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Abstract  
  

This thesis focusses on the implementation process of the PNR directive in the Netherlands and the involved 

stakeholders. The PNR directive was approved in April 2016 and needs to be fully implemented in the Member 

States of the European Union (EU) by May 2018. This research is finished in July 2017 and therefore provides an 

interim analysis on the process. With the help of the salience model, the positions of the involved stakeholders 

are mapped and their effect on the implementation process is determined. For every stakeholder, the three 

parameters power, legitimacy and urgency are rated with high or low. It is expected that the higher every 

parameter is, the bigger the effect the involved stakeholder can have on the implementation process. Based on 

the outcomes of the ratings, it could be concluded that the political stakeholder can affect the implementation 

process the most, followed by the airlines/travel agencies and the media. The privacy organizations have the 

least influence on the implementation process. For every stakeholder recommendations are made on how to 

treat them accordingly. The goal of this research is to support the transparency of the implementation process 

and ultimately in safeguarding safety. 
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1. Background  
 

This paper will focus on the involved stakeholders of the implementation process of the European PNR directive 

in the Netherlands. It will be researched whether and how these stakeholders can affect the implementation 

process.   

The PNR directive is a form of legislation that is decided upon by the European Union institutions and directed at 

the Member States. The Member states have to implement the directive into their domestic legislation within a 

set time frame. The way the Member States do this is not decided upon, the European Union leaves the 

Member States free in how they implement the directive (European Law Monitor, 2017). The directive 

concerning the PNR database implies that airlines are obliged to share their stored data on air passengers with 

national authorities in order to counter terrorism (Justice and Home Affairs, 2016). 

Countering terrorism has already been high on the European agenda for a long time. Especially since the recent 

terrorist attacks in Paris, Brussels and London, the importance of the issue has been intensified. It was in 

February 2011 when the European Commission firstly initiated a proposal concerning the collection of passenger 

information. This first proposal, however, was rejected by the Civil Liberties Committee of the European 

Parliament in 2013. Due to the continuing threats to the European Union’s internal security and the terrorist 

attacks in Paris in January 2015, the PNR proposal gained considerable interest again. The European Council 

asked the Parliament and the Council of Ministers to finalize the  proposal and after many three-way debates, in 

April 2015 the European institutions agreed on a final text and directive (Justice and Home Affairs, 2016). 

The directive states the following: “The objectives of this Directive are, inter alia, to ensure security, to protect 

the life and safety of persons, and to create a legal framework for the protection of PNR data with regard to their 

processing by competent authorities” (EUR-Lex, 2017). Article one of the directive states:   

1. “This Directive provides for: (a) the transfer by air carriers of passenger name record (PNR) data of passengers 

of extra-EU flights (b) the processing of the data referred to in point (a), including its collection, use and retention 

by Member States and its exchange between Member States.  

2. PNR data collected in accordance with this Directive may be processed only for the purposes of preventing, 

detecting, investigating and prosecuting terrorist offences and serious crime” (EUR-Lex, 2017). 

The European Member States have time till May 2018 to fully translate the PNR directive into their national 

practices and laws. In the Netherlands the Ministers of Justice and Home Affairs are responsible for the 
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implementation process (Council of the European Union, 2016). As of May 2017, the Netherlands is already 

processing PNR data and is working on establishing a Passenger Information Unit (PIU) (Monroy, 2016). For 

processing PNR data, this unit is to be established in every Member State. The PIU is designated to process the 

PNR data for the governmental bodies that have the competence to prevent, investigate and prosecute terrorist 

offenses. The PIU’s are also responsible for the exchange of PNR data between the Member States and Europol 

(van der Steur, 2016). Europol is based in The Hague and is responsible for notifying Member States of criminal 

offences, coordinating investigations and reinforcing actions of the national law enforcement authorities (EUR-

lex, 2016). 

A European directive, by definition, leaves freedom for the individual Member State on how to reach the 

prescribed goal (European Union, 2017). This means that Member States are given the freedom to interpret the 

directive in their own way. The implementation process therefore depends on how the national governments 

design and organize it. These designs can differ per Member State due to different domestic priorities, different 

administrative systems and possibly by influential stakeholders. For stakeholders, their own interests and stakes 

might weight more than the intended goal of the European Union. The given freedom to the Member States can 

lead to misuse of power and possible misinterpretation by national authorities and stakeholders.   

In order to get a better insight in how a European directive is addressed at national level the following question 

is proposed in this research: which stakeholders are involved at the Dutch national level in the implementation of 

the European PNR directive and in which ways can these stakeholders affect this implementation process?  

This research question will be answered with the following two sub-questions:  

1. Which stakeholders are involved in the implementation process in the Netherlands?  

2. In which ways can the involved stakeholders affect the implementation process in the Netherlands? 

This research will provide a unique interim insight in the implementation process in the Netherlands. The paper 

starts with a section that discusses stakeholder theories and definitions, the theory of the salience model and 

ends with a conceptual framework. Section three will explain and defend the methodology that is used for this 

research and is followed by a section concerning the context. In this section, the reader is extensively introduced 

to what is written in the directive and how this is expected to work out in practice. The paper continues with the 

data analysis, which is divided into two sub-questions. The first sub-question aims for mapping which 

stakeholders are involved in the implementation process. In sub-question two the characteristics of the, in sub-

question one, designated stakeholders will be graphically depicted. Based on these findings,  patterns in 

behavior of stakeholders will be described and conclusions can be drawn on whether and how the stakeholders 

can affect the implementation process.   
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2. Theoretical framework  

The research aims for describing which stakeholders are involved in the implementation process of the European 

PNR directive in the Netherlands and how they can affect this process. The research is therefore focusing on a 

public reform that has passed the talk and decision stage and is currently in the practice stage. Organizations and 

authorities now have to implement the policy in their daily operational routine (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). After 

this stage, usually the outcomes and results of the public reform can be measured.  

A European directive is initiated by the Commission and decided upon by the European Parliament and the 

Council. In this process amendments can be made and at any time both Parliament and the Council can block the 

proposed legislation. The Commission consults parties like non-governmental institutions and representatives of 

civil society (European Union, 2017), however, “network governance, being based on the concept of multi-

organizational cooperative behaviors for the delivery of public services” (Veronesi & Keasey, 2009, p. 2) sounds 

like a “more effective and inclusive form of governance” (Veronesi & Keasey, 2009, p. 2) than the “rigid 

bureaucratic top-down approaches and the dominance of a restricted group of interests” (Veronesi & Keasey, 

2009, p. 2).  

As Pressman and Wildavsky argue, often programs fail because too little effort and time was spent on the 

implementation process. They state that it is mistaken that the implementation process is only a technical matter 

that can be sorted out later as long as the program is sound (Warren, 1974, p. 1090). The main objective of a policy 

is to alter social behavior and this is a complex process (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1979, p. 481).  There are many 

different barriers to be identified, such as resource barriers concerning material or financial aspects, institutional 

barriers such as bad communication and cooperation between levels of government, legal barriers and social 

barriers like different interests of the involved stakeholders. A policy is not easily accepted when it affects 

stakeholders’ interests. When the measure is hurting a stakeholder, the acceptance declines (Hanzl, Meschik, & 

Sammer, 2003). In other words, stakeholder involvement influences the operational goals (File, et al., 2016) and 

“contributes to the quality of the service provided” (Veronesi & Keasey, 2009, p. 2).  

To achieve a policy objective in the best possible way, one of the conditions formulated by Sabatier and 

Mazmanian includes clear instructions from the legislator to the stakeholders responsible for the implementation. 

Moreover, the stakeholders responsible for the implementation process should possess managerial as well as 

political skills and should feel commitment to the objective of the policy (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1979), however, 

stakeholders are vulnerable to the expected demands by society, they feel public responsiveness more than 

commitment to a policy. They are confronted with complex problems that need to be solved within a bureaucratic 

context (Lipsky, 1969, p. 11). Working under these circumstances can influence the performance and method of 
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working. Stakeholders, like street-level bureaucrats, might for instance develop simplifications and routines so 

that their tasks can be fulfilled with less difficulty (Lipsky, 1969, p. 12).  

There is much consent on what can be qualified as stakeholder, it can be a person, group, organization, 

neighborhood or society (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 855). Stakeholders “can affect or are affected by” 

(Freeman, 2010, p. 52) implementing a policy. Responsiveness to stakeholders explain a large portion of 

bureaucratic behavior. The actions of the stakeholders reflect their needs, whereas the success of the action 

shows the salience of their position (Yang & Callahan, 2007). The salience model (figure 1) developed by Mitchell, 

Agle and Wood uses three parameters for the categorization of stakeholders, power, legitimacy and urgency.   

 

FIGURE 1 SALIENCE MODEL 

Power means how much the stakeholder can do, legitimacy is defined as the level of authority and involvement 

on the project and urgency as the time for responding to their expectations (Sharma, 2010). The model gives an 

indication of which stakeholders really count and which stakeholders most energy should be spend on. 

Power plays an important role in how much attention a stakeholder should be given. “The possession of resource 

power makes a stakeholder important to managers” (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 863). Power can be 

controlled by using forms of incentives and regular monitoring (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 863). However, 

power is not the only factor that explains the role of a stakeholder, also stakeholders that do not have much power 

can affect processes. “Illegitimacy results in isomorphic pressures” (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 864) on 

stakeholders that do not operate within the accepted norms, with mortality of the stakeholder as a possible direct 

result.  Finally, urgency also attributes to the influence of a stakeholder. The perception of attention “adds a 

catalytic component to the theory of stakeholder identification” (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 864). When the 

policy is important for a stakeholder, the stakeholder is more likely to call for immediate and effective action 

(Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 867) which in turn affects the implementation process of a policy. 
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With the help of the salience model, different categories of stakeholders can be identified. Stakeholder’s effect 

on the implementation process can be clarified with the help of the three parameters power, legitimacy and 

urgency. The better these categories of stakeholders are managed the bigger the chance that these stakeholders 

cooperate effectively and successfully in the implementation process. In the next section, the conceptual 

framework and the expectations based on the theoretical framework will be depicted and formulated.   

2.1. Conceptual framework   

Now the theoretical framework has been formulated, the involved concepts can be depicted in a conceptual 
diagram. 

 

FIGURE 2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Power, legitimacy and urgency are the independent variables that all three have a positive relationship with the 

dependent variable: stakeholder’s effect on the implementation process. The salience model contains three 

equally sized circles with the same amount of positions for every parameter, therefore the three independent 

variables are expected to have an equal amount of influence on the dependent variable. The following 

expectations can be formulated:  

Expectation 1: the higher the level of power of a stakeholder, the bigger the stakeholder’s effect can be on the 

implementation process.  

Stakeholder's 
effect on the 

implementation 
process

Power of 
stakeholders

Legitimacy 
of actions of 
stakeholder Urgency of 

subject for 
stakeholder 
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Expectation 2:  the higher the level of legitimacy for a stakeholder, the bigger the stakeholder’s effect can be on 

the implementation process. 

Expectation 3: the higher the level of urgency for a stakeholder, the bigger the stakeholder’s effect can be on the 

implementation process.  

3. Data and documents 

3.1. Conceptualization and operationalization  

Before the methodology part, it is necessary to start with clarifying the three major concepts used in the 

research. In this section power, legitimacy and urgency will be conceptualized and operationalized. In order to 

apply the salience model, the three concepts power, legitimacy and urgency will be ranked with either high or 

low for every stakeholder.  

3.1.1. Power 

Power, as stated in the theoretical framework, is defined as how much the stakeholder can do. To what extent 

do the stakeholders have capacities to affect the implementation process.  

When determining the power of a stakeholder, it is important to know what their task is and how important this 

task is for a successful implementation. If this task is crucial than the stakeholder has the capacity to change the 

speed of the process and so the successfulness of the implementation relies on the stakeholder. This makes the 

stakeholder powerful (Riley, 2009). 

Also, the power of the stakeholder can be determined by the extent to which other stakeholders listen to and 

get influenced by the dissatisfaction of the stakeholder. If a stakeholder makes clear to national government 

that certain implementation measures are impossible or inefficient, to what extent is this taken into account. In 

other words, power “is the extent to which a party has or can gain access to coercive (physical means), utilitarian 

(material means) or normative (prestige, esteem and social) means to impose their will” (Morphy, 2017). 

It should be taken into account that next to the fact that whether a stakeholder has a lot of power, it should also 

have the desire to use it. For this research the focus is on the ability of the stakeholder and not on the 

desirability. In the end, the data is plotted in a salience model and based on this it is stated what potential 

threats the stakeholder can evoke, not what they desire to evoke.  

With the help of interview questions the aim is to measure the level of power of the stakeholder. An example of 

an interview question is the following: did the actions of the organization lead to any adjustments in the 
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implementation of the PNR directive? If the answer to this questions is yes, it can be assumed that the 

stakeholder is powerful enough to be listened to. In the interview three to four questions are posed concerning 

the level of power of a stakeholder. The final question concerning the parameter power is about the perception 

of the interview on the level of power. It is asked whether they can rank it from 1 up and till 10. In this way their 

observation can be compared to the observation of the researcher.  

3.1.2. Legitimacy  

Some stakeholders are not very powerful, but still influential because the claims they make are legitimate. The 

definition for legitimacy is taken from Suchman, legitimacy “is a generalized perception or assumption that the 

actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, 

values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574).   

Legitimacy of the stakeholders ‘action measures whether the stakeholder is acting within the scope of written 

and unwritten rules about his or her rights to act. It measures whether the stakeholder is operating according to 

the law and whether the actions of the stakeholder are justified. In the Netherlands, values like freedom, 

equality, justice, solidarity, respect and tolerance are generally accepted and desirable (kritischehouding.nl, 

2017).  When a person or an action deviates from this it gets noticed. An action not deviating from the norm will 

not stand out and will be perceived as normal and usual by the majority of the people. Actions that provoke 

reactions from public or other stakeholders are cases that refer to social standards that are being exceeded (Van 

Belle, 2015). 

Legitimacy is the most abstract and vague concept of the three. It is a concept that can be interpreted in many 

different ways. In this research the following questions will for instance be asked in the interview: to what 

extent did the actions of your organization in the implementation process evoke any reactions, critique or 

resistance?  

The question is posed to measure to what extent the actions of the interviewee provoked public reactions. The 

interviewee can indicate what reactions he or she received based on his or her personal actions and to a certain 

extent also organizational actions. The follow-up questions will ask for clarification and concretization. The 

answer to this question can give an indication of the extent to which the actions of the interviewee were striking 

or notable probably because they were not usual and maybe not justified. To make the indication even more 

concrete, an assessment (1 to 10) is asked from the interviewee. Since the word legitimacy can be interpreted in 

many different ways, the words socially desirable will be used during most interviews. Since these words can be 

multi interpretable as well, often some extra explanation, such as acting according to written and unwritten 

rules, is given as well. This was done to give the interviewee a more accessible concept and to indicate how 

legitimacy is measured in this research. This is especially important due to the fact that socially desirable might 
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have a different connotation in English than in Dutch, the language the interview questions were posed in. In the 

interview two to three questions are posed that give an indication of the level of legitimacy.  

3.1.3. Urgency  

The concept urgency is based on two attributes, firstly time sensitivity and secondly criticality. Time sensitivity 

implies the extent to which a delay in the execution of the task of the stakeholder is unacceptable. (Cummings & 

Patel, 2009, p. 109). In other words “the degree to which a stakeholder claims call for immediate attention” 

(Morphy, 2017). Criticality implies the level of importance of executing the task and the time for responding to 

their expectations. So urgency has to do with prioritizing and agenda setting. When an issue is prioritized and 

high on the agenda of a stakeholder, it can be assumed that the issue is urgent for the stakeholder.  

The questions asked in the interviews are also based on these two attributes. A question that concerns time 

sensitivity is for instance: when did your organization start with her tasks in the implementation process? When 

this is early in the implementation phase, it might indicate that the issue is urgent for the stakeholder.  

An example of a question that concern criticality is: how high is the implementation of the tasks of your 

organization on the agenda? In total between two to three questions are asked concerning urgency. As with the 

other two concepts, the final question is about the perception of the individual. The interviewee is asked to rate 

the urgency of the tasks in the implementation process. 

3.1.4. Stakeholder’s effect on the implementation process  

The dependent variable, stakeholder’s effect on the implementation process, is defined as the extent to which 

the stakeholder can influence and change the implementation process. When a stakeholder can exercise a 

change in the implementation, it implies that the stakeholder can affect the process. When a stakeholder is only 

capable of thinking along during the process, it is assumed that the effect that the stakeholder has is very 

limited. A stakeholder that talks and discusses with other stakeholders is assumed to have mediate effect on the 

implementation process and a stakeholder that can decide is assumed to have big effect on the implementation 

process (Rijksoverheid, 2017).  

The dependent variable, stakeholder's effect on the implementation process, will be measured with the help of 

categories. During the research a distinction will be made between three different categories, based on the 

capacity to engage. Category one: stakeholders that can join in thinking, category two: stakeholders that can join 

the conversation and category three: stakeholders that can join the decision-making. In other words, 

stakeholders that fit into category three are assumed to have the biggest effect on the implementation process 

and stakeholders that fit into category one the least. For every stakeholder it is decided in which category it fits 

based on secondary data and by posing the question to the stakeholders.  
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3.2. Research design  

The research will formulate an answer to the research question via a case study method. This research design is 

chosen because it allows for collecting in-depth data on a complex social phenomenon (Yin, 2009, p. 4). 

The goal is understanding the roles of the involved stakeholders in the implementation process of the European 

PNR directive. A case study safeguards “the richness of the phenomenon and the extensiveness of the real-life 

context” (Yin, 2009, p. 2). The case study method allows for retaining holistic knowledge of individual and group 

behavior, organizational processes and international relations (Yin, 2009, p. 4). This type of data is needed in 

order to analyze the possible effects of the involved stakeholders properly. 

The research will  be conducted with the help of a stakeholder analysis. This model makes it possible to depict 

the data in a more structured way. It helps in understanding the behavior and intentions of the stakeholders. A 

stakeholder analysis on an implementation process can facilitate in analyzing the effectiveness of policies 

(Varvasovszky & Brugha, 2000, p. 338). In this model it is possible to depict the relative importance of 

stakeholders, together with their interests and perception of power, urgency and legitimacy. In section 5.2. the 

content of the stakeholder tables are colored red, orange and green. This is done to give a clear overview on 

whether or not the positive relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable could 

be confirmed. Red data represents a low score, orange data a mediate score and green data a high score. At the 

end of the section, another stakeholder table summarizes which of the formulated expectations have come true. 

This research is aiming for an in-depth analysis rather than a general broad analysis, therefor one specific 

country was chosen, the Netherlands. It is researched whether for the case of the Netherlands, the theory 

applies or not, therefore the setting of the research is the Netherlands. Within this setting, the focus will be on 

the stakeholders that have an interest in the implementation process of the European PNR directive. 

Besides the stakeholder table, the data will be processed with the help of the salience model. This model will be 

used in the second sub-question. This model was chosen because it makes it possible to classify the stakeholders 

and it gives an insight in how to treat them accordingly. When the qualitative data is translated into more 

numerical data, for instance it is classified whether the power of a stakeholder is high or low, it can be used for 

the salience model. The higher the parameters, the closer the position of the stakeholder will get to the core of 

the model. The salience model will be depicted in a Venn diagram. Each of the three attributions, power, 

legitimacy and urgency form a circle in this diagram. Within these circles seven categories of stakeholders will be 

classified: core, dominant, dangerous, dependent, latent, discretionary and demanding. The eighth category is a 

stakeholder that scores low on all three parameter and can be classified as a non-stakeholder (Usmani, 2017). 
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Stakeholders that are depicted in the core score high on all three parameters, so these stakeholders weight 

heaviest and deserve a lot of attention. Stakeholders that are in the dangerous area, score high on power and 

urgency but low on legitimacy, this means that these stakeholders are to be viewed closely because they might 

jeopardize the process of implementation. Dominant stakeholders should be carefully managed, but are at the 

same time positioned under the core group. Dependent stakeholders will not have much power in the project, 

so less attention should be paid to them. Latent stakeholders have low legitimacy and urgency, however they 

have high power so they should definitely be considered. Discretionary stakeholders have high legitimacy so 

regularly updates on the progress should be shared with them to keep them satisfied. Demanding stakeholders 

are often on the foreground and want lots of attention, since they score low on power and legitimacy this 

attention is not always deserved (Usmani, 2017).   

Lack of this model is that no nuance can be made between these two, the level of power, legitimacy and urgency 

is either high or low. The salience model functions in such a way that only high and low can be processed. When 

a stakeholder scores mediate on one of the parameter it is impossible to depict this in the salience model. This 

will be solved with the help of the text. It will be extensively argued where the assessment of high or low was 

based on and whether this was very evident or not.  

3.3. Data collection  

The aim is to collect qualitative primary data via conducting interactive semi-structured interviews and via 

available communication of stakeholders. For instance a letter from the Minister of Security and Justice to the 

Second Chamber is published online and can function as a source of information. During the interviews, 

questions about driving forces, resource power, interests and tasks in the implementation process will be posed. 

After the interview it should become clear what competences, like influencing, communication, relationship 

management, conflict management and social networking, the stakeholder features (Scott, 2016). 

As discussed in the theoretical framework, a stakeholder is someone that can affect or is affected by the  

implementation of the policy. Based on this definition, the interviewees were selected. In total, about sixty 

different people and organizations were approached of which about forty to fifty reacted. Of those who did 

react, six reacted positively to the request and were available for research. The six interviewees represented 

four different stakeholders, the JBZ Committee (Justice and Home Affairs /Justitie en Binnenlandse Zaken), 

airlines/travel agencies, media and privacy organizations. The airlines/travel agencies have a crucial 

responsibility and position in the implementation process, therefore the analysis of this stakeholder is based on 

interviews with three different airlines/travel agencies. It can be questioned why the Dutch citizen is not 

included as stakeholder in this research. This is due to the fact that the average Dutch citizen is not aware of the 

implementation process of the PNR directive. Therefore it is decided to let the Dutch citizen be represented 
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indirectly by posing questions to the stakeholders that concern legitimacy. This answers whether the actions of 

the stakeholders are in the interest of society and so in the interest of the Dutch citizen. In this way the Dutch 

citizen is indirectly also taken into consideration in this research. Moreover, the media as a stakeholder 

indirectly represents the public opinion as well.  

The Interview questions are structured in such a way that all the three parameters power, legitimacy and 

urgency are mentioned. Some separate questions are asked concerning the effect the stakeholder can have on 

the implementation process. Firstly some introducing questions are posed, followed by specified questions for 

each of the three parameters. The introducing and more broad questions were posed to provide a broader 

image of the implementation of the PNR directive and to collect information on the effect the stakeholder can 

have in this. The data collected from the first part of the interviews is partly processed in the context section of 

this research and partly in the data analysis section. The more specific questions about power, legitimacy and 

urgency are posed to collect information for the data analysis section only. For every parameter, it is asked what 

the interviewee’s personal perception is on the level of power, legitimacy and urgency. This makes it possible to 

compare the perception of the interviewee with the perception of the interviewer and so create a more 

objective judgement. Also, the interviews are conducted in Dutch because it is the native language of all 

interviewees. In this way, the risk of misinterpretation is minimized. Consequently, the transcripts will be in 

Dutch as well, after it has been checked and approved by the interviewees, the data will be used and translated 

into English.  

The transcripts of the interviews will be analyzed with the help of open coding. The three independent variables 

and the dependent variable all get a different color appointed. The parts in the interview that concern one of 

the four variables will be colored with the appropriate color. In this way the data for every parameter is 

collected and can be processed more easily. Disadvantage of this data collection method is the error of inter 

coder reliability. This is a measurement for the consistency in evaluation messages from interviews. Since in this 

research there is only one observer, it can be argued that validity is not fully insured. This is partly solved by 

asking ordinal (1 to 10) questions with only a limited number of coded units and partly by rereading the coded 

interviews with one week interval. The one week interval helps in testing if there are any differences in 

interpretation (College of Information, 2017). In this way the inter coder reliability error is minimized.   

Furthermore, secondary information will be collected as well. This is done via desk research. The data is 

obtained from academic articles to lay out the theoretical framework and from policy documents to help in 

describing the problem statement, context and to serve as empirical data for the analysis part. Public documents 

that are consulted are for instance the piece of legislation itself, online briefings from the European Parliament 

and minutes from Parliamentary sessions in the European Union as well as in the Netherlands. 
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The time of analysis is from May till half July 2017. This research is an interim analysis since the implementation 

of the PNR directive started in April 2016 and formally ends in May 2018. The goal of the interim analysis is to, 

based on the collected data, position the stakeholders in the salience model and discuss how their positions can 

affect the implementation process. In this way this research supports in the transparency of the implementation 

process and ultimately in safeguarding security. 

4. Context  

4.1. Content of PNR directive  

This section describes what the PNR directive entails and what the current state of the implementation process 

is in the Netherlands at the moment of analysis, June 2017. The aim of this section is to provide a clear but 

broad picture of the implementation process. In the data analysis section a more in-depth analysis will be given 

for every stakeholder.  

After the “Stockholm Programme: An open and secure Europe serving and protecting the citizens” (EUR-Lex, 

2016), the European Commission called to introduce a proposal for the use of PNR data. During this program it 

was concluded that the European Union should aim for a “comprehensive and effective Union Disaster 

Management: reinforcing the Union’s capacities to prevent, prepare for and respond to all kinds of disasters” 

(EUR-Lex, 2010) and “a Europe of responsibility, solidarity and partnership in migration and asylum matters” 

(EUR-Lex, 2010). This assembly took place in 2010, the aims that were formulated there were crucial for the 

eventual approval of the PNR directive in 2016.  

In this section, the content of the PNR directive is discussed. To start with, according to the directive, airlines in 

Member States are obliged to provide national authorities with PNR data to counter (cross-border) terrorism. It 

is not the airlines that are in charge of processing PNR data, the directive implies that Member States set up a 

specific entity called a Passenger Information Unit. This unit has the task to collect, preserve and guard the PNR 

data (EUR-Lex, 2016). 

In the directive two different methods of data transfer are distinguished, the push and the pull method. The pull 

method entails that the national authority that asks for the PNR data, can access the reservation system of the 

airline and copy the desired PNR data. The push method entails that the airline transfers the desired PNR data to 

the national authority that requested it. The latter one, the push method, is mandatory for all airlines (EUR-Lex, 

2016).  

PNR data covers data on names, itinerary, payment and baggage information, seat numbers and contact and 

passport details. Sensitive information such as data revealing someone’s ethnic background, religion or  political 
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opinion are prohibited from being stored. The same applies for data that reveals information on someone’s 

sexual life or health. In this way infringement of European Fundamental Rights are prevented (BBC News, 2016). 

Timothy Kirkhope, UK Conservative Member of European Parliament (MEP), said “the amount of information 

gathered from an individual was much less than, say, when you open a clubcard account with a local 

supermarket" (BBC News, 2016). 

Worldwide 39 countries ask for Advance Passenger Information (API) before they permit approval for the 

airplane to land. This type of information, can differ per country, but it provides different information than the 

PNR data. API data is the so called machine-readable part of a passport, the bottom two lines. Mostly, API data is 

covered by the type of travel document, number of travel document, name, birthdate, nationality and country 

where the travel document was provided. This data is mainly used by border control and aims to counter illegal 

migration. Also, missing or suspected people can be traced with the help of API data. PNR data, however, 

includes more detailed information on for instance payment method and travel companionship. This type of 

data is usually collected by travel agencies and transport companies. This happens when someone books a trip 

or when someone checks in. Investigation agencies use this type of data to check for suspicious patterns. Based 

on experiences with for instance drug and human traffickers, certain profiles have been created. The system can 

automatically monitor whether someone is onboard who fits this profile. Based on this, investigation agencies 

can for instance further interrogate this person (Autoriteit Persoonsgegevens, 2017).  

Since PNR data entails more sensitive information than for instance API data, more risks are involved with saving 

this type of data. An example is for instance when someone needs extra help for his illness or disability, this will 

reveal something about the person’s health situation or when someone wants to eat Halal or Kosher, this will 

reveal information about the person’s religion (Autoriteit Persoonsgegevens, 2017). Due to this sensitivity, PNR 

data can only be stored for five years and after six months the data has to be depersonalized (Europese Raad, 

2016). From that point on, only with the intervention of a judge it would be possible to get access to the PNR 

data (Respondent 2, l. 126-127). The EU is spreading this information also with third countries. The EU has PNR 

exchange agreements with Canada, Australia and the Unites States of America, however, the PNR directive 

forbids non-EU countries from spreading this data to other non-EU countries (BBC News, 2016).  

Finally, a big part of the directive entails guidelines for the national implementation process. This part will be 

discussed in the next section.  

4.2. Description of the practice  

Since the 24th of May 2016, the directive was adopted and the implementation in the European Member States 

could begin. Member States now have to integrate the directive into their own laws, regulations and 

administrations (European Commission, 2016, p. 2). The current state of implementation is very different per 
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Member State. Some already have a workable PNR system, others are in the final stage and some are working 

on the basis now. Also, the method of implementing varies across the Member States, some start with providing 

a legal basis for saving PNR data, others focus on the technical infrastructure first (European Commission, 2016, 

p. 4).  

In November 2016, the European Commission published an implementation plan for the Member States 

(European Commission, 2016). In June 2017, the Second Chamber of the Netherlands is still working on a bill 

which will soon be proposed to the Second Chamber (Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2017, p. 2) . After the 

Second Chamber has accepted the bill, also the First Chamber has to give its consent. Not only the Chambers 

have a say in this process, also the involved Ministry, Ministerial Council and Council of State have to give their 

advice and approval.  Only when this is done, the bill can be adopted as law which ensures a legal basis for the 

complete execution of the implementation plan (respondent 4, l 252-268).  

As already mentioned, every Member State will have to set up an Passenger Information Unit (PIU). This unit is 

in charge of processing PNR data. Also, the units are responsible for the exchange of PNR data between the 

Member States, with Europol and under special conditions with third countries outside the European Union. The 

PIU should be equipped with proper technical infrastructure that makes the storage and processing of the data 

possible and according to the requirements of the PNR directive. The personnel of the unit should be staffed 

sufficiently so that they can perform their duties properly. This can for instance be done by providing adequate 

trainings (European Commission, 2016, p. 3). 

The EU Commission is responsible for guiding the Netherlands and the other Member States through the 

process of implementation. Their job is to actively support and follow the progress in the Netherlands and other 

Member States. During the implementation process, the EU Commission will organize regular meetings with the 

Member States and Europol. The aim is to meet once every three months and to function as a platform for 

Member States to discuss how the implementation is proceeding and what difficulties they face. An example 

that is given in the implementation plan document is a Netherlands-led pilot project on collecting PNR data 

(European Commission, 2016, p. 5). This project will be discussed and analyzed in these meetings, so everyone 

can benefit.  

Also, airlines in the Netherlands should be informed and involved according to the implementation plan of the 

European Commission. They must be notified about the most up to date technical infrastructure and regular 

tests should be conducted in order to ensure connectivity with the PIU’s (European Commission, 2016, p. 3). 

Their task in the implementation process is to provide the PIU with the collected PNR data. The PNR data was 

already collected by airlines and travel agencies so there are no extra proceedings for the airline since the 

introduction of the PNR directive, however the airlines are now obliged to send the PNR to the PIU as a standard 
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procedure (Respondent 3, l. 135-140). In other words, “The business world as a front porch for the government” 

(Respondent 4, l. 104-106). Airlines and travel agencies, are already collection the data for their own commercial 

purposes and now have to hand this over to the government as well (Respondent 4, 106-115). The PNR data 

should be send to the country of arrival forty hours before the airplane leaves and after the boarding procedure 

(Respondent 3, l. 141-145).  

Since it is made clear what the PNR directive looks like, the focus of the rest of the paper will be on the 

stakeholders that are involved in the implementation of this directive and on how they can affect the 

implementation process. The next section provides descriptions of the positions of the stakeholders and an 

analysis on what their positions mean for the implementation process.  

5.  Description and analysis 

5.1. Stakeholders involved in the implementation process in the Netherlands 

In this section, sub-question one is addressed. An extensive description and analysis of the involved stakeholders 

in the Netherlands is made. Firstly, the JBZ Committee is a stakeholder that is responsible for the political 

practices, Dutch laws and regulations that need to be made to create the basis for a successful Dutch 

implementation of the directive. Secondly, the airlines and travel agencies. They are the institutions that possess 

the PNR data and are obliged to transfer this data to the government. Thirdly, the side of the privacy 

organization will be analyzed,  their task is to secure and maintain the privacy of people. Finally, the media is a 

stakeholder as well. The media plays a role in creating and shaping the public opinion and can so function as the 

voice of the Dutch citizens and acts “as watchdog to protect public interest against malpractice” (Roy, 2015). 

5.1.1. Justice and Home Affairs (Justitie Binnenlandse Zaken (JBZ)) 

The JBZ Committee is part of the Council of the European Union and consists out of the Ministers of Justice 

and/or Home Affairs of all the Member States. The JBZ Committee meets about six times in a year. Depending 

on the subject and the importance attached to it, the Netherlands can be represented by the Minister of 

Security and Justice,  Minister of Home Affairs, State Secretary for Security and Justice or a high official. The JBZ 

Committee is responsible for policy fields that concern for instance crime, asylum, migration, Schengen and Visa.  

Furthermore, the Committee discusses cooperation at customs controls, the Schengen Information System (SIS) 

and police and judicial cooperation (Europa Nu, 2017).  

The input for the Dutch representatives in the European JBZ Committee comes from the national JBZ Committee 

in the First and Second Chamber. In the notes from the First and Second Chamber it can be seen what is 

discussed during the meetings of the JBZ Committee. As stated in the context section, in June 2017 the Second 
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Chamber is working on designing a bill. Once this bill gets approved,  it will be presented to The State Council, 

who will provide the JBZ Committee and the Chambers with advise (Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2017, 

p. 3).  The level over power of the Dutch JBZ Committee can be considered high when compared to other Dutch 

stakeholders. The JBZ Committee can advise the Minister to disagree with the PNR directive at EU level. Also the 

JBZ Committee has the position to follow the (European) development first handed. They can follow it and 

indicate whether they agree or disagree with the direction the negotiations and implementation is going 

(Respondent 2, l. 50-55).  

When assessing the legitimacy of this stakeholder, it should be taken into account that the JBZ Committee is 

either directly (Second Chamber) or indirectly (First Chamber) chosen by the citizens. In other words, they are 

public representatives and reflecting the democratic majority (Respondent 2, l. 220-225). So almost by definition 

they represent what is desired by society and therefore socially accepted. Also, the stakeholder indicated that 

not a lot of reactions, resistance or critique were received. “We did not receive any correspondence in the sense 

of what are you doing” or “we disagree with the input of the Committee” (Respondent 2, l. 212-214). The lack of 

critique and complaints suggests that the level of legitimacy of the JBZ Committee can be considered high.  

For the JBZ Committee the PNR directive is an issue that has been on the agenda frequently. “Of course 

interrelationships are made between the already existing anti-terrorist policies and new anti-terrorist policies. At 

the moment, there is a pile-up of anti-terrorist policies, so we first want to implement the policies that we 

already have properly. Because every time a new attack was committed, a new policy proposal was made. When 

this E-file is compared to other E-files, the PNR issue is definitely one that is discussed intensively (Respondent 2, 

l.183-197). The above information suggests that the urgency of the PNR directive for the JBZ Committee scores 

high. 

5.1.2. Airline/Travel agency 

The airline/travel agency is an important stakeholder in the implementation process. The airlines/travel agencies 

are receiving the PNR data directly from vacationers, business travelers, businesses that plan flights for their 

employees and any other person that is flying to and from Europe and to non-EU countries the EU has PNR 

agreements with. In other words, this stakeholder administers the PNR data. This procedure was already 

happening before the introduction of the PNR directive. In the PNR directive it is stated that airlines/travel 

agencies may not be obliged to ask additional information from the passenger, it is about transferring the 

already collected PNR data. Also, for the sake of clarity and to prevent the airline/travel agency from any more 

costs, it should be clear for the airlines/travel agencies where the PNR information should be send to 

(Publicatieblad van de Europese Unie, 2016, p. 2). 
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The Member States should take all the necessary measures in order to make sure the airlines/travel agencies are 

able to fulfill their responsibilities. Airlines/travel agencies that do not meet the requirements on the transfer of 

PNR data, should be imposed with sanctions such as fines (Publicatieblad van de Europese Unie, 2016, p. 3).  

The level of power of this stakeholder differs per stage of the directive. The airlines/travel agencies have been 

invited to meetings and consultancies during the design phase of the directive (Respondent 3, l. 49-52), however 

in the implementation process this stakeholder has little power. They can only do what the government asks 

from them otherwise there will be sanctions (Respondent 3, l. 61-64). They do not have power over which 

information they want and they do not want to share. The level of power that the airlines/travel agencies have 

in the implementation process can therefore be considered low.  

For the parameter legitimacy, this stakeholder scores high. None of the three interviewed airlines/travel 

agencies indicated that they received many reactions, critique or resistance about the consequences of the PNR 

directive. “We do not experience passengers making difficulties about giving personal information” (Respondent 

5, l. 77). “It is important that the government informs the public about what is being done in order to guarantee 

privacy and that for instance the PNR data is only stored for a certain period of time” (Respondent 3, l. 75-78). In 

that way we do not have to do it, we are only one party in this process (Respondent 3, l. 81-82). Even though not 

all the airlines/travel agencies are happy with the consequences of the PNR directive, they all do follow the 

written rules. “We are only facilitator, this is definitely not a choice of ourselves, it only costs us money” 

(Respondent 3, l. 101-102).  Since the airlines represented in this research did not experience much critique or 

resistance from the public, it cannot be proven that the actions are not socially desirable. For this stakeholder it 

is assumed that legitimacy is high.  

For the airlines/travel agencies, the PNR directive is an issue that is on the agenda, however not extremely high. 

“It brings along a lot of rules that’s what makes it complex and important” (Respondent 3, l. 105-106).  The 

airlines/travel agencies were already collecting the data before the introduction of the PNR directive, so for this 

stakeholder nothing changes in their communication to the passengers. Also, airlines/travel agencies do not 

experience positive commercial consequences, possibly only the negative.  “We want to cooperate, however we 

do not have the impression that it is an effective measure” (Respondent 3, l. 117-118). It feels like the 

airlines/travel agencies only cooperate to prevent financial consequences from not following the directive. In a 

way airlines/travel agencies are also benefitting from more safety, however “in our company it is not a dynamic 

issue. I do inform the management about the developments etc. but furthermore, for us, it is simply executing, so 

it is a matter of following the obligations. This is mainly something the technical staff is working on and that’s it, 

after that it is simply a process on the background” (Respondent 6, l. 360-364). Based on this information, 

urgency can be rated low for this stakeholder.   
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5.1.3. Media  

The media is a stakeholder that can influence the process of policy making in different ways and stages. 

Whereas in, for instance, the policy decision stage the media can be very persuasive, the function of the media 

in the implementation phase is primarily informative. For 22% the media provides a description of the 

administration and 39% is providing alerting the public to any arisen problems (Fischer, 1991). Particularly the 

latter part is an issue that can affect the implementation process and other involved stakeholders. Media has 

always been an important tool in informing the bigger public and shaping the public opinion. Since the 

introduction of the World Wide Web and the rise of electronic media, every common man is able to express his 

or her information through websites, blogs and any form of social media (Roy, 2015). “The danger of this is that 

media can bring news from different perspectives and all claim to tell the truth. We end  up with different 

perspectives on what the exact truth is. This especially occurs since this is a directive. With a European regulation 

the media can only report what is in it, a directive leaves room for the media to give their own interpretation. 

Independent from the kind of media, it is clear that the media is always looking for some kind of sensation and is 

not so much focused on the core of the problem. Also, it may not be expected from the media to know all the ins 

and outs on this very complex matter” (Respondent 1, l.211 -229). The information that is provided by the media 

is therefore not necessarily legitimate and socially desirable. Journalists and people can only include information 

to their preferences and exclude information that contradict their statement. This also gives us information on 

how powerful the media can be. In any liberal democracy, a government that controls all the media information 

can escape from her accountabilities and will have an intense amount of influence on how her actions are 

perceived. In other words, the media is very powerful in checking the government and its influence over the 

Dutch citizens (Lynch, 2012). Active reporting can shape the eventual policy outcome and so media can 

stimulate a change in the policy process (Christian, 2013). Therefore it can be concluded that media scores high 

on power and low on legitimacy.  

The PNR directive is a topic that many journalists write about. “It is a hot issue among Dutch journalists. As long 

as terrorist attacks in Europe are a hot issue, the PNR directive will be a hot issue as well. In this time of 

globalization and working in clouds, citizens have not much eye on what happens with their data anymore. Big 

companies like Google, Amazon and Facebook store more data than we know. This directive will have direct 

consequences for the Dutch citizens, making it an issue that is high on the journalistic agenda” (Respondent 2, 

l.267- 282). Based on the above mentioned information, it can be concluded that the media scores high on the 

urgency of this issue.  

5.1.4. Privacy organization 

For every piece of legislation in the Netherlands, Privacy Impact Assessments (PIA’s) need to be done 

(Respondent 4, l. 446-447). A PIA contains several tests, first of all the legislation is tested on the impact on the 
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privacy of the involved people (the people from who the personal data is processed). Secondly, it is tested what 

the risks are for the involved and for the organizations involved. Finally, it is tested whether there is another 

possible approach with the same goals, that has less consequences for the privacy of the involved. A PIA makes 

sure that there are less consequences for surveillance and enforcement, better quality of the data, more privacy 

awareness, more trust from people on how their personal data is processed in respect to their privacy and 

better communication on privacy and the protection of personal data. The Dutch government is obliged to do a 

PIA when developing a new piece of legislation (Autoriteit Persoonsgegevens, 2017). During the designing phase 

of the PNR directive, privacy is indeed taken into account. “The directive has been highly criticized in the 

European Parliament, especially by privacy jurists. Sophie in ‘t Veld is a famous Dutch MEP who really fought for 

the privacy side (Respondent 6, l. 46-49). It means that the privacy side of the story is indeed represented in the 

designing phase of the directive and legislation, but what do privacy organizations have to say during the 

implementation process?  

Privacy is primarily executed in politics. Parties like D66, SP and GroenLinks for instance generally do value 

privacy, but you should not expect much privacy from parties like VVD and CDA (Respondent 4, l. 303-306). In 

other words, politics is in power and decides how much input privacy organizations have. During this 

implementation process, privacy organizations and experts are hardly asked for their advice (Respondent 4, l. 

295-300). “Even Theresa May (British Prime Minister at the time of conducting the research) said that the 

Human Rights Act should be changed in the United Kingdom in order to better fight against terrorism” 

(Respondent 4, l. 309-312). In other words, even human rights such as privacy are deprioritized when it comes to 

security and safety. “It did go up and down, however once there was another attack again, unfortunately we 

have had a lot in the past period of time, you saw privacy deprioritizing. Then it was like, privacy really are you 

kidding me, you cannot seriously think about privacy when we talk about security and real human lives” 

(Respondent 6, l. 64-86). The power of privacy organizations is minimal in the implementation process and 

therefore this parameter is considered low.  

In assessing the legitimacy of the privacy organizations, it should be taken into account that the action of the 

stakeholder should be socially desirable. Are the actions of the privacy organizations also according to the 

unwritten rules and for the sake of society? It is arguable, but based on the conducted interviews this parameter 

is scored low. This was decided due to the reason that “in the consideration privacy or security, many people are 

willing to give up some privacy” (Respondent 6, l. 51-52). Privacy is for many a far from their bed show, many 

people think I am not a terrorist so I have nothing to hide. In the Netherlands we do not value privacy highly, we 

all have open curtains and a little rope in the mailbox. As Wim Sonneveld once said: “the position of Mien’s sofa 

and her dresser with plastic roses”. We all look inside other’s houses, we are a country with people living very 

close to each other on a small area so we want to know what our neighbors are like’ (Respondent 6, l. 322-330).  
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Interviewees indicated that it is a bit of a different story with consumers, employees and entrepreneurship, but 

the average Dutch citizen is less worried about privacy (Respondent 4, l. 337-339). In other words, when 

companies approach privacy organizations for their expertise it is more legitimate than when the government 

does, because in this case the Dutch citizen maybe does not want to prioritize their privacy above their safety. 

“Of course there is a scary side on this as well. Once the government has a big database and a strange figure 

comes to power and wants to use the data for other purposes, it is a big risk. We should take these risks into 

account, but many people do not do it’ (Respondent 6, l. 52-57).   

Finally, the urgency of the privacy organizations. “In the Netherlands, there are not so many NGO privacy 

organizations, so organizations that are really activists. What you do see a lot, are organizations that work with 

the subject privacy in practice” (Respondent 4, l. 391-393). “Privacy officers within big companies do prioritize 

the subject privacy” and work hard to get this issue on the company agenda (Respondent 4, l. 400-406). Still the 

PNR directive specifically is not an issue that has high urgency within the privacy world. “Before you approached 

me, I had never heard of it before” (Respondent 4, l. 414). “Terrorism is a hot issue now, especially for the media 

however not so much for the privacy side. Again then it is the consideration privacy versus fighting against 

terrorism, privacy will lose” (Respondent 4, l. 421-424). The urgency of the PNR directive for this stakeholder is 

therefore considered low.  

5.1.5. Stakeholder’s effect on the implementation process 

In the previous sections, the level of the independent variables for every stakeholders are described. In this 

section a closer look will be taken at the dependent variable. It will be described what kind of effect every 

stakeholder can have on the implementation process. This will be done with the help of the three categories as 

described in the operationalization of the dependent variable in section 3.1.4. 

The governmental stakeholder, the JBZ Committee, is the most powerful stakeholder and is responsible for 

designing the laws and bills that everyone has to obey. If not, there will be consequences such as fines. 

Therefore the stakeholder JBZ Committee fits into category one, join the decision-making. The stakeholder 

airlines/travel agencies have claimed the so called role of the data controller, because the Dutch citizens give 

their PNR data directly to them when booking a ticket. So this stakeholder is in charge of the data (Respondent 

1, l. 137-141). The government makes legislation that demands airlines/travel agencies to transfer their data to 

the government (Respondent 4, 113-115). The stakeholder airlines/travel agencies are invited to consultancies 

meeting and have direct contact with the JBZ Committee (Respondent 3, l. 50-51) but they cannot decide, 

therefore this stakeholder can be placed in category two, joining the conversation (Respondent 3, l.130-134).  
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The media can do more than only thinking along. The media has a huge effect in the creation of the public 

opinion. “The media is influential in the implementation process. Especially because it is a very diffuse process 

and a very diffuse matter, the media can bring it as if it is the truth” (Respondent 1, l. 211-214). Also, many 

people have access to it, however this stakeholder is not able to join the decision-making. Therefore this 

stakeholder fits, like airlines/travel agencies, in category two, joining the conversation.  

The privacy stakeholder is not very capable of changing the implementation process. They are not even asked to 

join the conversations. They do think along with the process but once they are really against a rule they should 

first find enough supporters (Respondent 4, l.389-391). “In the Netherlands, there are not so many NGO privacy 

organizations. The privacy organizations that we have in the Netherlands are small and representing only a few 

people” (Respondent 4, l. 388-389). Most organizations are, like us, working with consultants and law firms” 

(respondent 4, l. 391-394). So this stakeholder can be placed in category one, thinking along.  

The next section will provide a table with a clear overview of all the information on the variables discussed in the 

previous sections.  

5.1.6. Summary of section 5.1 

Based on the descriptions that are given in the previous sections for every stakeholder, a stakeholder table 

could be made that depicts the assessments of the independent variables and the dependent variable.  

Stakeholder Independent 

variable 1: 

Power  

Independent 

variable 2: 

Legitimacy 

Independent 

variable 3: 

Urgency  

Dependent variable: 

Effect on implementation 

process 

JBZ Committee + + + Category 3 (+)  

Airline/ Travel Agency - +  -  Category 2 (+/-) 

Media  + - + Category 2 (+/-) 

Privacy organization - -  -  Category 1 (-)  

TABLE 1 OVERVIEW PARAMETERS + = high, - = low, category 1 = can join the thinking, category 2= can join the 
conversation, category 3= can join the decision-making 

As can been seen in table one, the JBZ Committee scores high on all three parameters and can join the decision-

making process during the implementation. Therefore this stakeholder can be placed in category three. The 

second stakeholder, the airline/travel agency, score high on legitimacy and low on power and urgency. They can 

join the conversation and therefor fit into category two. Thirdly, the media scores high on power and urgency 

and low on legitimacy. The media can affect the implementation process, like the airlines/travel agencies, by 

joining the conversation therefore this stakeholders fits into category two. Finally, the privacy organization, this 
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stakeholder scores, contrary to the JBZ Committee, low on all three parameters. Also, their effect on the 

implementation is no more than thinking along, therefore this stakeholder fits into category one.   

The table provides an overview and summary of the descriptions. In the next section, an analysis on how every 

stakeholder can influence the implementation process will be made.  

5.2. Involved stakeholders affecting the implementation process in the Netherlands 

In the previous section, the information on the parameters power, legitimacy and urgency have been discussed 

for all the involved stakeholders and so provided an answer to sub question one. This section is going to provide 

an answer to sub question two and analyses the ways in which the involved stakeholders can affect the 

implementation process.  

Every paragraph will first show a small part of the table from 5.1.6., so the reader is reminded of the input for 

the salience model. In the table the data that was rated high are colored green, the data that are rated low red 

and the data that are rated mediate are colored orange. The three categories on how the stakeholder’s can 

affect the implementation process and the classified position based on the salience model, will provide 

information on the ways the involved stakeholders can affect the implementation process in the Netherlands. 

Section 5.2.5. will described what this means for the expectations that were formulated based on the theoretical 

framework.  

5.2.1. Justice and home affairs (Justitie Binnenlandse Zaken (JBZ)) 

Based on the description in section 5.1.1. of the JBZ Committee, this stakeholder can now be positioned in the 

salience model.  

 

   

 

FIGURE 3 SALIENCE MODEL - JBZ COMMITTEE 

The JBZ Committee can be placed in the core area, because all three parameters are rated high (green data). By 

definition, if a stakeholder both possesses power and legitimacy, they are a member of the dominant coalition. 

Stakeholder Power  Legitimacy Urgency  Effect on 

implementation 

process 

JBZ 

Committee 

+ + + Category 3 (+)  
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Once the stakeholder also claims that the issue is urgent, the stakeholder’s position enters the core and 

deserves priority (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 26). This stakeholder possesses all the three parameters, 

meaning that this stakeholder has the highest saliency. Stakeholders that are positioned in the core are highly 

involved stakeholders that deserve priority and close attention, because this stakeholder is expected to have big 

effect on the process (Usmani, 2017).  This coincides with the observation on the dependent variable. This 

stakeholder is the only stakeholder that fit in category three and can join in making decisions on this issue (green 

data). Other stakeholders have to listen to this stakeholder and should keep this stakeholder as a friend. The 

high level of power can be controlled for by using forms of incentives and regular monitoring (Mitchell, Agle, & 

Wood, 1997, p. 864). 

5.2.2. Airline/Travel agency 

Based on the information provided in section 5.1.2. the airline/travel agency stakeholder can also be linked with 

a characteristic from the salience model. 

 

 

 

FIGURE 4 SALIENCE MODEL – AIRLINE/TRAVEL AGENCY 

This stakeholder is positioned in the light blue area. The stakeholder airline/travel agency is seen as a 

discretionary player. This means, that this stakeholders possesses the parameter legitimacy (green data) but not 

possesses power and urgency (red data). Because of the absence of power and urgency, this stakeholder is not 

always actively involved in the process. Examples of discretionary stakeholders in other situations are nonprofit 

organizations, schools and hospitals who receive donations (Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 23). The 

airlines/travel agencies are no key player in the implementation process and should not be taken into 

consideration as much as the stakeholders that have more power. The information on the dependent variable 

showed more or less the same, this stakeholder is not as powerful as the JBZ Committee. This stakeholder 

actually has to listen to the decisions made by, among others, the JBZ Committee. This stakeholder can only join 

Stakeholder Power  Legitimacy Urgency  Effect on 

implementation 

process 

Airline/ 

Travel Agency 

- +  -  Category 2 (+/-) 
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the conversation (orange data). In order to keep this stakeholder satisfied and to minimize negative influence on 

the implementation process, this stakeholder should be given regular states updates (Sharma, 2010).   

5.2.3. Media  

The data of section 5.1.3. on the parameters power, legitimacy and urgency for the media is again provided in 

the table. This stakeholder can now be positioned in the salience model.  

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 5 SALIENCE MODEL – MEDIA 

The media can be placed in the dark orange area, meaning that it can be a dangerous player. This stakeholder 

has power and the PNR directive is urgent (green data), but does not act legitimate (red data). Dangerous 

players can be coercive and violent. An example from a dangerous player within an organization would be “a 

very senior person trying to force his/her views on the outcome, without really being a part of it” (Sharma, 2010). 

In the most extreme situation, political terrorists who use bombings for instance can be considered dangerous 

stakeholders as well, for this research a political terrorist is not considered a stakeholder.  A dangerous type of 

stakeholder operates outside the bounds of legitimacy and can damage other stakeholders involved (Mitchell, 

Agle, & Wood, 1997, p. 26).  

This stakeholder can join the conversation (orange data), but cannot join in making decision. If a dangerous 

player that does not possesses legitimacy can join in the decision-making this could have noticeable 

consequences for the legislation that is made. To minimize the disturbance this stakeholder can give during the 

implementation process, this stakeholder needs to be “appropriately engaged and satisfied” (Sharma, 2010).  

5.2.4. Privacy organization 

Based on the descriptions in section 5.1.4. the privacy organization can be positioned in the salience model.  

 

Stakeholder Power  Legitimacy Urgency  Effect on 

implementation 

process 

Media  + - + Category 2 (+/-) 
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FIGURE 6 SALIENCE MODEL – PRIVACY ORGANIZATION 

For the privacy organization all parameters were rated with the lowest assessment (red data). As can be seen in 

figure six, this stakeholder therefore cannot be positioned in one of the circles. This stakeholder falls outside the 

salience model and is to be considered a non-stakeholder (Morphy, 2017). This, however does not mean that 

this organization has nothing to do with the implementation process. Because it was said that this stakeholder 

does think along (red data). Only, this stakeholder should not be considered as much as the stakeholders that do 

fit into the circles of the salience model. Stakeholders should avoid spending too much time and effort with non-

stakeholders, simply because their influence on the implementation process is very limited (Sharma, 2010). 

5.2.5. Summary of section 5.2  

The table beneath indicates for which stakeholders the expectations based on the theoretical framework came 

true. Underneath the table, the findings will be analyzed. The goal is to explain and clarify why the expectations 

did or did not came true and to what extent this can be stated with certainty.    

Stakeholder Independent 

variable 1: 

Power  

Independent 

variable 2: 

Legitimacy 

Independent 

variable 3: 

Urgency  

Dependent variable: 

Effect on implementation 

process 

JBZ Committee + + + Category 3 (+)  

Travel agency/ airline - +  -  Category 2 (+/-) 

Media  + - + Category 2 (+/-) 

Privacy organization - -  - Category 1 (-)  

TABLE 2 EXPECTATIONS Green text = expectation came true, orange text = expectation came true without certainty  

The expectations formulated based on the theoretical framework was, the higher the independent variable, the 

higher the dependent variable.  

Stakeholder Power  Legitimacy Urgency  Effect on 

implementation 

process 

Privacy 

organization 

- -  -  Category 1 (-)  
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 The JBZ Committee scores the highest on the independent variables and also on the dependent variable. The 

same applies for the privacy organization, they score lowest on the independent variables and also on the 

dependent variable. In other words, for these two stakeholders, expectations one, two and three came true and 

are therefore colored in green. 

The media and the airline/travel agency score mediate on the dependent variable and both score mediate on 

the independent variables. Therefore, the data suggests that also for these two stakeholders expectations one 

two and three came true, however, not with the same certainty as with the JBZ Committee and the privacy 

organization.  

The next section will discuss in more detail which conclusions can be drawn based on this research and what 

these conclusions can mean for theory and practice.  

6. Conclusion 

6.1. Results of the study 

Since the information on the dependent variables and the independent variable have been described and 

analyzed, a conclusion based on these findings can now be made. Firstly, a short summary of the thesis will be 

provided, followed by an answer to sub-questions one and two, which will lead to an answer to the research 

question. Finally, the theoretical and practical implications will be mentioned, recommendations for further 

research will be given and limitations of this research will be discussed.  

In this research a close look was taken at the involved stakeholders of the implementation process of the PNR 

directive in the Netherlands. The question that this research tried to answer is which stakeholders are involved 

at the Dutch national level in the implementation of the European PNR directive and in which ways can these 

stakeholders affect this implementation process? This answer is provided with the help of two sub-questions.    

Section 5.1 provided an answer to sub-question one: which stakeholders are involved in the implementation 

process in the Netherlands? The four stakeholders that are involved in the implementation process and 

discussed in this research are the JBZ Committee, the airlines/travel agencies, the privacy organizations and the 

media. From this section it can be concluded that the political stakeholder, the JBZ Committee, scored highest 

on power, legitimacy and urgency. Also the dependent variable for this stakeholder was assessed with the 

category that has the biggest effect on the implementation process. This is because this stakeholder is capable 

of making decisions in the implementation process. The media scored high on two parameters, power and 

urgency and low on the legitimacy of their actions. Airlines/travel agencies scored high on one parameter 
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legitimacy and low on power and urgency. Both media and airline/travel agency scored mediate on the effect 

they have on the implementation process. Finally, the privacy organization scored low on power, legitimacy and 

urgency and could be placed in the category that has the least effect on the implementation process.  

Section 5.2. provided an answer to the second sub-question: in which ways can the involved stakeholders affect 

the implementation process in the Netherlands? The position of the, in sub-question one described, 

stakeholders are analyzed. The JBZ Committee has the highest effect on the implementation process and can be 

placed in the core area of the salience model. This indicates that the stakeholder has the highest saliency and 

that the stakeholder should be treated accordingly in order to not disturb the process. The parameters are high 

and the effect the JBZ Committee has on the implementation process is high as well. For this stakeholder it can 

be concluded that the expectations came true and that there is indeed a positive relationship between the 

parameters power, legitimacy and urgency and the effect the stakeholder can have on the implementation 

process.  

The same applies for the privacy organization. This stakeholder scored low on all three parameters and fits into 

the category that has the lowest effect on the implementation process. This means, that the positive 

relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable is, again, confirmed. This 

stakeholder has very limited effect on the implementation process and is therefore considered a non-

stakeholder. This implies that it is not worth to spend too much time and effort on this stakeholder because 

their influence is minimal.   

For the media, legitimacy is low and the other two parameters are high, for airlines/travel agencies legitimacy 

scores high and the other two parameters low. For both stakeholders the assessment of the parameter 

legitimacy deviates from the assessments of the other parameters. For the airline/travel agency stakeholder it 

means that power and urgency on the one side and legitimacy on the other, balance each other. Legitimacy is in 

this case influential enough to counterbalance power and urgency. Also, legitimacy is influential enough to keep 

this stakeholder in category two. The same applies for the media. This stakeholders scores high on power and 

urgency and low on legitimacy and scores mediate on effect on implementation process. It was expected that 

power, legitimacy and urgency all have a positive relation with the stakeholder’s effect on the implementation 

process. For this stakeholder, apparently legitimacy is again as important as urgency and power together. 

Meaning that the media can be just as powerful and treat PNR just as a urgent, if they are not acting in a 

legitimate way their effect on the implementation process will not be more than joining the conversation. The 

data of this research suggests that the expectations came true, although it is not without some uncertainty.  

The stakeholder airline/travel agency is considered a discretionary player, which indicates that the stakeholder is 

not as actively involved as the JBZ Committee due to lower power and urgency. To, however, keep this 
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stakeholder from disturbing the implementation process regular states updates should be given. The third 

stakeholder, media, is considered a dangerous player. This implies that this stakeholder could act coercive and 

violent during the implementation process. This stakeholder should be engaged and satisfied properly in order 

to prevent disturbance during the implementation process.  

A final answer to the research question can be now be formulated. In this research the involved stakeholders 

that are represented are the JBZ Committee, responsible for the political practices, Dutch laws and regulations 

to ensure a successful Dutch implementation of the directive. The airlines/travel agencies, the institutions that 

possess the PNR data and are obliged to transfer this data to the government. The privacy organization, to 

secure and maintain the privacy of people. Finally, the media, that supports creating and shaping the public 

opinion and functions as watchdog.   

The JBZ Committee has the highest saliency and deserve priority and close attention, because this stakeholder is 

able to make political decisions and is expected to have big effect on the process. The airline/travel agency, is a 

discretionary player, so no key player in the implementation process and should not be taken into consideration 

as much as the stakeholders that have more power. The media can be a dangerous player and can be coercive 

and violent. This stakeholder should stay engaged and kept satisfied. Privacy organization is a non-stakeholder 

and should not be considered as much as the stakeholders that do fit into the circles of the salience model.  

The limitations of this research and recommendations for further research will be discussed in the next section.  

6.2. Theoretical and practical implications 

Policy analyses provide decision-makers with relevant knowledge. This European directive makes it possible to 

expose personal private details from European citizens. It can be shared with international authorities without 

permission of the European citizen. It is crucial that research is done to see whether sharing this sensitive 

information is indeed helping in countering terrorism and securing safety. Also it is important that decision-

makers are aware of the consequences of their decisions and see whether they are effective or not. In the end, 

the goal of policies is to make the world a better place. Society should only profit from implemented policies and 

not experience the consequences of misinterpreting them.  

This research is done with is a scientifically unique approach, giving a critical interim insight in the 

implementation process of a directive. It does not only look at the implementation process, it also tries to 

explain this process by analyzing the positions of the involved stakeholders. In most researches, the salience 

model is applied for managers in a company situation. This research is exceptional in applying the model to a 

different situation, an implementation process on national level. It is important to evaluate on the processes to 

make sure that a country learns from its mistakes. Retroactive research is important to learn from and to look 
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back to, before continuing.  At this point, June 2017, it can be discussed to what extent the current outcomes 

correspond with the original objectives and where improvements need to be made. 

6.3. Policy recommendation   

This research indicated that the political stakeholder has the highest saliency, however the other stakeholders 

should not be ruled out. Especially the airlines/travel agencies and the media are influential players as well.  

It is recommended that during the implementation process regular meetings and consultations are planned with 

the stakeholders. This was also done during the designing phase. By planning regular meetings stakeholders can 

communicate with each other about the development of the implementation process and about potential 

bottlenecks. The increase of stakeholder engagement can lead to better cooperation and trust building. 

Moreover, the media has so far not been included in these meetings. It might help to invite a reliable and well 

know journalist to the meetings. This journalist can publish articles about real facts of the implementation 

process. In this way, the process is more transparent and the Dutch citizens can be kept up to date by one 

source with trustworthy information.   

6.4. Discussion and recommendation for further research  

In order to improve the research, this section will discuss the limitations of this research.  

In the conclusion, sometimes it is mentioned that the expectations cannot be confirmed without uncertainty. 

This is on the one hand, because this research uses perceptions of people and estimates made by people and 

therefore provides a nuanced view on the actors involved. On the other hand, for this research the dependent 

variable was measured with the help of three categories. In the data analyses it was found that for some 

stakeholders this makes it hard to make conclusions with full certainty. The data in this research confirmed the 

expectations, however, for further research it would be interesting to rate the dependent variable based on 

more than three categories.  

Furthermore, because this research is looking for perceptions and estimates, open interview questions were 

posed. This, however made it difficult to interpret the answers in an objective way. Also the line between 

measuring the power of a stakeholder and the total effect of the stakeholder on the implementation process, 

was thin. For now the total effect is divided in three categories but some might argue that is can be measured in 

a different way as well. This can for instance be measured by phrasing different criteria, how often where they 

invited to consultancies? What changed during these meetings? Who could speak for how long? By answering 

these questions, the collected data is less subjective.  
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The parameter legitimacy is a vague and multi interpretable concept that needs clear and extensive 

conceptualization. In this research a serious attempt was done, however some further research will improve the 

quality of the conceptualization. It is almost impossible to give a judgement based on interviews and desk 

research only that every reader will agree with, however different opinions on this concepts could be 

highlighted. The estimates for this research were limited by the available data and time, in other words bounded 

reality.  

Also, a possible alternative for the data collection would be surveys with closed, rational and nominal questions 

only, no open questions. In this way possible biased interpretation can be excluded and maybe more 

stakeholders would be willing to cooperate. However, in order to for instance asses parameters like legitimacy, a 

survey might not give reliable answers. No stakeholder would judge the legitimacy of his/her own actions as 

low. A certain discussion and interaction is needed with the interviewee to find out about the level of legitimacy.  

It might even take more than that. Weeks or even years of experience from within an organization or institution 

would be needed in order to make a proper judgement on whether or not the actions of a stakeholder are 

legitimate and according to the written and unwritten rules. Due to the time span this was impossible for this 

research, for any further research on this topic it might be interesting to see how legitimacy would be assessed 

based on long time experiences with the different stakeholders.  

To extend the borders of this research, additional stakeholders like airports could be included as well.  An 

increased scope of stakeholders will give a more reliable image of how the total implementation process can be 

affected.   
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8.  Annex 
In this version of the thesis the annex provides the coding table and the interview protocol. The coded interview transcripts are not included. 

8.1. Coding table  

Variables Operationalization  Data collection Coding words – Dutch  Coding words – English  

Power  The ability of the stakeholder. Survey + secondary 

data 

Macht, positie  Power, position 

Legitimacy  The extent to which the actions of the 

stakeholder provoked public reactions 

and is socially desirable  

Survey + secondary 

data 

Legitiem, sociaal wenselijk, 

volgens geschreven en 

ongeschreven wetten, 

reacties, weerstand, kritiek 

Legitimacy, social desirable, according to 

written and unwritten law, reactions, 

resistance, critics 

Urgency  The time the stakeholders spends on 

the subject and the criticality of the 

subject. 

Survey + secondary 

data 

Urgentie, positie op de 

agenda, relevantie, tijd  

Urgency, position on the agenda, 

relevance, time, criticality   

Stakeholder’s effect on 

the implementation 

process 

The stakeholder can join in thinking, 

can join the conversation or can join 

the decision-making 

Secondary data + 

survey 

Invloed, taak, meedenken, 

meepraten, meebeslissen 

Influence, task, join in thinking, join the 

conversation, join in decision-making 
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8.2. Interview protocol  

Bedanken voor de mogelijkheid tot interviewen. Mijn naam is Annelin en ik ben derdejaars student European 
Public Administration aan de universiteit van Twente. Voor mijn afstudeerscriptie doe ik onderzoek naar het 
implementatieproces van de PNR richtlijn in Nederland. Het doel van het onderzoek is om in kaart te brengen 
welke belanghebbenden er zijn en wat hun rol is in het implementatie proces in Nederland.  

De vragen die u ga stellen zullen betrekking hebben op de rol van u/uw organisatie in het implementatie proces. 
Eerst zal ik wat algemenere vragen stellen over de achtergrond van u/uw organisatie en zal daarna wat 
specifieker ingaan op de positie van het u/uw organisatie.  

Graag wil ik nog even benadrukken dat alle informatie die u mij geeft, zeer vertrouwelijk behandeld zal worden 
en indien wenselijke anoniem zal worden verwerkt. De informatie zal niet worden doorgegeven aan derden, 
alleen mijn onderzoeksbegeleiders zullen hier toegang tot krijgen. Ik wil u graag vragen of u het goed vindt als ik 
het interview opneem, zodat ik vervolgens het interview uit kan werken. Als u dit wenst, kan ik een kopie 
hiervan naar u opsturen voordat ik de data verwerk in het onderzoek.  

De vragen die ik zal stellen hebben vooral betrekking op uw mening, er zijn dus geen goede of foute 
antwoorden. Mocht u een vraag niet goed begrijpen, twijfel dan niet om naar betere uitleg te vragen.  

Heeft u nog vragen voordat we beginnen? [....] Dan gaan we nu beginnen met het interview.   

Achtergrond van de belanghebbende  

1.   Kunt u een korte beschrijving geven van uw functie binnen deze organisatie?  
a.  Wat zijn uw dagelijkse werkzaamheden?  

2. Wat wordt er van uw organisatie verwacht wat betreft de uitvoering van de PNR richtlijn? 
a. Welke taak heeft u hierin?  

3. Op welke manier zijn jullie betrokken bij het implementatieproces?  
a. Hebben jullie hiervoor zelf het initiatief genomen?  

4. Op welk tijdstip zijn jullie geïnformeerd en betrokken geraakt bij het implementatieproces van PNR?  
 

Saliency - Veel of weinig macht? 

5. In hoeverre hebben jullie acties geleid tot aanpassingen in de uitvoering van de richtlijn op nationaal 
niveau?  

6. Vinden jullie het plan van de EU/overheid werkbaar?  
a. Waar zien jullie knelpunten? 
b. Hebben jullie die kenbaar gemaakt en is daar serieus naar geluisterd? 

7. In hoeverre heeft uw organisatie andere betrokkenen benaderd/beïnvloed?  

8. In hoeverre heeft uw organisatie middelen/mensen om het implementatieproces van de PNR te 
beïnvloeden, op een schaal van 1 t/m 10?  
 

Saliency - Veel of weinig legitimiteit  

9. In hoeverre hebben de acties van uw organisatie in het implementatieproces van de richtlijn geleid tot 
reacties/kritiek/weerstand?  

a. Kunt u hier een concreet voorbeelden van geven? 
b. In hoeverre roept dit vragen op? 
c. Opvallende kenmerken?  
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10. In hoeverre vindt u uw organisaties’ acties in het implementatieproces sociaal/maatschappelijk 
wenselijk op een schaal van 1 t/m 10? 
 

Saliency - Veel of weinig urgentie?  

11. Hoe hoog staat de uitvoering van de taken bij uw organisatie op de agenda? 

12. Kunt u een inschatting geven van hoeveel FTE’s er binnen uw organisatie betrokken zijn bij het 
implementatieproces van de PNR richtlijn?  

13. Hoe belangrijk is de taak in het implementatieproces voor uw organisatie op een schaal van 1 t/m 10? 
 

Stakeholder’s influence on implementation process  

14. Welke activiteiten hebben jullie ondernomen in het implementatieproces en in hoeverre zijn deze acties 
succesvol geweest?  

15. In hoeverre, in uw perceptie, heeft uw organisatie invloed op het implementatieproces van de PNR op 
een schaal van 1 t/m 10?  

16. In welke categorie zou u uw organisatie plaatsen in het implementatieproces? Meedenken, meepraten 
of meebeslissen?  

 

Bedankt voor uw tijd en medewerking. U mag mij altijd contacten over uw deelname aan dit interview. U mag u 
ook ten alle tijden terugtrekken. Voordat ik de gegevens ga verwerken zal ik u de data opsturen, mocht u op of 
aanmerken hebben dan hoor ik dat graag. 


