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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk525557005]The "War on Terrorism" is a term used in the description of the American led global counter-terrorism campaign which was launched by the Bush administration in response to 9/11. In its impact, expenditure, and scope, this was meant to a representation of a new era in global political relations, conferring important implications for governance, security, cooperation, international law and human rights (Webel & Tomass, 2017). Presented is an articulation of counterterrorism options as predicated on characteristics of the movement, overall nature of the environment and political goals and an explanation of how counterterrorism in the post 9/11 era is adapting to new fronts in the global war on terrorism by responding to the following questions: 
[bookmark: _Hlk525557128]Question 1: There exists no clear-cut definition of ‘winning’ struggles against terroirs organizations. This war is multidimensional, with military, intelligence, diplomatic and domestic aspects all dedicated to the prevention of terrorism (Price, 2017). A fair amount of successes has however been realized. The first year's successes include the apprehension of numerous suspected terrorists, toppling of the leadership of terror regimes, thwarting and preventing large-scale terror attacks, closure of terrorist camps, the elimination or capture of senior members within various terrorist organizations and increments in international cooperation in efforts to counter global terrorisms.
Question 2: Critics argue that some of these successes were short-lived and the failures incurred by the American led counterterrorism campaigns overshadowed the achievements. Some contend that, for example, while the war in Afghanistan had successfully managed to scatter the network of al-Qaeda terror groups, it has led to an exponential increment in challenges of counteracting them. That the U.S. led attacks on Iraq and Afghanistan have heightened Islamic anti-Americanism, leading to the amplification of the messages of militant Islam and unification of disparate Islamic terror groups against the U.S. (Webel & Tomass, 2017). Besides, some of the terrorist organizations have regenerated, inspired and coordinated other groups and individuals even if their operations are catastrophically thwarted (Cronin, 2014). Others argue that this war was a smokescreen contrived by the U.S. to hide its pursuit for larger agendas such as geopolitical influence, control of oil reserves, increased spending on its defenses, expansion of its military presence on the international scale and as countermeasures to regional strategic challenges posed by other authorities (Price, 2017).
Question 3: The definition of a terrorist organization “winning” conflict against a nation per se is not straightforward but can be construed by digging deeper into today's face of terrorism (Cronin, 2014). That, for example, while more and more names continue to be taken out from the organizational charts of the most revered terrorist groups such as the Taliban and al Qaeda, much of the leadership of these organizations is still alive (Webel & Tomass, 2017). The implication of this is that the leaders continue to bolster their cause through planning and organizing terror activities. In this sense, terror organizations that "do not lose" are “winning" (Price, 2017).
Question 4: There exist key differences in the definition of ‘winning’ the terror war; this has impacted the principles guiding future policies and determinations to achieve ‘peace.' Some argue that it ought to be defined based on the absence of terror attacks that have happened or been attempted on the U.S and its interests (Cordesman, 2006). Other construe it to be the absence of major terror attacks of the 9/11 kind orchestrated on the U.S. soil. As prince (2017) notes, others question on whether this winning ought to mean no ‘associate' of any major terror group (more so the al-Qaeda) having not attacked anyone, anywhere. Does it mean that successes of the U.S. and its allies in eliminating the 9/11 attackers, and thereof preventing resurgence? (Cronin, 2014). Sooner, the perpetrators of 9/11 will either be apprehended or dead. In this sense, it would be wise for us to broaden our focus to other key strategic problems and opportunities – for example, such as other state and non-state players with a higher likelihood of acquiring or using mass destruction weapons (Webel & Tomass, 2017). In the meantime, however, there exists no clear consensus on the meaning of ‘winning’ this war against terrorists.
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