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The Contemporary use of the term “Terrorism."

Introduction 





While in office, the Bush administration termed terrorism as a war and reacted accordingly. However, things changed with Obamas administration. Federal officials were reluctant even to use the word Terrorism, choosing legalistic terminologies about violent criminal radicals. This is most reasonable since terrorism is not a bodily object which can be measured or touched. Instead, terrorism is an abstract concept meaning several things to various groups of individuals. While the term has existed ever since the French Revolution and has been utilized to explain a range of different actions over the century, contemporary terrorism is a new phenomenon. Without a doubt, some pundits believe that terrorism has no definition, only a Babylonic mix-up of meanings. However, if practical and effective counter-terrorism measures are to be created against its threat, there should be a multi-definitional approach to the term terrorism whose scope is subject to particular settings to which they are intended, instead of a ‘one-size fits all’ approach. This is because terrorism is a legal, social, and also a legal construct. This paper will discuss the problems with the current definition and the concept of a single universal definition of terrorism, which could be used for multiple and highly varied contexts.
The appearance of the term terrorism was developed in the 12th Century by European languages. The concept of terrorism is traced back to the French Revolution during the late 18th century after its establishment (Stampnitzky 11). The term was coined to refer to the uprising and opposing factions that were gracing peace and attributing it to war. In 1970, the term gained popularity and was adversely recorded in reports to indicate dispositions of the conflicts taking place in the land (Jenkins 117). Due to the increased deployment of suicidal attacks in the 1980s, the term was made a term. The September 11 attacks were a critical categorization that helped reflect on the term adequately. It is with the disposition of mitigating the rise of crimes and wars against non-combatants that the term is based upon (Jenkins 117).
Even with the widespread use of the term "terrorism," the United Nations has failed to develop a universal definition accepted by all countries and stakeholders. Since 1972, there have been continuous negotiations, yet no consensus has been reached (Chalk 10). Although the United Nations come close to finding a definition in 2002, all these eventually failed too. In essence, there are many reasons why nations fail to settle on a universal definition of the term, particularly on the conflict concerning how state terrorism and freedom fighters will be accommodated into it. From a broader perspective, the U.S. has more than four definitions of the term, with the U.S. Army Manual, Department of Defense, FBI, and the Patriot Act all having a different definition. The United Kingdom applies a similar legal definition for all circumstances in which ‘‘terrorism’’ is a legally applicable category. Consequently, its definition under the Terrorism Act 2000, section 1 is broad, vague, and broadly criticized by academics, courts, and experts (Conway 447). 
However, the choice to pursue the ‘one-size fits all’ method to define terrorism was perused with less attention to the alternatives. Since then, there has not been any interest in questioning this approach. It is worth noting that in legal terms, it is desirable to embrace multiple definitions of the idea of terrorism, where the definitional approach used is based on the powers that can be exercised subject to it (Mukhina 517). This could operate as a benchmark: the more oppressive, suppressive, and intrusive the powers are, the tighter the definition. This is entirely consistent with the notion that the higher the power of a state is exercised, the tighter, clearer and narrower the definition empowering it would be (Shariatmadari 3). This is strategic to reducing freedom of choice, preserving the rule of law, and contrasting the status quo. 


Using the United States and Britain’s definition of the term as an example, it is clear that a single approach to defining terrorism leads to a ‘race to the bottom,' necessitating the most comprehensive definition to accommodate all the likely scenarios (Shariatmadari 4). As a result, this provides broad discretion on policy-makers used in an unclear and inconsistent fashion and undermines the legality principle as mirrored in international laws. For instance, in the case of the U.K., this undermines the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and the British constitutional law (Richards 40). The issue is exaggerated by the rising usage of the definition abroad in non-international conflicts and the problem of British people participating in terrorism in foreign nations and then returning to Britain. 

As an idea, terrorism has varied in meaning, reflecting the concepts that are particular to the location and time in which it is used. The majority of the studies on the origin of terrorism dates back to the period between 1792 and 1794 (Robespierre's ‘reign of terror’ and French Revolution) (Richards 40). However, it has diverged from its initial definition of State-supported violence intended to cause terror and fear to dominate and control a lawless society and define the stack contrast: political violence fashioned against States (Mukhina 521). During the later periods of the 19th and the early 20th centuries, the term ‘terrorism’ was often utilized to represent anarchists, especially after President McKinley’s assassination in 1901. 

Meanwhile, terrorism was developing its links with Europe’s ‘freedom fighters’ due to the reinvigorate fights for the independence of Ireland from Britain, applying strategies like guerrilla warfare, assassination, and bombings (Chalk 16). The resulting change to State-targeted Terrorism from State-funded Terrorism was not direct. However, it was again associated with State-sponsored violence during the 30s due to the emergence of authoritarian, violent administrations in Nazi Germany, Italy, and Spain. When the Second World War ended, and Europe’s empires declined, it was then associated with freedom fighters and violent tactics applied by different anti-imperialist organizations fighting for independence (Martini and Emeka 76). Today, efforts to define the term within the international law are afflicted by the two fundamental issues on whether States could commit acts of terrorism, or differentiate terrorists from freedom fighters opposing a tyrannical regime (Conway 449). 

Therefore, terrorism is a social construct; its definition formed by the personal views of the individual categorizing it. In turn, these are affected by the circumstances and society in which the categorizer is living in, depending on the political as well as the historical setting in which he or she lives (Shariatmadari 5). Thus, efforts to comprehend terrorism have produced several branches, methodologies, and paradigms of knowledge. For instance, some branches of studies on terrorism might be categorized as cultural anthropology. This views terrorism as an act of natives that should be studied (Stampnitzky 12). Under cultural anthropology, the main focus of the studies is the terrorist actor. Instead, opposing approaches to understanding terrorism concentrate on the individuals labeling terrorists as such (Richards 46). 

The need for a definition varies also depending on the fields performing the study or making the decision. Criminologists and sociologists need one to delineate the limits of what they are studying. For the most part, theirs is a descriptive work. However, even with this need, a 1988 survey discovered that at least 100 definitions were used by research literature on Terrorism (Conway 450).  On the other hand, the law is essentially not just a descriptive endeavor but rather a determined effort. Studies on terrorists, those scrutinizing the power structures playing a role in the labeling of an event or a person as a ‘terrorist,' show that it is a derogatory word, full of condemnation delegitimizing the political drive that the act tries to broadcast. This ‘labeling' is essential when attempting to understand terrorism as a legal concept (Shariatmadari 7).
Consequently, many arguments are put forward on why there should be a universal definition of terrorism. Yet, little focus is put on why it is necessary to define it in law. Governments that do not dwell on this particular question always emphasize international law debates (Shariatmadari 7). There are two significant problems that, to date, have hindered this mission. First, States have primarily disagreed on the difference between terrorists and freedom fighters. Secondly, they have disagreed on whether or not international laws' definition of terrorism should also cover State acts (Martini and Emeka 73). The above differences are ideologically and politically motivated, with the State's views on the subject being founded on its self-interests. Therefore, in the past, the United Kingdom and the United States insisted on making no distinction among terrorists and freedom fighters (Conway 451). The Arab States had an opposite view while defending Palestinian resistance to Israel. However, many of these states might have changed their position following the ‘Arab Spring’ and the efforts, both unsuccessful and successful in introducing opposition parties' internal regime change.
A single universal definition of terrorism can be a side benefit for governments, making laws that are relatively more oppressive than is usually the case. While these laws might be directed towards curbing terrorism, they are often sufficiently intrusive or extensive to generally increase government power (Mukhina 531). People are more tolerant of the loss of individual civil rights in the pretext of counter-terrorism.  For instance, in the United States, following 9/11, the government created a policy that increased surveillance on the people, substantially infringing on the right to privacy. Abuse of government power is primarily an over-reaction to terrorism and maybe trailed by a counterattack by the citizenry.   One of the primary purposes of terrorism is to precipitate an inadequate response by governments, which can be easily achieved (Chalk 21). 
Terrorism is a proliferation that has become gross over the years, annotated by the attributes for political gains. Today the world is defined by various dispositions of employing terrorist inclinations to realize their goals (Carver 126). Several terror groups, such as religious groups, nationalist groups, and revolutionary groups, have been associated with the deployment of terrorist activities to realize their goals (Grob‐Fitzgibbon 231; Dingley 8). Various legislations have declared terrorism a crime, and its use is prohibited since several consensuses indicate that it is directed on harming the innocent population. Researches show that out of 61 000 terrorist attacks that have taken place, about 140 000 deaths have occurred, and this is between 2000 and 2014 (Dingley 7). Technically, the use of the term terrorism has taken several developments to actualize its effects in the inclination of political affiliations.
Conclusion

In essence, the ‘one size fits all’ definition of the term terrorism, sought with less consideration to the real pros and cons of a single universal definition, is one of the factors posing many problems for the enforcement of the rule of law. This is particularly cynical because one of the primary defenses for a universal definition of the term is that it could offer certainty and clarity in a manner that a multi-definitional approach may not. In itself, the rule of law, similar to the concept of terrorism, is an incredibly broad idea and lacks a comprehensive agreement regarding its scope.  However, at the very minimum, it calls for the legality principle. That law must be based on forecasts and propagated clearly, to ensure that people can be confident that their conduct or behavior conforms to it. The certainty and clarity elements are apparent even in the narrowest concepts of the law. Therefore, there should be multiple definitions of terrorism whose scope is subject to the particular settings to which they are intended, instead of a ‘one-size fits all’ approach.
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