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INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM AND ITS VICTIMS 

 
«Kill one to frighten ten thousand» 
An ancient Chinese proverb 

 
DEFINING INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 
 
Terrorism, the use of terrorizing methods, the state of fear and submission so produced, a 
method of resisting a government or of governing by deliberate acts of armed violence. 
 
Terror – intense, sharp, overpowering fear: a feeling, instance or cause of intense fear: a period 
when a political group uses violence to maintain or achieve supremacy (The Mackquarie 
Dictionary). 
 
International Terrorism means that terrorism is the international in use of, or threat to use 
violence against civilians or against civilian targets, in order to attain political aims. 
This definition is based on three important elements: 
 
1. The essence of the activity-the use of, or threat to use, violence. According to this definition 

non-violent protest-strikes, peaceful demonstrations, tax revolts, etc. will not be defined as 
terrorism. 

2. The aim of the activity is always political. Some sholars tend to add ideological or religious 
aims to the list of political aims. The concept of `political aim` is sufficiently broad to include 
these goals as a well. 

3. The target of terrorism are civilians. Terrorism is thus distinguished from other types of 
political violence (guerrilla warfare, civil insurrections etc.). Terrorism exploits the relative 
vulnerability of the civilian «underbelly» - the tremendous anxiety, and the intense 
media reaction evoked by attacks civilian targets. 

 
The proposed definition of terrorism also adresses a lacuna in present international legislation 
and international conventions. 
The concepts of «state terrorism» and «individual terrorist» act, are difficult to define or 
separate one from the other. It is difficult to define because to some international or national 
actors, «terrorism» is a political act. It is also difficult to separate the two because state terrorism 
and individual terrorism overlap. 
 
International law generally, and the mechanisms of the United Nations specifically have sought 
painstakingly over the years to specify exactly what is prohibited, and to provide wide 
possibilities for jurisdiction over such events, and persons. As early as in 1972, the General 
Assembly established an Ad Hoc Committee with a mandate to provide a definition of the term 
«terrorism». There were two conflicting views. The developed countries were nervous that a 
definition of terrorism could be used to include «state terrorism», that is some military actions 
taken by developed countries against targets in developing countries. For examples, recent 
military actions taken by United States against targets in Libya, Afghanistan and Sudan Would 
fall in this category. On the other hand, developing countries were nervous that any definition 
that emphasised non-state actors would fail to differentiate between terrorism properly called, 
and the struggle for national liberation. For examples military actins taken by the African 
National Congress (ANC) against the Apartheid South African government, or military action 
taken by the Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO) against Israel in the name of self-
determination or national liberation. 
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VICTIMS OF INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 
 
Terrorism is a method of combat in which random or symbolic victims serve as an 
instrumental target. These instrumental victims share group or class characteristics which 
form the basis for their selection for victimization. Through previous use of violence or the 
credible threat of violence other members of that group or class are put in a state of chronic fear 
(terror). This group or class, whose members sense of security is purposefully undermined, is 
the target of terror. The victimization of the target of violence is considered extra normal by 
most observers from the witnessing audience on the basis of its atrocity, the time  
(e.g. peacetime) or place (not battlefield) of victimization, or the disregard for rules of combat 
accepted in conventional warfare. The norm violation creates an attentive audience beyond the 
target of terror, sectors of this audience might in turn form the main object of manipulation.  
The purpose of this indirect method of combat is either to immobilize the target of terror in order 
to produce disorientation and/or compliance or to mobilize secondary targets of demands  
(e.g. a government) or targets of attention (e.g. public opinion) to changes of attitude or 
behaviour favouring the short or long term interests of the users of the combat. 
 
STATE-SPONSORED TERRORISM 
 
For many years, terrorism was percieved as a contest between two parties: on the one hand,  
a group of people or an organization, and on the other, a sovereign state. However, during the 
course of the second half of the twentieth century, various countries began to use terrorist 
organizations to promote state interests in the international domain. In some cases, states have 
established «puppet» terrorist organizations whose purpose is to act on behalf of the 
sponsoring state, to further the interest of the state, and to represent its position in domestic or 
regional fronts. In other cases, states sponsor existing organizations on the basis of mutual 
interests. 
 
The term «terrorism» has become part of the political vocabulary, used on the one hand to 
describe States like Libya, Syria, Iraq and Sudan, which have been believed to have trained, 
financed and facilitated those who have caused violent acts around the world in support of 
certain political objectives; and on the other, it has been used by those who have, for example, 
seen the United States as engaging in unacceptable political or military activity in such places 
as Afghanistan, Libya or Sudan. These two groups refer to the activities of each other as 
terrorism. 
 
The statement, «One man´s terrorist is another man´s freedom fighter,» has become not only a 
clishe, but also one of the most difficult obstacles in coping with terrorism. In the struggle 
against terrorism, the problem of definition is a crucial element in the attempt to coordinate 
international collaboration, based on the currently accepted rules of traditional warfare. 
In their book Political Terrorism, Schmidt and Young man cited 109 different definitions of 
terrorism, which they obtained in a survey of leading academics in the field. 
 
THE TERRORISTS’ SECRET WEAPON: SUICIDE TERRORISM 
 
The terrorist’s secret weapon on September 11 was not high technology but human resolve. 
Coordinated attacks can succeed only if those carrying them out are willing to sacrifice their own 
lives. Over the past two decades suicide terrorism has become an ever-widening phenomenon. 
Fifteen different terrorist organizations in twelve different countries resorted to the use of suicide 
tactics against their enemies. As of February 2000 about 275 suicide incidents occurred. 
 
Looking at history of terrorism, it can be seen that suicide attacks are in actuality a very old 
modus operandi. In ancient times two notorious sects, the Jewish Sicairis and the Islamic 
Hashoishiyun became infamous for such attacks Muslims carried out suicide attacks in their 
fights against Western hegemony and colonial rule in 18 century on the Malabar coast in India, 
in Northern  Sumatra and in Mindanao and Sulu in the Southern Philippines. 
 
Modern suicide terrorism is aimed at causing devastating physical damage, which inflicts 
profound fear and anxiety. Its goal is to produce a negative psychological effects on an entire 
population rather than just victims of the actual attack. 
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Group suicide attacks are extremely rare. And yet September 11, at least 19 perpetrators went 
to their deaths. It is possible that as many as 13 did not know it was a suicide mission. Only six 
suicide notes have been discovered, and it is possible that the final letter urging the hijackers 
«to crave death» was not read by all. We may never know the truth, but no matter; at least six 
were determined to kill themselves in order to carry out their mission. 
 
The cultural context, moreover, cannot be overlooked. All cultures have produced their share of 
martyrs and heroes who readily sacrificed their lives for causes in which they believed. The 
Kamikazee is but one example. In recent years, suicide has become the benchmark of religious 
devotion in the Middle East. Modern suicide terror attacks started in Lebanon in April 1983. 
when small, until then unknown, group by the name Hizballah directed a number of suicide 
attacks against Western targets. The first attack was directed at the American embassy in Beirut 
(April 1983.), followed by attacks on the U.S. Marines headquarters and the French 
Multinational Force (October 1983.). The last two were executed simultaneously and resulted in 
300 casualties and dozens of wounded. 
 
Since the earliest days of Victimology, various typologies have been devised to classify victims. 
Steven Schafer has suggested a typology based on victim responsibility, including unrelated, 
provocative, precipitative, biologically weak, self-victimizing and political victims. The suicide 
terrorist is a typical consenting, willing victim. There are offenses in which the victim wants, 
initiates, and works diligently toward success of the offense, e.g. suicide, euthanasia, abotion, 
various «con games», etc. The suicide terrorist is definitely one of those consenting, willing 
victim. The victim of his own. 
 
 
 
AMERICA AND THE WORLD AFTER SEMPTEMBER 11 
 
In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on September 11 in the USA, one question has on 
everyone’s mind: “How did this happen?” When the attacks the World Trade Center and the 
Pentagon were followed by a spate of letters bearing antrax bacteria, shock and anger turned to 
panic. During the final of the twentieth century, the number of terrorist attacks worldwide 
declined, but the number of casualties per attack rose. Experts felt the latter trend was ominous. 
They generally agreed that the risk of a catastrophic strike was still low, but worried that a new 
kind of terrorist driven by fanaticism and hatred rather than limited political objectives might try 
to cause true mass destruction. They were right to worry. The success of the most recent 
strikes, however, also depended on the vulnerabilities of an open and ill-prepared society. 
Ingenuity rather than technological sophistication enabled the terrorists to enter the domain of 
mass destruction, killing more than 5,000 people without resorting to chemical or biological 
weapons or improvised nuclear devices. 
 
Large-scale indiscriminate violence had become the reality of contemporary terrorism before 
this most recent strike. Previously, terrorists had achieved this in one or two ways:  
By detonating truck bombs or smuggling small bombs aboard commercial airlines. The worst 
incidents tell the story: 
 
• 241 killed in 1983 by truck bomb in Beirut; 
• 325 killed people in the 1985 crash on an Air India flight; 
• 115 killed in the 1987 sabotage of a Korean airliner; 
• 270 killed in the 1988 crash of Pan Am flight 103; 
• 171 killed in the crash of a UTA flight in 1989; 
• more than 300 killed in 1993 by car bombs in Bombay; 
• 168 killed by a truck bomb in Oklahoma City in 1995. 
 
These were ominous but rare events. Of more than 10,000 incidents of international terrorism 
recorded since 1968, only 14 prior to September 11 in USA had resulted in 100 or more 
fatalities. Terrorism requires shock, which was increasingly difficult to sustain in a world that 
had become inured to the growing volume of violence, and so escalation was necessary. 
 
A fundamental change in terrorist motives had further eroded the constraints. Terrorism in the 
1970s and 1980s was driven largely by ideology or the narrow nationalism that spawned 
separatist violence. Toward the end of the century, however, proclaimed religious beliefs 
increasingly provided its context. This shift is significant. Those convinced that they have 
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mandate of God to kill their foes have fewer moral qualms about mass murder and care less 
about constituents. They have no political agenda to promote. And in the mind of the devout, 
death in God’s cause brings reward in the hereafter. Suicide attacks and mass murder often go 
hand in hand. For these reasons,, analyst predicted that religiously inspired terrorists would be 
capable of the worst destruction, and they were correct. Those who approved and supported 
the September 11 attacks may well have anticipated an even higher level of casualties than 
actually occurred-something in the realm of tens or hundreds of thousands. The attacks were 
designed to have been a blow unprecedented in the annals of terrorism, beyond the carnage of 
war: the cruel punishment, the cruel punishment, the ultimate payback.  
 
THE WAR ON TERRORISM 
 
The United States has been the target of a very serious act of war, conducted by a formidable 
cruel, brave, fanatical, and well-organized enemy with a terrifying capacity for both savagery 
and self. sacrifice. The U.S. military response, begun on October 7,2001, has been called war 
on terrorism. 
 
The clearest conclusion to emerge from the events of September 11 is that the geographical 
position and the military power of the U.S. are no longer sufficient to ensure its security.  
September 11marked the begging of a new era-an age of terror in which counter-terrorism will 
be one of the highest priority of national governments and international institutions. What exactly 
is to be done? 
 
No society can protect all its members from terrorist attack, but all societies can reduce the risk 
to become the victim of terrorist attack. Terrorism in previous periods of history was little 
more than a nuisance, but as a result of the technological and other trends, the danger is now 
much greater: in an age of weapons of mass destruction even one attack can be 
overwhelmingly devastating. The world must look for a model of how to mobilize the net ion’s 
and international’s scientific, technological, legal and medical expertise to battle terrorism. The 
problem is also a moral and ethical one. We need a culture of tolerance and a culture of love, 
not of the violence and hatred one. 
 
The security and the safety, the basic human needs (according to Maslow), has a new meaning, 
for which little in our history and even less in our planning has prepared us. Victimization or 
victim risk can be studied, and in some instances generally predicted by scientific means. The 
causes of the victimization by terrorist attack could be studied, determined and reduced, and 
appropriate preventive and remedial actions could be taken. 
 
PROTECTING CIVIL LIBERTIES AT A TIME OF CRISIS 
 
Civil Libertarians understand as clearly as anyone else that the events of September 11 change 
America, and they support efforts to track down those who perpetrated these acts, and to take 
effectives steps to deter new terrorist attacks on Americans at home and abroad.  
 
Where they may differ with others is in their scepticism that expanding surveillance authorities is 
the most effective way to prevent further attacks. They also fear that new powers given to the 
government will be used against targets other than the terrorist we all have in mind. And they 
insist that whatever changers are made in the law be made carefully, following normal 
procedures and with a serious effort to balance national security and civil liberties. 
 
What has happened so far gives us concern on all three counts. Since September 11 we have 
seen threat to civil liberties in three areas: government efforts to control debate and limit 
access to information, incarcerations of large numbers of people in a very troubling 
manner, and the rushed passage of an anti-terrorism bill. 
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HUNTINGTON'S 'CLASH OF CIVILIZATIONS' 
 
In the Summer of 1993 Samuel Huntington penned an article promoting the idea that, in the 
post-Cold War world, future conflict, up to the level of global warfare, would arise from the 
struggle against the spreading influence of Islam and China.. It would be later the subject of a 
book by the same author, The Clash of Civilization And The Remaking of World Order (New 
York, 1996). Huntington argued that we are entering a phase of history in which “the principal 
conflicts of global politics will occur between nations and groups of different civilizations. The 
clash of civilizations are substantially – though not exclusively – religious. Among those he 
identifies that may come into conflict with each other are Western, Confucian, Islamic, Hindu 
and Slavic-Ortodox civilizations. 
 
Though President Bush and other leaders have made commendable efforts to deter Americans 
from taking out their anger on Muslim in the United States, and his administration has forged an 
international coalition against terrorism that includes some predominantly Muslim states, many 
fear we are entering an era of conflict along the lines Huntington predicted. The principal 
antagonist, according to Aryeh Neier, will be, we imagine, the West. led by the United States, 
and Islam, led by the likes of Osama bin Laden and fanatic followers prepared to commit suicide 
for their cause. 
 
SOME PROPOSALS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
September 11, 2001, like December 7, 1941, marks a day that transformed in a fundamental 
way the thinking of the American people-indeed people around the world-about their security 
and the nature of international conflicts. 
 
We, people from the World Society of victimology, believe that the progress in fighting 
international terrorism and protecting potential victims from the terrible consequences of the 
international terrorism might be in the following possible national and international actions:  
 
1. It will not be possible to eliminate terrorism any more than it is possible to eliminate crime. 

But it is necessary to deligitimize terrorism and to strengthen terrorism and to strengthen 
the norms against targeting civilians. 

2. As part of that strategy, the U.S. needs to call on Islamic countries and moderate Muslims 
to speak out against the cult of martyrdom through suicide bombing. 

3. Develop effective responses to terrorism and to advance the understanding of political 
violence and ways to deal with. 

4. To teach young people about terrorism. 
5. The promotion of human rights and democracy is essential to ameliorating many 

problems in today’s world, including terrorism. 
6. The long-term struggle against terrorism will be largely an information war, a fight for 

people’s mind requiring a strategic communication campaign. 
7. No “Sale Harbors” for terrorist. A strategy of sustained offensive action must be 

developed to constantly disrupt terrorism through better security, improved intelligence, 
and offensive operations, and to disrupting the terrorist’ ability to plan operations, 
conduct training, and execute future attacks.  
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