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Nearly five years after September 11, 2001 United States
leaders  continue  their  homeland  security  campaign.
Following  the  September  11th  attacks,  President  Bush
proclaimed  to  a  mourning  audience  at  the  National
Cathedral  that terrorists ‘attacked America because we
are freedom’s home and defender’ (Bush, September 14,

2001).  After  acknowledging  the  attack  that  ‘shattered  steel’,  the  President
bolstered the American public by promising that the terrorists ‘cannot dent the
steel of American resolve. America was targeted for attack because we’re the
brightest beacon for freedom and opportunity in the world. And no one will keep
that light from shining’ (Bush, September 11, 2001). In the days and years ahead
the President promised America would build ‘a House of Freedom’, in a world
where ‘freedom and fear areat war’ and to fight freedom’s fight, in the President’s
worlds, was ‘the great divide in our time. Between civilization and barbarism’
(Bush, September 13, 2001).

In its broadest sense, my research argues that it is apparent that since September
11, 2001 the Bush administration’s rhetoric has shifted numerous times, from an
initial ‘rhetoric of ideological pronouncement’ featuring the common archetypal
metaphors of ‘savagery’ and ‘civilization’ (Cohen, 2004a, 2005), to a ‘rhetoric of
indoctrination’ urging the U.S. public to embrace the Bush administration’s shift
in National Security Strategy making the grounds for preventive and preemptive
war indistinguishable (Cohen, 2004b); to an explicit strategy of global ‘ideological
argumentation’  that  I  will  describe  in  this  essay.  Throughout  this  rhetorical
sequence, the mechanism of casuistic stretching has enabled the President of the
United States to negotiate and transcend certain contradictions inherent in the
war on terror. By expanding the circumference of arguments promoting the so-
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called ‘war on terror’, however, most recently the administration has found itself
on unstable argumentative grounds in its global efforts.
Specifically, the continued spector of al-Queda attacks in Bali, Madrid, London,
and an Egyptian resort area, among others in the last year clearly shows how al-
Queda targets are unambiguously wider than U.S. democratic values or prized
symbolic targets. The changing global environment, or scene in the war on terror,
invites  argumentation  critics  to  consider  the  ways  there  is  a  fundamental
rhetorical  disorientation  tothe  Bush  administration’s  latest  anti-terror  efforts,
since new efforts in the war on terror can advance itself only by means of the
leverage received from its September 11th rhetorical antecedents. Informed by
this  insight  into  the  nature  of  the  nation’s  pursuit  of  its  homeland  security
objectives, my essay will attempt to orient itself around some of the ways in which
the  Bush  administration’s  recent  ideological  argumentation  was  designed  to
better  align  the  administration’s  foreign  policy  rhetoric  with  that  of  its  war
objectives. This is not to suggest that the origination of the war on terror was not
inherently  ideological,  but  rather  I  maintain  that  the  effort  moved  from
ideological pronouncements of policy to ideological arguments backing foreign
policies that attempted to mystify the stakes of the administration’s actions. I
conclude  however  that  this  argumentation  strategy  is  ill-equipped  to  be
persuasive to the international audience as they are adopted and recirculated by
members  of  this  international  community.  Thus,  the  paper  concludes  by
considering the Bush administration’s latest  rhetorical  strategy from a global
perspective.

During the summer of 2005, United States residents witnessed political rhetoric
over the United States role in the war on terror abroad, and reauthorization of
security initiatives at home reach a near boil. Bush’s poll numbers were slipping.
Karl Rove, the ‘architect’ of the Republican national strategy and bulldog in chief,
was traveling in the United States fundraising for the Congressional midterm
elections and trying to buck-up Republican lawmakers and citizens who were
growing  increasingly  dissatisfied  with  the  consequences  of  global  war  and
revelations of its twisted logics. Rove said in a June 24, 2005 speech:
‘Conservatives saw the savagery of 9/11 and the attacks and prepared for war;
liberals saw the savagery of the 9/11 attacks and wanted to prepare indictments
and offer therapy and understanding for our attackers’ (Healy, June 23, 2005).
Democrats saw an opportunity, and demanded an apology. Rove did not give them
one, and instead the President and his men began to rearticulate the U.S. global



strategy in the war on terror. On June 28, 2005, President George W. Bush spoke
before the troops at Fort Bragg, North Carolina:
The troops here and across the world are fighting a global war on terror. The war
reached our shores on September the 11th, 2001. The terrorists who attacked us
– and the terrorists we face – murder in the name of a totalitarian ideology that
hates freedom, rejects tolerance, and despises all dissent. Their aim is to remake
the Middle East in their own grim image of tyranny and oppression – by toppling
governments, by driving us out of the region, and by exporting terror.

To achieve these aims, they have continued to kill – in Madrid, Istanbul, Jakarta,
Casablanca, Riyadh, Bali, and elsewhere. The terrorists believe that free societies
are essentially corrupt and decadent, and with a few hard blows they can force us
to retreat. They are mistaken. After September the 11th, I made a commitment to
the American people: This nation will  not wait to be attacked again. We will
defend our freedom. We will take the fight to the enemy. (Bush, June 28, 2005)

In this speech, which you may recall, Bush spent time justifying U.S. actions in
Iraq by noting that the U.S. would either fight abroad or at home. However, what
you may not know is that this speech also marked the first time that Bush cited
Osama Bin Laden as an authority-figure. Bush stated:
Some wonder whether Iraq is a central front in the war on terror. Among the
terrorists, there is no debate. Hear the words of Osama Bin Laden: ‘This Third
World War is raging’ in Iraq. ‘The whole world is watching this war’. He says it
will end in ‘victory and glory, or misery and humiliation’. (Bush, June 28, 2005)

Clearly if Osama says it’s a war, it’s a war. For the first time the President took
the  overt  position  that  a  network  of  terrorists  launched World  War  III.  The
remarks beg the question – how does the United States lead a global war while
continuing to prepare the nation to stomach a fight against this enemy that lives
among global populations and moves with global transportation flows that expose
the vulnerabilities in the United States’ best homeland security plans.
Although controversy erupted over both Rove’s comments and the President’s
victory plan, the London bombings provided the political cover and opportunity
for the Bush’ administration to reinforce its position on global terrorism and to
seek higher argumentative ground.
I turn to comparing Bush’s continued rhetorical choices in the war or terror to the
responses of the Blair administration. First the scene. Three London Underground
trains and a red double-decker bus were destroyed by bombs during rush hour on



Thursday, July 7, 2005. Initially, British Foreign Minister Jack Straw stated the
day bore ‘the hallmarks of an Al Qaeda-related attack’, police, however, did not
rush to judgment and did not confirm the claim posted on the Internet by a group
calling itself the Secret Organization of Al Qaeda in Europe taking responsibility
for the bombing (Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p. A1)

Unlike New Yorkers, Londoners retained the fresh memory of past attacks, most
recently the Irish Republican Army’s mainland movement using bombs as a terror
tactic, and the Germans’ bombing during World War II. Indeed, those unfamiliar
with British history should remember that during the1980s the Irish Republican
Army targeted London’s  financial  district,  the Harrods department store,  the
prime minister’s offices, and was responsible for action against a Conservative
Party conference in 1984 that was attended by then-Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher who managed to escape the bombing that killed 5 other people.

Perhaps the most eloquent response to the attack came from London Mayor Ken
Livingstone, articulating the immorality of the attack, he was still in Singapore
celebrating  the  decision  that  London  was  named  host  of  the  2012  Summer
Olympics. He stated:
This was not a terrorist attack against the mighty and the powerful. It was not
aimed at presidents or prime ministers. It was aimed at ordinary, working-class
Londoners, black and white, Muslim and Christian, Hindu and Jew, young and old.
It was an indiscriminate attempt to slaughter, irrespective of any considerations
for age, for class, for religion, or whatever. (cited in Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p.
A1)

Given that the attacks coincided with the opening of the G-8 nation summit,
before Blair returned to London he issued the statement alongside international
leaders such as George W. Bush and French President Jacques Chirac that ‘We
will  not  allow  violence  to  change  our  societies  or  our  values’  (cited  in
Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p. A1).

The initial response of world leaders was to express solidarity, their unity with the
people of the U.K. during a time of mourning, and to emphasize the commonality
of their societies and their values. United States and British leaders, however,
offered distinctive rhetoric visions in the days ahead. At the G8 Summit Tony Blair
recognized the timing of the blasts:
It’s reasonably clear that there have been a series of terrorist attacks in London.



There are obviously casualties, both people that have died and people seriously
injured and our  thoughts  and prayers,  of  course,  are  with  victims and their
families.

It’s my intention to leave the G8 within the next couple of hours and go down to
London and get a report face-to-face with the police and emergency services and
the ministers that have been dealing with this,  and then to return later this
evening. It is the will of all the leaders of the G8, however, that the meeting
should continue in my absence, that we should continue to discuss the issues that
we were going to discuss and reach the conclusions that we were going to reach.
Each of the countries round that table have some experience of the effects of
terrorism and all  the leaders,  as they will  indicate later,  share our complete
resolution to defeat this terrorism.
It’s  particularly  barbaric  that  this  has  happened on  a  day  when people  are
meeting to  try  to  help  the  problems of  poverty  in  Africa  and the  long-term
problems of climate change and the environment. Just as it is reasonably clear
that this is a terrorist attack or a series of terrorist attacks, it is also reasonably
clear that it is designed and aimed to coincide with the opening of the G8.

There’ll  be  time  to  talk  later  about  this.  It’s  important  however  that  those
engaged in terrorism realise that our determination to defend our values and our
way of life is greater than their determination to cause death and destruction to
innocent people in a desire to impose extremism on the world.Whatever they do,
it is our determination that they will never succeed in destroying what we hold
dear in this country and in other civilised nations throughout the world. (Blair,
July 7, 2005)
When Tony Blair returned to London he expressed ‘profound condolences to the
families of the victims and for those who are casualties of this terrorist act …
There will of course now be the most intense police and security service action to
make sure that we bring those responsible to justice … We know that these
people act in the name of Islam, but we also know that the vast majority of
Muslims here and abroad are decent and law-abiding people who abhor this act of
terrorism every bit as much as we do’ (qtd. in Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p. A1).
‘The attackers’, he said, ‘are trying to use the slaughter of innocent people to cow
us, to frighten us out of doing the things that we want to do, or to try to stop us
going about our business as normal, as we are entitled to do, and they should not
and will not succeed’ (qtd. in Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p. A1).



In contrast, U.S. President George Bush identified the attacks as an ideological
battle, and the necessary response as evidence ‘the war on terror goes on’. He
pledged, ‘We will not yield to these people … We will not yield to terrorists. We
will find them. We will bring them to justice. At the same time, we will spread an
ideology of hope and compassion that will overwhelm their ideology of hate’ (cited
in Daniszewski, July 8, 2005, p. A1)

Scholars of political communication and rhetoric have considered the ways that
rhetoric  may be  used to  oppress  free  and critical  discussion,  or  to  promote
unreflexive or uncritical ways of thinking. To the extent that rhetoric reflects,
deflects,  and  selects  reality,  reality  is  far  from  given  but  it  is  something
experienced by rhetorical formation. The shift in the Bush administration’s war on
terror  rhetoric  after  the  London  attacks  raises  appreciable  interest  to
argumentation scholars concerned with the way that ideological argumentation
may foster of mystification of reality, the cost of which offloads onto publics as the
death toll rises and is covered over.
Immediately  after  September  11,  2001,  President  George  Bush  articulated  a
homeland security rhetoric which preferred an ‘ideological pronouncement’ on
behalf  of  the  administration.  Put  simply,  according  to  Suzuki,  ‘ideological
pronouncement’ is ‘a kind of rhetoric that undermines and limits the possibility of
critical discussion among target audiences’ and functions ‘as an enemy of sound
argumentation’�

Many scholars noted that  after September 11th public  space for criticism of
administration policy became constricted for a variety a reasons while the nation
mourned and the nation’s leaders sought to rally the public around the flag during
a time of crisis (Benhabib, 2002; Cloud, 2003). As Suzuki (2001) notes, ideological
pronouncements  promote  ‘a  logic  in  search  of  absolutes  and  [is]  likely  to
proliferate  in  periods  of  fascist  ideology,  especially  in  wartime’  (p.  255).  In
contrast,  ideological  argument  promotes  itself  as  a  kind  of  rationality  for
explaining or establishing certain power relations. Michael Calvin McGee and
Martha A. Martin (1983) describe ideological argumentation as a process that
‘characteristically  avoids  difficult  entanglement  in  the specifics  of  its  subject
matter,  seeking  rather  to  settle  problems  by  establishing  or  amplifying  the
‘common’ morality of the community’ (p. 60). According to Michael Weiler (1993),
ideology may masquerade as argument when it ‘presents itself in the form of
rational, philosophical argument. It presents theses and gives reasons. It supports



these  reasons  not  with  divine  revelation  or  royal  pronouncement  but  with
scientific, empirical evidence’ (p. 25).
The Bush rhetoric here in contrast to that of the Blair administration is indicative
of important amplified rhetorical differences in the global war on terror where the
stakes of the controversy are mystified by appeals to common morality. This is not
to suggest that the underlying ideology in the war on terror has shifted. Rather its
articulation  has  moved  from  pronouncements  to  a  type  of  presentation  of
ideological claims as a form of reasoning. By retooling its rhetorical strategy,
Bush administration officials argued that the attacks were symptomatic of a battle
in the war on terror, but also began to emphasize the ongoing, ideological nature
of the battle perverting Islam to account for the shifting nature of the global
battlefield.
I find Bush’s rhetoric here to be indicative of his administration’s shift to an overt
ideological argumentative struggle that mystifies the stakes of war and legitimate
legal mechanisms to pursue criminals; this struggle continues to pitch ideology at
the center of its justifications for continued efforts in the war on terror. You might
recall that since September 11th Bush had emphasized the ongoing nature of the
war.  But,  his  advisors  were  more  cautionary.  In  July  2005,  however,
DefenseSecretary  Donald  Rumsfeld  began  to  characterize  ‘a  global  struggle
against violent extremism’, replacing his earlier emphasis and application of ‘the
global war on terror’. Gen. Richard B. Myers, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
spoke of the redefinition publicly before the National Press Club, stating that he
had ‘objected to the use of the term ‘war on terrorism’ before, because if you call
it a war, then you think of people in uniform as being the solution’. He said the
threat instead should be defined as violent extremists, with the recognition that
‘terror is the method they use’ (qtd. in Schmitt & Shanker, July 26, 2005, p. 7).
And argued, future efforts require ‘all  instruments of  our national  power,  all
instruments of the international communities national power’ (qtd. in Schmitt &
Shanker, July 26, 2005, p. 7). The solution is ‘more diplomatic, more economic,
more political than it is military’ (qtd. in Schmitt & Shanker, July 26, 2005, p. 7).
Steven J. Hadley, the national security adviser, repeated the refrain, arguing ‘It is
more than just a military war on terror.  It’s  broader than that.  It’s  a global
struggle against extremism. We need to dispute both the gloomy vision and offer
a positive alternative’ (qtd. in Schmitt & Shanker, July 26, 2005, p. 7).

Clearly  these  high-ranking  Bush  administration  officials  were  going  on  the
offensive, with a rhetorical attempt to bolster the Bush administrations anti-terror



efforts in the wake of the London bombings. By focusing the war effort to address
the ideology of Islamist extremism (rather than other threats posed by other
streams of religious extremism, for example) the Bush administration was making
an express commitment and argument to adapt its war arguments to the new
situation. The rhetorical choice widened the circumference on the war, to that of
a violent ideology from that of a method. By redefining the threat from that of a
localized  al-Qaeda  to  that  of  a  ‘war  on  terror’  to  a  more  specific  ‘Islamic
extremism’, the new rhetoric took aim at dozens of so-qualified groups. Moreover,
members of the Bush administration clarified that the sacrifice, rather than be
borne primarily by military, seems to ask more from the public to safeguard the
homeland:
Douglas J. Feith, the under secretary of defense for policy, said in an interview
that if the nation’s efforts were limited to ‘protecting the homeland and attacking
and disrupting terrorist networks, you’re on a treadmill that is likely to get faster
and  faster  with  time’.  The  key  to  ‘ultimately  winning  the  war’,  he  said,  ‘is
addressing the ideological part of the war that deals with how the terrorists
recruit and indoctrinate new terrorists’. (Schmitt & Shanker, July 26, 2005, p. 7)

The  difficulty  with  this  rhetorical  choice,  however,  is  that  it  was  widely
recognized  for  its  partisanship,  at  odds  more  or  less  with  the  Bush
administration’s previous rhetorical strategy. While at the same time our nation’s
interest in terrorism clearly remains separate and unique, the shift in rhetorical
strategy to the struggle against global extremism functions to ‘join and separate’
(Burke, 1961, pp. 544-545); to articulate a global vision while at the same time
maintaining the United States’  manifest  destiny.  The divisions among people,
among  nations,  require  rhetoric  to  establish  unity  through  alliances,  or
commonality in national interests. At the same time, the choice was belied by the
administration’s rhetorical motivations.

President Bush and his advisors did not decide to abandon the use of ‘war on
terror’ rhetoric altogether. On the contrary, the Friday prior to General Meyer’s
pronouncement  in  the  shift  of  rhetorical  strategy,  the  President  called  on
Congress to renew the Patriot Act as part of its commitment to the War on Terror
(Russell, July 28, 2005, p. A16). However, the speech also marked an end to a
short  period  of  rhetorical  ambiguity  from the  Bush  administration  after  the
London bombings. As a number of commentators noted:
Perhaps  we  can  laud  the  Bush  administration  for  moving  away  from  one



simplification to another. After all the ‘the global struggle against the enemies of
freedom, the enemies of civilization’, which Rumsfeld at one time tried to use
does not exactly roll off the tongue (qtd. in, ‘If not war, what? By any name, the
reality is grim’, July 29, 2005, p. B8)
During the 2004 election campaign there were many moments when candidate
George  Bush  tried  to  refocus  the  nation  away  from the  war  on  terror.  For
example, Bush’s August 6th, 2004 remarks to the UNITY: Journalists of Color
convention in Washington included his opinion: ‘We actually misnamed the war on
terror,  it  ought to be the struggle against  ideological  extremists who do not
believe in free societies who happen to use terror as a weapon to try to shake the
conscience of the free world. [laughter] No, that’s what they do. They use terror
to – and they use it effectively, because we’ve got good hearts. We’re people of
conscience, they aren’t. They will cut off a person’s head like that, and not even
care about it. That’s why I tell you, you can’t talk sense to them’.

The New York Sun reported the laughter at Bush’s remark but that ‘the President
made it clear he was not joking’. In a September 6, 2004, column, United Press
International homeland and national security editor Shaun Waterman wrote that
Bush repeated the remark, ‘stripped of hyperbole, in all seriousness’. Yet, in July
editorials  from  global  newspapers  lampooned  the  Bush  administration’s
rebranding efforts. For example, a Sacramento Bee editorial opined, ‘If not war,
what? By any name, the reality is grim’. The rebranding exercise was clear and
exposed, from the London’s The Daily Telegraph to Al Jazeera.
In London, no one claimed that everything changed after 7/7. Tony Blair did not
make pronouncements declaring war on the dead bombers. Clearly there were
terrible mistakes made in the investigation when British intelligence services
went hunting for conspirators in the attack,  and fatally shot Electrician Jean
Charles de Menezes on July 22nd, 2005. Yet, the police took responsibility and
apologized for the fatal error. The Metropolitan Police Chief, Ian Blair, in fact
articulated many citizens desire to continue on with their July 6th police force,
and that  the  public  –  not  bureaucrats  or  a  special  department  of  homeland
security should decide what they want.

Most recently Ian Blair gave a rousing speech on November 16, 2005 laying out
the stakes of this public discussion and the consequences for Britain as it hosts
the Olympics. He asked:
What could and will Britain and its police be like in seven years time? … 7th July



asked – and continues to ask – questions of those assertions. So, when I ask ‘what
kind of police service do we want?’, I have an assumption: we want a 6th July
police service, not a 7th July police service … However, we can’t have that to
which 6th July aspired without understanding 7th July … That deeply regrettable
death makes even louder the question, ‘what kind of police service do we want?’
And here I come to the second question, which is ‘who is to decide?’ and I return
to my story about running back that far. Despite my whole professional lifetime in
policing, I believe it should be you, not me, who decides what kind of police we
want ….

In  contrast  to  the  United  States’  post-September  11th  experience,  the  Bush
administration utilized the terror attack to justify a range of homeland security
policies and shift in National Security Strategy  (Cohen, 2004a, 2004b) and in
contrast with presidential attempts to handle terrorist episodes (Winkler, 2005).
Bush’s most recent rhetoric,  rhetoric after July 7th, worked to transcend the
fundamental dilemmas of his war on terror in light of global terrorist episodes:
how to reaffirm the hegemonic role of the United States while maintaining the
global nature of the war on terror; and how to reconcile the escalating global loss
of life due to terror attacks abroad while maintaining the United States special
connection and recognition of a ‘post-9/11’ threat to U.S. soil.
President  Bush’s  October  6,  2005  speech  at  the  National  Endowment  for
Democracy  provides  a  recent  extended  exemplar  of  the  administration’s
ideological  argumentation  where  he  articulates  the  military  threat  posed  by
militants as ‘part of global, borderless terrorist organizations like al Qaeda, which
spreads propaganda, and provides financing and technical  assistance to local
extremists, and conducts dramatic and brutal operations like September the 11th.
Other militants are found in regional groups, often associated with al Qaeda –
paramilitary insurgencies and separatist movements in places like Somalia, and
the Philippines,  and Pakistan,  and Chechnya,  and Kashmir,  and Algeria.  Still
others spring up in local cells, inspired by Islamic radicalism, but not centrally
directed. Islamic radicalism is more like a loose network with many branches than
an army under a single command. Yet these operatives, fighting on scattered
battlefields, share a similar ideology and vision for our world’. Although there are
many notable aspects of this speech, Bush takes the moment to reaffirm the
centrality of Iraq to a front in the global war on terrorism and uses Bin Landen’s
rhetoric  as  evidence  to  support  the  Bush  administration’s  prior  ideological
pronouncements, arguing:



Bin  Laden  has  stated:  ‘The  whole  world  is  watching  this  war  and  the  two
adversaries.  It’s  either  victory  and  glory,  or  misery  and  humiliation’.  The
terrorists regard Iraq as the central front in their war against humanity. And we
must recognize Iraq as the central front in our war on terror.

Bush  warns  his  audience  of  a  possible  domino  effect  arguing  that  miltants
controling one country will ‘rally the Muslim masses, enabling them to overthrow
all moderate governments in the region, and establish a radical Islamic empire
that spans from Spain to Indonesia.  With greater economic and military and
political power, the terrorists would be able to advance their stated agenda: to
develop weapons of mass destruction, to destroy Israel, to intimidate Europe, to
assault the American people, and to blackmail our government into isolation’.
Finally, he describes the war on terror again by pronouncing its ideological terms,
stating:
We’re  facing a  radical  ideology with  inalterable  objectives:  to  enslave whole
nations and intimidate the world. No act of ours invited the rage of the killers –
and no concession, bribe, or act of appeasement would change or limit their plans
for murder. On the contrary: They target nations whose behavior they believe
they can change through violence. Against such an enemy, there is only one
effective response: We will never back down, never give in, and never accept
anything less than complete victory.

In so doing, Bush utilized Zarqawi’s words identifying Americans as �the most
cowardly of God’s creatures’ to challenge the public to take courageous action.
Courage here is equivocal to staying the course in Iraq, to pursuing the war on
terror, and the ’cause of freedom’ articulated by the Bush administration since
September 11th.  The problem with the articulation of  the struggle is  that  it
equivocates an ideological struggle, marked by sporadic violence, to the armed
conflict  imposed  by  murderous  dictators  using  the  powers  of  their  military
industrial complexes. The implications of this rhetoric is important both from a
moral and legalistic perspective. As O’Connell (2006) suggests, until  9/11 the
United States and Britain had the same position towards terror episodes. The
sporadic nature of terrorism means that they will not generally, by themselves,
amount to armed conflict: ‘International terrorism implies the intermittent use or
threat  of  force  against  person(s)  to  obtain  certain  political  objectives  of
international relevance from a third party…. [T]he intermittent factor, which is a
hallmark of terrorism, excludes it from constituting war per se. But … terrorist



tactics may be adopted in war for the purpose of guerilla warfare’ (in O’Connell,
2006,np; see also (O’Connell, 2005). The British have long held that:
‘It is the understanding of the United Kingdom that the term ‘armed conflict’ of
itself and in its context denotes a situation of a kind which is not constituted by
the commission of ordinary crimes including acts of terrorism whether concerted
or in isolation’ (Sassoli, 2004). American presidential rhetoric for decades also
failed to equate terrorism with armed conflict,  and terrorists as having state
status.  The distinction,  as O’Connell  notes is  legally significant.  The counter-
attack for September 11th occurred on October 7th when the U.S. dropped its
first bombs on targets in Afghanistan, creating combatants in Afghanistan not
worldwide.  However,  in  the  Bush  administration’s  most  recent  ideological
argumentation the administration is arguing that the global war on terror is a real
war. That is, they equate the sporadic attacks by Al Queda on U.S. targets as an
armed conflict and ideological conflict as grounds for armed conflict. I follow a
number of scholars, particularly legal scholars such as O’Connell (2006) who have
made this case more eloquently on grounds of international law, that ‘it is time to
drop the war on terror rhetoric, and it is time to get the country into compliance
with international and U.S. law’.
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