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FROM DETERRENCE TO PRE-EMPTION "
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Abstract

International terrorism is a matter of growing camo to governments
since the 1980s. According to the United Statesrriational terrorism became
more dangerous in this new century, now that rastgees are acquiring WMD.
How can we deter rouge states from resorting to WtlBcks? Before it is too
late to act, the US decision is to remove this @angraditional Cold War
approaches in deterrence policy are no more usesl.pdlicy is to apply pre-
emptive strike against rouge states believed tceldpvWMD. This article
examines pre-emptive strike strategy in the stmigadainst international
terrorism. It is divided into two sections. Thesfipart involves conceptual
analysis of the term pre-emptive strike and itsoggution in the UN. The
second section reviews some of the critics of #trategy. Rather than
evaluating if the pre-emptive strike is right oramg, it is an attempt to explain
the changes in US policy.

Key Words:pre-emptive strike, preventive strike, deterreiiratervention, Iraq

Ozet

Uluslararas! teror 1980’lerden sonra hikumetlerniggittikce artan
Oneme sahip olngtur. ABD’ye gore yeni yizyilda haydut devletletekimha
silahlarina sahip olmaya b#ayinca uluslararasi terér daha tehlike hale
gelmistir. Haydut devletlerin kitle imha silahlar kullanak saldirmasina nasil
engel olabiliriz? ABD bu tehlikenin ge¢ olmadan agtan kaldiriimasi
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gorlstindedir. Klasik S¢uk Sava dénemi caydirma politikalari artik gecerli
desildir. ABD politikasi kitle imha silahlan dretiigi varsayulan bu haydut
devletlere kayi 6nlem alici mudahale yapilmasi yonindedir. Bu ateade
uluslararasi terdrle micadelede 6nlem alici saldstratejisi incelenmgtir.
Makale iki bolimden omustur. /Ik bélumde 6nlem alici midahele ile ilgili
kavramsal analiz ve Birjenis Milletlerde taninmasi yer almgir. Jkinci
bolimde bu strateji ile ilgili bazi kritiklere yererilmistir. Bu ¢alima onlem
alici midahalenin dg&ru veya yank olup olmadginin analizinden ziyade
Amerikan politikasindaki désimi gbstermeye calmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 6nlem alici saldiri , 6nleyici saldiri, caydirmaiidahale,
Irak

INTRODUCTION

Intervention is one of the most important politicelsues since
international interventions increased after the efnithe Cold War. Intervention
is also a very critical issue. “Intervention meaagous forms of nonconsensual
action that are often thought to directly challeridpe principle of state
sovereignty.* Thus, the key discussion point has been whetherviention
violates state sovereignty and whether it is legalllegal. Intervention is a
normative concept with both proponents and oppaneretking moral, ethical
and legal arguments to address the issue.

Proponents of intervention point out that in thestFoold War era
humanitarian intervention seems appropriate actspecially if the UN carries
it. Since 1989 humanitarian intervention under it control has come a real
political option? Intervention undertaken for humanitarian purpcassh as to
save lives and for relief of society from sufferimgder harsh and evil domestic
forces in control does not seem selfish. On therdtland, opponents argue that
humanitarian intervention is the violation of thation state’s sovereignty for
the protection of human life from government repi@s or famine or
breakdown. States might abuse humanitarian intéorenfor their own
interests. Also, they tell that humanitarian ingrtton often cause immigration
and refugee problems. They see humanitarian intéore through the UN as
“the cheapest, albeit messy, way for wealthy coestto cope with the most

! The independent International Commission on Imetion and State Sovereignty
(ICISS) was established by the Canadian governmient September 2000.
“Intervention”, inThe Responsibility To Proted®eport of the International Commision
on Intervention and State Sovereignty, Decembef 20015-25.

2 Richard Falk, “Hard Choices and Tragic Dilemmagdhe Nation (December) 1993,
p. 757-8.
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bothersome humanitarian crisésurthermore, the opponents see the UN as a
tool of the US, because they believe that “US-ledliion states” give decision
to intervene. Moreover, the opponents think thatimgrvention they are
violating the sovereignty of that government. Aygobsents a strong argument
against humanitarian intervention.

Is there a moral or legal base to intervene? Diyaeld Kratochwill
suggest that despite legitimate humanitarian corsctirere is no legal right of
intervention’> There is the principle of nonintervention in ate® internal
affairs. So what went on within a state’s own bosdeere considered as no one
else’'s affairs. It is not easy to answer if theteowdd be a humanitarian
intervention or not. Nevertheless, it has been tmed in many different
countries such as Somalia, Liberia, Bosnia, Angdlajan, Zaire and Haiti.

Based on military power- overhelming nuclear supgrand having
the world’s dominant airforce and navy, the Unit8thtes has world wide
intervention capacity. After the end of the Cold Maith the collapse of the
Soviet Union, there was no more risk that a limiteititary intervention could
escalate into a global confrontation. Blechman ¥fitles examined the use of
military threats during the Bush and the first @im administrations to answer
why US threats have failed and US military inteti@mis required in the post-
Cold war period. They have examined 8 cases: Parn(d®89-1990), Iraq
(1990-1996), Somalia (1992-1995), Macedonia (19@&&ént), Bosnia (1992-
present), Haiti (1994-96), Korea (1994-96), Taiwd096). They have found
out that threat to use military force clearly swembed in three cases -Macedonia,
North Korea, Taiwan. In other four cases- Panamnaa, IBosnia, Haiti, the use
of military power succeeded, where as failed in-8oenalia. Thus, threat of use
of force has not worked alone, use of force, intervention was required in the
post-Cold War period.

The sovereignty/humanitarian intervention debats baen largely
discussed after the end of the Cold War. Howevieer &eptember 11, 2001
(9/11) as stated by Weiss, the new focus becamnles‘rof the game for pre-
emptive war” as the moral discussion on humanitairiéervention fade away.
Nevertheless, we have observed, that “the US shifterationale for attacking

% Mark Duffield and John Prendergast, “Sovereignéyl rintervention after the Cold
War”, Middle East Reportyol. 24, No. 187-188, 1994, p. 9-15

* Muhammed Ayoob, “Humanitarian Intervention and t&tsSovereignty”, The
International Journal of Human Rightgpl. 6, No. 1, 2002, p. 87-95.

® Jack Donelly, “State Sovereignty and Internatidn&rvention: The Case of Human
Rights”, and Friedrich Kratochwill, “Sovereignty @ominium: Is there a Right of
Humantitarian Intervention”, in Beyond Westphalia? State Sovereignty and
International InterventionGene M. Lyons and Michael Mastanduno (eds.), 1905,
115-146.

® Thomas G. Weiss, “The Sunset of Humanitarian \mtetion? The Responsibility to
Protect in a Unipolar EraSecurity DialogugVol 35, No. 2, 2004, p. 135-153.
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Irag from (a) preventing WMD attack on the US bggrto (b) ending Saddam
Hussein’s brutal repression of the Iraqgi people{cjodemocratizing the whole
Near East by establishing democracy in IragThe President’s call for
democratization, especially in the Middle East @eworthy, but due to its
range it might be a topic of another article.

After 9/11 terrorist attacks, US policy is to apjplse-emptive strike in
order to prevent acts of terrorism, which is sgebet in many statements. This
policy has been used as a justification for miitdantervention in Iraqg.
“Although American friend and allies are concernalout terrorism and
nonproliferation, the debate about Iraq clearlynalgd that the world is quite
skeptical about the Bush doctrine’s threat to usemptive force to address
these danger$.Thus, intervention by the United States in its-@neptive or
preventive war mode seems the most pressing corinethe recent years.
Nevertheless, the terms ‘preventive’ and ‘pre-ewgptare two distinct strategic
concepts. In the first section of this article, fhre-emptive/ preventive strike
strategies are examined in the light of internatidaw in order to clarify the
difference between the two strategies. The seceatibs section reviews some
of the critics of this strategy. Rather than evéhgawhether pre-emptive /
preventive strike is right or wrong, this study ds attempt to explain the
changes in policy.

Conceptualization of Preemptive/ Preventive Strike

Preemptive and preventive are conceptually quaandit. Yet, they are
practically related. Preemptive strike is defintas an attack initiated on the
basis of incontrovertible evidence that an enentgchtis imminent® Thus,
preemptive strike is waged in an attempt to repeldefeat an imminent
offensive or invasion. Preemption is “the use olitarly force in advance of a
first use of force by the enem$f"lt is an act of “anticipatory self-defense in a
war initiated by the enemy?® It is “resorted to by government under the
pressure of a conviction that the outbreak of rarclear is imminent and it
must strike first rather than forfeit to the adweeysthe undoubted advantages of

’ The US Doctrine of Preemptive Attack — Real Prohl&nong answers”, Report of
the Task Force on Peace and Security, UN Assoniatime 17, 2003, p. 6.
8 peter Dombrowski and Rodger A. Payne, “Global Delsad the Limits of the Bush
Doctrine,” International Studies Perspectivédo.4, 2003, p. 395-408.
° The US Department of Defense Dictionary of Miljtaferms (2003).
19 Anthony Arend, “International Law and PreemptiveeUof Military Force”, The
Washington Quarterly, vol. 26, no. 2, (Spring) 200389-103.
' Richard K. Betts, “Suicide from Fear or Death” réign Affairs, vol. 82, no.1,
(Jan/Feb) 2003, EBSCOhost, April 20, 2005
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executing a disarming blow?® The important characteristic of preemptive
strike is that it sees a necessity- consideririg @tertain that attack will occur

and use of force by other state is imminent. Thiuspnsiders that a war is

unavoidable and has to make the first strike. Pptiemattack is launched only

after the state being attacked has either initiateldas given a clear indication

that it will initiate an attack.

On the other hand, preventive strike is an attassgdilby a state under
the assumption of preventive self-defense. It suaed that war is ultimately
inevitable. It is better to face it earlier, whelmaoces of military success are
greater. But there is no certainty that war is itale!® It is defined as a war
“initiated in the belief that military conflict, vile not imminent is inevitable
and that to delay would involve greater rigklt is “premeditated to be carried
out at a time of the attacker’s own choosifigThus, preventive strike is based
on subjective evidence.

A recent example of preemptive strike is observdwmwthe United
States decided to apply pre-emptive strike in otdgsrevent acts of terrorism
after 9/11%° The Bush administration considered that WMD (thee¢ main
WMD types being chemical, biological and nucleawell as terrorists posed
threat to the United States and its allies. A lirds been made between rouge
states, terrorist groups and WMD. It is warned tieatorists could attack the
United States with WMD through their rouge allids. 2003, the Bush
administration pointed Iraq and identified Iraq the most dangerous rouge
state with WMD. It was considered that Irag congtido produce and possess
WMD and it had links with terrorist organizatioriscluding al Qaeda. There
was an increasing risk that Iraq or al Qaeda catibitk with WMD against the
United States or its allies. Thus, the fact that iwas a producer of WMD, and
even of trying to produce nuclear weapons, possgssich weapons and their
means of delivery, and that such weapons posedjrdfisant threat to the
world, furthermore, the Iragi administration wasisidlered unreliable were the
reasons for preemptive strike.

12 James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, @antending Theories of
International Relations, New York: Addison Weslegnigman, Fifth Edition, 2001, p.
344-397.

13 Richard K. Betts, “Striking First: A History of HBnkfully Lost oppurtunities”,
Carnegie Council on Ethics and International ABai(March 2) 2003, on Carnigie
Council web site (http: //www.carngiecouncil.org)

* The US Department of Defense Dictionary of Miljtarerms (2003).

!> Dougherty, Contending Theories..., p. 344-397.

' “The National Security Strategy of the United St4S$” issued by the Bush
administration (September 2002),from World Wide Web page Hittp: //
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html.

" There were also other reasons such as the nedueftiddle Eastern oil, the security
of the Persian Gulf and Israel, which the Unite@t& considered as a threat to
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There was a great emphasis in the US statementiseoright of self-
defense for preemptive strike. The administratiogued that the nature of
WMD, plus the emergence of international terrogsbups that may strike
without warning radically changed the situation hwitegard to defining
imminent attack and thus, justify a pre-emptiveaegkt They claimed right to
preemptive strike against its enemies.

We must adapt the concept of imminent threat toddeacities and
objectives of today’s adversarié¥.

By the time imminent WMD use has been establislitechay be too
late to take any kind of successful actton.

The United States considered that it was too riskyait, thus can use
force in self-defense against the threat posed MDvdnd terrorism.

Status in International Law and the United NatiorSharter

In evaluating the justifications of pre-emptiveilgr in relation to
international law the principle of ‘jus ad bellunar the rightness of a decision
to go to war will be considered. Sovereignty is fitadamental basis of
international law, so international law clearly ieg that state should not
interfere with each other’'s sovereignty. Thus, prgiwve war is considered to
violate international law and not a “just war”, whleas pre-emptive war is
considered to be justifiable. A simple example #-pmptive war is an attack
against enemy that is preparing to invade. Thusording to traditional
international law if there is an imminent danger aifack pre-emption is
permissible. However, though preventive war is iidabn by international law,
it is justified by states engaging in preventiver Weat another state majtack
them in the future.

American oil-based economy and to American seculitgreover, it is noted that the
Bush strategy in the Middle East depended on theragtions that the status quo in the
Middle East requires to be changed, Iraq’'s WMD pdbeeat, there was a need to push
for Israeli-Palestinian peace and regime changewels as promote democracy and
freedom in the region. See Philip H. Gordon, “BgsMiddle East Vision”Survival
vol. 45, no. 1, (Spring) 2003, p. 155-165. Thoudteré are other reasons for
intervention, what we shall emphasize here is theg¢ats presented by WMD and
availability of these WMD to rouge and failed states well as terrorist organizations
present a threat to US homeland during the peaeetim

'8 “The National Security Strategy of the United St4S$” issued by the Bush
administration (September 2002),from World Wide Web page Hittp: //
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html.

9 Anthony Arend, “International Law and PreemptiveeUof Military Force”, The
Washington Quarterly, vol. 26, no. 2, (Spring) 200389-103.
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The UN Charter has a general prohibition againstuge of force, “but
authorizes the Security Council to use force evethé absence of aggression
by the target, and permits unilateral and non-UNltitateral acts of self-
defense under certain constrairf&According to the Articles 39, 41 and 42,
the Security Council can use force; Article 51 pigsnanilateral and non-UN
multilateral acts of self-defense. Thus, accordimghe UN Charter there are
two exceptions where force can be used: in caseltfiefense and when there
are threats to peace and security. First, Arti€l@ivides right for the Security
Council to determine if there is threat to peacd amticle 42 tells that the
Security Council can authorize use of force agaimstoffending state. Second,
about right of using force in anticipatory self-€e$e, there are two
interpretations of the Charter on Article 51. Iysdhat before there is actual
attack, states cannot use preemption as self-def@iker interpretation is that
it does not limit the use of force in self-deferteeactual attack has occurred.
But it should be nearly certain that the attack Mfaccur. Thus, there are two
interpretations about the permissibility of preeivetvar?*

In short, the Charter explicitly permits the usefafice in self-defense
and enables the Security Council to authorize fdweconfront threats to
international peace and security. There have basascthat have violated the
UN Charter framework, such as the Soviet invasibAfghanistan (1979), the
Argentine invasion of Falklands (1982), the Iratiaek on Kuwait (1990) and
many more. Also, the US invasion of Iraq is consdeas violation of
international law by a large number of internatidaevyers?*

Furthermore, an evaluation of the Bush adminisingéi doctrine of
preemptive strike by the UN Task Force on PeaceSmmlirity noted that there
were two defects of this policy. One is that it wesed on assumptions and
“forecasts that certain adverse developments mky pace in the future”.
There was the threat of WMD, but “the potential geustate-terrorist-WMD
threat should not be treated as an ultimate onavimg the life or death of the
entire nation.®® Second is that it was based “on intelligence ihatifficult to
collect and that may be incomplete or inaccuraféhtis, it had “credibility
gap”. % Furthermore, they share the view that it was prtve rather than
preemptive strategy saying that, “US action woutdvpnt a possible future
attack, not preempt an imminent attack alreadydpnepared?

% Steven C. Welsh, “Preemptive War and Internatidrea”, International Security
Law Project, (December 5) 2003.
L Arend, “International Law and Preemptive...”, p-B03.
22 Mark A. Drumbl, “Self defense and the use of &tcinternational Studies
Perspectivesno.4, 2003, p. 409-431.
> Ipid.
4 “The US Doctrine of Preemptive Attack — Real Pesh) Wrong answers”, Report of
the Task Force on Peace and Security, UN Assonialime 17, 2003, p.1.
% |bid, p. 2.
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Rethinking the policy of deterrence

Deterrence posited that weapons are necessary fasgure that no
enemy would attack the United States or its alliearing the Cold War,
deterrence heavily relied “on a readiness to @&hvith robust and survivable
nuclear forces-in-being (long range bombers, ICBMsd SLBMs)™°
However, the US-Soviet rivalry that dominated thetedrence theory for 40
years ended living its place to political, econoraitd military cooperation
between the United States and Russia startingeil®0s. The new threats are
non-state actors, such as terrorists, ethnic maslitcults, organized criminals,
and drug smugglefé. Furthermore, neo-conservati?®have assumed that
threat to the United States and the world can civore ‘rouge states’ such as
Irag, Iran and North Korea, weak and failed stdites Afghanistan and Iraq,
because they relate religious terrorism with WMDbaGnd Kay notes that the
technological dynamics of globalization makes aswtnical power especially
dangerous with the use of WMD Asymmetrical power provides alternatives
for small or weak state to challenge more powesdtdtes. Furthermore,
technological dynamics of globalization such adifen@tion of WMD makes
asymmetrical power more dangerous. Thus, the megawh threat has
broadened after the Cold War.

This broadening was noted in the NSS. The NSSdsthi failed or
rouge states pose a danger like strong statesgdtiienCold War. The United
States applied deterrence policy against strortgssthut this policy considered
not applicable and reliable against these unfangiigemies. There is a complex
challenge to deterrence, therefore “the possibititydeterrence failure will
increase.® The administration appeared less confident thétrdence alone
could protect the United States and its alliedelierrence could not work alone,
the administration suggested preemption. The NS8riesl the right for pre-
emption and no restrain on the US power.

In short, there were four factors that led the Baslministration to
reconsider its deterrence polices and see preeengtiike as an alternative. The
first reason was the United States could prevetdcld by “destroying
opponents or opponents’ capabilities to achievar tbbjectives.” Second,

% Dougherty, Contending Theories..., p. 344-397.

" Victor D. Cha, “Globalization and the Study ofdmational Security”Journal of
Peace ResearchVol. 37, No. 3, 2000, p. 391-403; Nilufer Karacasulu &k
“Globalisation and the StatePerceptionsVol. 9, No. 1, 2004, p. 1-13.

8 Today generally, the policies undertaken by thetBadministration are labeled as
neo-conservative.

% Cha, “Globalization and the Study...”; Sean Kayldbalization, Power and
Security”,Security DialogugVol. 35, No.1, 2004, p. 9-25.

% Dougherty, Contending Theories..., p. 344-397.
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deterrence did not work against terrorists. Thade to 9/11, there was little
toleration inside the administration for ‘wait asde policy’. Fourth, earlier
nonproliferation efforts failed to stop countriegck as North Korea and Iraq to
acquire WMD and thus still pose threats to inteomatl security. Under these
circumstances, the Bush administration adaptedwva dextrine to meet new
dangers, which is preemptive strike.

The Bush administration advanced a war against imaglarch 2003
with the policy of pre-emptive strike, though itsceess has been questioned to
establish a stable, democratic ffagnd risks the international legitimady
because it did not have a decision by the UnitetibNs.

Let us examine some of the arguments whether pitg@mis justified
in the case of Irag. Nyeand Arend, Lindsey®, consider that the argument of
waging preemptive war against Irag was a strong ©hes, they have defended
the new strategy of the United States and supp@reeimptive strike. Lindsey
noted that Iraq invaded its neighbors, fired on lthéted States and coalition
aircraft, defied the UN resolutions calling for alismmament, and committed
human rights violations. Moreover, Iraq was in pitr®f WMD and actively
supported for international terrorist groups. Isaguld give WMD to terrorist
groups such as al-Qaeda. He argued that the USvitkafrag would show the
US determination to pursue global war on terfor.

Nye also supported pre-emption, but he stated ¢leel for multilateral
cooperation and besides the US military powergtiogving importance of ‘soft
power’-“in the ability to attract and persuade eatthan coerce®

“Pre-emption that is legitimized by multilateral rsztion is far less

costly and sets a far less dangerous precedent thariJnited States

asserting that it alone can act as a judge, jurd axecutioner.®

On the other hand, the critics of the shift towprd-emption told that
there is need to promote the existing multilatagieements, use of diplomacy
(whether cooperative or coercive or other meand)raspect for international

31 James J. Wirtz and James A. Russell, “U.S. Pobicy Preventive War and
Preemption” ;The Nonproliferation ReviewSpring) 2003.

%2 Charles A. Kupchan (February 4, 2003), “Unitedt&tashould scrap Iraqi occupation
plans”, The Modern Tribune.

3 Charles A. Kupchan (February 17, 2003), “UneadiaAtes”, The Modern Tribune.
3 Joseph S. Nye, “US power and Strategy After Ir&gteign Affairs, vol. 82, no. 4,
(July/August) 2003.

% Arend, “International Law and Preemptive...”88-103.

% John Mueller and Brink Lindsey (2003), “Should imeade Irag”, Reason, vol. 34,
no. 8, EBSCOhost. April 20, 2005.

¥ Ibid.

% Nye, “US power ..."

¥ Ibid.
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law.** Rather than preemptive they insist that preventiae is an element of
the Bush doctrine, although the Bush administralias labeled the war in Iraq
as being pre-emptive. According to Currie, Lakenskpore, Mueller and
Hammond, Irag war could be considered as the dipgiication of preventive
war doctrineé”!  Furthermore, Lakensky stated that it was the Bush
administration’s mistake to involve preventive walicy in its policy?* By
insisting on preventive war the United States bakated itself and still after the
war they continued to operate outside the multiédteapproach, which
Lakensky considered would lead negative conseqgsefarethe future of the
United States. Muellét and Hammont similar to Lakensky, made the case
against war. Mueller questioned the justificatiomgo to war with Iraq. Some
people have justified due to Saddam had very l@tlipport in his own country
and threatening the Middle East security. He gomeetl if Saddam was
powerful enough to threaten the Middle East andsidamed that it was
exaggerated. Moreover, he questioned the US ingeies$ntervention, such as
the importance of Israel, the Middle East oil angimanitarian argument.
According to Mueller, American interests in the Miel East were limitedf,
Hammond considered US foreign policy as ‘aggressivitateralism’ ignoring
previous deterrence policy and alliance. He advibedUS administration to
return to multilateral policies since the Unite@t®s could not cope effectively
with terrorist threats as well as threats to theobgl economy and
environment?

Betts told about the risks of preventive (famand argued that
internationally there was nothing to enforce thesuthus, governments engage
in war defending on their moral judgments, theeyttry to find ways to justify
their actions. Thus, one has to analyze the wisdonerror of the military

0 Duncan E. J. Currie (2003), “Preventive War aniérmational Law After Iraq”, on
Global law web site (httpWww.globalaw.com/Irag/preventive_war_after_irag.htm,
22/03/2005); Scott B. Lakensky, March 30, 2003.gtRiwar, Wrong Doctrine”, The
Jerusalem Post; John Mueller and Brink Lindsey o8t we invade Iraq”, Reason, vol
34, no. 8, 2003 EBSCOhost. April 20, 2005; JohiHammond, “The Bush Doctrine,
Preventive War, and International Lawthe Philosophical Forum,vol. 36, no. 1,
Spring 2005, EBSCOhost, April 20, 2005

“1 Currie, “Preventive War ...”; Lakensky, “Right wat; Mike Moore, “Truman Got it
Right”, Bulletin of the Atomic Sciences, vol. 599.n1, (Jan/Feb) 2003, EBSCOhost,
April 20, 2005; Mueller and Lindsey, “Should we;..Hammond, “The Bush
Doctrine..”.

“2 |akensky, “Right war...”.

3 Mueller and Lindsey, “Should we...”.
*Hammond, “The Bush Doctrin€...

5 Mueller and Lindsey, “Should we...".
6 Hammond, “The Bush Doctriné€...

" Betts, “Suicide from ...".
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options of governments. “Governments making waiebelthat they are acting
defensively and legitimately.” Nonetheless, he abered that preemption was
justifiable in certain conditions:
“If fully reliable intelligence is ever obtained &h an adversary is
preparing attack and if striking first can redube damage that will
otherwise b absorbed as a result of waiting tordkfgainst the blow,
preemption is the moral decision for any respomsiguardian of
national security*®

Currie going further found the US administration respolesitor the
consequences of their attack to Ifadellner also criticized the Bush doctrine
of pre-emptive strikes and unilateralism. Like othmitics he emphasized
multilateral and global solutions to problems swsh terrorism, WMD and
rouge state?. Kegley and Raymond argued that the US preventaesivategy
was a negative example on how states might useamnyilforce undermining
normative restraints. This would erode Americajsutation>* Schroeder noted
that use preemptive attack against Iraq fails ademce of being an imminent
and critical threat to the United States and itestl’

Conclusion

On January 2005 George W. Bush began his secomd lteseems that
while the US troops are still in Irag, Iran devefap nuclear weapons and
working to enrich weapons-grade uranium and neddeship in the Palestinian
authority, the Middle East will continue to domieahe US administration’s
attention. In relation, the concept of preemptiteks will also continue to
dominate many discussions. Pre-emptive strike isremizgitimate than
preventive, because of practical difference in theight of evidence that
adversary could attack. However, it is rarely polesio be sure that enemy
preparations are offensive means as discussed ather@old War strategists
with the concept of ‘security dilemma’, ‘offensefelese balance’ and ‘spiral
model’. Are there good examples of pre-emptiveksfti Looking at the

“8 Betts, “Striking First...”.

9 Currie, “Preventive War...".

* Douglas Kellner, “Preemptive strikes and the warlmq”,” New Political Scienge
vol. 26, no. 3, (September) 2004, p. 417-440.

* Charles W. Kegley and Gregory A. Raymond, “Poliogus: Military Intervention in
a changing World"International Studies Perspectiveol 4, no. 4, 2003Charles W.
Kegley and Gregory A. Raymond, “Global Terrorisndavilitary Preemption: Policy
problems and Normative Perildhternational Politics no. 41, 2004, p. 37-49.

2 paul W. Schroeder, “Irag: The case Against PreimjVar’, The American
Conservativeno.1, (October 21) 2003, p. 8-20.
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discussions it seems that there are cases defeadingell as trying to show
problems with preemptive strike.

We found out that US foreign and security policys e significant
change. New policy is emphasizing preponderanc&®fpower, especially
military power. It will not be bound by internatiahlaw. Thus, the United
States has replaced the Cold war doctrine of coment and deterrence with a
policy of pre-emptive strike. The United States haplied this new policy in
Irag emphasizing ‘the risks of inaction are fartgrahan the risks of action.’
Thus, when it comes to the international war orotesm, it seems that we can
continue to see preemptive strike.
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