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1. Use of War Rhetoric and Methodology 

in Combating Terrorism

Å Using the language of war in combating terrorism has been 

dramatically increased in the recent period.

Å After the 9/11 terrorist attacks in particular, the Bush administration 

identified combating terrorism as a war, even a ñglobal warò

Å Not only in the US, but also in other countries, the term ñwar on 

terrorismòhad often been used instead of ñcombating terrorism,ò 

to gain the public support so as to employ security forces and to 

mobilize people and other sources more effectively.

Å In this way, war terminology has begun to be used more often 

today than the past. 
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ÅThere are radical differences between 

war and terrorism.

ÅIn the same vein, combating a terrorist 

and combating an enemy during war are 

completely different from each other.

ÅIf these distinctions are not recognized 

and are confused with each other, one 

may draw the wrong conclusions.
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Risk of legitimizing terrorism in 

Using of War Terminology

ÅThe most important drawback of using war terminology 

while fighting terrorism is the risk of legitimizing 

terrorism.

ÅWar is something that occurs between states.  If one 

refers to combating terrorist as ñwar,ò it puts the 

terrorist organization on the same level as a state. 

STATE

Terrorist

Organization (1)

Terrorist

Organization (2)
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ÅSecondly, in the case that combating terrorism is 

reflected as a war, the victims of the terrorist attacks may 

think that the state does not separate the ordinary 

people from the terrorists, and aims to exploit and 

punish them as a main objective just because of their 

ethnic, religious, or other differences.

ÅThis is absolutely what the terrorists want to achieve.

STATE
Terrorists PEOPLE
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ÅThird, the terrorist organizations 

constantly claim and try to prove that they 

are not ordinary criminal offenders, and 

their actions against state security forces 

are not criminal acts.

ÅIf states use war terminology instead of 

criminal terminology in combating 

terrorism, they remove terrorists from a 

criminal context and redefine them as a 

political enemy.  

Making Criminals Political
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Confusing Terror And War in Practice

Å The states make the mistake of confusing combating terrorism with war, not only in 

terminology but also in practice. If the state uses weapons such as artillery, 

tanks, or jets to combat terrorism, even if they do not use war terminology, these 

actions create a war image, per se.
Å
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Å In this regard, deployment of the army to combat terrorism 
paves the way for the same serious problems. Since the army 
is not an institution formed to combat terrorism, it can only be 
successful if it fights against another standing army as they 
are. The army has been formed on the idea of total warfare 
and destruction of the enemy. In other words, the capacity of 
an army to distinguish between civil people and militants is 
very weak. Furthermore, the terrorists are embedded in 
society, which makes it very difficult to identify and separate 
them from the ordinary people, despite the armyôs special 
efforts to do so. Taking  the armyôs ótotal warfareô mentality 
into consideration, combating terrorists at the expense of 
damaging the whole society is a kind of self-destruction. This 
means that the terrorists achieved one of their main goals. 
The terrorists constantly irritate the state and the society like a 
mosquito: They plague one organ of the state and, when 
targeted, reappear in another one.  If the state does not use 
the proper weapons, tools, and methods in combating 
terrorism, it begins to damage its political, economic, and 
social structure. To continue the metaphor, it is not possible to 
kill a mosquito by using cannons. It is necessary for the 
security forces to be as sensitive as a brain surgeon in 
dealing with terrorists embedded in society in order not to fall 
into the trap of terrorists.
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Å The basic aims of terrorists are to anger the state, disrupt its internal 

balance, and to provoke a knee-jerk response. In sum, terrorists attempt to 

bring the state down to their level.

Å In so doing, the distinction between the state and the terrorist organization 

starts to erode in the eyes of the public, and then the state and terrorist 

organization seem as equal actors.

Å The security should not ignore the basic fact that different from the terrorists

the most significant feature of a state is that it is a legal and legitimate entity 

based on the rule of law.

Å The terrorists try to undermine the abovementioned legitimacy of the state 

and its security forces. Most of the time, however, the states are not aware 

of this trap and concentrate on terrorists rather than terrorism. But, it is 

not possible to compete against terrorists in terms of bloodshed and 

savagery, since terrorists do not have any concerns such as legal 

responsibility, moral and ethic values, or any other principles; the state is 

fated to lose such a battle every single time, no matter the conditions. If the 

state starts such a competition with the terrorists, it will dramatically and 

unavoidably lose.
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2 - Labeling Every Problem as Terrorism

ÅOne of the most significant mistakes of states in 

combating terrorism is to perceive and reflect 

every security problem as terrorism.

ÅIn fact, terrorism is a specific crime and 

accordingly has specific conditions.

ÅIn todayôs world, however, due to the increased 

consciousness about terrorism and its 

perception as a crime against humanity, many 

states try hard to obtain support by putting their 

own national security problems into the 

category of terrorism.
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Å In this regard, to occupy another state on the grounds of terrorism and then 
to declare enemies inside this country as ñterroristsò, using this as an 
excuse to legitimize its occupation and human rights violations; to reflect the 
political insurgencies in a particular region as a pure terrorist activity; and to 
label the disliked revolutionary acts as ñterrorist actsò are frequently used 
examples.

Å This is because when an act is identified as terror, it becomes more 
difficult to defend it.

Å Besides, the state expects unconditional support from other states against 
the óillegalôorganizations they have dubbed terrorist, in return for giving 
support to them in the same vein.

Å Following the 9/11 attacks, states have identified almost every ethnic and 
political riot, and even every security problem, as terrorism.

Å It is possible to see a serious compromise between the states in that 
sense. For instance, the Chechnya movement has been labeled as a 
terrorist act and has almost disappeared nowadays, while before the 9/11 
attacks, the US and the EU strongly criticized Russia for its human rights 
violations in Chechnya.
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Å Israel comes first in terms of the countries that try to 
mark basic security concerns as pure terrorism, which 
they could explain with different approaches besides 
terrorism.

ÅBoth Hamas in Palestine and Hezbollah in Lebanon 
sometimes use terror as a tool; however, these 
organizations do not only conduct terrorist acts, they 
have also a wide range of legitimate social and 
political activities. After all, these organizations 
recently have limited their terrorist acts, such as putting a 
bomb inside a car in a crowded street.

ÅIn contrast, Israel reflects even its war against 
Hezbollah in 2006 as combating terrorism.

ÅIf a state enters another countryôs territory and fights 
against a group that came into power via general 
elections, using military forces, there are terms to 
describe this other than combating terrorism. 
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ÅAdditionally, it is controversial whether the rocket attacks 
from the southern side of Lebanon to Israel are terrorist 
acts or not. Certainly, it can not be an acceptable crime 
to launch a rocket where civilians are living, but it can be 
debated if it is terrorism or a war crime. It is true the low 
technology missiles cause tension in the Israeli side, yet 
the similar tension is being caused by the Israeli jets in 
the Gaza side. Gaza is not Israeli territories, and the 
Hamas Gaza power which is an elected and supported 
by people. Its method of ómissilesô cannot be accepted 
as a legitimate way of defense but we cannot solely 
name the Hamas war methods as terror.
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War against Terrorism?
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ÅIn the same vein, the recent Gaza 
attacks (Operation Cast Lead) 
were launched by Israel on behalf of 
ñcombating terrorismòalthough 
Hamas can not be identified merely
as a terrorist organization: It is a 
political party that came into power 
in 2007 with the extensive support 
of people in the country via 
democratic elections, which was an 
unexampled experience for the Arab 
World.

ÅIn other words, Hamas is one of 
the official representatives of the 
Palestinian people. In contrast, 
Israel is not a legal or legitimate 
power in the West Bank and 
Gaza; it is an occupying power 
according to any international 
document and the United Nations
(UN).
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War or Terrorism?
Å Of course Israel has all the right to defend itself from the 

Palestinians and the Palestinians have all the right to defend 
themselves from Israeli attacks.

Å It is clear that right or wrong, there has been a war between the 
two sides. While Hamas does not recognize Israelôs right to exist, 
Israel similarly does not recognize Hamas.

Å Under these conditions, it does not seem possible to explain the 
mutual attacks under the name of terrorism, but rather with ówar 
crimesô at most. For example, Israel killed approximately 400 
children during the Gaza assault and 1400 people ïonly at most 
one fourth of whom were Hamas militants. Obviously it is not 
possible to label Israelôs attacks as terrorist attacks.

Å In a similar vein, the Hamasô rocket attacks cannot be explained 
by solely the terrorism label. It should be apt to speak about war 
crimes here, not terrorism. But, this does not mean that we do not 
take into consideration that Hamas applies terrorist actions as a tool 
of implementing its policies and it has a group among its members 
which acts as a branch terrorist organization.
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ÅIt is especially necessary to state that 

Hamas had the reputation of being a 

terrorist organization before the general 

elections.

ÅHowever, Hamas is not alone in the 

sense that it uses terrorist acts as a 

tool and becomes closer to a terrorist 

state of mind in its actions; other states 

have also acted in a similar fashion.
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Hamas is not Alone to see Terror as a Tool

ÅAbdullah Ocalan, head of the bloody PKK 
terrorist organization, for example was captured 
in the Nairobi (Kenya) Embassy of an EU 
member state.

ÅWhen he was captured he was carrying passport 
of one of  the another EU member states.

ÅOcalan before Russia and Africa visits went to 
two EU member countries and spent weeks in 
one of the leading EU member states in 1999.

ÅWhile he was in the EU territories no EU state 
legal authority brough a suit against Ocalan. 
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Å * Ocalanôs Odyssey

Å - In October 1998, Abdullah Ocalan, leader of the PKK, left his terror base in Syria 
after Turkey threatened to invade. He arrived in Italy the following month by way 
of Russia. What follows is an account of the rest of his saga as provided by Greek 
officials.

Å - November 12, 1998: Ocalan surrenders to police in Rome upon arrival, asking 
for political asylum, which he is ultimately denied. He leaves Italy on January 16. 
For the next two weeks, his whereabouts are unknown.

Å - January 29, 1999: Ocalan arrives in Athens, Greece, brought in on a Lear jet 
accompanied by retired Greek naval officer Andonis Naxakis. They tell airport VIP 
services the plane is carrying a Russian undersecretary. Greek intelligence 
services later realize it is Ocalan. He spends the night at the home of writer Voula 
Damianakou in Nea Makri, 12 miles from Athens.

Å - January 30, 1999: Ocalan meets with intelligence director Dimitris Stavrakakis, 
who tells him he must leave the country. Ocalan spends the night in Naxakisô 
home near Athens.

Å - January 31, 1999: Ocalan leaves on a Lear jet for Minsk, Belarus, where Kurdish 
associates say they will provide an aircraft to take him to the Netherlands. Belarus 
and the Netherlands refuse overflight permission to Ocalanôs plane.

Å - February 1, 1999: Ocalanôs plane returns to Athens international airport before 
dawn but is diverted to the western island of Corfu in the afternoon for security 
reasons. Ocalan stays in a house provided by Greek officials.

Å - February 2, 1999: The Greek foreign ministry flies Ocalan to Nairobi, Kenya, 
planning to house him in a Greek-owned home in the countryside. But Ocalan 
demands to stay in ambassadorôs residence in Nairobi. Greek authorities begin 
talks to have another African country grant Ocalan political asylum. South Africa 
apparently agrees to accept him.

Å - February 12, 1999: Information indicates Ocalan must be removed from the 
Greek diplomatic premises. Greeks fear his location is widely known. Discussions 
begin to take him to a neighboring country or a Greek Orthodox Church in Kenya.

Å - February 14, 1999: Kenyan security forces surround the Greek Embassy and 
ambassadorôs residence in Nairobi.

Å - February 15, 1999: Ocalan disappears while on his way from the Greek 
ambassadorôs residence to the airport, where he was to fly to the Netherlands.

Å - Feb 16, 1999: Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit announces Turkish forces 
have arrested Ocalan.

(Source: Associated Press, February 19, 1999)
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ÅSimilarly, it is not correct for the US to 
label almost every event in Afghanistan 
and Iraq as a terrorist assault. When 
occupying a country, it is very natural 
to face strong resistance from the 
indigenous people who do not obey the 
rules of the game. Although they may act 
barbarically, it is not correct to label 
every attack causing mass destruction 
or exception to the rules as terrorism.
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ÅAt first sight, it can be seem as facilitating the stateôs 
operations, but in the long term to label everything as 
terrorism does not contribute to the security 
concerns of the US, Israel or any state.

ÅIn contrast, it damages their strategy of combating 
terrorism.

ÅLabeling all actions as terrorism which are, in fact, more 
than terrorism, expanding the concept of terrorism, 
and then terrorist organizations have more materials 
to legitimize their terrorist actions.

ÅMoreover, when a state faces terrorist activities, it may 
become extremely difficult for them to convince other 
states to support them, which in turn undermines the 
international cooperation between states against 
terrorism.
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ÅWorst of all, if a states convinces the 

others that it is fighting against 

terrorism, it may become prone to set 

aside the basic principles of 

international law.

ÅIt may kill people just because they are 

labeled as terrorists.
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Å The states may overlook even the basic human rights 
principles under the disguise of fighting against 
terrorism.

Å The American way of combating terrorism after 9/11 is 
full of these kinds of examples, like the torture and 
other abuses at Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib 
prisons and CIA planesô ótorture flightsô.

Å Likewise, the rules which are strictly obeyed even in 
war times can be circumvented under the name of 
combating terrorism.

Å The US jets bombed lots of people in civic meetings 
such as wedding ceremonies and mosques in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, and killed lots of women, children, and 
other civilians.

Å In this regard, it should be remembered that the states 
like the US, Israel, and England apply different counter-
terrorism methods in other countries than in their own 
country.

Å The silence of the rest of the world regarding these 
mistakes encourages those states who claim to fight 
against terrorism and creates a superficial 
impression of success in combating terrorism.

Å But, the real situation is directly the opposite.

http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.coverbrowser.com/image/bestsellers-2006/1190-1.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.coverbrowser.com/covers/bestsellers-2006/24&usg=__5l9GcWEnUrFRtCNgUqqqzoYl_4s=&h=638&w=420&sz=33&hl=en&start=12&sig2=uuByis2FJKggWIb8kn8Upw&um=1&tbnid=Z4yDhlAAdpPDmM:&tbnh=137&tbnw=90&ei=DEmCSdCoJYqa-gbx290s&prev=/images%3Fq%3Dcia%2Bplane%2Btorture%26gbv%3D2%26um%3D1%26hl%3Den%26sa%3DN
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ÅOn behalf of combating global terrorism, 
many mistakes have occurred, and thus 
the terror which has been produced by 
security forces in combating terrorism 
is bigger than the terror which was 
produced by terrorist organizations.

ÅIt is possible to observe the same situation 
not only in the USôs and its allies mistakes 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, but also in the 
actions of many other states who claim to 
fight against terrorism. 
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Efforts to prove the lack of any 

connection between economy and 

terror in post 9/11 world
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ÅSome American, European and Israeli writers 
have been trying to prove that there is no 
relation between terror and the economy by 
examining the economic situations of religious 
terrorists.

ÅFurthermore they are emphasizing the 
irrelevancy between terror and other social 
problemsby making reference to the terroristsô 
so-called high level of education and óadvanceô 
background.

ÅThe Bush Rule has focused on evil nature of 
terrorists instead of state responsibilities and 
social roots of terrorism.
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Terrorism is more complex than 

good and evil conflict
Å It is hard to share those views. Besides not complying with the 

reality, those efforts may affect the struggle against terror in a 
negative wayand give rise to the governmentôs ignorance of its 
responsibilities.

Å Governments should not only focus on terrorists. Statesmen 
should first question their own policies.

Å If one does not regard the economic and social problems 
among the reasons of terror, it indirectly confirms that there are 
no state-based reasons and responsibilities of terror.

Å Thus, the statesô success against this threat begins to be evaluated 
by the number of terrorists killed. Yet, the struggle against 
terrorism can not succeed only through killing terrorists.

Å As long as the terror-producing economic, social and political 
grounds continue, killing more terrorists will only serve to 
strengthen terrorism by creating more and more people with 
hate against the security forces and the State.
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Terrorism is more complex than 

good and evil conflict

ÅThe approaches ignoring the economic, social 

and political background of terrorism mostly 

emphasize on the ñevil characterò of terrorists

and reveal the struggle against terrorism as a 

conflict between good and evil or as a black 

and white issue.

ÅHowever, the reality goes beyond this 

simplification and puts responsibility on both 

sides.
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ÅFirstly, it is true that terror does not have to arise from 
the regions experiencing the worst economic conditions.

ÅThe hopeless economic situations create various social 
and political problems, yet it does not necessarily lead to 
terrorism. Terrorism is one of the many ends for such 
economies.

ÅAlso, we cannot define a specific income level for the 
emergence of terror; it is not possible to assert that 
terror emerges in the regions where the national income 
per person is below $100 or $1000.

ÅBesides, an economic situation that breeds terrorism 
in one country would not necessarily have the same 
effects in another country. Contrary to predictions, it is 
more difficult to embody the economic base of terror.
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ÅTerrorist organizations may be established with 
ideological or individual motives yet the long-
standing massive organizations cannot survive 
solely on these reasons.

ÅThe exploitation of social discord and the state mistakes 
forms the basis for massive support to terrorists.

ÅThe economic, social and political problems make a 
terrorist organizationôs survival possible for years.

ÅA terrorist organization may come into existence as a 
result of youthsô or radicalsô fantasies; however, its 
survival particularly depends on the extent of its 
reaction to and its abuse abilities of these social, 
economic and political problems.

ÅIn this context, although terrorist organizations such as 
Al-Qaeda, the PKK, ETA, and IRA sharply differ from 
each other, they all benefit from the similar problems.
Failure to either solve those problems or impede their 
exploitation allows the terrorist organizations to survive 
or reappear in the society under another format or 
different names.
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While couple of peopleôs individual self-interests or madness may 
push them towards terrorism in some cases, yet, it is not 
realistic to explain the long-standing and massive acts of 
terrorism solely in terms of terroristsô ñevil spirits.ò
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Economic Problems

Mistrust Towards

The State Policies

Political problems

Human Rights Abuses

Social Problems

Illiteracy/Education

Problems

Discrimination &

Discrimination Perception

Weak Civil Society

+

Militarist State

Vulnerable Social Area 

Before Terrorism
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An economic platform convenient 

for the formation of terror

Å (1) relative poverty,

Å (2) extreme inequalities regarding income 
distribution and spending and

Å (3) living below a certain standard combine to 
propagate terrorism.

ÅIf these three conditions come together, in other words,
ïif the people face with difficulties to meet their basic needs,

ïif there is such injustice in the income distribution that it causes 
feelings of resentment

ïif the people believe this disparity is a result of conscious 
discrimination by the state, then there exists an economic 
platform convenient for the formation of terror.  
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ÅExcessive decrease in incomes may 
also be counted among these 
conditions.

ÅWhile people more easily adapt to the 
increase in incomes, a decrease in 
incomes promotes the feelings such 
as unfairness and victimization and 
causes political and judicial 
problems like terrorism.

ÅCertainly, we do not support these 
arguments from a determinist approach.
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ÅWhile the abovementioned conditions in any 
case will lead to social and political 
problems, they do not necessarily create 
terrorism.

ÅIn other words, although the combined 
presence of these three conditions forms a 
base which enables terrorism, yet, there have 
to be additional conditions or factors in order 
for terrorism to develop.

Discrimination

Poverty

Unemployment

Decrease in Incomes

Extreme Inequalities

Low Standards

etc.

Riot

Seperatism

Corruption

Terrorism

More Crime

Drug Smuggling
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Perception of discrimination

Å One of the most important points which has to be taken into account 
is the feeling of discrimination or victimization. In other words, 
here we are referring to relative poverty and injustice.

Å If people believe that they are being systematically discriminated 
against due to their ethnic roots, colour, political views, religions 
or sects, they become more volatile with an increased willingness 
to rebel.

Å The terrorist organizations mostly aim to acquire individuals 
who are ready for insurgency against the system.

Å The last stage involves contact between the organizations and 
individuals.  If such a situation occurs, if terrorists can meet such a 
mass who perceive discrimination and ready to rebel, terrorism can 
spread widely and become a long-lasting problem.
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A social and economic base 

which enables and strengthens

terrorism


