campaigns of the 1970s and 1980s that sought to win over constituencies. Finally,
9/11 mobilized a huge reallocation of resources to U.S. homeland security.
5

Since 2002, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) budget has increased
by over 69 percent to $36.2 billion for the fiscal year 2004 and $40.2 billion for 2005.
A little over 60 percent of DHS’s budget was spent on counterterrorism programs on
U.S soil.[5] These expenditures are small compared to the so-called preemptive
actions taken in fighting the “war on terror,” including the U.S. wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan. According to a new report from the Government Accountability Office
(GAO), the U.S. Congress has provided the Department of Defense (DOD) with about
$808 billion in supplemental and annual appropriations since 2001, primarily for
military campaigns in support of the Global War on Terrorism.[6] Still other proactive
spending involves improving intelligence, tracking terrorist assets, and fostering
cooperative linkages with other states.[7]

6

After the September 11 attacks, the United States developed a preemptive national
strategy for combating terrorism, which outlined the policy framework for
coordinated actions to prevent terrorist attacks against itself, its citizens, its interests,
and its friends throughout the world.[8] According to the administration, the 9/11
attacks demonstrated the decreased efficacy of nuclear deterrence. The preemptive
strategy assumed that global security entailed redefining the nature of war as follows:
Crises in the 1990s and 2000s have intensified a trend that started during the
Cold War — the shift from war between states to war within states. Many wars
and conflicts during and after the Cold War were often between warring parties
and non-state actors within national borders.
Non-state organizations, such as guerrilla groups, terrorist networks, and
paramilitaries (unofficial armies especially in Iraq) are increasingly organized
along ethnic or religious lines. These actors have reached beyond their national
borders. Nowadays, terrorist groups often attack outside the boundaries of their
own country, whereas prior to this, most terrorist attacks occurred within
countries or sometimes in neighboring countries.
The primary victims and majority of casualties are now civilians, while military
deaths are on the decline. In Iraq for example, it is estimated that more than
30,000 Iraqi civilians have died, well below the 5,000 U.S. soldiers killed in
Iraq.[9] At the beginning of the twentieth century, “the ratio of military to
civilian victims was about nine to one, while during the Second World War, the
ratio was about even. By the end of the century, the ratio had been completely
turned upside down as nine civilian deaths occurred for every one military
death.”[10]
As a result, some scholars believe that the violence and civil conflict in countries like
Iraq, Afghanistan, Sudan, Sri Lanka, Liberia, and Rwanda have features that are
qualitatively different from previous conflicts.[11]

7

We can make three assumptions about the changing nature of international security.
First and foremost is that there is a growing link between transnational terrorism and
WMD proliferation, making the potential of a 9/11-like attack using nuclear, biological,
or chemical weapons likely. Second, there is a growing pessimism about deterrence
and its applicability to non-state threats; the argument being that “deterring
terrorists” is an oxymoron, and that, in the case of terrorists and WMD, possession
guarantees use. Most analysts contend that terrorist groups cannot be deterred that
lack populations to protect or territory to safeguard and whose operatives may be
willing to die for their objectives. At least, such groups are very difficult to deter given
contemporary international standards and political norms, such as the unacceptability
of reprisals against innocent civilians.[12] The third assumption is that if deterrence
fails, defenses will never be perfect. Despite some defensive tools and measures, such
as ballistic missile defense, cruise missile and other air defenses, civil defense,
detection, vaccines, port/border checks, and so forth, these measures would not be
one hundred percent effective against WMD challenges.[13]

8

The apparent success of nuclear deterrence before 9/11 was conditioned by two major
factors:
It was directed against the use of nuclear weapons by states possessing
such weapons. Nuclear deterrence did not seek to prevent states from
acquiring nuclear weapons — it sought instead to prevent their use by
holding hostage the enemy state’s targetable territory, leadership,
industry, military forces, and cities. Nuclear deterrence moreover did
not have to concern itself with threats posed by non-state actors armed
with weapons of mass destruction.[14]
In this case, deterrence means to induce at least one of the enemies not to take a
hostile action contrary to the interests of the other by convincing the enemy that
doing so would not be worth the effort. Deterrence is an effort to manipulate the
enemy’s motivation, to challenge the status quo. Yet preemption is based on
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