have enlarged the range of available
possibilities for the state to protect national security. Many people are, however, unaware of the
social (side-)effects of technological counter-terrorism measures” (Eijkman, p. 7). Panopticism is
just one piece of a larger puzzle that plays into counterterrorism policy research in the modern
day sphere.
Panopticism, as well as policy convergence, go hand in hand with the factors that play
into the development of counterterrorism policy. All things tie back to these two theories within
my research. By understanding the two, my research can be formally analyzed and understood in
a more meaningful manner.
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Methodology
As I previously noted, I will be analyzing modern day counter-terrorism policies in the

context of Policy Convergence Theory and Foucault’s concept of Panopticism. I will be
specifically looking at the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Republic of Indonesia in
the post 9/11 era. I will also be examining human rights within each of these countries as they
have developed their counterterrorism policies. My first hypothesis for this project is that policy
convergence theory is applicable when analyzing the counterterrorism policies of the United
States, and the United Kingdom, and Indonesia because of their allied relations, which increased
following 9/11. In order for this hypothesis to hold true, all three of these countries will need to
have similar policies developed, possibly with clear proof of partnerships. My second hypothesis
is that while counterterrorism policies have developed, human rights have become much more
violated within these three countries, primarily against minority populations. In order for this to
be true, there must be more human rights violations post 9/11 in each of these countries. My
research about counterterrorism policy convergence and human rights is important because it is a
topic that needs further research. Developing more research on this topic will help with
expanding research on counterterrorism and human rights at an international scale.
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Case Study: The United States of America
For the United States of America, the attack against people in the United States that

occurred on September 11th, 2001, is the pinnacle moment when looking at when everything in
the United States changed in relation to counterterrorism inside and outside of the country.
According to the 9/11 Memorial and Museum (2022), “Nineteen terrorists from al-Qaeda
hijacked four commercial airplanes, deliberately crashing two of the planes into the upper floors
of the North and South Towers of the World Trade Center complex and a third plane into the
Pentagon in Arlington, Virginia” Additionally, the 9/11 Memorial and Museum wrote, “After
learning about the other attacks, passengers on the fourth hijacked plane, Flight 93, fought back,
and the plane was crashed into an empty field in western Pennsylvania about 20 minutes by air
from Washington, D.C.” (9/11 Memorial and Museum, p. 1). The 9/11 attacks caused much
strife around the world, and only became that much more meaningful for people when the data
from the situation was analyzed. The 9/11 Memorial and Museum noted, “The attacks killed
2,977 people from 93 nations: 2,753 people were killed in New York; 184 people were killed at
the Pentagon; and 40 people were killed on Flight 93” (9/11 Memorial and Museum, p. 1). By
the time the devastation of the attacks was cleared, it was also made clear that the United States
would be going into a time of unprecedented change.
In terms of the policies, it is quite clear what policies were laid out in response to 9/11
and over the following years. According to Todd Landman (2007), “The first significant
legislative response after the attacks was the passage of the U.S.A. Patriot Act on October 24,
2001” (Landman, p. 24). Landman (2007) added, “the U.S.A. Patriot Act took less than six
weeks to go through both houses of Congress and become law on October 26, 2001” (Landman,
p. 24). Landman, who analyzed U.S. and U.K. responses to attacks, also clarified specific details
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about legislation. As written by Landman (2007), “In the years since the passage of the U.S.A.
Patriot Act, there have been sixty-five pieces of legislation and executive orders concerning the
fight against terror across a range of policy areas...” (Landman, p. 24). When looking at the
context of much of this legislation, there have been developments related to intelligence
organizations across the U.S. According to Ryan Lewis (2021) from NPR, “The government
built out a massive infrastructure, including creating the Department of Homeland Security, all in
the name of protecting against terrorist attacks.” (Lewis, p. 1). These policies have had
everlasting effects on the modern day state of the U.S.
While policies are important to understand, they are often only words when no data is
understood in conjunction with those policies. In order to analyze the effects of the
counterterrorism policies of the U.S., I decided to compare data about levels of terrorism through
the Global Terrorism Database by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and
Responses to Terrorism (START) at the University of Maryland, College Park (See Figure 1). I
filtered to only include successful terrorist attacks where it was clear who the perpetrator was,
whether it be lone wolf or tied to a larger group, between 1990 and 2019 to see change since
2001 and whether terrorism has increased or decreased since the major attacks in each country. I
also examined the demographics of terrorists overtime utilizing the Jigsaw program through
Google (See Figure 2). It is important to note that this data displays the U.S. as having a
relatively steady level of terrorism pre and post-9/11, with a relative decrease following 9/11 and
an increase closer to the 2016 presidential elections and beyond. As for the Jigsaw figure, it is
generally understood that the data displays White Supremacy as the main terrorist issues related
to America. All of these findings are quite fascinating, and even more so when tied in with
human rights analysis.
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(Figure 1)

(Figure 2)
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Human Rights Post 9/11
When analyzing the human rights effects of the resulting policies from 9/11, it is quite
clear that the United States has caused much strife for members of marginalized communities,
particular Muslim individuals, across the United States. According to Kenneth Roth (2021) from
Human Rights Watch, “Instead of reaffirming the human rights standards that prohibit such
instrumental cruelty, the administration of President George W. Bush shredded them….Often,
because so much was done in secret, [Americans] didn’t even know, at least until much later”
(Roth, p. 1). In speaking on the impact of Muslim communities in America, Roth (2021) added,
“Globally, Muslims are the primary victims of terrorism. Yet from the Bush to the Barack
Obama and Donald Trump administrations, Muslims as a whole were treated with varying
degrees of suspicion…” (Roth, p. 1). The treatment of Muslims, as well as individuals often
identified as “outsiders” by their fellow humans, was in clear violation of human rights, yet
barely anything was strategically done to combat hate. In their research on specific violations
committed by the U.S., Benedikt Goderis and Mila Versteeg noted that “there is a systemic
increase of human rights violations across the U.S. and its allies following 9/11”+ (Goderis &
Versteeg, 2021, p. 1). The impact on human rights can be seen through the above research, but it
is also offered through other data points.
For understanding human rights further in the context of the U.S. post-9/11, I utilized
data from Our World in Data, which was generated through data compiled in other data indexes,
like the Fund for Peace. Although the U.S. has been steadily increase in terms of a comparative
human rights score, following the steep drop in 2001 (See Figure 3), there is still more work to
be done as it does not compare even marginally to the United Kingdom. Human rights violations
have slowly dropped over the years as well (See Figure 4), which is key to highlight because it is

The Modern State of Counterterrorism

Hernandez 19

relatively in contrast to the data point in Figure 3 when it is understood that both figures are of
accounts of human rights. Overall, the United States of America is a perfect starting point for
understanding my research as I further investigate the United Kingdom and the Republic of
Indonesia.

(Figure 3)

(Figure 4)
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Case Study: The United Kingdom
The 2005 London Bombings are the 9/11 attack equivalents in terms of a major attack

upon the state. According to the British Broadcasting Channel (2022), “Four suicide bombers
struck in central London on Thursday 7 July, killing 52 people and injuring more than 770. The
co-ordinated attacks hit the transport system as the morning rush hour drew to a close” (British
Broadcasting Channel, p. 1). The London Bombings, while seemingly not as large as the attacks
that occurred in the United States on September 11th, still had a profound effect on the people of
London, as well as the security of the United Kingdom and the globe. The BBC also wrote,
“Three bombs went off at or around 0850 BST on underground trains just outside Liverpool
Street and Edgware Road stations, and on another travelling between King's Cross and Russell
Square.” Additionally, the BBC noted, “The final explosion was around an hour later on a
double-decker bus in Tavistock Square, not far from King's Cross” (British Broadcasting
Channel, p. 1). Similar to the United States, the United Kingdom would make changes to the
scope of its history following these major terrorist attacks.
In terms of the policies, it is quite clear what policies were laid out in response to 7/7 and
over the following years. Todd Landman’s research, which expands across the U.S. and U.K.,
demonstrates the policies following the London bombings of 2005. According to Landman
(2007), “The threat of terror in the United Kingdom is arguably greater than that facing the
United States. Unlike the United States, Britain has lived with the spectre of terrorism throughout
the conflict in Northern Ireland, which led to 3297 deaths…” (Landman, p. 23). Landman (2007)
added, “The British anti-terror legislation also allows the government to detain without charge
any terror suspect for a period of up to twenty eight days, the debate over which cost the
Government its first Commons defeat since taking power in 1997” (Landman, p. 23). Much of
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Landman’s work pinpoints the intersection and divide between the U.K. and the U.S. It is his
specific data that makes his policy research that much more pertinent when looking at it
alongside the U.S. According to Landman (2007). “Between April 1, 2001 and March 31, 2005,
the police and security services stopped and searched 111,900 under the Terrorism Act of 2000,
of whom approximately 1.4% were subsequently arrested. During the previous four years since
Labour” (Landman, p. 23). When looking at the context of much of this legislation, there have
been developments related to intelligence organizations across the U.S. According to the
independent international organization Safer World (2021), “The UK legislation is therefore
widely viewed as ‘good practice’. However, given the subject matter, this legislation remains
controversial and is not universally supported, particularly so by civil liberties groups” (Safer
World, p. 1). The counterterrorism developments in the United Kingdom are comparable to the
Untied States, with much of the developments happening around the same point. The effects of
these policies becomes intriguing when looking at it alongside the different data points.
Similar to my analysis of the U.S., I studied the data for terrorism in the context of the
United Kingdom as well. As I mentioned, I decided to compare data about levels of terrorism
through the Global Terrorism Database by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism
and Responses to Terrorism (START) at the University of Maryland, College Park (See Figure
1). I filtered to only include successful terrorist attacks where it was clear who the perpetrator
was, whether it be lone wolf or tied to a larger group, between 1990 and 2019 to see change
since 2001 and whether terrorism has increased or decreased since the major attacks in each
country I also examined the demographics of terrorists overtime utilizing the Jigsaw program
through Google (See Figure 2). The data from the GTD displays that terrorism was a major issue
for the United Kingdom during the 1990s to the early 2000s, which primarily was in part due to
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the conflict in Northern Ireland between the government and the Irish Republican Army (IRA).
However, upon the 7/7 attacks, the United Kingdom was at a relative low point for terrorist
attacks, and stayed moderately consistent with this low level of terrorism until what can be
understood as the rise of the Islamic State as a transnational terrorist organization. As for the
Jigsaw figure, it is generally understood that the data displays White Supremacy, AntiGovernment, and Other rationales as being leading reasons for terrorism in the U.K. Attacks
related to Islamist Extremism have been low throughout the years, according to the Jigsaw
figure, which is key to note because the human rights reports related to treatments of Muslims in
western countries. The findings from this research are interesting, and are brought more to life
when understood alongside human rights data.

(Figure 5)
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Human Rights Post 7/7 London Bombings
The information about human rights in the United Kingdom is interesting, especially
when understanding it in the modern day. According to Clare Feikert-Ahalt (2013), “The history
of anti-terrorism legislation in the UK is expansive and dates back nearly a century. The UK’s
anti-terrorism laws have typically been reactive and enacted as emergency temporary legislation
that later essentially became permanent through constant renewal” (Feikert-Ahalt, p. 1). The
response to the 7/7 attacks was primarily in the form of the 2006 Terrorism Bill, which was
pushed through as a part of former Prime Minister Tony Blair’s response to the attacks. In
discussing this further, Feikert-Ahalt (2013) wrote,
“The issue of ‘home grown’ extremists was tackled in part in the [Terrorism Bill of
2006]. To prevent isolation and encourage a sense of ‘British pride’ amongst immigrants,
Mr. Blair announced that the requirements to obtain British citizenship were to be
reviewed with the intention of encouraging greater integration. The Terrorism Bill faced
considerable controversy and scrutiny in both the House of Commons and House of
Lords and caused a rebellion from within Blair’s Labour Party. Many of the proposals
were defeated, with a number of Members from Blair’s own party voting against them.
Proposals that were defeated or dropped included those that would have enabled terrorist
suspects to be detained for up to ninety days and those requiring the closure of extremist
mosques. The Terrorism Bill was eventually passed and came into force in April
2006.The use of these powers has been interesting. Initial arrests after the bombings for
terrorism related offences increased considerably, but with the majority of suspects later
being released without charge either due to lack of evidence, or evidence that could not
be used in court. “ (Feikert-Ahalt, p. 1).
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The modern day still presents the U.K. as overcoming issues related to the violations made in the
past as related to human rights. According to a report from Human Rights Watch (2021), “About
100 UK nationals, including 60 children, remain held without judicial review in squalid camps
and prisons for ISIS suspects and family members in northeast Syria” (Human Rights Watch, p.
1). The report (2021) added, “In July, the Court of Appeal in London ruled that Shamima
Begum, an Islamic State (ISIS) suspect stripped of her UK citizenship in 2019 after travelling to
Syria as a teenager, should be able to return from detention in northeast Syria to the UK to
challenge the deprivation of her nationality” (Human Rights Watch, p. 1). This research on
human rights does not even delve into the specific roles the United Kingdom has played outside
of its borders, but still demonstrates the impact of counterterrorism on human rights within the
country.
For understanding human rights further in the context of the United Kingdom post-7/7, I
utilized data from Our World in Data, which is the same data base I used for information related
to the United States. In terms of a human rights score, the United Kingdom has steadily grown
(See Figure 3), experiencing a surprisingly significant growth of their human rights score
following the 7/7 London Bombings. This is almost contradictory to what is seen in the U.S. and
Indonesia, which both experienced drops and stagnation in human rights scores around the times
of major terrorist attacks. Human rights violations have marginally been low throughout the
years (See Figure 4), which makes sense when understood alongside Figure 3 and its
demonstration of the United Kingdom as having a positive human rights score. Upon finishing
my research on human rights within the United Kingdom, it is clear that out of the countries I
studied, the United Kingdom has done more to justly counter terrorism within the United
Kingdom.
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Case Study: Indonesia
The Bali bombings of 2002 are considered to be Indonesia’s worst incident in regard to

terrorism, and is significantly comparable to, 9/11 and the 7/7. According to the National
Museum of Australia (2022), “At about 11pm on 12 October 2002 three bombs were detonated
in Bali, two in busy nightspots – the Sari Club and Paddy’s Bar – and one in front of the
American consulate. The explosions killed 202 people, 88 of whom were Australian, and
wounded hundreds more” (National Museum of Australia, p. 1). Since Indonesia is a hub for
travelers from all across the world, especially countries in Southeast Asia and Oceania, it is no
surprise that the Bali bombings are considered by other countries, like Australia, to be disastrous.
The National Museum of Australia (2022) added, “Carried out by terrorist organisation Jemaah
Islamiyah, the attacks represent the single largest loss of Australian life due to an act of terror.
While the victims of the 2002 Bali bombings came from more than 20 countries, Australia
suffered the largest loss with 88 fatalities” (National Museum of Australia, p. 1). These attacks,
similarly, to 9/11 and 7/7, were not just meant for affecting the local populous; it was about
affecting a larger population who would never forget this occurrence. Furthermore, the National
Museum of Australia (2022) wrote, “More than 30 people were eventually arrested for their
involvement in the attacks” (National Museum of Australia, p. 1). Indonesia’s future would
forever be altered by way of these attacks.
The alternation of Indonesia’s future could be seen in a lot of ways, but particularly clear
through the policy response to the 2002 Bali Bombings, it is quite clear what policies were laid
out in response to 9/11 and over the following years. According to Ali Muhammad (2017),
“Explaining the course of the Indonesian government’s counter-terrorism policy cannot be
detached from the context of the global political context since September 11th, 2001.”
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(Muhammad, p. 139). Additionally, Muhammad (2017) wrote, “The US and its allies began to
exert their influence on the Indonesian government since 9/11 and intensified it since the Bali
Bombing 2002” (Muhammad, p. 142). Muhammad did not necessarily go in depth about specific
policies, but his article made it clear that the U.S. and its allies had a profound influence on the
Indonesian government’s counterterrorism policy development. This was especially true in
connection to Indonesia’s policies following the 2002 Bali bombings. As written by Muhammad
(2017), “…international pressure…produced two major policy implications. The first is the
strengthening of the government‘s determination to fight [terrorism]….The second implication is
the significant enhancement of the government‘s capability in denting the terrorism network”
(Muhammad, p. 152). In touching upon more specific developments related to Indonesia
counterterrorism policy with U.S. influence, Muhammad (2017) noted, “With the US Anti
Terrorism Assistance (ATA), the Indonesian Police Chief established anti-terror police units (i.e.
ATB Task Force and Densus 88) that have significantly bolstered the government’s capability to
dent the terrorist network” (Muhammad, p. 154). The data on the effects of the policies and
developments related Indonesia’s counterterrorism make the situation in Indonesian clearer
I studied the Republic of Indonesia through the similar model of my study of the United
States and the United Kingdom. I compared data about levels of terrorism through the Global
Terrorism Database by the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to
Terrorism (START) at the University of Maryland, College Park (See Figure 1). I filtered to only
include successful terrorist attacks where it was clear who the perpetrator was, whether it be lone
wolf or tied to a larger group, between 1990 and 2019 to see change since 2001 and whether
terrorism has increased or decreased since the major attacks in each country. The Jigsaw
program by Google was not utilized in the study of the Republic of Indonesia because there was
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not information on the terrorism that has occurred within Indonesia. All of these findings are
quite fascinating, and even more so when tied in with human rights analysis.

Human Rights Post-2002 Bali Bombings
In analyzing the effects of counter terrorism policy developments in Indonesia on human
rights, much is revealed about the current state of human rights in Indonesia. According to
Kathrin Rucktäschel and Christoph Schuck (2019), “long-term success of CT strategies in the
sense of preventing radicalization must be evaluated critically. In general, the main focus of
established legal anti-terror measures is on using security agencies to prevent terrorism”
(Rucktäschel & Schuck, p. 1). Additionally, Rucktäschel & Schuck (2019) wrote, “Such equally
important concepts as fighting poverty and corruption, providing comprehensive political
education, and also improving the social re-integration of de-radicalized former terrorists receive
less attention on the government level.” (Rucktäschel & Schuck, p. 1). Indonesia provides a
unique human rights position when juxtaposed against the United States and the United
Kingdom because of its history, particularly with the military. Furthermore, Rucktäschel &
Schuck (2019) wrote, “The fact that the amendments of the anti-terrorism laws passed in May
2018 gave the military even more authority than it previously had is therefore a cause for
concern. In the years to come, Indonesia is running danger to turn the ‘criminal justice model’
into a ‘war model” (Rucktäschel & Schuck, p. 1). Indonesia may not have everything figured out
when it comes to human rights and counterterrorism, but it is still key to note that progress is
being made. This generally goes for most countries dealing with a conflicting history like
Indonesia. According to Rucktäschel & Schuck (2019), “Although the situation regarding the
development of Indonesian CT measures is generally progressing, severe problems remain.”

The Modern State of Counterterrorism

Hernandez 28

(Rucktäschel & Schuck, p. 1). Human rights in Indonesia is further explained through the data
presented within previously made figures.
For understanding human rights further in the context of the Republic of Indonesia
following the 2002 Bali Bombings, I utilized data from Our World in Data, which was generated
through data compiled in other research and indexes. The Republic of Indonesia has had a steep
rise in its human rights score since the 2002 Bali Bombings (See Figure 3). In fact, the Republic
of Indonesia is close to a positive threshold when it comes to its overall human rights score,
coming close to matching up with the United States. As for the record of human rights violations
within the Republic of Indonesia. Indonesia has steadily experienced a decrease in human rights
violations (See Figure 4). This is in large part due to the democratic developments within the
country, as well as the influence of other countries among the country. Human rights violations
have slowly dropped over the years as well, which is key to highlight (See Figure 4). The data
from all of the countries is quite intriguing, and brings together the general scope of my project
into a succinct and understandable project.
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Conclusion
Counterterrorism is a vital aspect of modern day society. However, counterterrorism is

not just simply one part of our modern society; it is also deeply tied to human rights. In this
paper, I analyzed modern day counter-terrorism policies in the context of Policy Convergence
Theory and Foucault’s concept of Panopticism. I specifically looked at the United States, the
United Kingdom, and the Republic of Indonesia in the post 9/11 era. Additionally, I examined
human rights within each of these countries as they have developed their counterterrorism
policies. My first hypothesis for this project was that policy convergence theory is applicable
when analyzing the counterterrorism policies of the United States, and the United Kingdom, and
Indonesia because of their allied relations, which increased following 9/11. This hypothesis was
proven true because all three of these countries have had similar policies developed, primarily in
conjunction with each other following 9/11. My second hypothesis was that while
counterterrorism policies have developed, human rights have become much more violated within
these three countries, primarily against minority populations. This was proven false as all of the
countries have experiences exponential positive developments in relation to human rights
following their respective major terrorist attacks and counterterrorism policy developments.
However, it should be noted that more work is always needed to advance human rights,
especially in the case of the United States. Overall, the hypotheses I investigated are vital to
understanding counterterrorism, and the impacts that it has had on society.
My research does demonstrate that counterterrorism of the modern day has led to various
unique human rights developments, and that any continuation of counterterrorism that is not
done in a conducive way to also promoting human rights will lead to results that are
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counterproductive to statewide uses of counterterrorism. As written in a report by the Office of
the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (2021),
“Just as terrorism impacts on human rights and the functioning of society, so too can
measures adopted by States to counter terrorism….because terrorism has a serious impact
on a range of fundamental human rights, States have not only a right but a duty to take
effective counter-terrorism measures. Effective counter-terrorism measures and the
protection of human rights are complementary and mutually reinforcing objectives which
must be pursued together as part of States’ duty to protect individuals within their
jurisdiction” (p. 19).
For policy development, it will be important for the United States, the United Kingdom, the
Republic of Indonesia, and other governments around the world to maintain legitimacy through
strategic policy development that combats terrorism and promotes human rights. So long as
states in the international sphere, especially during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, continue
to manage human rights while countering threats to the state and its citizens, a conducive and
more cohesive international sphere will be built. Overall, my research about counterterrorism
policy convergence, the modern day panopticon, and human rights is pertinent because it adds to
the growing literature on a topic that is historical in nature, but has deep ties to the safety and
security of people around the world.
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