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ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS

Reviewer 1

This thesis represetns an innovative approach to the study of terrorism and counter-terrorism. It
adds an important layer to our understanding of how contemporary terrorist organisations plan
and conduct terrorist attacks and applies intelligence cycle theory to novel cases.

The execution of the case studies isn't quite as successful as hoped, in part due to the constraints
of desk based research during the pandemic and in part due to the limited access to primary
material. Given these constraints the case studies make a plausible argument about the role of
intelligence in terrorist attacks.

The final section outlines an approach to forecasting terrorist behaviour based on plausible
assumptions about their behaviour in four different scenarios. Although the final discussion of the
theory of terrorist intelligence practice isn't as well executed it does show an interesting future
direction for research.

Reviewer 2

This is a potentially important dissertation. It asks, “how do terrorist organisations collect and
utilise intelligence in preparation for staging attacks” which I think is pertinent. Yet, having read
the dissertation, my impressions are mixed at best. There is much to like about the dissertation,
but it is enormously confusing. I think several issues need to be raised in particular:

First, I think very little is written about how terrorists collect, analyze, and use intelligence. The
case studies describe the attacks in good detail but do not tell much about what the terrorists did
to collect and analyze intelligence for the attack. Hence, having read the dissertation, | am left
wondering what the answer to its research question is.

Second, style contributes significantly to the overall confusion. Headings and subheadings (and
many sentences in the text) are way too colorful. I know saying ‘literature review’ sounds boring,
and 1 would not object to a more engaging title. However, I should be able to recognize that what
follows is a literature review. Is Setting Requirements: Definitions Matter literature review,
Determining the Direction: A Cyclical Approach, or perhaps Collating a Collection: Terrorists’
Intelligence? That | cannot say is problematic.

Furthermore, many paragraphs are too long and do not have one central idea/argument. Hence, |
was often not entirely sure what the paragraph means for the research question. Similarly,
perhaps because | felt confused, | was pretty unsure of the purpose of many sections.

Why is it necessary to spend five pages defining intelligence and terrorism? What is the added
value of this discussion? Would anything be different had other definitions been used? I do not
think the definitions anyhow help or change the analysis. Similarly, how does Quadrant
Crunching and Red Hat Analysis (p. 61-65) help answer the research question? I think it would
have been beneficial had the purpose of each section been more evident.




