[bookmark: _Int_tS90k5gc][bookmark: _Int_ohJNNNNn]Terrorism has been defined as “the intentional generation of massive fear by human beings for the purpose of securing or maintaining control over other human beings" (Cooper, 2001), Cooper also elaborates that terrorism not only makes use of physical force, but also uses electronic means to target vulnerable targets which can range from people to systems that are of value to society such as energy supply. Cooper’s definition of terrorism was developed prior to the events of the September 11th attacks in 2001; since these attacks there has been greater emphasis on counter-terrorism by governments and a noticeable increase in terror attacks (Smith and Zeigler, 2017). It has been argued that previous to 9/11 there was little emphasis on research into terrorism, particularly international terrorism (LaFree, 2011). Due to the rise of terrorism, there has been greater development in counter-terrorist policies, from which a lack of consensus of what constitutes terrorism has emerged (Kelkar, 2017). Currently, no one authoritative definition of terrorism exists that has been agreed upon by governments in the international community (Schmid, 2011). This lack of a lucid definition of terrorism was shown in the aftermath of the September 11th attacks, as many felt that there was a gap in international law (Guillaume, 2004). It has been argued that a singular agreed definition of terrorism is critical to fighting terrorism (Ganor, 2002). This essay will evaluate Cooper’s definition of terrorism and assess its viability in comparison to other definitions of terrorism and in the context of the lack of consensus in defining terrorism and in a chosen current terrorist threat, in this case the Islamic State.


[bookmark: _Int_uBroDmSh]National Governments, international organisations and individuals have made attempts to formulate a definition of terrorism. While a limited consensus exists between nation states on terrorism, there still remains significant disagreement (Saul, 2019). 


[bookmark: _Int_fWYqkWZk][bookmark: _Int_5Gxxv90g]The United States government recognises that there are two forms of terrorism; “International” and “domestic” (FBI, 2022). “International” terrorism is defined as “Violent, criminal acts committed by individuals and/or groups who are inspired by, or associated with, designated foreign terrorist organizations or nations (state-sponsored).” (FBI, 2022) This contrasts with Cooper’s definition of terrorism as it makes no mention of any particular target and also makes distinction between “lone wolf” attacks and those carried out by organised and recognised terrorist groups (FBI, 2022), which Cooper does not. “Domestic” terrorism is defined as “violent, criminal acts committed by individuals and/or groups to further ideological goals stemming from domestic influences” (FBI, 2021), again this contrasts Cooper as it states that terrorism is motivated by ideology rather than purely attempting to control a population. The implication of this definition is that counter-terrorism policy in the United States would be aimed more towards groups that subscribe to ideologies that are not aligned with the United States, potentially leading to both racial and religious stereotyping of what constitutes a terrorist (Corbin, 2017), possibly showing that Cooper’s interpretation may be more un-prejudiced. Another way in which this definition differs from Cooper’s is that it states that a terrorist act must either be “violent” or “criminal” (FBI, 2022), whereas Cooper believes that any action that leads to the “generation of massive fear” is terrorism, irrespective of it being against any law (Cooper, 2001). 


The definition of terrorism held by the government of the United Kingdom is more in line with the United States’ rather than Cooper’s; “serious violence against a person, serious damage to property, endangering a person's life (other than that of the person committing the action), creating a serious risk to the health or safety of the public or a section of the public and action designed to seriously interfere with or seriously to disrupt an electronic system” and “where they are designed to influence the government, or an international governmental organisation or to intimidate the public. The use or threat must also be for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, racial or ideological cause.” (CPS, 2022). This is in agreement with Cooper’s definition of terrorism in that it recognises the use of attacks on non-living entities to generate fear within a population, however this definition specifies that governments, both international and national may be victims of terrorism as well as the general public, Cooper on the other hand, only mentions “other human beings” as victims of terrorism (Cooper, 2001), which for better or worse is a far broader and less specific term than that used by the UK Government. Another way this definition contrasts Cooper’s is that “Planning, assisting and even collecting information” (CPS, 2022) is considered terrorism, while Cooper only makes mention of the actual carrying out of a terrorist action. 


A definition that is more in line with Cooper’s is that held by Cherif Bassiouni; “Terrorism is a strategy of violence designed to instil terror in a segment of society in order to achieve a power-outcome, propagandize a cause, or inflict harm for vengeful political purposes”, Bassiouni also adds that nation states can commit terrorist actions, similar to the United States’ definition of International Terrorism (Bassiouni, 2002). Bassiouni’s definition, like Cooper’s, recognises that not all terrorism is motivated by ideology, but can simply be used for the purpose of obtaining a degree of control over a group of people; Bassiouni states that authoritarian governments, such as those of Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, are more likely to use terrorism for this purpose, whereas insurgent groups are more likely to be motivated by ideology (Bassiouni, 2002), the belief that terrorism can be used to control people is in line with Cooper’s belief that terrorism is used “for the purpose of securing or maintaining control over other human beings" (Cooper, 2001), while governments focus on ideological terrorism. However, this definition, like most others states that violence is a necessary component of a terrorist act, while Cooper omits this from his definition; this again shows that Cooper’s definition is far less specific than other definitions of terrorism.


Another definition that exclusively describes terrorism as violent is the definition of Boaz Ganor. Ganor says that terrorism is “a form of violent struggle in which violence is deliberately used against civilians in order to achieve political goals (nationalistic, socioeconomic, ideological, religious, etc.)” (Terrorism Research Initiative, 2008). This definition greatly differs from Cooper’s; Ganor specifically names civilians as the only targets of terrorism, critically excluding military personnel, while Cooper excludes no group of human beings from being potential victims of terrorism. Ganor also makes no mention of terrorism for the purpose of control, instead exclusively mentioning “political goals” as the objective of a terrorist (Terrorism Research Initiative, 2008). 


From this it is clear to see that there is great variation in the definition of terrorism amongst academics and governments. It has been observed that as of now most definitions of terrorism that can be found are based upon political views rather than for the purpose of developing a definition of terrorism that can be universally agreed upon (Bruce, 2021), it can be argued that Cooper’s definition is not an instance of this as it makes no mention of any particular ideology and gives the impression of impartiality. It has been argued that the lack of an agreed upon definition has caused this politicisation of terrorism, which has in turn led to persecution of non-terrorist organisation as they have incorrectly been labelled as terrorist by their governments (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2018), this could be used to show that Cooper’s omission of ideology from his definition as a positive as it prevents the use of law for the persecution of political movements, which could potentially be classed as terrorism itself under Cooper’s definition. It has also been shown that the focus on ideology within anti-terrorist legislation in the United Kingdom and United States has become problematic with the rise of right wing and other ideological terrorism that does not fit the western stereotypes of a terrorist; for example, the Plymouth attacks inspired by incel ideology was not treated as a terrorist attack by authorities despite arguably falling under the legal definition of terrorism (Dascalu and Wilkinson, 2021). This double standard has become one of the key motivating factors within the international community for an agreed upon definition of terrorism (United Nations, 2016). Another argument for the creation of a universal definition of terrorism is that a prerequisite for an international response to terrorism is an agreement upon what exactly needs to be classified as terrorist amongst nation states for effective anti-terrorist measures to be agreed upon (Schimd, 2004). As a result of this, there has been further development in the definition of terrorism by national governments which have become more specific in defining terrorism while avoiding becoming restricting on who can be classed a terrorist (Walter, 2017), Cooper’s definition, which pre-dates the September 11th attacks, is less specific than contemporary definitions possibly as a result of this. Due to the focus placed on terrorism in recent years, the rapid development in definitions of terrorism has created somewhat of a limited consensus on terrorism; the main component included in most definitions of terrorism is violence, followed by political aims and generation of fear (Maskaliunaite, 2002). Cooper’s definition omits any mention of political goals and violence, but does include the generation of fear as a form of terrorism. This could be used to both support and argue against Cooper’s definition of terrorism; it could be argued that Cooper’s definition has not been influenced by the moral panic following the September 11th attacks as many other definitions may have been, however it could also be argued that Cooper’s definition has been superseded by more modern definitions. Ben Saul, an anti-terrorism researcher, says the consensus is “that terrorism is criminal violence intended to intimidate a population or coerce a government or an international organization” (Saul, 2019), this is not too dissimilar to Cooper’s definition in that they both agree that terrorism is a form of control. 


An example of the use of terrorism as a form of control is the Islamic State; those living within the Islamic State’s territory are subject to the group’s strict interpretation of Sharia law, that the Islamic State claims is the true interpretation of Islam and has been described as “sectarian” (Hassan, 2016), which is enforced using morality police known as the Hisbah (The Irish Times, 2015). Under Cooper’s definition this would be classed as terrorist as it is for the purpose of “maintaining control over other human beings” (Cooper, 2001), additionally, the presence of a police force for the purpose of controlling the population is itself a “generation of massive fear” (Cooper, 2001). However, not all of the Islamic State’s actions fall under Cooper’s definition; the Islamic State is funded through sale of oil found in Iraqi and Syrian territories they have conquered (Centre for Geopolitics & Security in Realism Studies, 2015) which would be considered terrorist under British law as it directly funds violent terrorist acts (Terrorism Act 2000), this has also been categorized as terrorist by the United States government (US Government Publishing Office, 2014). This shows that gaps exist in Cooper’s definition, which allows acts that are almost universally regarded as terrorist to evade such labelling. Despite this, Cooper’s definition is still credible; the Islamic State is an almost unique terrorist group as its ultimate aim is to establish a nation state (Wood, 2015), and functioned as a nation state when it previously controlled large amounts of territory in Iraq and Syria with a justice system operating for the purpose of imposing its ideology upon its public (Hamid, 2019), this falls within Cooper’s definition as it shows the Islamic State was structured in such a way that it could have “control over other human beings” (Cooper, 2001). However, another way in which the Islamic State demonstrates the existence of gaps in Cooper’s definition is the methods used by the group to procure fighters; the Islamic State utilises online propaganda to radicalise and recruit individuals for their cause (Craig, 2019), this does not fall under Cooper’s definition as a terrorist act but is legally defined as such in the United Kingdom (Terrorism Act 2000).  


In conclusion, this essay has shown that Cooper’s definition, while requiring further development is useful for defining acts of terrorism. The main drawback of Cooper’s definition is that it greatly lacks specify and as a result leaves itself open to loopholes, as evidenced by its evaluation in the context of the Islamic State. A noticeable strength of Cooper’s definition however is that it lacks the bias that can be seen in governmental definitions of terrorism that refer to certain ideologies while excluding others in practice. Another issue that has been shown in this essay is the omission of any mention of violence as a requirement for an act to be defined as terrorist leads to too much individual interpretation; for example, the generation of fear towards one group of people would be interpreted as terrorist by the group that said fear is directed at, but not necessarily by other groups of people, potentially leading to a lack of consensus. Despite these issues, Cooper’s definition has been shown to be valid, although somewhat flawed by this essay.  
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