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The global community has consistently failed to see eye to eye on a distinction of terrorism. The interpretations adopted by individual nations, expert bodies have resulted in a “tangled mess” of an approach, despite the danger of terrorism that needs to be tackled urgently (O'Keefe, 2004). Schmid (2004) implies that defying terrorism should be considered worthwhile. It could be argued that the first responders such as the police and army military personnel should be granted an orthodox definition of terrorism. Some people could claim that these types of people are different from others in society in relation to terrorism. This is due to their roles in society, these are more likely to come across cases of terrorism compare to a normal civilian, on a frequent basis. Furthermore, it is proclaimed by some that, terrorism is more likely to be targeted at military personal therefore these people are entitled to a precise definition. According to Hoffman (1998, p.3) "most people have an idea or impression of what terrorism is, but lack a more precise, concrete and truly explanatory definition." 
                  Alternatively to this, the United Nations (UN) has recognises on countless events that setting up a globally agreed concept of terrorism would make the battle against this problem more successful. To assist this Laqueur (1987) also thinks that, terrorism is encouraged by the widely accepted lack of a definition. That being said, without a widely agreed meaning, various international agreements have steadily defined a structure for global cooperation against extremism since 1963 (United Nations, 2021). Currently, they have a list of activities that suffice as ‘terrorism’. These include; the takeover of passenger aircrafts, taking control of others (hostages), nuclear terrorism, or being financially involved in such activities. The UN has been pressing for a thorough international terrorism agreement since 2000, however improvement remains minimal (Bryant & Bryant, 2017). 
[bookmark: _Hlk63863724]            Under section of Resolution 1566 (2004) it states that terrorism is encouraged by a political, philosophical, ideological, racial, ethnic, and or a religious view (United Nations, 2004). In support of this, Boaz Ganor (2001) argues that a definition should include the words ‘political, ideological and religious’. Ganor highlights that these are the unacceptable goals of terrorism and furthermore, terrorism targets are made up of ‘civilians’ or ‘military’ personnel, which means this too should be included in the global definition. Ganor (1998) also managed to summarise several grounds on the importance of having a ‘outstanding globally known definition of terrorism’. 
                  The European Parliament encourages the promotion of anti-terrorism initiatives to foster a global anti-terrorism alliance and to cooperate closely with other countries. The definition of terrorism is constantly reviewed in different countries, the legislation is being changed either through the courts or as a new legislation. An example of this was the change in the US post 9/11. Additionally, the European Parliament criticises the lack of wording in some countries fight against terrorism, the use of the word “vague” highlights the concerns in some definitions (European Parliament, 2015). For example, the report released by the European Parliament (2015) implies that Egypt’s adopted law is “controversial”. To give another instance, the definition set by China in 2003 is currently outdated (Merino, 2018). He states that, China’s framework for counterterrorism is old, compared to the new and advanced terrorism we are seeing recently. Positively China has set out the illegal effects of terrorism in good detail. To give an example, it declares that “activities that severely endanger society that have the goal of creating terror in society, endangering public security, or threatening state organs and international organisations and which, by the use of violence” (Library of Congress Law, 2003, p.1). Consequently, the definition lacks in the types of terrorism and in particular “modern terrorism-related offences” (European parliament, 2015, p.2).
                    The UK follows the Terrorism Act 2000 when defining the offence. Section 1 recognises that terrorist offences are influenced by religious, racial, or fundamental reasons alternative to simple politic reasons. It also encompasses broad activities which though potentially devastating in their impact on society, may not be overtly violent Examples of this might be the interference with water supplies and a disruption of computer networks (Hutton, Gold & Conor, 2021). In the Terrorism Act 2000 Section 1 subsection 3, it highlights the relevant crime activity. It includes the put to use of weapons and explosives, furthermore when considering the actions of offence there is no further need to show that the behaviour was set out to influence the government or to scare the civilians. The reference to ‘action’ according to Section 1 subsection 4, includes action outside the UK. It refers to people, property, public and other government bodies whether in the UK or elsewhere (Terrorism Act 2000). 
                      In many few cases it is a possibility that the individual who committed the terrorist act confesses that he or she belongs to an illegitimate unlawful group. In the Terrorism Act 2000, Section 11, it states that a membership of a proscribed organisation is an act which results in imprisonment. Specific operations are prescribed by the Secretary of State and include some of the most actively and widely known terrorist groups across the world, an example of a well-known ‘terrorist group’ includes Al-Qa’ida (Hutton, Gold & Conor, 2021). Following on, offences relating to prescribed organisations is described under Section 12. These include support, arranging and or managing a meeting of three or more people in public or private to address or carry out activities designated from a prescribed group (Terrorism Act 2000). The Counter Terrorism and Border Security Act 2019 extends on this by adding that a viewpoint or a expressing a belief supporting a prescribed group will amount to an offence (Johnson & Hutton, 2021). The act also created a summary offence of wearing an object of clothing and otherwise carrying / displaying an object can arise reasonable suspicion for a police officer (Section 13, Counter Terrorism and Border Security Act 2019). Working to overcome terrorism, in the legislation (Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984) it describes the use of law enforcement powers. It allows an arrest without a warrant, the search of persons, the search of vehicles and it allows stop and search in specified locations with lawful reason. 
              Even though an official definition is hard to come by, many individuals and groups have contributed with their own opinion and ideas. The report displayed by the Chair of the General Assembly Working Group in 2014 recognises that the definition of terrorism should include the noun “terror” (Kutesa, 2014). According to Young (2006) the idea of "terror" has been around for decades. You could argue another word for terror is fear. The word fear is strong and relates to many terrorists acts that have been carried out in the past. For example, in the group ‘Al Qaeda’, the word fear has been brought upon since the Madrid bombings in 2004. Al Qaeda sent out a message that scared not only civilians but governing bodies of countries around the world. The message sent out included, “Stop targeting us, release our prisoners and leave our land, we will stop attacking you” (Whitney, 2004, p.3). The population of allied countries of Spain tried to persuade their governments to quickly bring to an end the treaties that were linked to the fear and terror brought upon them by the group (Whitney, 2004).
               Another example is in Saul (2012), he comments, that a ‘religious’ motive should be accountable for the definition against terrorism to provide enough evidence in support when dealing with ‘terrorist individuals or groups’. Cassese (2006) is determined that crimes against humanity, which disrupt the ‘peace’ should be classed as a terrorist act. As an attempt to summarise terrorism, Scharf (2018) implies that since 2005, a definition of terrorism has existed requiring three key elements, these elements consist of: an act, cause, and an influence (motive). On the other hand, to counter this the Security Council Resolution 1566 (2004) highlights that a terrorist act does not need any aim or purpose (United Nations, 2004). So, this means that the definition of terrorism should include ‘violence’ or the ‘threat of violence’ if no motive is present (Schmid, 2004). According to Schmid’s report, violence, or the threat of, is sufficed because chaos is caused in both cases.
         All of the above have stated (in their opinion) what words should be used in the general principles of liability in relation to terrorist activities and or groups. Alternatively, some may suggest the fight against terrorism is a war. If terrorism is a war, then there is no need for an illegal definition of terrorism for legislation. In Schmid (2004, p.7) he states that “Soldiers are trained to fight against another army, yet to fight against a terrorist group such as Al Qaeda is seen as a crime by many”. To support this former Secretary of State Colin Powell (2009) implies that we should be allowed to declare war on terrorists. This follows onto the argument made by O’Neill (2004), It underlines that the rules of armed conflicts should apply if the fight against terrorism is an actual war. This refers to the commonly known Gina Conventions rules of war. To counter this "It is not enough to declare war on what one deems terrorism without giving a precise and exact definition" (Lebanon, 2004, p.4). 
        Another point of view is that there is no requirement for a definition because we have other legislations that can apply to punishing terrorist like activities. A quote from Collins (2002, p.2) “terrorism is terrorism. What looks, smells and kills like terrorism is terrorism” argues that the general definition of terrorism is not needed. Collins implies that a terrorist act should be compared to current legislation such as the common law for murder or the planning of it. Another concept is that from Mitchell (2007, p.2) "a definition of terrorism must clearly establish what terrorism is not”. In his definition he uses the word ‘excluding’ in several cases. For example, the list includes the exclusion of property damage, military attacks, attacks on the police and acts of war.
             Every proscribed group have their own ways of carrying out their aim. Under most official definitions bioterrorism is not mentioned, which means that a biochemical attack would not suffice as illegal under their terrorism law. If the countries definition included ‘biological warfare’ then this would set the lawful requirements. In France they state terrorism as a “deliberate attack on people’s wellbeing”, this covers a wide ground of acts of terrorism, which could include biochemical as this attack results in people becoming extremely ill which is sufficient for ‘peoples wellbeing (Council of Europe, 2013). Under the US law they have clearly set out a list which have been categories from A-C highlighting the threat and seriousness of different bio-agents (FBI, 2021). In the opinion of Detlefsen (2006) the US list is limited to its success. The particular reason to this is because “biological attacks are always evolving” which means the US list will become outdated. On the other side of the spectrum, Spain’s definition is to a poor standard in comparison to the European Parliament (2015). As reported by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2020), the definition states that terrorism is an “act of destruction or fires started deliberately”. This clarity is too brief and lacks in many aspects which a definition requires (Williams et al, 2020). 
              An example of a biochemical terrorist attack was the Tokyo (1995). The religious group Aum Shinrikyo used sarin as a chemical to poison five hundred civilians and a further six thousand people in a train station in Tokyo. Japanese Police arrested the members and were later sentenced to death by the Japan definition of terrorism which included “any harm to people” (Tu, 2014). Therefore, the group ‘Aum Shinrikyo’ set out to inflict pain on the civilians of Tokyo so this suffices under the definition. The group had a religious motivate for their attack which supports Saul (2012) when he stated that a terrorist attack can have religious reasons for the attack.
              The UK Government have released an official list of proscribed terrorist organisations which classify under their piece of legislation. Seventy-six groups are listed under this, fourteen of these are from Ireland (Home Office, 2020). An example of an Irish proscribed organisation is the Irish Republican Army (IRA) founded in 1922. The aim of the IRA was to make Ireland a more independent country. The members of the IRA are made up of Catholics which took a stand against Britain which at the time mainly made up of protestant people. The members felt a sense of neglect which can be argued that the members were provoked into such action. It can also be argued that the IRA were motivated by ill-advised policies (Hopkins, 2015). The IRA sent out threats to Britain to show they will act if negotiation for an independent country did not take place. The targets of the IRA were mainly military based. The group used destruction as a method of attack, they set off multiple bombs to cause the damage. As stated by Ferguson et al (2007), at the start of the attacks the term ‘troubles’ was used to describe the IRA. This shows that the IRA were using violence to cause disturbance. In this case the disturbance was for political reasons. By looking at cases of bombings such as Bailey (1973); Harrods (1983); and the London Docklands (1996) it highlights that the conclusion of the IRA was that they failed to aid the peace process which arguably leans the debate towards them being a terrorist group instead of a military operation (Scull, 2020). 
      When comparing the IRA to different definitions and key words, the IRA would be classed as a terrorist group. Most definitions highlight that attacks against the military can be classified as terrorism. In this case the IRA was not granted permission by authority to do such acts aimed at Britain. This means that the unauthorised methods carried out was not warfare acts from Ireland, instead it was an organisation motivated by political means to bring upon terror in Britain (Hopkins, 2015). The methods used by the IRA are mainly known for their assassinations and bombings. These methods are listed under, most if not all of the terrorist definitions created by the countries across the world. This highlights that the proscribed groups actions were clearly terrorist activity related methods (Ferguson et al, 2007).   
             To sum up everything that has been stated so far, Weinberg et al (2004) managed to analyse in detail seventy- three different definitions of terrorism from leading journalists, this group summarise the definitions by using common words. Similarly, Schmid (2004) highlights that forty-one percent of definitions use the word ‘civilians’ and only forty-two used the word ‘threat’. In addition, there have been no links in these governmental definitions to psychological warfare, tactics or the word strategy, the communication category is hardly included in this collection of definitions either. This comparison actively demonstrates the complications and the broadness of coming together to define terrorism. Therefore, the United Nations released a statement saying there can be “no recognition, regardless of motivation or grievance, of themselves who attempt to explain the intentional takeover of innocent life. If there is one basic concept upon which individuals should agree on, it is definitely this one” (United Nations, 2019, p.27). This highlights the importance of the collaboration of all countries to reinforce the need to protect people’s liberty. The definition of terrorism will continue to be a key part of a discussion for many, the debate will continue to be political until a reasonable term is agreed upon and applied across the world.  
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