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Introduction

Terrorism is associated with “explosive and incidentary bombings,

shooting attacks and assassinations, hostage-taking and

kidnapping, and hijacking” (Wilkinson 2000, 13). Political agents
employ terrorism to achieve political goals — ethnonational, religious, or
ideological. Despite its long history, public discourse on terrorism had
been relegated to the background, until the bombing of the twin towets
of the World Trade Center in New York City on 11 September 2001,
popularly known as 9/11. Since then, terrorism has been made a center
of intense and emotionally-charged public discourse.

The first form of modern terrorism was actually conducted by states ot
governments. The states were responsible for the most ruthless terrorism
that killed thousands of people during the last century. Yet, today,
terrorism is mostly attributed to small; clandestine, and militant groups
such as Al-Qaida, Hamas, Fatah, Jemaah Islamiya, Abu Sayyaf, Irish
Republican Army (IR A), Basque Homeland and Freedom (ETA), among
others.! These groups have carried out attacks on popular resorts, buses,
trains, airports, and other public utilities and structures. Their attacks
have killed hundreds of people. Some are motivated by political ends
while others by religious fanaticism, more particulatly radical Islamism,
which goes beyond the traditional Left-Right division of terrorism. Th‘e
Left constitutes the nationalist movements while the Right promotes anti-
capitalism and anti-Americanism (Laqueur 2003, 9). i

Terrorism in the twenty-first century aims to effect maximum
destruction, not only of properties, but more importantly of innocent
human lives. In an interview, a secular Palestinian terrorist said: “No
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distinction [is] made between armed actions on soldiers or o
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Agents of Terrorism that conduct terrorism.
Itis not only sub-state or non-state groups ible for the greatest
Jaggar and Sterba note that states were 'reSPOﬂS y. States have more
forms of terrorism as exemplified by Nazi Gefmargt;ps and individuals
capacity to engage in terrorist acts than sub-state gi es many forms, such
by virtue of theijr large resources. State COe.l'Clor.1 ta or organized militias
as discriminatory law enforcement and legISIanc.m’cl eansing.
used to assassinate political opponents, or ethnic They employ terror
States likewise use terrorism against other states-tes Such was what
bombing to destabilize other societies o Othel.. Stahin;.a during World
happened when the Allied Forces bomb‘?d Hiros
War IT or the Israeli bombing of Lebanon in 2006.
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Given the desctiptions above, we can now formulate a definition of
terrorism:.

Terrorism is the indiscriminate yet deliberate and systematic
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. izati involved in
n (Walzer, 180). Some so-called guerilla orgamzan(;ns fl- aanized
$O O > ’ . han a branch of o
. . i re little more tha o
napping and extortion a ) . : rincipled
klé Is)pdegadent guerillas than genuine revolutionaries. The K corging
crimes, ; re. Ac
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uer . use terr
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Terrorism and Crimi”al;'t)' to crimes. A crime implies a violation of
Terrorist acts are analogous to N % actions. Bombing,
any legal code as well as a2 moral respor'mblhty ‘f::;r?;e Z?;;nces. They are
kidnapping, and assassination ?H}S:gr::e :;le terrorists outside the law.
indiscrimi ts of murder, whic .. terrorist.
;;j: s:lii:l?:za?is a distinction between. the cmtn::;fcz:b::nt victim.,
Although a criminal directly attacks an 1nn?cffnd void of any political
his act cannot be called terrorist because it is n:’s will (Coady 2004).
ideology and does not seek to weaken his oppone such as murder and
Otganized crimes like the Mafia use violence s lthy individuals in
assassination to extort money from famous' and Wjaect);ble individuals
exchange of security protection. They‘assas_smalte ;flfﬁa is not a terrorist
whom they consider threats and enemies. ]3.11t the tivations. They perceive
group. Their acts have no political or ideological mo s group concerned with
themselves not as fighters of justice butas a dang;rou aid money laundering,
huge profits from drug trafficking, arms smugg 08 t group.
The Mafia then is a criminal syndicate, not a terrotist g

Terrorism and Assassination . sination -
Terrotism is frequently associated with assas ffcials, heads of states,
killing of specific individuals,” e.g. gow-ernfnent % aking, assassination 1is
and royal dignitaries (Jaggar, 210). But strictly S'Penot only by his victim
Not equivalent to terrorism. We judge an assas‘sln military personnel or
but also by his purpose. If what is targeted . the will to fight of the
political leader without the purpose of weakening litical rivalry. There
assassin’s enemy, then the act could be an act of po '

“the targeted
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could be other motives too, like ideological agenda in which the target
is an obstacle, money as in the case of contract killing,
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) histicated weapons, and without recruiting and training n_'iar;y
zf::fbse?: to carry out the group’s ideals. They can (:)pler;::.ze::la::gs;r;:c};
in small numbers, use improvised bombs and explo is to intiraidate
maximum destruction. If the objective of terrOflls(’:;) \itS method arid
and coerce, then, says Lawrence Freffdman (2005, )
choice of particular victims are very ;mportéi'l‘t- attack is also a form
In legitimate conventional warfare, 2 military ot to an un-thinking
of strategic coercion, aimed to reduce the oppor:;sor’s demands. From
and un-free being who is made to fc?llow Fh? e way to vanquish the
the point of view of military tactic, this is one way
epponentand force i to‘surrencizlii is carried out differently. To expose
In terrorism, strategic coetc - ) ot only attack
the opponent’s psychological vulnerability, terrorsts dljo:ulatioz. With
the military but also more importantly, the- o eriences the effects
civilians dead or injured, the larger POPUIat‘lon e};ﬁives and properties
of the terror attack. The senseless des;tructloi::1 ; ead. acute, and long
keeps the populace under the grip of fefir -2 ‘f’ll Orp olitical lives. It was
lasting fear that significantly alters their socia lei:t they be hijacked in
reported that after 9/11, Americans avoided QYI;‘(%()I‘ Americans avoided
midflight. Similarly, after the anthrax scare in = n;ted- Fear impased
handling postal mail lest it be anthrax-impreg a loss of freedom,
constraints on the people’s choices. There wats o llance
spontaneity, and even privacy because .of coilstan S hich corrupts the
Being ruled by fear is a psychological VIOIen(': :red party, in this case
individuality as well as the imagination of the agggrflse 446), human beings
the civilian population. According to Kant (19 'li 2 kind of causality,
Possess a willin so far as they are rational. This wi e independence
that is, it empowers the individual to act, to ¢ is to be capable of
from external determinations. To have a will the“bir merely external,
being moved by season, by a rational cause than BY FEER
nonrational determination. Consequently, autqnoméer the grip of fear,
the will of a1} rational beings. Now, when one 18 Ut: is, he is paralyzed,
one cannot act rationally and autonomousl}f- Tha dii‘;ct assault on the
not being able to think and act propetly. .Thls 1ls\lii)t only his humanity
subjectivity or personhood of the indiv@ual- Hobbes (95-96), a life
but also his existence is crushed. Accordmg' to d short.” Continual
filled with fear js “solitary, poot, nasty, brutish, and $



16 RENANTE D. PILAPIL

fear, not the temporary anxiety

“but the grinding, unrelenting fear of
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they
i wetful than them,
: it enemy 1s mote po he most
i nflict. As their en ) onent the m
asymmmetric co » tactics. which can hurt their opp French
use “out of bounds” ta ) > he war “Doing SO,” says Shanon T
i hey can win the ’ : e; rather it 1s an
anc > Whl((:)}{l)?: 31) “is not seeking an unfair advantagt;leir opponent.
i VOrsS
(in Sterba 2 u ;ltera’ct the unfair advantage .that }f;a ke that i they follow
attempt to ;:0 ling the playing field.” Terrorists t }lln~ o, Therefore,
is si e . : ir .
48 simply TV s%heir enemy, victory is out of the
the same rules a £ war. o _
they do not have to obey the ruiles .ct)errorism violates the principle ofJ”:
that i ly attacking
ady (775) argues by directly a
/? o C(i)ssil);lc(e methods in the conduct OFW;rzrrz nor threaten the
; rm _
o O(F: nt innocent civilians Who.do o 11 guilty, Igor Primoratz
terorin a;&a to the claim that their victims are a gl on the basis of an
ists. As to ) on .
:;;(;rlszt;“) says: “They (terrorists) can s2y th:;tat tl'z,e whole distinction
’ ) ) ; extreme in the

. , n of guilt so at leastin
oo Ofl thedm'otrl:(c))cencf no longer makes mucl;an::’étims »

n guilt and in 4 to their . )
s gfmoral appraisal of the sorts they d ° n asymmetric conflict,
Cont;;‘;q it is true that tetrorists are fighting 2 eans they want. The

tle er m :
. use whatev. f fighting
i ense them to ists’ strategy of fig
this doets ‘not l“leict may justify the terrorists lit . rgn);issible o 2t
etric con ra ‘
as'y;mfn er restraints, but then they are n.Ot m(; tlZeY ate not justified
Wfth o) traints wl’mtsoever. Mote Par.n(?u.dat ¢ Intentional killing is
Ym' :l . tr'es 11 attaCki“‘g and killing cwma?ie when a soldier on a
in intentiona o i .
different fromyaccidentally killing Sor.rll.eone'fhe latter is justified from
: { S.
.. .o : 1ly hits civilians hich says that an
ission accidentally fect, whic .
legxtlfxx.ate rrflView of the principle of Double Efunnecessary bad effect
the'Polntl;). h bringS about an unintended O:. the | rimary intention of
ic o !
aCmm’llw lled collateral damage, 18 lusnﬁéd 1h intzntion is to kill, and
norma. yca roduce a good effect. But ift e e etions moral
to ng,
tl?e ac.non. 1 L}iel less and harmless hurflan' be} gte killing of innocent
ecung it t]? . ll: intentional and indiscrimina
problem. What makes .
ivilians s il ates two
cwilians morally repellent? is form of killing vio
Pei tz (223-224) argues that this fitst, is the separateness
timoratz - rsons: fifst, , :
.. human pe . he terrorists
L. les as regards . Firstly, t .
> gnifieant princip d isgthe respect for persons. Fl hz:.lt taking into
of persons and second, : nd the old, withc o
kill men and women, the children 2 ilty or not. What matters
con.s.ideration whether these people are gul tythat has to be paid in the
.them is that these people are part of the pnceh t of their opponent, and
pursuit of their goal to weaken the will to fig
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achieve political or nonpolitical concessions. So in their calculation of
victims, human beings are reduced to units to be added and subtracted.
But this is unacceptable primarily because human persons are separate

from other persons. In other words, human beings are individuals, with
their own uniqueness and

tereproducible thread of life and a value
that is not commensurable with anything. else” (224). The terrorists,
howevet, find this view tidiculous, Evetyone is 3 possible victim, for as
long as he falls into the cat

egory of their €nemy, normally a proponent
or SUpporter of an “evil” state, o 5 group they want to extinguish or
answer for its misdeeds,

Secondly, such

group, donot take cogni
“terrorism doeg 1Ot res o
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ical vulnerability of the
. cpose the psychologica _
As regard its goal to exp rism employs
onentind weaken its will to fight,Thave argut.':d thzjtt terto emahzztign
opp that are morally questionable. In terrorism, instrum .
s ivi opu
n;‘e;n beings takes place on two levels: on the civilian Iz.tptes e
man . - i itu
rion d by fear and on the immediate victims. This cons
gripped by . ible.
reason why terrorism is morally re.grfhenslcl;emned we have o avoid one
i ism 1s widely con > . e
However, while terroris hile legitimating
danger, that is, to de-legitimate struggles by the we::-;kt:at we ﬁave to be
re ies}on by the strong. This is unreasonable, suc e cases, might be
oppen~to the possibility that terrorism, in some extrem ’
permissible.

What Might Justify Terrorism

. rism
losophers treat terro
ome moral phl 77
Wary of moral absolutes, s » (Coady, 777).
t "-;Y lutely wrong, but as “almost absolutely wr;)ng ( l pa}ll’e and
not as absolu > . the mora N
This means that terrorism is not 4 P”aﬂ. beyic;ncczlertainly atrocious but
. . es. Terrorism :
unacceptable in all circumstanc ' { 48 SOMe WarS ate
this doEs not mean that it is prohibited absolutei)’- tj;l?l is that justifying
justified, so are some forms of terrorism. The only bufien of proof but
s © S . v
its moral permissibility not only requires hfaag to abuse. That is why
also a vigilance that such a position dqes .not e it attacks. But when
constraints have to be observed in justifying terro le be used as means
are such attacks permissible? When can some peop
to an end?

When to Wage Wars ified when to resort to wat.

As early as Aristotle, rules were spec re six requirements for
Under the heading of just war theory, ther.c aa er. 1will only choose
embarking on a war. For the purposes (-)f thfrs‘hisz a,re just cause, right
those that are relevant for my dlhscuss.lof; Aough I discuss them here
intention, last resort, and propox:nonallt}’-b:l ed together to make going
Separately, the conditions have to be combl 1
to war just, " just cause: Douglas

Fir]st, awar can be resorted to when it1s dOﬂ‘i?:‘i’; lgrst century BCE,
P. Lackey (1989, 33) says that as early as Clcero‘ fought for because of a
just cause has been understood to mean a cau}: ehumiliation, violation of
“wrong received” from another party throug
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human rights, verbal distespect, and desecration of nationa}l or cultural
symbols, among others. For the aggtieved party, those misdeeds hav:;
to be repaid by the culprit; thus, retaliatory actions can be launche

against the latte, To fight for a just cause is not equivalent to vengeance.

Lackey (34-35) says it ;

Some example

s of just cause are national self.
rights as wel] 5
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.- . The actual co which acco
pn?bablhtles cted probable consequences, iudement on the resort to
rationally expe (2003, 39-40), makes moral ]uhgt Ithough the actual
a
Khatchadourian (2 . ay out, he says tha th of the
: t finding a way ral value or wor
war difficult. Bu ine the overall mo h less good
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the con ) just war co
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same time s

ition
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of the just cause _be the 2 rther qualification as.1t mig od intentional
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to virtually l.lr.llunltEd Usﬁ : pression or fom'ls of 1? ]usur piece of land
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is unjustly taken away f.rlcgff;g th; one who did. " tohyf: had happened.
to kill the innocent chi anything to do with wha ent oppresses 4
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Doing so is plain murder;j es not just immediately ;esOThat is simply
group, a third party state oand “establish™ democracy. or oppression
anjpe that g?vemsnolet\:hen does a form ?f flusuce
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e by
Alison Jaggar says ire and oppression of o tices have gone
or the degree of injustice a rampant.* That is, injus eaceful means
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beyond human .proportlonl,osnger feasible. This haPPte:ere small forms
of secking justice are noiolation of human rights, no extermination. In
massive and systemaUC;’l re are real threats.o'f masz social evils affect
o atices, or Wh::dtbfatant forms of political an
other words, gross
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the population. These situations, Jaggar (214)
that is “overwhelming in its righteousness’
of the future and present victims.

writes, constitute a cause
" either from the viewpoint
vHo'wever, a just cause can only be fought if the people that seek for

f the oppressed group. They must have
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is also difficult to explain to the people of szle§tine who have already
experienced the futility of intematlon:lur;zg::;’a:;l;onal eams of wad
t why not just resort to war an : O
As tf: enerr}:y has)a trained army and better weaponry, domgitzc; ;thlcl::;-
poshed to the wall the oppl:QSS(I:Ci grouptu;§u§3r£23:?h?;h Probabilit};
wever, resorting to terror as a last resorts ’

I;-Oachie"’i“g the g%oup’s legitimate ends. Ter.rorxsm ;llaou:”;i n:i):,::e:ssi::‘
if the chance of success is too far to be rea.hzed. This effec

terrorism as a last resort, in my view, is crucial. calvalnecability

Recall that terrorism seeks to expose the RsychOIOgic"i‘a;':n:;: While

of their opponent so they can pursue their pOhncalborr;Zie cost e'fﬁcient
attacking the will of the opponent .c0u1'd prove to be il be effective.
than attacking its military might, it might not nec}issihe}; of horan
The terrorists’ way of thinking malflIY relies on the Kin r\}x,/hat is dear
behavior, that a person could lose his morale by attac tfo L. This logic
to him, so that he becomes vulnerable and easy to. cone le. The
could l::e erroneous. Terror has different effe.cts on differen'; p:(s)ffﬁ.dent
destruction of lives and symbolic str'uctures is flofrn;C::siﬂsf; )(’) puarantee
condition for people to pSYChOIOglcal!Y recoil. The f terrorism can
that at the individual or the state/societal level, ';‘;;s) cs)tates that there
subdue the opponent’s will to fight. F:eedm'an.( ing that “terrorism
is little evidence in psychological litera'lture mdlcattli:tg - polations and
can work by producing such psyChOIOglca! effects d bell?xaVior that they
governments are moved by unreason © attitudes an that is, through an
could not reach through the application of reason— o’f o I
assessment of costs and benefits of altema't e ct(;l:erls)i)litical or social
Psychological coercion is uncertain, then attalqlnnghis makes resorting
objectives of the terrorist group is alsq uncertain.

to terrorism as a last resort problematic. ol last resort is

However, while the effectivenese? of te.rr.orlsm ins an empirical

questionable, it is also possible that its val{dlty ;eg:] h the merits of
question, which can only be settled by going thr rﬁ le, asserts that
Specific cases. Kai Nielsen (1981, 446-449), f<l>r elehol; o of war, has
terrorism, combined with more confre.ntlona ;neo ccor in South
been proven effective as a tactic in dr1v1r.lg out t ein E)}I:e past ot even n
Vietnam and Algeria. Yet, there were also'msta.mces iea] Sbfectives and
the present where terrorism failed to achlevg its po
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possible retaliatory attacks from the group attacked. So the calculation

is problematic. The basis for weighing the relative cost of innocent

victims of the final blow with the possible cost of continuing conflict

by other means is also ambiguous. How much does one human life cost

as compared to a ravaged building? Yet, alluding to Bertrand Russell,

Khatchadourian (139) says probability is the guide of life. Calculations
can only be estimates, yet that is what rational human beings can do

the least as regards their actions. However, this reasoning should not

be taken matter-of-factly. For what is at stake in terrorist attacks are not
mere expendable objects but rather the lives of the innocent civilians

who have nothing to do with the terrorists’ cause. The calculation,

though only probable, must be done carefully. That is why it must also
be stressed that the adoption and use of terrorist tactics in order to
attain legitimate objectives must be characterized by restraint. As Jaggar
(214) writes: terrorism “must be kept to a minimum, in terms of both
quantity and quality.”

I have outlined the arguments that might justify terrorism. One,
terrorism could be justified when it is fought for a just cause, born out
of a situation of massive and systematic injustice and neglect, or threat
of imminent danger. Here, terrorism might become overwhelming in its
righteousness. Second, terrorism, in connection with the first condition,
could be justified when it is used as a last resort to be able to attain

legitimate objectives. Third, terrorism might be justified when doing so
ences than not resorting to terror. These

produces more good consequ
ly but in combination. Together,

arguments should not be taken separate
these conditions could override the prohibition of not killing the
innocent. As can be seen, the conditionalities are so stringent that they
are probably difficult to realize. But itis an illogical conclusion to say that
in the end it is indeed impossible to justify terrorism. The difficulty of
meeting the conditions only shows that justifying terrorism is laden with
restraints. This is important because the danger of justifying terrorism
that is, unnecessary and questionable
g all forms of terrorism whether
lly justified. That

might lead to a slippery slope,
consequences, for example, treatin
carried out by the state or by non-state groups as mota
is why caution has to be observed.
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the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) and the Moro Islamic
Liberation Front (a breakaway of MNLF) became formidable forces
that advanced the Moro objectives of reacquisition of ancestral lands
and the creation of a Bangsamoro Republic in Mindanao through armed
revolution.

The Moro armed struggle in Mindanao is justified from the
perspective of a legitimate end. It is a struggle of self determination
and recognition. Because of colonialism, the Moros were forcibly
deprived of their own homeland. Their ancestral rights to their lands
are disrespected. Moreover, they have been reduced to a minority,
subordinate to the Christian majority, making them strangers in their
own land. Afraid of extinction, they demand a space of their own,
otherwise they will be overwhelmed completely by the Christian
“invaders.” Being the minority, the Moros have been neglected by the
government of the Philippines. The National Statistical Coordination
Board reported in 2003 that Muslim communities are among the
poorest in the Philippines.” For many years, their complaints have fallen
on deaf ears in the august halls of Congress. They had no legitimate
representatives in the Christian government. For quite some time, the
Philippine government did not take their claims seriously, outrightly
rejecting them as illegal and whimsical. The Christian majority also look
on the Muslims with disdain and mistrust.

However, while the Moro struggle for self determinationislegitimate
by virtue of their right to ancestral lands, this does not legitimate them
to use terrorism. There is no condition of gross or systematic violation
of human rights of the Muslims since they still enjoy the same basic
human rights as their Christian brothers and sisters. Muslim children
can go to school. Muslims can practice their religion freely. They can
also vote and participate in the elections, though it cannot be denied
that they experience discrimination. Given these more or less favorable
conditions, there is no overwhelming righteousness for the Muslim
rebels to resort to terror. Further, the military option is always there
and it has proved to be effective in forcing the Philippine government
to take their demands with more seriousness. Therefore, the Muslim
militant’s terrorist acts of burning houses in Christian communities, or
bombing a Christian Cathedral on an evening mass, a waiting shed for
well-wishers in aninternational airport, or shoppingmalls and commuter

trains are never justified. These are pure acts of instrumentalization
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inati Moro
of innocent lives, although done out of self determination. The
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city of Hiroshimg killing 80,000~120,

X 000 Japanese, Three days later,
21 atomic bomb explodeq over Nagasy

ki, annihilating 50 000 people
and wounding anothe, 30,000,
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Japanese.
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Casualties ¢oy1q be horrendous.
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%€ soldiers 5 wel] . ied
; as ie
Provided the concrete Proof, W Japanese civilians died,
nNava] bjee ade ¢

e alternatives of invasion and
Id Probaby force the
were not Iesorted ¢

anese ¢q surrender, they
¥ that gy, alternatives
» Which Would cayse greater
_ € decideq to messages, ¢ e Americans learned that
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eir Samup,; cult
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on VES eithey
€ lives thyy
2030, Robery p Woul
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military invasion in
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ich the
: ce or negotiated peace, W}.“C p
The Americans also dlsgirctl]igr:iult would not gua':;an;ej : p]:;t(:t;d
Japanese hoped to forclz :It)ill leave the militi.ir.}’ c.ap.a c;r};d expansionist
lasting peace and wou he Americans, the militaristic ‘nconditiona]
Germany) intact. For t ed first to be crushed through ar;] sychological
desites of the Japanese ha on that would produce suc dp Zf Japanese
surcender. ® To do that, 2 ven it it means killing thousands
horror has to be us_ec:;oi;ebnthen was the key to thl;:a:}::t. the atomic
civilians. The at.omlc nds. Landesman conten f the few saved the
On udlitarian grou ustifiable. The deaths o tssity called for it.
bombing in HirOShlr-n? 1:110 justified because the ne:cee ot hand—
many. Not only that, it is ergency, an imminent dan%\] +ris would claim
There as an extreme em would drag on, or thf“t the-: ht have produced
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victory. Resortlng- 2 F social consequences. If. the faf violated. it was
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a violation that was d.oneh hands of the Japanese trocities during
those who suffered in t entless stories of Japanese :uring prisoners,
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their military adventunsm;]: Americans were not the A
smong others. Although :a (except for the attack at :::ic bombing was
Oppression by t.h e]apane; their attack through fahumanity- There was
tafgeted a militazy bas‘;; justice and the good otomic bombs.
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Var quickly, thereby -sa::;gational community a!;other had offset the
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Germany). Thus, the gcl)) the atomic bombing ssary and lesser evil.
Lot ot ool T vt bt v 7 .
bombing was n il ‘ustified. s above, it
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Let me finish with ::V of terrorism that rnlghtbing, which is an
cpears tha the 10;2;:;@ is the Hiroshima bom
on consequentia

n-state or
that all no

ism. This is not to say

errorism.

example of state t

: hat all state
his show t .
ism is unjustified. Nor does }t,jle it could be difficult
sub-state terrorl'sﬁmd This only shows that w
terrorism is justified.
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to identify the
_ moral questionabilj .
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Notes

This is based on the U.S. State Department’s list of foreign terrorist
organizations.

2] am not denying also that terrorist tactics may also create social cohesion
and integration and maintain social order. Terrorism may also perform some
positive social functions, for example, creating. and maintaining social and
ethnic solidarity. However, I concur with Martha Crenshaw on two points.
First, it is hard to determine whether terrorism is the cause of such social
cohesion, if there is, or that the latter is brought about by the resilience and
strength of the social order. She reveals that even in most acutely disturbed
societies, “life goes on with superficial normality.”” Individuals learn to adjust
to conditions, which from the outsider’s perspective are intolerable. But of
course, this does not dismiss the negative, sometimes unimaginable, social
effects of terrorism. Second, terrorism may create social cohesion among the
members of the group but it could also increase widening gap between groups
or communities—as the IRA against Protestants, Algerians against European
settlers, or Palestinians against Israelis. Cf. Lewis A. Coser, The functions of social
conflict (New York: Free Press, 1956). Cf. also Martha Crenshaw, “Introduction,”
in Terrorism, legitimacy, and power — The consequences of political violence. Connecticut:

Wesleyan University Press, 1983, 21-22.

The other conditions 1 omitted are competent authority and sufficient
probability of victory. I will mention them though in the course of my
discussion.

4 . .. .
Jaggar, “What is Terrorism?” 214. Here, I am limiting the experience of

injustice to the collective, not to the individual. A mere singular experience
of injustice is not sufficient to resort to terror. I am not saying though that
individual violation of rights is irrelevant. My point is that the resort to terror

by a’ group must be based on a mass experience of injustice or oppression.

coercion can be hardly

5 . .
It must be stressed, however, that if the psychologlcal
foup are not necessarily

attained, then, the political or social objectives of the g
illegitimate.

6Walzer, Just and unjust wars, 252. Walzer'’s application of supreme emergency,
however, is limited to states and their representatives. Such pro-state bias is
criticized by C.A.J. Coady, arguing that it should also be extended to non-state
actors. Cf. C.AJ. Coady, “Terrorism, Morality, and Supreme Emergency.”

of God - The global rise of religious violence.
2001, 146. 1 am not disregarding
srorism is constituted by political
For example, among Hamas and

"Mark Juergensmeyer, Terror in the mind
Betkeley: University of California Press,
though the fact that some form of religious te
goals, making it related to political terrorism.
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