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The increasingly progressive trend and view in international law and diplomatic circles is that national liberation movements are considered to have a locus standi in international law in the context of the struggle of peoples against colonial domination, alien occupation or racist regimes in the exercise of their right to self-determination.

The trend over the last four  decades and since 1960 in particular has been toward the extension of the authority to use force to national liberation movements.
The situations referred to in Article 1 (4) of Protocol 1 need not be exhaustive or exclusive as to definitively foreclose the application of other non-traditionally defined armed conflicts in the exercise of a people of their right of self-determination.

The intent of Protocol 1 is to fully apply the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1 in all circumstances to all persons who are protected by those instruments, without any adverse distinction based on the nature or origin of the armed conflict or on the causes espoused by or attributed to the Parties to the conflict. 

The right of self-determination may be exercised if there is a consistent pattern of gross and proven violations of human rights amounting to a denial of the people’s right to freely determine its internal and external political and economic status.

The principle of effective implementation i.e. a treaty is interpreted in the light of its object and purpose, in the law on treaties favor as far as possible the upholding of the human spirit of the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1.

The principles and resolutions of the United Nations as well as the history and development of international humanitarian law unanimously show that the intention is to bring in liberation movements within the ambit of IHL.

Terrorism is almost always an expression of
the ruling structures and has little to do with legitimate
resistance struggles. It is a cruel extension of the scourge of terrorism to classify the struggle against terrorism as "terrorism".  

There are strong bases - backed up  by existing international instruments, international reality and practice and increasingly progressive views and trends in international law and international humanitarian law - that would support the proposition that  national liberation movements have acquired and posses a level of legitimacy. 

Necessarily, their use of armed force can also be recognized as a legitimate means in pursuit of their right to self-determination against colonial domination, alien occupation, racist regimes and against all other forms of neo-colonialism, systemic and systematic oppression and repression of peoples.

National liberation movements their alleged members and participants cannot be validly regarded as criminals or terrorists insofar as international law and international political and diplomatic perspectives are concerned. 
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The status of national liberation movements in international law has been the subject of much scholarly work through the years. The increasingly progressive trend and view in international law and diplomatic circles is that such liberation movements are considered to have a locus standi in international law in the context of the struggle of peoples against colonial domination, alien occupation or racist regimes in the exercise of their right to self-determination.

 “The preamble to the Universal Declaration declares, for instance, that "it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law." And "the right of a people to revolt against tyranny is now a recognized principle of international law."  x x x x and that the right of rebellion against tyranny and oppression is an internationally recognized right.

"The trend over the last four  decades and since 1960 in particular has been toward the extension of the authority to use force to national liberation movements" 

The right to self-determination first appears in positive international law in: 

(1) Articles 1 and 55 of the United Nations Charter, then with 

(2) General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) of 1960 containing the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, then 

(3) Articles 1 (1) of both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the 

(4) International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights both of 1966.

“Since 1949, however, the developments which have taken place both in the international community and, consequently in international law, have led progressively and cumulatively to the establishment and consolidation of the international character of wars of national liberation; and this both within and outside the framework of international organizations, as a result of practice and consensus, on the basis of the principle of self-determination.”
(5) The most significant achievement in this respect, however, is the Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations which was adopted by General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) in 1970….. led to the universal recognition of the legally binding nature of the principle of self-determination.” 

(6) In Resolution 2105 (XX) of 20 December 1965, the General Assembly of the UN recognized the legitimacy of the struggle of colonial peoples against colonial domination in the exercise of their right to self-determination and independence, and it invited all States to provide material and moral support to national liberation movements in colonial territories.

The right of liberation movements representing peoples struggling for self-determination to seek and receive support and assistance necessarily implies that they have a locus standi in international law and relations.

(7) But even before the adoption of the said 1970 Declaration, different organs of the United Nations affirmed, on several occasions, the legitimacy of such struggles. 

 (8) In fact, each year thereafter, the General Assembly had passed a resolution of identical title affirming the right to self-determination. In Resolution 2787 (XXVI) of December 6, 1971, the General Assembly ‘confirmed the legality of the people’s struggle for self-determination.’ 

(9) In Resolution 3070 (XXVIII) of 30 November 1973, the General Assembly categorically affirmed the right to pursue self-determination ‘by all means, including armed struggle.’ 
(10) In the same vein, General Assembly Resolution 3103 (XXVIII) on the Basic Principles of the Legal Status of the Combatants struggling against Colonial and Alien domination and Racist regimes (December 12, 1973.
(11) Thereafter, General Assembly Resolution 32/147 on measures to prevent international terrorism of 6 December 1977 again reaffirms the inalienable right to self-determination and independence of all peoples under colonial and racist regimes and other forms of alien domination, and upholds the legitimacy of their struggle, in particular the struggle of national liberation movements, 

(12) Also, in Resolution 40/61 adopted on December 9, 1985 by the 108th Plenary Meeting, the General Assembly adopted a Resolution on Measures to Prevent International Terrorism.

(13) In Economic and Social Council Resolution 1986/43, on the Use of mercenaries as a means to violate human rights and to impede the exercise of the right of peoples to self-determination.

(14) Once again, in G.A. res. 48/94, [48 U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 49) at 199, U.N. Doc. A/48/49 (1993)], the General Assembly, at its 85th plenary meeting on 20 December 1993 on the Importance of the universal realization of the right of peoples to self-determination and of the speedy granting of independence to colonial countries and peoples for the effective guarantee and observance of human rights:
 “The right to self-determination, a fundamental principle of human rights law, is an individual and collective right to "freely determine . . . political status and [to] freely pursue . . . economic, social and cultural development." (ICCPR, Art.1; ICESCR, Art. 1)

The International Court of Justice refers to the right to self-determination as a right held by people rather than a right held by governments alone. 

Liberation movements can become parties to the 1949 Geneva Conventions especially so that a wider interpretation is more compatible with the humanitarian objective and purpose of the conventions which, to be fully realized, commend universal application. 
In sum then,  the following legal conclusions can re reached:



a. The situations referred to in Article 1 (4) of Protocol 1 need not be exhaustive or exclusive as to definitively foreclose the application of other non-traditionally defined armed conflicts in the exercise of a people of their right of self-determination.



b. The intent of Protocol 1 is to fully apply the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1 in all circumstances to all persons who are protected by those instruments, without any adverse distinction based on the nature or origin of the armed conflict or on the causes espoused by or attributed to the Parties to the conflict. 



c. The right of self-determination may be exercised if there is a consistent pattern of gross and proven violations of human rights amounting to a denial of the people’s right to freely determine its internal and external political and economic status.



d. The principle of effective implementation i.e. a treaty is interpreted in the light of its object and purpose, in the law on treaties favor as far as possible the upholding of the human spirit of the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1.



e.  The operative condition in the application of the subject provisions is the justifiability of the right of self-determination.



f. The principles and resolutions of the United Nations as well as the history and development of international humanitarian law unanimously show that the intention is to bring in liberation movements within the ambit of IHL.

 “When armed resistance groups meet certain tests and follow the rules set out by the Geneva Conventions and other humanitarian (armed conflict) law, they are not considered terrorist organizations or mercenaries, but legitimate parties to a conflict. 

In seeking to ascertain the legal mode by which international legal protection can be made applicable to erstwhile internal armed conflicts, focus can be made on the development of the concept of the national liberation movement  and that they have a privileged status under international law. 

Terrorism is almost always an expression of
the ruling structures and has little to do with legitimate
resistance struggles. It is a cruel extension of the scourge of terrorism to classify the struggle against terrorism as "terrorism". We support these struggles and we call for clear political terminology together with the liberation of humanity. 

From all the foregoing, it is clear that there are strong bases - backed up  by existing international instruments, international reality and practice and increasingly progressive views and trends in international law and international humanitarian law - that would support the proposition that  national liberation movements have acquired and posses a level of legitimacy. 

Necessarily, their use of armed force can also be recognized as a legitimate means in pursuit of their right to self-determination against colonial domination, alien occupation, racist regimes and against all other forms of neo-colonialism, systemic and systematic oppression and repression of peoples.

The dangerous tack after September 11 in different state, bilateral and multilateral laws, agreements and policies and the arbitrariness of putting into various “terrorist” lists what are otherwise legitimate national liberation movements and their alleged leaders run counter to the above doctrines and trends in international law and are therefore legally untenable when measured by the standards, principles, and practice that have gained hitherto universal acceptance.

National liberation movements their alleged members and participants cannot be validly regarded as criminals or terrorists insofar as international law and international political and diplomatic perspectives are concerned.
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The status of national liberation movements in international law has been the subject of much scholarly work through the years. The increasingly progressive trend and view in international law and diplomatic circles is that such liberation movements are considered to have a locus standi in international law in the context of the struggle of peoples against colonial domination, alien occupation or racist regimes in the exercise of their right to self-determination.

Liberation movements, by undermining the territorial control of the adversary as well as their own control of the population and their command of its allegiance, muster a degree of effectiveness sufficient for them to be objectively considered as a belligerent community on the international level.

“[I]nsistence on non-violence and deference to all established institutions in a global system with many injustices can be tantamount to confirmation and reinforcement of those injustices. In certain circumstances, violence may be the last appeal or the first expression of demand of a group or unorganized stratum for some measure of human dignity. “

“The preamble to the Universal Declaration declares, for instance, that "it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law." And "the right of a people to revolt against tyranny is now a recognized principle of international law."  x x x x and that the right of rebellion against tyranny and oppression is an internationally recognized right.

“The principles of necessity and proportionality  should apply only to the strategies of violence utilized during revolution and are not needed for the justification of a revolution. “

"The trend over the last four  decades and since 1960 in particular has been toward the extension of the authority to use force to national liberation movements" 

The right to self-determination first appears in positive international law in: 

(5) Articles 1 and 55 of the United Nations Charter, then with 

(6) General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) of 1960 containing the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, then 

(7) Articles 1 (1) of both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the 

(8) International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights both of 1966.

“Since 1949, however, the developments which have taken place both in the international community and, consequently in international law, have led progressively and cumulatively to the establishment and consolidation of the international character of wars of national liberation; and this both within and outside the framework of international organizations, as a result of practice and consensus, on the basis of the principle of self-determination.”
(5) The most significant achievement in this respect, however, is the Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations which was adopted by General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) in 1970….. led to the universal recognition of the legally binding nature of the principle of self-determination.” 

(6) In Resolution 2105 (XX) of 20 December 1965, the General Assembly of the UN recognized the legitimacy of the struggle of colonial peoples against colonial domination in the exercise of their right to self-determination and independence, and it invited all States to provide material and moral support to national liberation movements in colonial territories.

The right of liberation movements representing peoples struggling for self-determination to seek and receive support and assistance necessarily implies that they have a locus standi in international law and relations.

(7) But even before the adoption of the said 1970 Declaration, different organs of the United Nations affirmed, on several occasions, the legitimacy of such struggles. For instance, the General Assembly said in Resolution 2649 (XXV) (1970) that it 

Affirms the legitimacy of the struggles of peoples under colonial and alien domination recognized as being entitled to the right of self-determination to restore to themselves that right by any means at their disposal.

“The Declaration has been construed to have legalized the use of armed means to assert the right to self-determination:”

“The right to self-determination gave rise to a corresponding duty of other states to respect it. And states which use forcible means to deny a people of this right may be legally resisted by armed force as well. Hence, the legal basis of the politico-military means of ascertaining this right to self-determination. The process of this armed assertion is a war of national liberation; the politico-military group which represents a struggling people in that process is a national liberation movement.

“The next logical development was for this war to attain the character of an international armed conflict and for this movement to be deemed an international person.

“Furthermore, a state that denies a people this right is liable for an international delict, a breach of duty owed under international law; and if that denial is done by resort to force, it is liable for the illegitimate use of force, contrary to the Charter itself.”
(8) In fact, each year thereafter, the General Assembly had passed a resolution of identical title affirming the right to self-determination. In Resolution 2787 (XXVI) of December 6, 1971, the General Assembly ‘confirmed the legality of the people’s struggle for self-determination.’ 

(9) In Resolution 3070 (XXVIII) of 30 November 1973, the General Assembly categorically affirmed the right to pursue self-determination ‘by all means, including armed struggle.’ 
(10) In the same vein, General Assembly Resolution 3103 (XXVIII) on the Basic Principles of the Legal Status of the Combatants struggling against Colonial and Alien domination and Racist regimes (December 12, 1973) proclaimed that:

The armed conflicts involving the struggle of peoples against colonial and alien domination and racist regimes are to be regarded as international armed conflicts in the sense of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, and the legal status envisaged to apply to the combatants in the 1949 Geneva Conventions … is to apply to persons engaged in armed struggle against colonial and alien domination and racist regimes

The said Resolution 3103 stated in its preamble that “the continuation of colonialism in all its forms and manifestations …is a crime and that all colonial people have the inherent right to struggle by all necessary means at their disposal against colonial powers and alien dominations in the exercise of their right to self-determination…. “ 
(11) Thereafter, General Assembly Resolution 32/147 on measures to prevent international terrorism of 6 December 1977 again:  
Reaffirms the inalienable right to self-determination and independence of all peoples under colonial and racist regimes and other forms of alien domination, and upholds the legitimacy of their struggle, in particular the struggle of national liberation movements, 

(12) Also, in Resolution 40/61 adopted on December 9, 1985 by the 108th Plenary Meeting, the General Assembly adopted a Resolution on Measures to Prevent International Terrorism, to wit:

Reaffirming also the inalienable right to self-determination and independence of all peoples under colonial and racist regimes and other forms of alien domination, and Upholding the legitimacy of their struggle, in particular the struggle of national liberation movements, 

(13)In Economic and Social Council Resolution 1986/43, on the Use of mercenaries as a means to violate human rights and to impede the exercise of the right of peoples to self-determination, the following is again stated:


Reaffirming the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples and their liberation movements for their independence, territorial integrity, national unity and liberation from colonial domination, apartheid, foreign intervention and occupation, x x x

(14) Once again, in G.A. res. 48/94, [48 U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 49) at 199, U.N. Doc. A/48/49 (1993)], the General Assembly, at its 85th plenary meeting on 20 December 1993 on the Importance of the universal realization of the right of peoples to self-determination and of the speedy granting of independence to colonial countries and peoples for the effective guarantee and observance of human rights, agreed thus:

2. Reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples for independence, territorial integrity, national unity and liberation from colonial domination, apartheid and foreign occupation, in all its forms and by all available means;

“The right to self-determination, a fundamental principle of human rights law, is an individual and collective right to "freely determine . . . political status and [to] freely pursue . . . economic, social and cultural development." (ICCPR, Art.1; ICESCR, Art. 1)

The International Court of Justice refers to the right to self-determination as a right held by people rather than a right held by governments alone. 

 “No matter how rationally one may justify revolutionary means in terms of the demonstrable chance of obtaining freedom and happiness for future generations, and thereby justify violating existing rights and liberties and life itself, there are forms of violence and suppression which no revolutionary situation can justify because they negate the very end for which the revolution is a means. Such are arbitrary violence, cruelty, and indiscriminate terror. 

“International  law also prohibits the use of violence against certain targets, the targeting of certain persons (such as children) and certain things; and generally any unnecessary death, injury, or suffering. 
and permissible uses of force are conditioned generally by the principles of necessity and proportionality.                                                         
Liberation movements can become parties to the 1949 Geneva Conventions especially so that a wider interpretation is more compatible with the humanitarian objective and purpose of the conventions which, to be fully realized, commend universal application. 
ARTICLE 1, PARAGRAPH 4 (On General Principles and Scope of Application) of Protocol ! Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 provides:

The situation referred to in the preceding paragraph [Conventions of 12 August 1949 for the Protection of War Victims, shall apply in the situations referred to in Article 2 Common to those Conventions] include  [which means in statutory construction as non-exclusive and merely illustrative] armed conflicts in which peoples are fighting against colonial domination and alien occupation and against racist regimes in the exercise of their right to self-determination, x x x 
ARTICLE 96, PARAGRAPH 3 (On Treaty Relations upon entry into force of this Protocol):

The authority representing a people engaged against a High Contracting Party in an armed conflict of the type referred to in Article 1, paragraph 4, may undertake to apply the Conventions and this Protocol in relation to that conflict by means of a unilateral declaration addressed to the depositary. Such declaration shall, upon its receipt by the depositary, have in relation to that conflict the following effects: 

(a) The Conventions and this Protocol are brought into force for the said authority as a Party to the conflict with immediate effect;

(b) The said authority assumes the same rights and obligations as those which have been assumed by a [N.B., referring to any High Contracting Party and not a particular entity] High Contracting Party to the Convention and this Protocol; and

© The Conventions and this Protocol are equally binding upon all Parties [N.B.. not necessarily a High Contracting Party] to the conflict.

“There is an interpretation of the provision, which considers the enumeration of the specific types of situations as illustrative and not exhaustive. “Such an interpretation is more in accord with the spirit of the Protocol and the Conventions: for if we proceed from a humanitarian point of view, we have to favour the application of as much humanitarian law to as many conflicts as possible. This has been the systematic policy of the ICRC; and it is through the practice of the ICRC, of international organizations and of States that such a liberal interpretation can progressively consolidate.” 

“Article 1, paragraph 4, can be plausibly construed in a more liberal way, by interpreting the enumeration of the three categories mentioned therein as illustrative and not exhaustive; an interpretation which brings within its ambit all cases of denial of self-determination, within as well as beyond the colonial context. 
“This means that if a liberation movement makes a declaration accepting the provisions of the Conventions, these Conventions, as interpreted in the light of Protocol I, become applicable in the ongoing war of national liberation, regardless of the opposition of the adversary government, as long as it is itself bound by the Conventions. 

“With the progressive development of the people’s right to self-determination, it became legally possible to justify the international characterization of civil wars, without negating the principle of non-interference. First, the right of self-determination is ascribed to a people, such that said possessor of an international right must necessarily be an international person in order to assert and enjoy that right. Second, wars of national liberation were deemed the politico-military assertion of the right to self-determination. A liberation movement, therefore, is asserting an international right against a state, which by denying that right, is in breach of international obligations. Third, the use of armed force to deny a people of their right to self-determination is an act of aggression and entitles the party thus aggrieved to legitimately resort to armed means to resist such forcible denial of their right to self-determination.”
“Through classical colonialism, erstwhile international matters were legally subordinated to the municipal law of the colonializing power. With neo-colonialism, through the granting of nominal independence, two processes simultaneously transpire. Oftensibly, the relationship between the colonizer and its subject is once again ‘internationalized’, replete with all the trappings of the diplomatic relations between sovereign states. At the same time, however, the client-patron relationship has been so institutionalized, that through sophisticated legal and economic devices, colonial plunder persists. 

In view of the above discussions, what is meant or contemplated by colonial domination, alien occupation and racist regimes in Article 1, paragraph 4? There is existing and increasingly progressive legal literature that says the struggle against neo-colonialism may be contemplated in these terms. 

“The main legal problem to be solved was the following: whether members of liberation movements fighting against colonial powers were entitled to combatant status and consequently to treatment as prisoners of war upon capture, or whether their acts of violence could lawfully be subject to the penal law of the established government. This problem is now solved by Article 1, paragraph 4 of Additional Protocol I (1977) to the Geneva Conventions, which has given members of liberation movements combatant and POW status. 

In sum then,  the following legal conclusions can re reached:



a. The situations referred to in Article 1 (4) of Protocol 1 need not be exhaustive or exclusive as to definitively foreclose the application of other non-traditionally defined armed conflicts in the exercise of a people of their right of self-determination.



b. The intent of Protocol 1 is to fully apply the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1 in all circumstances to all persons who are protected by those instruments, without any adverse distinction based on the nature or origin of the armed conflict or on the causes espoused by or attributed to the Parties to the conflict. 



c. The right of self-determination may be exercised if there is a consistent pattern of gross and proven violations of human rights amounting to a denial of the people’s right to freely determine its internal and external political and economic status.



d. The principle of effective implementation i.e. a treaty is interpreted in the light of its object and purpose, in the law on treaties favor as far as possible the upholding of the human spirit of the provisions of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1.



e.  The operative condition in the application of the subject provisions is the justifiability of the right of self-determination.



f. The principles and resolutions of the United Nations as well as the history and development of international humanitarian law unanimously show that the intention is to bring in liberation movements within the ambit of IHL.

 “When armed resistance groups meet certain tests and follow the rules set out by the Geneva Conventions and other humanitarian (armed conflict) law, they are not considered terrorist organizations or mercenaries, but legitimate parties to a conflict. 

In seeking to ascertain the legal mode by which international legal protection can be made applicable to erstwhile internal armed conflicts, focus can be made on the development of the concept of the national liberation movement  and that they have a privileged status under international law. 

“Hence, a rebel group thus classified may be entitled to locus standi as an international person regardless of its geo-military standing. That insurrectionary movement is at once placed under an entirely different regime of law. It may enjoy the benefits of international humanitarian protection as a matter of right, and not merely at the forbearance of the established government. It shall furthermore be freed of the handicaps inherent in the application of domestic jurisdiction, under which a liberation movement is presumed to be criminal and subversive, unless it otherwise proves to be ultimately successful. “ 
“The international status of a national liberation movement, therefore, springs not from a geo-military capacity to assume responsibility for its obligations to the international community; it is based upon a people’s inherent eligibility to enjoy an international right, i.e. self-determination, and to demand of the world community that it respects that right.” 

Indeed, ”all liberation movements are described as terrorists by those who have reduced them to slavery. …[The term] terrorist [can] hardly be held to persons who were denied the most elementary human rights, dignity, freedom and independence, x x x 

“Rebellion against tyranny and oppression is allowed as a last resort, whether it is a struggle for national liberation or a rebellion against an authoritarian nondemocratic government that allows no form of democratic change. Neither freedom fighters nor rebels, however, are permitted to resort to terrorism.” 
“Impermissible political violence consists of acts committed by government or private actors who violate fundamental human rights without justification or excuse. Terrorism, therefore, is committed by use of impermissible methods, reliance on impermissible motivations, or attacks on impermissible targets. This framework, unlike those previously proposed, applies to violence undertaken by states as well as by private actors.” 

“Criminal law not only has the ability to make members of a party in the civil war "criminals", it can also punish them on a moral level by not seeing them as opponents in a war but rather as morally inferior criminals. Both of these are means of criminalizing political opponents. 

Terrorism is almost always an expression of
the ruling structures and has little to do with legitimate
resistance struggles. The trademark of terrorism is fear and this
fear is stimulated in the population through horrifying forms of
violence. The worst form of international terrorism is the
preparation for nuclear war, in particular the expansion of this
arms race into outer space, as well as the development of
first-strike weapons. Terrorism includes state-organized
holocausts against the people of the world. The terrorism of
modern states and their high-technology weapons is far worse than
the political violence practiced by groups who want to end
oppression and live in freedom. 
It is a cruel extension of the scourge of terrorism to classify the struggle against terrorism as "terrorism". We support these struggles and we call for clear political terminology together with the liberation of humanity. 
From all the foregoing, it is clear that there are strong bases - backed up  by existing international instruments, international reality and practice and increasingly progressive views and trends in international law and international humanitarian law - that would support the proposition that  national liberation movements have acquired and posses a level of legitimacy. 

Necessarily, their use of armed force can also be recognized as a legitimate means in pursuit of their right to self-determination against colonial domination, alien occupation, racist regimes and against all other forms of neo-colonialism, systemic and systematic oppression and repression of peoples.

The dangerous tack after September 11 in different state, bilateral and multilateral laws, agreements and policies and the arbitrariness of putting into various “terrorist” lists what are otherwise legitimate national liberation movements and their alleged leaders run counter to the above doctrines and trends in international law and are therefore legally untenable when measured by the standards, principles, and practice that have gained hitherto universal acceptance.

The point  worth considering and determining is whether - irrespective of the international or non-international character of national liberation movements - they adhere and conform to international conventions and practice on human rights and international humanitarian law as gauged from an examination of their activities, policies and pronouncements.
National liberation movements their alleged members and participants cannot be validly regarded as criminals or terrorists insofar as international law and international political and diplomatic perspectives are concerned. 
