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Problem

PPC, set up for guarding and securing soft targets, takes place both at the national and 
the international level. In the Netherlands as well as abroad, practical examples can be 
found for cooperation between public (governmental) and private (non-governmental) 
parties, focused on the prevention of attacks and the containment of their impact. The 
Research and Documentation Centre (WODC) of the Ministry of Justice and Security 
and the NCTV want to know what the Dutch government may learn from knowledge 
and experiences gained in both our own country and other Western European coun-
tries. The focus is on the cold stage before a crisis, that is, PPC in the preventive sphere, 
since a large-scale terrorist attack has not yet occurred in the Netherlands and it will 
probably be hard to conduct research during an attack. Moreover, prevention is always 
better than cure.

The objective of this study is to gain insight into the relevant working methods and expe-
riences regarding PPC for guarding and securing soft targets in times of an (increasing) 
diffuse threat. Central to us are the experiences and perceptions of the respondents we 
have interviewed. This information may support the NCTV in their deliberations on 
guarding and securing potential targets to increase the general level of resilience, and 
on the ancillary role private actors may play in this. Our main starting point was the 
following question: Which roles can public (governmental) and private (non-govern-
mental) actors play within forms of cooperation to guard and secure soft targets – thus 
contributing to strengthening societal resilience in times of diffuse threat? 

The accompanying sub-questions are:

1. According to the scientific literature, what are the criteria for a successful partner-
ship between governmental and private actors when guarding and securing soft 
targets and strengthening social resilience in times of diffuse threat? 

Introduction

Occasion

In recent years, Europe has been the stage of several terrorist attacks. Mostly soft targets 
were hit: open locations where large groups of people gather, making it hard to secure 
them. Examples are shopping areas, football stadiums, event grounds, public transport, 
airports, the hospitality industry, but also museums, universities, religious institutions 
and government buildings. The variety of potential targets and the diversity of potential 
perpetrators (organizations, networks or lone wolfs), their motives (think, for instance, 
of jihadism or right-wing extremism) and modus operandi (such as gun violence, 
explosives, trucks and stabbings) generate a diffuse threat.

Since March 2013, the threat level in the Netherlands has been substantial, which means 
that the chance a terrorist attack will take place is real. Just like in other countries, the 
Dutch (national) government aims to prevent attacks. It also aims to prevent the social 
disruption caused by an attack or to shorten its duration as much as possible. In coope-
ration with chain partners, the National Coordinator for Security and Counter-Ter-
rorism (NCTV) takes care of guarding and securing persons, objects, services, events 
and vital infrastructure. Yet, the capacity of security services is not endless. The finan-
cial and personal means for keeping targets safe are scarce. As it is impossible for the 
government to carry out these responsibilities and tasks on its own, it looks for support 
among private parties. In this way, forms of public-private cooperation (PPC) on safety 
have evolved that can be found in public transport, at large events and around ‘sensitive’ 
religious institutions. Such partnerships give rise to the question how the government 
can work together with private actors to guard and secure soft targets effectively in the 
long run, which may lead to social resilience.
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2. How do governments in the Netherlands and other western countries cooperate in 
practice with private actors to guard and secure soft targets and to strengthen the 
resilience of their society?

3. What can we learn from practical examples of cooperation between the government 
and private actors in guarding and securing soft targets and strengthening social 
resilience?

4. To what extent and in what way can increasing the resilience of private parties within 
PPC constructions contribute to (a) social safety; and (b) choices made by the gover-
nment with respect to guarding and securing soft targets in times of diffuse threat, 
and the acceptance of these choices?

Research set-up

The study consisted of four stages: (1) a scan of scientific literature and the development 
of a theoretical framework; (2) the collection and analysis of (inter)national policies 
and practical examples; (3) an in-depth analysis of three cases; and (4) reflection on the 
study’s outcomes.

Stage 1: Scientific literature and theoretical framework

We started the first stage of the study with a scan of the national and international 
(scientific) literature on networks, governance, PPC, and resilience in the security 
domain, specifically with regard to guarding and securing soft targets. By analysing this 
literature, we examined the potential role to be played by private actors in preventing 
a threat or attack. Next, we made an inventory of the criteria and conditions that make 
PPC successful with respect to these themes and also of the concerns and risks involved. 
We have then used these criteria and conditions to analyse the cases (see stage 3) we 
have found.

Stage 2: Collection and analysis of (inter)national policies and practical examples 

During the second stage, we collected several examples of policies developed by nati-
onal governments and (inter)national practices of PPC for guarding and securing soft 
targets. We made use of existing contacts of the research project’s team members and of 
the Ministry of Justice and Security. We also searched the Internet. Goal of this stage was 
to gain global insight into the diversity of and variation in followed policy strategies in 
the different countries and to get an overview of practical PPC examples. This inventory 
has shown, among other things, that examples of a tight-knit PPC aimed at guarding and 
securing soft targets are scarce. We found seven cases that seemed promising: RTR-NL, 
the Johan Cruijff ArenA, the Nijmegen Four-Day March [Nijmeegse Vierdaagse], the 
Diamond Quarter in Antwerp, Project Argus in London, NYPD-Shield and Project-
Aware in Denmark. From the outset, Project Griffin was left out, since the NCTV has 
already commissioned a study on it. On closer inspection, RTR-NL turned out to be 
limited to camera surveillance, Project Argus turned out to focus mainly on informa-
tion disseminated by the government, Project Aware just consisted of a training course 
and NYPD-Shield was unfeasible in practice. For this reason, we then selected the follo-
wing cases for our in-depth study: the Johan Cruijff ArenA, de Nijmegen Four-Day 
March and the Antwerp Diamond Quarter.

Stage 3: In-depth analysis of three cases

During the in-depth stage, we have examined the three cases mentioned above by means 
of a document analysis and interviews with respondents involved in the partnership as 
policymakers or developers and managers who lead those executing the cooperation. 
Per case, we have talked to five to seven respondents.
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Stage 4: Reflection

Finally, we reflected on the knowledge we had gathered during the first three stages of 
the study in a focus group, consisting of participants who are closely involved in PPC 
aimed at guarding and securing soft targets.  
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Literature study

Public-private partnership 

PPC constructs consist of partnerships between relatively autonomous private and 
public parties, based on shared responsibility for a public good, such as safety. Within 
the safety domain, this type of partnership most often takes on the form of network 
PPC, which encourages private actors to participate in their own as well as the govern-
ment’s interest. The scientific literature on networks – and on the neighbouring subject 
of governance – frequently speaks of horizontal partnerships. Yet, in PPC, the govern-
ment often holds a steering or otherwise influential position. After all, the government 
has final responsibility for public order and safety.

Criteria for a successful PPC

We can distil from the public administration literature and publications on safety and 
crisis management some general criteria determinant for the success of PPC: ‘organiza-
tion and dynamic’, ’cultural characteristics’, ‘distribution of responsibilities and steering’ 
and ‘connection to the government’. We will discuss these elements one by one. 

The organization and dynamic of the network 

A network stands or falls with the ability of the participating parties to exchange know-
ledge and information on more than just an ad hoc basis. Whether a forceful approach 
of information sharing succeeds has to do, first of all, with the structure of networks 
(Turrini et al. 2010; Whelan 2011). A network should not be too small, but not confu-
singly large either. In addition, the form of the network has to match the problem orga-
nizations collectively intend to deal with. Preferably, ‘vigorous’ (formal) agreements 
constitute the basis of a mutual commitment.

Cultural characteristics 

Networks function within historically grown cultures and subcultures (Johnston & 
Shearing 2003), which may work out either positively or negatively for PPC. In large 
part, networks consist of interorganizational ad interpersonal relations, based on habits, 
perceptions, sympathies and antipathies, putting trust at the centre of cooperation. 
Although trust is not the only coordination mechanism within networks, a lack of trust 
proves to be disastrous for the cooperation between parties. In short, creating a network 
has an inherently ‘soft’ goal, aimed at strengthening mutual social relations.

Distribution of responsibility and steering 

Power structures and conflicts of interest about goals and means are linked to who 
makes the rules of the game, what the content of those rules is, the (financial) resources 
at parties’ disposal, and the extent to which they are able to maintain or expand their 
position (Johnston & Shearing 2003). For this reason, authors recommend that ‘light’ 
network leaders ensure that other parties become co-owners of the problem and are 
involved in decision-making processes from the start (Beutel & Weinberger 2016; 
Boutellier 2011; Bures 2013).

Connection to the government

To conclude, a network is part of a particular context. This requires flexibility (Beutel & 
Weinberger 2016). Professionals are supposed to keep an eye on the society they serve 
and from which they can distil valuable information about safety risks. An issue that 
needs to be considered is the assessment of networks, which also means their accounta-
bility toward the outside world.
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Social resilience

One goal of PPC aimed at guarding and securing soft targets can be that PPC contri-
butes to the resilience of society. In this study, we perceive ‘resilience’ as part and result 
of the functioning of mutually dependent cooperative relations between public and 
private organizations; they pool their knowledge and capacity, in particular to prevent 
major social events such as terrorist attacks. The overview of the literature on resilience 
shows that this concept has many – sometimes contradictory – meanings, making it 
almost impossible to operationalize. Our assumption is that PPC results in a certain 
degree of social resilience when public and private organizations enter into useful rela-
tionships with each other, starting from the criteria for success described earlier, within 
a safety network focused on prevention. Another condition is that private parties realize 
that, beside the government, they have their own responsibility for safety and that PPC 
contributes to awareness about this and to a concrete interpretation of it.

Operationalization

We have drawn up a theoretical model to examine the development of network PPC 
and to look for the presence of success factors that may influence it. The development 
of network PPC is the dependent variable. Since it is no simple matter to measure the 
development of the cooperation and potential, concrete outcomes – least of all where 
the prevention of incidents is involved -, we have fallen back on the perceptions of those 
involved. How satisfied are they about the practice and results of the PPC?

The aforementioned criteria for success constitute the independent variables. The orga-
nization and dynamic of the network is about the nature and substance of the PPC, PPC 
design and the extent of contact between participating parties. Cultural characteris-
tics deals with the extent of trust and consensus between participating parties. Roles 
and responsibilities relates to the mutual distribution of roles, decision-making and 

the presence of a ‘driver’ or unifying person within the network. Finally, connection to 
the government deals with the influence of the local and national government on the 
network, and the accountability and assessment set up from within the network.
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Brief (inter)national overview

Policy

Western governments seem increasingly aware of the necessity of cooperating with 
private actors to improve the protection of vulnerable targets against attacks. This is 
shown both by policy documents and by interviews with different government offi-
cials and experts in the Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Denmark, France, Sweden, the 
United Kingdom, the United States, Canada and Australia. Nonetheless, this desire has 
not yet been translated in all countries into explicit policy regarding PPC for guarding 
and securing soft targets. If PPC takes place it most often is at the local level, not neces-
sarily based on an overall strategy initiated by the national government. The United 
Kingdom, the United States and Australia seem to have the longest tradition in engage-
ment in PPC within the safety domain. A possible explanation for this is the more open 
attitude of these governments with respect to the privatization of safety tasks. The orga-
nization of safety in countries such as Germany and France, on the other hand, is still 
largely a public task. The position of the Netherlands seems to be in the middle, since it 
increasingly approaches private parties. The NCTV, for example, has written a ‘guide for 
crowded spots’, for which it has set up meetings with private stakeholders who manage 
or exploit a soft target. The Netherlands also has its ‘Alerting System for Counter-ter-
rorism’, which warns public and private parties on time about a terrorist threat. This 
enables the parties involved to take suitable measures to decrease the risk of an attack 
or limit its impact.

Examples from practice

A broad survey of PPC focused on guarding and securing soft targets yielded 24 exam-
ples, both at home and abroad. A lot of these examples were from the United Kingdom 
and the United States. This is not surprising, since both countries have built up a relati-
vely long tradition of PPC in the social safety domain. We also noticed that the practical 

examples we found in large part focus on the exchange of information and the provision 
of training courses, without any real cooperation between public and private actors at 
the local level. We found it remarkably hard to find useable cases of PPC in which public 
and private actors actually do cooperate within the framework of guarding and secu-
ring soft targets. We have narrowed the 24 examples down to 7 promising cases, 3 of 
which we have studied: the Johan Cruijff ArenA, the Nijmegen Four-Day March and 
the Antwerp Diamond Quarter. We have chosen these three cases because these local 
PPC entail more than camera surveillance, a training course or little information disse-
mination by the government.
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PPC practices

Below, we will first briefly describe the three studied cases. To all cases applies that the 
network PPC is less soundly structured in a legal sense than is assumed in the literature 
study. For each case we studied, we will piece together to what extent the surveyed PPC 
working method meets the criteria for success found in the literature. Next, we will 
discuss what can be learned from the cases, based on the criteria for the success of PPC.

Johan Cruijff ArenA

In the area surrounding the Johan Cruijff ArenA, its employees cooperate with the 
police, event organizers such as MOJO Concerts and the private security firm TSC to 
guarantee the safety of its visitors. The cooperation takes place in preparation of events 
and in the stadium’s command centre whenever there is a concert or other (non-foot-
ball-related) event. Reports of suspect situations or behaviours by service teams (couples 
of private security guards and ArenA service desk employees) and so-called ‘event profi-
lers’ (plain-clothes security guards) who patrol the perimeter around the stadium, come 
in at the command centre. This perimeter is public space, where the police is primarily 
responsible for maintaining public order and safety. Respondents are satisfied with the 
cooperation and exchange of information ‘in the heat of the moment’. There is, however, 
some disagreement between the parties about the organization of this cooperation. This 
may be explained by the fact that, in this partnership, the criteria for success mentioned 
in the literature are partly missing.

• Organization and dynamic: So far, a formal covenant that establishes everyo-
ne’s roles, tasks and responsibilities is still lacking. This causes some unclarity 
among the participants. Furthermore, the municipality and neighbouring event 
locations (Ziggo Dome and AFAS Live) are missing as participants in this PPC 
construction. The participating parties do, however, periodically consult with 
each other.

• Cultural characteristics: Trust in each other’s knowledge, capability, and added 
value with respect to security (concerning the private ‘event profilers’ and the 
service desk employees) is not shared by everyone. Nor is there consensus on 
the necessity of using the ‘profilers’ and service desk employees.  At this, we must 
note that the combination of security and service may be important for mana-
ging the influx of visitors, yet it may be less important when counter-terrorism 
is involved.

• Tasks, roles and responsibilities: Within the PPC, the plain-clothes private ‘event 
profilers’ constitute a contentious issue because of unclarity about what they 
actually do and what sort of information they collect. There is no equality 
between the parties; in the area surrounding the stadium the police is clearly in 
control. Finally, the PPC is also missing a formal driver.

• Connection to the government: There is no clear connection between the gover-
nment and this network PPC. The network is not accountable to a democrati-
cally chosen body. The parties do, however, mutually assess their cooperation. 
In addition, respondents from private parties in particular have expressed the 
view that the dissemination of information about diffuse threats by govern-
mental parties should be improved, be more explicit, which would enable them 
to adjust their measures more efficiently.

Nijmegen Four-Day March

In case of the Nijmegen Four-Day March, the PPC focuses on the exchange of infor-
mation that contributes to the safety plan, the granting of licenses and scenarios and 
action perspectives in case of calamities during the achievement march. Core parties 
in this partnership are the private-law DE 4DAAGSE Foundation, the municipality of 
Nijmegen and the police. Other parties involved in this cooperation are the fire depart-
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ment, safety region Gelderland-Zuid, the Regional Medical Emergency Preparedness 
and Planning Agency (GHOR), and the Four-Day March Celebrations Foundation 
(Stichting Vierdaagsefeesten). Respondents are satisfied with the way in which the 
cooperation in this PPC works out. They exchange enough and adequate information 
in a pleasant atmosphere, which enables them to take good care of safety during the 
event. The PPC also keeps down costs for the government because the private party (the 
DE4DAAGSE Foundation) is given more and more responsibility. 

• Organization and dynamic: The participating parties are in regular contact with 
each other through an established consultation structure. Prior to the Four-Day 
March, they see each other monthly and during the March they meet daily. The 
basis of the partnership has been laid down in a written framework agreement 
between the municipality, the Ministry of Defence and the DE 4DAAGSE Foun-
dation. Although nobody is missing from this partnership, the need is felt to 
work together more closely with several parties outside the PPC (such as the 
Four-Day March Celebrations Foundation).

• Cultural characteristics: In majority, PPC participants share the same norms, 
values, views and ‘language’ as a result of their long-term cooperation, informal 
contact and the presence of former police officials and military officials on the 
board of the DE 4DAAGSE Foundation. Yet, now and then, there is disagree-
ment about the measures to be taken against diffuse threats, but so far, this has 
not resulted in a breach of trust.

• Tasks, roles and responsibilities: For the participating parties, the division of tasks 
and responsibilities is clear. A shift has become visible from public to private 
because a growing number of security tasks are taken up by the private party (for 
instance traffic control as well as surveillance and enforcement). The respon-
dents did express the wish that commitments made should more often be laid 

down in writing. The relationship between the parties cannot be defined as 
being horizontal; after all, the municipality decides on the licence granted for 
the Four-Day March and governmental parties remain mainly responsible for 
the safety in public space. The municipality drives the partnership.

• Connection to the government: There is frequent contact with the local govern-
ment, with the triangle (mayor, chief of police and public prosecutor) and some-
times with the national government. The network’s accountability for how the 
Nijmegen Four-Day March has been handled takes form in annual evaluations. 
This has been set down in the framework agreement.

Antwerp Diamond Quarter

The Diamond Quarter in Antwerp has a PPC focused on a continuous exchange of infor-
mation between, on the one hand, the Security Office of the Antwerp World Diamond 
Centre (AWDC), building managers of diamond traders and diamond exchanges and 
private security firms as the private parties, and the local police and the municipality as 
the public parties on the other hand. Beside the exchange of information, the partner-
ship revolves around collectively taking and funding security measures. Respondents 
are unanimously satisfied with this PPC. They share a feeling of urgency to cooperate 
and the partnership is well organized.

• Organization and dynamic: The cooperation between the AWDC Security 
Office, the municipality and the police has been formally set down in a safety 
protocol and a cooperation agreement. This lends legitimacy to the partnership. 
Furthermore, there is regular contact between all parties in several fora.

• Cultural characteristics: Respondents experience great mutual trust, in part 
because they work with an established team and Single Points of Contact within 
the different organisations. There also is consensus about the approach for 
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dealing with diffuse threats. All parties share a sense of urgency about comba-
ting safety issues in the neighbourhood; in this regard, they are willing to meet 
the others halfway.

• Tasks, roles and responsibilities: The division of tasks, roles and responsibilities is 
clear to everybody. It helps that the agreements have been laid down in writing. 
Although the governmental parties bear the ultimate responsibility for the 
safety in public space, we see a mix of public and private with respect to the way 
in which parties cooperate and safety measures are funded. The PPC has a clear 
driver in the private AWDC Security Office, yet the mayor is ultimately respon-
sible for public order and safety and he can make crucial decisions, if necessary.

• Connection to the government: There is a clear connection between the PPC and 
governmental parties. Firstly, the exchange of information takes place with a 
wide range of governmental parties. In addition, the city council exerts influence 
on the practices of the safety network; it has ratified the most recent cooperation 
agreement (2016-2019), for instance.

What does this teach us?

The above shows that the PPC in the Antwerp Diamond Quarter answers to almost 
all criteria for success formulated in the literature. Many of the criteria for success 
are present in Nijmegen as well. This holds less true for the Johan Cruijff ArenA. The 
outcomes confirm that the presence or absence of these criteria has a positive or nega-
tive influence, respectively, on the satisfaction of respondents with the development and 
results of the PPC. We will reflect on these findings by looking through the theoretical 
glasses of the success factors found in the literature for PPC networks aimed at guarding 
and securing soft targets. What can we learn from practice about the importance of 
these factors? 

• Organization and dynamic: In all three cases, we have found that it is important 
for the right parties to sit at the table and for parties to keep in regular contact 
with each other (preferably face-to-face contact by means of consultation struc-
tures). For this reason, while setting up a PPC, the government and private 
parties must be very keen to see to it the intended partnership really is complete. 
Furthermore, it turns out that written (legal) agreements, such as covenants and 
protocols, contribute to clarity about the parties’ roles and tasks and lend legi-
timacy to the PPC. In addition, respondents from all cases have made remarks 
about limiting laws and regulations that stand in the way of the exchange of 
information between public and private parties. This desired freer exchange of 
information underlines the importance of an improved legal security of PPC. 
After all, it is in the public interest to invest responsibilities and powers in a 
sound manner.

• Cultural characteristics: Trust between the parties, a shared sense of urgency 
to guarantee safety and the will to bridge possible disagreements prove to be 
important factors for success. We can conclude that the precise legal form of its 
organization is not decisive for the satisfaction with the development of network 
PPC aimed at guarding and securing ‘soft targets’. A PPC thrives when parties 
maintain (reasonably) intensive contact, put a lot of energy in their cooperation 
and trust each other. As stated earlier, however, as seen from the perspective 
of the public interest of social safety, legal security really is important for the 
exchange of information and the corresponding responsibilities and powers 
invested in all parties. 

• Division of tasks, roles and responsibilities and steering of the network: Networks 
consist of public and private parties with diverging views, goals and interests. It 
turns out that equivalence between the parties is not a necessity, yet reciprocity 
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is. Furthermore, the presence of a unifying person in possession of legitimacy 
(not necessarily the power to persevere) and an eye for the various positions, is 
crucial. Surprisingly enough, in Antwerp, that person works for a private party 
that has earned the trust of both the government and the commercial diamond 
sector. An important skill of a unifying ‘driver’ is that he or she can make reci-
procity happen. At both the private and public side, ‘give and take’ is central to 
sharing information and getting the funds for measures.

• Connection between the government and the network: The connection between 
the government and the network is not equally strong in all cases. Only the part-
nerships for the Antwerp Diamond Quarter and the Nijmegen Four-Day March 
are in some form or another accountable to a democratically elected body. The 
studied cases also show that administrative support is needed for PPC success. 
In both Antwerp and Nijmegen, the PPC is supported by the mayor, the chief 
of police and board members of the private parties involved, which lends legiti-
macy to the partnership. In Amsterdam, such administrative involvement from 
the municipality and the police is missing.
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that the respondents have generally expressed their satisfaction with their mutual 
cooperation, just as respondents have done in Nijmegen and Antwerp.

Making and accepting governmental choices

According to the experts, increasing the resilience of private parties within PPC 
constructions may contribute to making and accepting choices by the government on 
transferring more responsibility for guarding and securing soft targets to private parties, 
when at least three conditions have been met. Firstly, it is necessary that the government 
actively invests in PPC and pays attention to the relationships to, and interests of, private 
parties. Secondly, this means that private parties can be involved more closely in the 
PPC if they are enabled to charge made costs to their clients, or if costs are divided 
more fairly among the participating parties. A third and last precondition for involving 
private parties in PPC is to provide more information to them about the nature of the 
diffuse threat. For private parties to be able to prepare and take useful measures, they 
must be better informed about what they are asked to do and why.

Reflection on social resilience

Contribution of PPC to social resilience

Increasing the resilience of private parties within PPC constructions can contribute to 
social safety if these parties invest in taking measures, for instance camera surveillance, 
the use of security guards and up-scaling scenarios, as well as training their own staff. 
By making employees more aware and alert, suspicious behaviours and objects may be 
recognised and reported earlier. This is the view of a number of experts who reflected on 
the findings of this study during a focus group session.

We want to mention here that ‘resilience’ is generally considered a hard to interpret 
phenomenon. According to the experts, the term refers to ‘social cohesion’, ‘self-reli-
ance’ and ‘alertness’, but is for the rest a ‘fluid’ concept. This expert assessment matches 
the criticism in the literature about ‘resilience’ that it is a very ambiguous term, making 
it difficult to operationalise. It is impossible, too, to determine whether PPC has 
prevented attacks from taking place. According to one expert, we can at best assume that 
an improved collaboration and exchange of information between public and private 
parties has a positive effect, because it results in more ‘eyes and ears’ noticing deviating 
matters or persons.

This remark is in line with our assumption that PPC results in social resilience when 
participating public and private organizations enter into useful relationships with each 
other, based on the criteria described earlier: the network’s organization and dynamic, 
cultural characteristics, the division of responsibilities and steering, and the connection 
to the government. Together, these elements guarantee a soundly functioning PPC. In 
two cases – the Nijmegen Four-Day March and the Antwerp Diamond Quarter – most 
of these elements are present, which does indeed lead to positive results, according to 
respondents. In the case of the Johan Cruijff ArenA, the PPC is not based on a covenant, 
and less trust and consensus exists among the participating parties. This may influence 
the resilience of this PPC in a negative way. At the same time, however, it must be said 
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Three possible variants of PPC 

Building on the information and analysis of this study, there are three possible variants 
of network PPC aimed at guarding and securing soft targets in times of diffuse threat. 
The first variant starts from the continuation of what already exists, while high expecta-
tions of network PPC must be tempered. At the moment, there are no networks in which 
public and private parties are equal. The government (the police, the municipality, the 
judiciary) is present in an unavoidably dominant position because of its monopoly on 
the use of force. For this reason, it is more accurate to speak about private co-responsi-
bility for safety than about network PPC.

The second variant involves a deepening of network PPC and provides more room 
for a mutual exchange of information. The governmental and private parties share an 
equal amount of information with each other, including more sensitive information. 
From the perspective of a network’s organization and dynamic, this means that more 
formal arrangements should be made. This requires an adaptation of existing laws and 
regulations on the exchange of information and privacy protection. It also means that 
the connection between the government and networks should be strengthened by the 
implementation of more solid accountability mechanisms regarding the exchange of 
information.

In the third variant, the government broadens the activities of private parties. This can 
be done by thoroughly reviewing the division of tasks, roles and responsibilities among 
the participating parties. Since the Dutch government holds the monopoly on the use 
of violence, safety networks are never as ‘horizontal’ as sometimes suggested by the 
literature on network cooperation, unless extensive adjustments are implemented. In 
line with this, it is possible to broaden network PPC when the government transfers not 
only more tasks, but also more powers regarding the use of force to the private security 
branch. Again, this will require a different, ‘tighter’ legal structuring of network PPC 
and the mechanisms for accountability that come with it.
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De afgelopen jaren is Europa het toneel geweest van meerdere terroristische aanslagen. Daarbij waren vooral 
‘soft targets’ het doelwit: open plaatsen die moeilijk te beveiligen zijn en waar grote groepen mensen komen. 
De verscheidenheid aan mogelijke doelwitten en de diversiteit aan potentiële daders (organisaties, netwerken of 
eenlingen), hun motieven (denk bijvoorbeeld aan jihadisme of rechtsextremisme) en modus operandi (onder 
andere vuurwapengeweld, explosieven, vrachtwagens en steekpartijen) zorgen voor een diffuse dreiging.

De capaciteit van de veiligheidsdiensten om soft targets te beveiligen heeft zijn beperkingen. Financiële en 
personele middelen voor het bewaken en beveiligen van doelwitten zijn schaars. De overheid zoekt daarom steun 
bij private partijen, zoals organisatoren van evenementen. We zien vormen van deze publiek-private 
samenwerking (PPS) op het gebied van veiligheid terug in het openbaar vervoer, bij grote evenementen en 
rondom ‘gevoelige’ religieuze instellingen. 

De Kenniswerkplaats Veiligheid en Veerkracht (een samenwerking tussen de VU en het Verwey-Jonker Instituut) 
onderzocht hoe de overheid samen met private actoren soft targets op de lange termijn effectief kan bewaken en 
beveiligen en aldus voor maatschappelijke weerbaarheid kan zorgen. We brachten in kaart wat hier relevante 
werkwijzen voor zijn. De ervaringen en percepties van de door ons geïnterviewde respondenten stonden daarbij 
centraal. De informatie uit dit onderzoek kan de Nationaal Coördinator Terrorismebestrijding en Veiligheid 
ondersteunen bij afwegingen omtrent het bewaken en beveiligen van potentiële doelwitten en de aanvullende rol 
die private actoren daarbij kunnen spelen.


