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[bookmark: _Toc141108688]Abstract 
	The War on Drugs (WOD) has been a decades-long asymmetrical war between the United States and much of Latin America. Within the national security doctrine, the United States has employed various offensive policies in an effort to eradicate drugs from their country entirely. After 9/11 and the commencement of the War on Terror (WOT), the securitization of the WOD changed in veracity and intensity. The combination of these two “wars” has resulted in policies that actively contribute to and advance racist and prejudiced sentiments towards Mexico, Latin America, Muslims, and the Middle East.  The result of all of this is that the WOT did in fact worsen the discourses and practices surrounding the WOD and has caused significant strife between political groups in the United States as well as caused international political tensions. There has been much debate that the actions in the WOD go directly against the liberal values of the United States. This paper will explore the connections between the WOD and the WOT and will examine how the WOD changed through racism, increased militarization, and globalization post-9/11. This will support the argument of the drastic changes that 9/11 left on the political climate of the entire world. 
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Illicit and illegal drugs have remained one of the world’s largest concerns and has plagued the United States of America particularly harshly. For opioids, cocaine, and amphetamines, the USA has the highest death rates per 100,000 people (Maclean, 2021). Illicit drugs have been entering the United States through Mexican drug cartels; particularly the Guadalajara Cartel which came to prominence in the late 1970s (Marshall, 1991). The drug trade has proven to be nothing short of catastrophic and has resulted in the War on Drugs (WOD), an asymmetrical non-traditional war which consisted of a series of policies, laws, battles, and air strikes created by the American government against Latin America, and anyone potentially thought to have ties to the Mexican drug cartels. The WOD has been analysed and discussed by many scholars as they try to comprehend the decades long battle along the American Mexican border. While drugs may be perceived to come solely from Mexico, countless other countries, including Peru, Colombia, Bolivia, and Afghanistan produce drugs, however they rely upon Mexico to supply these drugs to the United States. In 1988, the international “crackdown” on drugs resulted in $2 billion USD being invested into anti-corruption and anti-narcotic policies in Latin America (Morales, 1989). There became an intense focus in the 1990s on how to prevent illegal narcotics from entering the United States. Dozens of policies were passed that claimed to eradicate and eliminate drugs at the stem, such as the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 which added USD $1.7 billion into the WOD (US Department of Justice, 1986). The drug issues were securitized as of the 1970s, however, the violent policies associated with the WOD worsened after 9/11 and the onset of the WOT.
The Cold War ravaged the modern world from 1947 until the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. Part of this research paper, focuses on the results of 9/11 and the WOT, and therefore focuses on American foreign policy as well. After the Cold War ended, the United States was left with a noticeable deficit in their security doctrine and left with no centralizing military theme. Up until 1991, the United States had devoted almost 80 years of foreign politics into the two World Wars and then the Cold War. With the culmination of the Cold War there was a significant lapse in topics and issues for the American national security doctrine. In her work “The War on Drugs: A New US National Security Doctrine?”, Morales presents the deficit left behind by the conclusion of the Cold War and explains how without communism as a “uniting factor” for both American politicians and citizens, that the WOD was capitalized upon as a solution to the security deficit. Her presentation of the WOD as a solution to the obvious security deficit in the US provides an interesting argument into how the WOT and WOD were adopted as a combined national security doctrine and supports the idea of the interplay between the WOD and WOT as opposed to one of the non-traditional wars impacting the other more.  
Morales expands upon her argument and suggests that the WOD has been relatively “effective as a principle of public legitimation within the USA” (Morales, 1989, p. 167). The quote from Morales’ piece exemplifies the focus on American identity and having one central theme for the national security doctrines. After the Cold War, there was a lack of a theme to build the American identity around. For example, previous identities had been anti-Nazism, anti-communism, and now anti-drugs. This will be elaborated upon more at a later point in the paper, but the importance of identity within the discussion of security in the United States is important. When the salient identity of “communist” no longer was the focus of the national security doctrines the U.S. needed to pivot, and the result was the focus on the identity of drug dealers and terrorists. Salient racial identities appear throughout this paper and will be presented as their importance surfaces in different drug policies.  
Illicit drugs from Mexico enter the United States with surprising ease, and this is largely due to the globalized format of borders that exists and existed in the early 2000s. Campbell, in his book Writing Security (1998) addresses the key importance in addressing the Cold War and various wars around that time with the specificity deserved. As opposed to the two World Wars when border and sovereignty was far more clear-cut, the world has become more nuanced and specific in its treatment of borders and overlap. Campbell posits in his book that in order to understand discursive practices and foreign policy doctrines it must be considered that the world now (and then) holds more indeterminacy and is far less predictable given the crossed wires of border, sovereignty, and territory (Campbell, 1998). Bringing this into the conversation of the American foreign policy doctrine after the Cold War supports the need to fill in this “gap” as Morales puts it. The two authors, Morales, and Campbell, each present their series of arguments around the concept of “othering” and how political systems, the U.S. differentiate between “us” versus. “them”. This idea was firmed up at the end of the Cold War as Americans form the “us” and communists, drug dealers, and others are considered to be “them”. 
It is clear that the United States’ government felt threatened by the lack of a tangible issue to centre the doctrine on due to the more nuanced world that had developed since the 1940s. With unclear borders and sovereignty divides, there is an issue for the government to determine how they will interact with other governments. The United States, as seen through their policies and actions, most certainly felt threatened by not being able to completely prevent Mexican illicit drugs from entering their country and resorted to forceful policies to try and eradicate the drug trade as it pertained to the United States. Further on in his book, Campbell presents how the salience of identities was developed underneath the WOD. Many communities and identity groups that were already classified as “dangerous” for various reasons of racism or xenophobia resulted in these identities being connected to drugs. There were many reports of Black individuals at the time encouraging cocaine use and Mexicans forcing people to use marijuana as well as various other critiques. These formations of racial identities tied to drug use results in the issue of identity that exists with the WOD in terms of the fact that drug users and anyone associated with drugs are considered to be the “other” that are referred to by both Campbell and Morales. 
The drug issue was securitized in the 1970s, however with 9/11 and the fear of potential terrorism, that securitization changed in several ways. With policies being passed by the US focused on the Middle East to launch the WOT and protect the American people from potential terrorist acts, the WOD took a turn towards a more active approach in eradicating drugs. In 1971, then-President Richard Nixon gave an address that declared drugs in the United States as a concern and effectively began the coordinated WOD (Másmela and Tickner, 2017). Nixon referred to drugs as the number one public enemy and suggested the urgent need to vanquish illegal drugs (Másmela and Tickner, 2017). However, it can be considered that Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty” was a precursor for the WOD. In 1964, Johnson declared the War on Poverty and called for dozens of policies to be created to support this initiative at his State of the Union address (House Republicans, 2014). The War on Poverty, however, was more a war on the intangible concept of poverty than it was on policies. For the purposes of this paper, the commencement of the WOD will be 1971 with the Nixon address. In 2014, it was reported that over 90 policies had been developed to support the cause (House Republicans, 2014). The WOD, beginning a mere 7 years later, borrowed on the idea of the War on Poverty to call for policies and actions against a specific plight.  For the next 30 years, policies and actions taken against Latin and South American countries to eradicate the drug trade continued. With varying severity depending on who was President at the time, the drug trade into the United States continued to be addressed in American foreign policy. In 2001, however, the security approach towards the WOD changed drastically. On September 16th, 2001, after the devastating terrorist attack on New York City, then-President George W. Bush used the phrase “war on terrorism” (Office of the Press Secretary, 2001). 
From that moment, the War on Terror (WOT) was launched and has resulted in ensuing battles in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq. In Afghanistan in particular, the USA has had a military presence since 2001. To understand some of the interconnectedness of the WOD and the WOT, it is key to understand the role that drugs play within the Afghanistan economy and also within their government. Afghanistan is responsible for over 80% of the world’s opiates according to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC, 2022). The UNODC has been tracking the cultivation of opium poppies in Afghanistan since 1994 and has recorded various changes that have occurred in the Afghanistan drug trade. Oftentimes, and certainly at the beginning of the WOD, Mexico is the only country that comes to mind when one thinks of drugs, particularly due to the prevalence of Mexican drug cartels. However, Afghanistan and the Middle East has its own dubious history with drug production and trade. In 1994, the number of hectares dedicated to growing opium poppy was 71,000 (UNODC, 2022). Over the rest of the 1990s, that number hovered around 57,000 (UNODC, 2022). In 1999 and 2000, this number increased to 91,000 hectares before very sharply declining in 2001, to only 8,000 hectares (UNODC, 2022). This number declined largely due to the beginning of the American insurrection within Afghanistan as well as final success from the Taliban in reducing the opium trade in the country. By 2006, the opium trade had returned and exceeded its pre-9/11 levels with 165,000 hectares dedicated to the opium trade (UNODC, 2022). The sales of opiates from Afghanistan became quickly associated with terrorism and Bush himself closely associated the two together as a threat to the American populace. In his book Chasing Dragons: Security, Identity, and Illicit Drugs in Canada, Kyle Grayson discusses the policies between the U.S. and Canada and discusses the specifics of the WOD and how illicit drug policies developed between the two. For the purposes of this paper, I am focusing on the American foreign policy side of it. A key part of the arguments made later is the discussion of how the WOD transitioned from something focused largely on the Latin American region, and Mexico in particular, to a global phenomenon that has altered drug policies around the world. In the United States, as Mexico is its nearest neighbour and is visibly the easiest to blame for drugs entering the country. The policies focused on Mexico and the entirety of the Latin American region for the beginning of the WOD (throughout the 1980s and 1990s). After 9/11 and the WOT began, the connections between terrorism, globalization, and drugs became apparent and the United States became acutely aware that drugs can enter the country in a myriad of ways and any efforts on drug eradication must happen with a focus towards the entire world. This will be discussed more in the arguments section, but for now the focus is that the focus of the WOD pivoted before and after 9/11.
On May 2nd, 2011, Osama bin Laden was killed by American troops for the attacks on 9/11. In August of 2021, President Joe Biden removed over 6,000 American troops from Afghanistan to end the war there. In a speech from the State Dining Room, President Joe Biden stated that “Al Qaeda was decimated” in 2011 and there was no longer a need for the USA to keep troops in Afghanistan (The White House, 2021). These policies and the military operations to kill Osama bin Laden are part of the WOT. Between 2001-2011 the main goal was to decimate Al Qaeda and ensure there was no longer a security threat for the USA in the Middle East. Since then, the WOT has transformed into a similar quasi-war where policies and laws replace much of the actual fighting. The WOT undoubtedly affected the WOD as it rose to become the number one security concern within American politics, particularly during 2001-2011. The WOT was uniting and brought together the foreign policy strategy to focus on Muslims, Arabs, and particularly the Afghanistan-Pakistan region.  This uniting security strategy, however, connected the securitized problem of drugs to terrorism and resulted in an immense fear of both drugs and terrorism within the United States population.  This will be mentioned later, however, Campbell, in his book Writing Security discusses how there is a difference between the “others”, and that there can be two distinct groups of others, both internal and external. External others focus on those outside the country who the American government can constitute as a verifiable threat to their safety. Internal “others” are largely the same concept; however, they have already entered the country and now pose a threat from inside the infrastructure. Many of the issues relating to racism within the United States are related to the internal “others”. There is a potential for these internal others to organize with and plan with external “others” and wreak havoc on the country. Specifically, this is a fear for the United States and results in racism and prejudice towards non-White individuals, specifically Mexican and Arab individuals as they cannot separate all individuals of a race from the wrongdoing of a set group of that race.  
In order to properly understand the evidence that will be presented in this paper to support the argument of how the WOT has changed the WOD it is imperative to discuss the history and background on the US PATRIOT Act as well as other policies that will be used within this analysis. The US PATRIOT Act, also known as the United and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act (hereafter known as the Patriot Act) was passed on October 26th, 2001 (Carrigan, 2008). The Act spent a small period of time under debate and was moved quickly through the American legislative system (US Treasury Office, 2023).  The Act has gone on to allow infringements on personal privacy and has allowed for the mistreatment of Muslim individuals, or anyone who appeared to be Muslim, within the United States. The Act allowed for activities such as the detection and prosecution of money laundering and terrorism financing, the subjection of special scrutiny to foreign organizations, to verify identities at financial institutions, to allow securities brokers and dealers to report “suspicious activity” in terms of financial restrictions (US Treasury Office, 2023). In addition to this, the Patriot Act also allowed for law enforcement to use surveillance against crimes of terror, to conduct investigations without tipping off potential terrorists, and to allow the use of wiretaps against suspected terrorist organizations (Department of Justice, 2023). It is clear when combined with the prevalent Islamophobia in the United States that the Patriot Act allowed for a great deal of leeway in violating the privacy of any Muslim individual. This Act will be discussed later on additionally, but to provide background it has been summarized here. 
Moreover, another important policy created just after 9/11 was the National Security. Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS). This policy was particularly useful for the American government for tracking and following Muslim individuals that they deemed to be a threat, however it proved to be exceedingly harmful to Muslim individuals who were not terrorists and subjected them to a loss of privacy and emotional turmoil. The NSEERS dictated that upon arrival to the US, many immigrants were required to report to the government for their name, employment, home address, and fingerprints to be recorded within the government’s database (Centre for Constitutional Rights, 2023). One can imagine that a policy such as this was incredibly harmful and hurtful to Muslim individuals. If someone was staying in the US for more than 30 days and they were a male over the age of 16 years, they had to regularly report their employment status and address. 
Thousands of Muslims were recorded and followed under this act and several thousands more were deported from the US due to violations of the regulations of this Act. The PATRIOT Act and NSEERS affects the policies of the WOD because they are directly related. After 9/11, when the WOD became more interlaced with the WOT the creation of these policies allowed for not only the surveillance of potential terrorist groups but also the surveillance of illicit drug cartels or drug producers. NSEERS and the PATRIOT Act allowed for the tracking of immigrants as they enter the country as well as approved methods to infiltrate and question communities that government officials suspect may be terrorists. Due to the nature of drug producers and drug cartels, it is very likely that the production of illicit drugs was similarly captured by these two programs. The policies and practices of the WOD supported the PATRIOT Act and NSEERS, particularly after 9/11 when the WOD and WOT were more intertwined as topics. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108690]Research Question
	 This paper asks the question of how the WOT affected the WOD. More specifically: how has the WOT affected the the discourses and practices surrounding the WOD in the US? What changed in terms of the WOT and how do these circumstances manifest in changes in the WOD? These questions all ask for the close analysis of and discussion on both the WOT and the WOD and will attempt to analyze what occurred prior to the WOT from the 1970s to the 1990s and then what occurred after the WOT in 2002 to 2006. Despite the most active period of the WOT being from 2002-2011, this article will focus on the actions taken up to 2006. These two timeframes will assess the severity of the policies created during, and the action taken under the framework of the WOD and will consider speech acts from Presidents and other government officials to understand the situation. Most of the data on this topic will be derived directly from these President speeches: focusing on Nixon, Reagan, and Bush. These Presidents’ speech acts can directly correlate to an increase in violence, racism, and other statistics within the United States. 
This research question focuses on the degree to which the WOT impacted the WOD and produced new policies in Latin America, the Middle East, and the US. The arguments that have been developed focus on three major changes that happen after 9/11 began and how it changed the WOD. They proceed through the main argument of racism and the rise of racism within the United States connects both non-traditional wars together. Since 9/11 (and prior) there has been a significant uptick in Islamophobia and racism towards people from the Middle East. In combination with the racism towards Mexican people during the WOD there is a significant aspect of racism within the policies and laws created by the American government.  Next, the argument of an increased militarization within Latin America and the Middle East will be presented. It is evident that after 9/11 there was a sudden uptick in the militarization of the area, and this changed the drug trade drastically. Finally, the last argument focuses on the overall globalization of the WOD and WOT. From the 1970s-1990s it it is clear that the WOD was a mainly regional concern, with drugs within the United States and their effects on Americans being the main concern. From the 1970s-1990s, the development of anti-drug programming focused on Latin America and Mexico specifically. In the early 2000s, after 9/11, the concern of drugs became more worldwide, and a fear developed of drugs within Afghanistan and the problems with the international drug trade. This argument will examine specifically how globalization in the 2000s changed the discourse surrounding the WOD. 
All the arguments presented above will focus on presidential speeches to show how speech acts impacted the practices surrounding the WOD. Further data points and statistics will be presented to highlight the effects the speeches had. The purpose of this paper is to focus on delineating the three major changes that the WOT caused within the WOD. The arguments represent each of the major changes made to the WOD and represent how these specific changes occurred. The three changes are a rise in racism, an increase in militarization, and an intensity of globalization. Moreover, the purpose of this major research project is to understand how the changes occurred from the beginning of the WOD in the 1980s to the early 2000s after 9/11 happened and the WOT was announced. This research produces a historical understanding of the changes that occurred in this time frame and showcases how these two asymmetrical wars interact with each other. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108691]Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc141108692]Securitization Theory
In the review of the literature, topics of the literature can be divided into three main sections: securitization theory, the War on Drugs, and the War on Terror. The following literature review is divided in this manner. To begin with a well-known scholar of securitization studies, Ole Waever: “An alternative route to a wider concept of security is to broaden the security agenda to include threats other than military ones. When widening takes place along this axis, it is possible to retain the specific quality characterizing security problems: Urgency” (Ole Waever, 1995, p. 4). Waever conceptualizes security in a different way than previous securitization experts and aims to portray this as a broad term as opposed to limiting it solely to military concerns. He operates under a very different definition of securitization, which provides a widened area of scholarship for security specialists and researchers. As defined by Ole Waever: “security problems are developments that threaten the sovereignty or independence of a state in a particularly rapid or dramatic fashion and deprive it of the capacity to manage itself…Such a threat must therefore be met with the mobilization of the maximum effort” (Ole Waever, 1995, p. 6). This definition is very minimal and for the use of this research proposal it will be expanded upon. Ole Waever’s definition does not consider how securitization has evolved and can include intent. Though Ole Waever would not disagree with Knudsen’s point, and makes a very similar argument, Knudsen’s definition of securitization provides more insight and additional information into the topic of securitization theory. This research proposal therefore includes Knudsen’s definition: “the securitization idea is to create awareness of the (allegedly) arbitrary nature of ‘threats’, to stimulate the thought that the foundation of any national security policy is not given by ‘nature’ but chosen by politicians and decisionmakers who have an interest in defining it” (Knudsen, 2001, p. 359). The WOD, and largely, the WOT are situations of “threat” to the American populace that resulted in an increasingly large securitization of Mexico and the Middle East. After 9/11, the USA feared another terrorist attack and was concerned with mitigating any security threat from anywhere. The WOD and the WOT were actions decided upon by lawmakers and politicians who were interested in defending the safety of the US and they considered both the WOD and WOT as threats to this safety. It is certain from much preliminary research that the decision of policy makers to securitize the WOT was a conscious choice by the American lawmakers to fill in the security deficit created by the end of the Cold War. 
Moreover, securitization is often synonymous with the name Ole Waever as he discusses the use and conceptualization of the word ‘security’ and considers it as a concept, a word, and a speech act to understand how one specific event may or may not be securitized (Ole Waever, 1993) and his work on speech acts is often employed to understand whether a specific event has been securitized or not. Balzacq, Léonard, and Ruzicka expand Ole Waever’s main argument of speech acts and argue that securitization theory can be taken much further than simply focusing on these speech acts. Balzacq, Léonard and Ruzicka focus on the practices and processes that then accompany the speech act to analyse and discuss the actual effect that that event may have on the securitization of a topic (Balzacq, Léonard, and Ruzicka, 2016).  Alternatively, McDonald presents that securitization theory is problematically narrow for understanding security issues (McDonald, 2008) by elaborating upon the issue of certain voices being silenced when discussing security. Ole Waever’s approach focuses solely on the speech acts of security and McDonald criticizes this as the voices that come out during speech acts are often white, cisgender, male voices who may not focus on how the threat affects the entire population. In one sense, it can be stated that securitization theory quite adequately juxtaposes the WOT with the WOD in terms of speech acts and unity of the populace against various threats. It is clear from Nyman’s perception of McDonald that securitization is criticized by some for not having a clear normative agenda (Nyman, 2013: McDonald, 2008). This article will argue that the lack of a normative agenda makes the theory more pliable and adaptable to the needs of changing warfare. Wars are becoming more asymmetrical and nuanced which requires a theory that does not assume normative claims is able to apply to non-traditional forms of conflict. Normative agendas can often result in some scholars assuming the agenda whereas securitization theory can be more open to accepting non-traditional forms of conflict or warfare.
According to Másmela and Tickner, the concept of securitization of an issue is often in direct contrast with liberal values as it necessitates the bypass of key mechanisms and procedures of liberalism (Másmela and Tickner, 2017). This is directly synonymous with many of the actions of the US from 2002-2006. Many were killed and the American military interacted directly with war tactics and violence despite often speaking out against these “atrocities”. The liberal values that the US holds closely are that of fair and equal human rights, specifically that every human life is invaluable, justice for all, innocence until proven guilty, and many other core values that contrast directly with the destruction caused by the USA in Afghanistan in the early 2000s. Másmela and Tickner are correct to bring this up, and the dichotomy between liberal value countries and their actions during times of securitization will be discussed in the arguments of this article and employed to understand how the actions of the USA do not necessarily align with their liberal ideals. The concepts regarding American liberalism and the lasting effects on the WOT will be discussed in that section of the literature review. 
In discussion with the violence and the discord between the liberal values of the U.S. and the dozens of conflicts and wars that have occurred in recent years, work by Campbell can be brought into this. The idea of identity, and how identity connects the securitization of events is prevalent in his work and in my conception of salient identity politics, which is discussed further on. In his book Writing Security, Campbell assesses and presents the issue of security in a contemporary era, post-Cold War. He writes that the “crisis of international politics is now very much a crisis of representation” (Campbell, 1998, p. 169). The understanding of identity and how specific communities are represented in domestic politics has heavy bearing on international politics. To lay the groundwork for discussions later on, salient identities can be communities of the same race, same religion, same sexuality, and any other “sameness” that unites individuals into one coherent identity. A large issue with the salience of identities in these circumstances, is the political weight that is attached to these individuals. In his work, Campbell mentions specifically the WOD and develops the history of the Reagan administration and the connection of drugs and terrorism. Campbell discusses the identity of who uses drugs in the United States, and with date from the 1980s describes how the identity of drug users was created to include anyone in the inner city and any non-white individuals. The true data, he argues, is that the drug problem is largely an issue for single, white, middle-class men (Campbell, 1998). In a summary, the racial nature of the identity of drug users is explained by Campbell:
Throughout the early twentieth century, Chinese were thought to be subverting American society with their opium smoking, blacks were said to be made violent and sexually uncontrollable by cocaine, Hindus were accused of encouraging addiction to cannabis, Mexicans were charged with introducing marijuana and fomenting crime, urban immigrants were associated with alcohol, and turbulent inner-city youth were identified with heroin (Campbell, 1998, p. 180). 
This section of text shows how each individual drug or illicit substance could be verifiably connected to an identity. Further on in this paper, the discussion of identity will continue, but in broad strokes, the white, middle-class American populace and the American government created an “us vs. them” situation for essentially every racial identity outside of their own. These identities were villainized and demonized and often targeted by police officers. In terms of the WOD and WOT, the two most salient identities were Mexicans/Latin Americans and Muslims/Arabs. These two identities have been completely prejudiced again with policies that permit the surveillance, incarceration, and re-education of any individual who fits that demographic. Campbell’s last argument, and the one that explores the connection of identity and how drugs and terrorism are connected, states that the main ideas under narcoterrorism are the “assertion that guerrilla movements finance their operations largely through drug trafficking, and the more believable argument that the principals in the drug industry employ extreme violence” (Campbell, 1998, p. 187).  All of the work that Campbell produced in his book supports the idea of externalization of danger and evil onto one specific identity. In the WOD and WOT and for the purposes of this paper, that includes Mexican and Muslim individuals as the personification of evil. Campbell’s work employs and describes securitization theory, and his book is a practical piece of work on rewriting and incorporating security studies into political science.
The discourses and practices of the WOT worsened and severely affected the WOD and this article will focus on how these discourses changed the policies associated with the WOD. Rumelili’s work focuses heavily on the limitations of desecuritization under securitization theory and explores these limitations. Santos, on the other hand, provides valuable insights into illocutionary and perlocutionary acts and how they parlay into securitization theory. These acts will be important to the work to analyse the discourse between government officials during the WOD both pre and post 9/11. While the WOT has been stated to have ended as of August 31st, 2022 (The White House, 2022) the WOD will likely continue. For this paper, I specifically chose to use securitization theory for the theoretical underpinnings because it provides a more advanced definition of security and violence than previous security studies. Securitization theory explores the specificities of how identities come into consideration in government work as well as how government officials can directly influence and impact security events. I elected to use securitization theory for this paper because it allowed me to analyse how speech acts specifically have had an impact on the politics of the WOD and WOT. It is evident that both of these asymmetrical wars were caused by dispersal of fear, ideologies, and prejudices by the presidents and administrations during that time. Securitization theory, as opposed to other critical security studies provided me with the opportunity to closely study the speeches made by the Presidents and then research how these speeches resulted in a change in military budgets, immigration statistics, and other pieces of relevant data. Securitization theory and its basic theoretical underpinnings provide support for a detailed analysis into how speeches can create violence, aggression, and systematic incarceration rates. Additionally, securitization theory supports the work done on identity politics and provides a medium for analysing speeches in search of specific comments about race or identity. The theory will allow me to explore racism and xenophobia in the United States as I will pick out specific speech acts that encourage the placement of evil as a concept onto these identities.  Securitization theory yields the ability to do all of this work and understand how the late 1900s set the stage for two asymmetrical style wars in the early 2000s. Securitization theory also allows me to understand how the WOT changed the WOD through speech acts and other specific analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108693]War on Drugs
	Drugs have generally been considered a political issue for decades. While the WOD has brought about a more specific set of policies, the fight to reduce or eliminate drug use from a country’s population has been a discussion for many governments. Campbell in Writing Security discusses the concept of something becoming known as “dangerous” even if it may not have necessarily deserved that title. One such topic would be drugs. Despite there being many legal forms of drugs that are consumed and used daily by millions of individuals, the fight against illegal drugs continues. Campbell asks why illegal drugs have been awarded a title of “dangerous”. He posits in his book: “Equally, an interpretation of danger has licensed a "war on (illegal) drugs" in the United States, despite the fact that the consumption level of (and the number of deaths that result from) licit drugs exceeds by a considerable order of magnitude that associated with illicit drugs” (Campbell, 1998, p. 2). Throughout the rest of his book, Campbell presents the issue of drugs and how it is represented. Caffeine, alcohol, and in Canada, marijuana, are all legal drugs that can be used by adults (except caffeine which has no age requirement). These drugs are all perfectly legal and used often by millions of individuals. While these three drugs have been normalized for regular use, other drugs continue to be illegal, heavily criminalized, and associated with crime, Blackness, homosexuality, and disease. The danger that has been tied to illicit drugs leads to the issues of secrecy around dealing with drugs. Mentioned above, Campbell’s work in Writing Security supports the connection between criminalized, illicit drugs, and the specifics on racial identities tied to those drugs. The identity of race has predisposed individuals to surveillance, violence, and questioning by police due to the connections to drugs and often terrorism as well. 
	Scholars disagree on what spurred the WOD, with some postulating the significance of the 1961 UN Single Convention (Crick, 2012). Crick believes that this Convention began the WOD because it effectively served as a global drug ban on all opiates or other illegally classed drugs at the time. Crick considers this as the beginning of the WOD. Others credit the 1971 address by then-President Richard Nixon as the beginning of the WOD (Másmela and Tickner, 2017) because Nixon declared “that they [drugs] constituted ‘public enemy number one’ against which it was necessary to wage a ‘war’” (Másmela and Tickner, 2017, p. 296). This statement by Nixon was then put in place and actioned upon by the Reagan administration through policies that restricted trade between the USA and Mexico as well as continued heavy punishments domestically for drugs charges. As shown by securitization theory, this statement by Nixon constitutes a speech act and begins the WOD through this. The speech act motivates and propels forward the movement of anti-drug thought and policies. 
	The WOD has been considered by some scholars to be a failure and by some to be a success. To focus on those who see the WOD as a negative, Teague argued that the strained armed conflict between the United States and Mexico has resulted in hundreds of thousands of deaths, property damage, human rights abuses, and an overall general abuse of power in Mexico on behalf of both American and Mexican police (Teague, 2019). This article is important for the relevance of my argument. As mentioned before, the article focuses on developing insights into the future of conflicts and wars. Teague discussing the human rights conflicts provides suggestions on how to resolve and work through future conflicts. Teague’s stance on whether the WOD is necessarily a failure or not remains neutral but is clear on the negative effects experienced by those in Mexico. Teague states that the “prolonged armed struggle [is] driven by a complex interplay between US and Mexican ideas and local conflicts” and ultimately leads lasting consequences (Teague, 2019, p. 812). 
Crick, as well as Másmela and Tickner, describe the costly effects of the WOD on both the US and Mexico and highlight that the rate of drugs entering the country has not greatly reduced enough to consider the WOD “justified” (Crick, 2012; Másmela and Tickner, 2017). To highlight those who see the WOD as more of a success, Villa, Rodrigues, and Bastos present the argument that the WOD has resulted in unity of the American foreign policy post-Cold War and united the policies in South America – focusing on how to strengthen and solidify the area through various policies (Villa, Rodrigues, and Bastos, 2015). The authors considered the WOD as a stopgap in the threat deficit that existed at the time – though many other scholars consider that the WOT did this instead (Buzan, 2006). The WOT and WOD collectively did unite the foreign security policies of the United States in the early 2000s into one cohesive policy that presented solutions on both drugs, terrorism, violence, and other issues. 
	As mentioned earlier in this paper, an important scholar on WOD is Morales. Her piece, written in 1989 does not account for the changes that the WOD has had since, however it provides an excellent synopsis with how the world ended up with an illicit drug problem. Morales explores how the loss of fear towards communism resulted in a change to the national security doctrine for the United States. It is clear in her work that by losing communism as a central theme of the American foreign policy, that there needed to be a “new” central issue for the United States to rally around. Of course, by writing this in 1989, Morales was unable to see just how central drugs and terrorism became to the American foreign policy system. Drugs were vilified intensely during the 1980s and 1990s, however, as will be shown later, it still did not produce a strong enough “theme” for the National Security Strategies of the U.S. It was not until 9/11 happened and the WOT began that drugs were able to combine with terrorism and become the sole theme of the NSS.  Morales presents a compelling argument on the ideological beliefs and practices that governed the American military and political systems and highlights how a “number one enemy” is a necessity for their military plans. Within this article, Morales’ conception of the U.S. and their NSS themes will be used to support the discussion on changes made to the WOD after 9/11. 
	In addition to Morales’ argument on the creation of the WOD as a national security threat for use in the national security doctrine, Crick’s argument on Self vs Other comes into play within this paper. Crick argues that it is important for securitization constructs to have a Self or “us” versus an Other or “them”. The concept of othering is very common within political science and is often used to construct a dichotomy between two groups. The process of othering additionally allows one group to justify or permit more offensive, violent policies and actions toward the “other” group under the guise of security and safety. Crick discusses how the Self, or good American citizens, need to be protected from the Other which is drugs, drug users, drug producers, and drug traffickers. This concept is explored by Campbell as well and can be titled similarly “us vs. them” as it focuses on the “us” as white, middle-class Americans, and the “them” as non-white individuals who are blamed for various societal issues that may plague the United States. The connection between drugs and identity is explored heavily by both authors, and many others in the security studies field. By presenting them as a global threat that have specific values and goals that are separate from the values and goals of your “average” American citizen, it is far easier for drugs to be vilified and attacked with intense policies. This concept comes into consideration within the first argument of this paper – race. The racism and racial othering that takes place during the WOD and WOT shows how not only drug users are othered, but also racialized minorities. Through speech acts and various other means, Crick’s argument is perfectly exemplified by the salience of race in concerns of narcoterrorism. Altogether, the arguments made by scholars within the discourse on the WOD presents it as a concern that has gripped the American political scene for decades. What will be interesting in the future is how America attacks its drug policies in the wake of many other countries legalizing or decriminalizing various illicit drugs. In terms of this paper, an important take-away is the commencement of the WOD in 1971, three decades before 9/11. Any changes made to the WOD comes with the consideration of the longevity of the WOD prior to the WOT.
[bookmark: _Toc141108694]War on Terror
The WOT undoubtedly affected the WOD by leading to the intense securitization and criminalization of anything that could be deemed as terrorism. This has resulted in hatred and prejudiced policies against Muslims, Arabs, Mexicans, and many other individuals whose race or religion has been tied to terrorist extremist movements in the past. Despite this being the beginning of the WOT there is undeniably a concept of terror used in society by governments prior to 9/11. Campbell discusses the use of terror to incite obedience and compliancy from the general populace. The book presents the use of fear and terror to portray certain actions or activities as wrong or illegal. This was evidently used in the portrayal of drugs in the United States. The WOT and 9/11 altered global politics entirely but left a particularly noticeable mark on American foreign policy. Buzan and Vultee both argue that the WOT unified the American security strategy and the general American population (Buzan, 2006 and Vultee, 2012). The WOT, according to Buzan, can be assumed to have replaced the Cold War though it remains to be seen to what extent it can last as long and unify as well as the Cold War (Buzan, 2006). Both authors discuss the need for the WOT to be securitized after 9/11 with Vultee analysing news articles and the frequency with which the WOT was mentioned from 2001-2004. Vultee highlights how the similar intensity and frequency of the term “War on Terror” appearing in the newspapers shows a unified front in terms of the news Americans were consuming and ultimately a unity in the opinion of Americans on the WOT (Vultee, 2012). The literature on the WOT presents the view that the WOT did resolve the threat deficit that existed after the Cold War ended. 
In the book, Muslims in the West after 9/11: Religion, Politics, and Law, Smith presents the history of Islamophobia in the United States and the perceptions after 9/11. Smith argues that it is certain that the securitization and othering of Islam within the United States resulted in a racialization of Islam and the Muslim identity. This reduced job opportunities, freedom, security, independence, and other basic life qualities for Muslims around the world. Smith’s perspective on Islamophobia and racism towards Muslim individuals is key for the argument on race, how the WOT changed the WOD to become a racialized matter. The othering of the Muslim identity purposefully created a tangible enemy for the American populace and has resulted in many Americans carrying out violent acts towards Muslim individuals. Moreover, the concept of American liberalism comes into consideration when discussing the theories of the WOT. In their book, Progressive Violence: Theorizing the War on Terror by Blain and Kearns-Blain, the authors present the dichotomy between liberalism and American military practices. The concept of American liberalism permeates through the entirety of American society with values such as democracy, peace, and equal rights to vote. These values are core to Americanism, however there are several examples presented by Blain and Kearns-Blain where American liberalism is exploited to support violence and intense military campaigns. 
Specifically in terms of the WOD, the exploitation of liberalism results in condemning Islamist extremists as a way of suggesting military violence is acceptable as it removes extremists from the area. Blain and Kearns-Blain present the “rhetoric of evil” within their book to present how this justification by American government officials merely allows more violence from the American military, however it is justified violence in attempts to vanquish the “reincarnation of evil” (Blain & Kearns-Blain, 2018, p. 52). This concept was similarly surfaced after WWII and in discussions of Hitler. When violence is used against those deemed as “evil” there is very little backlash against the violence. This theory is important when understanding the WOT, as immense violence was used against Afghanistan and other Middle Eastern countries to seek justice for the U.S. and vanquish evil in the form of Islamist extremists. The result of this violence was carnage for many Muslim and Arab communities which was wholly justified at home in the U.S. as justice for the victims of 9/11. 
As mentioned above, in the section on securitization theory, the importance of liberalism within the WOT, specifically American-brand liberalism must be elaborated upon. Liberalism has become the standard new world order and the Liberal World Order is often referred to in political science texts. This way of being under liberalism has its consequences as well as its benefits. In her book War and Transformations of Global Politics, Jabri discusses the liberal world order. Defined in her book as “the internal structure of states, namely the presence or otherwise of democratic institutions, impacts upon state behaviour and has historically con- tributed to peaceful relations between democratic states” (Jabri, 2007, p. 68). This definition explains how democratic institutions are the most successful tool in creating peaceful societies. Jabri discusses in her book how peace is conceived under the modern definition of liberalism and how that connects to democratic institutions. It is imperative to understand the arguments later in this paper that the concept of liberalism is clear. 
Liberalism has often been lauded for its success in terms of the economy or overall peace, however the idealism that accompanies liberalism also creates for governments that are over-involved in international affairs and often create wars. This issue is discussed in Dillon and Reid’s book The Liberal Way of War: Killing to Make Life Live. In the book, Dillon and Reid discuss the idea of liberalism’s idealism and how it can quickly become a system that supports war and violence. Referencing the idealism of liberalism, the two authors write: “the martial face of liberal power is directly fuelled by the universal and pacific ambitions for which liberalism is to be admired” (Dillon & Reid, 2009, p. 2). The idealism of liberalism results in wars being fought for the perpetual source of peace and to enforce that peace on other countries and states. It quickly becomes a violent, horrific war as more aggression triggers the liberal values to fight more vigorously for peace. There are several examples presented by Dillon and Reid on the examples of liberalism wars becoming species-threatening and the risk posed to the overall human populations by the need to spread the liberal world order to every country that is not already peaceful.  Dillon and Reid argue that the complicity of liberalism in the world of war and conflicts needs to be better understood and liberalism should be seen as a distinctive power regime within the world as opposed to the current system that understands war and conflict as a form of liberalism conscience which results in changed patterns.
In another article by Jabri, she discusses how the WOT is another war that can be understood through the framework of the liberal way of war. Jabri presents the WOT and how to differs greatly from other wars such as WWI and WWII but is still a war nonetheless due to the negative effects that were felt world-wide during this war. She presents how the modern liberal polity was previously seen as an isolated example of political regimes and was understood as that but has transformed internationally and needs to be understood as that. The discussions of how liberal theory and liberal approaches may or may not cause the war is discussed within the arguments regarding how the WOT managed to become the global war that it is. The rest of this paper relies on these theoretical approaches for the WOD and the WOT to understand how the two events relate and impact each other. The theoretical underpinnings explore how these two events came to be intrinsically related despite originating in different circumstances at different times. The arguments within this paper explore racism, increased militarization, and globalization to explore the three main changes the WOD went through during the WOT. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108695]Methodological Approach
	This article employs discourse analysis to understand how the WOT has worsened and impacted the WOD. Discourse analysis, according to Guillem, is a very nuanced approach to research that considers what is said in discourses and who is speaking or permitted to speak (Guillem, 2017). In terms of this specific article, the discourses analysed will be speech acts of presidents and state elites in the US in line with securitization theory. Throughout this paper, however, more data than simply speech acts will be used to make these arguments. By utilizing securitization theory, I will be sure to utilize speech acts, however, to accompany that data I will use graphs, prisoner statistics, National Security Strategies, and other pieces of data that are focused on the WOD, the WOT, and American foreign policy. By using this extra data, the arguments can be supported with factual statistics. For example, the specific speeches made by the Presidents can be supported by statistics on specific items they reference. I used NSS documents as well to showcase what the American government had prioritized as their security focus for the year to contrast with speech acts made by state elites. To understand how the discourses were weaponized against individuals and Mexico as a whole, it must be examined how the discourse to the general American populace and how the discourse within political circles affected decisions for both military operations and policies. According to securitization theory, as presented earlier, the way a topic is securitized can be determined by how it is discussed and spoken about. Many speeches from American presidents spoke about the “great threat” of drugs and used the drug trade to motivate Americans to support actions to eradicate drugs in any way necessary. Particularly, when Donald Trump was President of the United States, there was an enormous quantity of discourse in the form of tweets and speeches at rallies that described Mexicans and the drug trade as a verifiable security threat. 
	Discourse theory presents discourse in the form of statements from the President at the time in the US which shows what information is being presented to the general populace of the USA. Afterwards, by showing the impact that these speeches have on the populace, it is clear how these speeches dictate the actions of an entire nation. This allows for an understanding of the general populations’ opinion on the WOT and WOD. In terms of this specific article, securitization theory is based on speech acts and the public’s perception of these speech acts when considering political and military decisions. The public has a higher tolerance for violence and aggression when they perceive themselves as being at risk of violence. In terms of race, discourse theory will help understand how the WOD and WOT has become a racial issue as well, as even covert racial aggressions can change the perception of the entirety of that race in people’s minds. For example, Donald Trump’s overt aggression towards Mexicans reignited a great deal of prejudice and racial aggression on the part of general Americans towards the entire country of Mexico. The work that I will complete on discourse analysis of the WOD and WOT will prove useful to understand the intricacies of these two long-term asymmetrical wars as well as provide new insights into the effects that various battles or wars can have on each other. In the ever-changing world and forwards, we may see more asymmetrical style wars and having data and knowledge on how two wars can impact each other may support future policy and political decisions. Moving into the main argument section of this paper, I would like to reiterate that the goal is to understand and examine exactly how the WOT impacted and changed the WOD. The arguments will show what changes were made from the 1970s to the early 2000s. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108696]Main Arguments
	To begin with the main arguments and discussions on this research paper, it is important to reiterate the research question once more: How has the WOT affected the the discourses and practices surrounding the WOD American foreign policy? What changed in terms of the WOT and how do these circumstances manifest in changes in the WOD? These research questions will guide the rest of the work on this research paper and will emphasize the three arguments of this research paper. Understanding how the developments of the WOT and WOD interacted together highlights the varying issues and differences presented. The three arguments that will be explored in this next section are racism and race within military policies, an increase in the militarization various issues, and the intense globalization that has taken off in the later portion of the 20th century and the early 2000s. These arguments clearly present the changes in discourse and practices surrounding the WOD. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108697]Race within the War on Drugs and American Foreign Policy
One of the most important arguments to make within this research paper is the one focused on racism and race inequalities under the vein of the WOD and WOT. These two non-traditional wars have a specific focus on race that has combined to create common enemies for the United States. The WOD, as being targeted mainly in Mexico and other South and Latin American countries. This is discussed and presented by authors Crick and Campbell who present arguments on “us versus. them” and examine how racial identities were made salient in terms of the “other” in the United States. Often, white, working-class American are seen as the “us” that holds together the country. When the U.S. began to see drug problems within their country, they quickly blamed the “others” or those who they perceived as the drug addicts and traffickers within their country. As seen in countless speeches and rallies by former President Donald J. Trump, the fear of Mexicans is apparent. Then-President Trump called for a wall to be built between the United States and Mexico in order to attempt to protect the population from illicit drugs from entering into the country. The WOT, due to the violence caused by 9/11, has adopted Islamophobic ideals that villainize Muslims and Arab individuals for being perceived as like al-Qaeda who was responsible for the attacks on 9/11. This vilification of Mexicans, Muslims, and Arabs, or largely any Brown person has resulted in a horrific rise in racism, Islamophobia, and attacks against those who can be perceived to be Mexican, Muslim, or Arab. These prejudices have become almost a cornerstone of news articles and stories since 9/11. There have been numerous calls for a wall between Mexico and the United States as well as shootings and violence in and around mosques in the United States. As mentioned in the literature review section of this paper, the formation of identities is an imperative part of the rise of racism and violence against specific races. The rise of racism is evidently tied to the advent of the WOT and its effect on the WOD, however, the formation of politically salient identities had begun before 9/11. In the question of identity formation, the concept of “us vs. them” is prevalent here. The racism and racial prejudices that exist throughout the United States is created through the formation of an “other”. In history in the United States, dozens of identities have been created as this other, however for the purposes of the WOD and WOT, the main identities that have been othered are Mexican-appearing and Muslim-appearing individuals. 
The discussion of racism and race in the United States will present statistics and data on recorded violent attacks with racial or religious motivation both before 9/11 during the start of the WOD and after 9/11 from 2002-2006. It is clear that ahead of the attacks on September 11th, 2001, that Islamophobia was on the rise. The way the WOD was changed by the WOT correlates to the racial identity of individuals becoming a salient issue within the fight against drugs and against terrorism. It is evidenced within presidential speeches as well as accompanying evidence that racialized individuals were more likely to be incarcerated on drug charges or heavily observed for possible connections to terrorist activities. The aspect of racial identity is imperative within this argument as the securitization and surveillance of individuals within the U.S. and abroad resulted in entire racial identities being considered as “threats” simply for belonging to that identity. When considering how presidential speeches mobilized specific individuals towards violence or aggression towards these identities, it is evident the role that identity plays in the WOD. The research question is: how are the discourses surrounding the WOD changed by the WOT is immediately answered by explaining the racial component and issues regarding race within the United States. In terms of analysing presidential speeches, chronological order will best present the various speeches by organizing them along the development of the WOD and WOT. To bolster this argument, it is hypothesized that the speeches of Nixon and Reagan will focus less on race and more on the wider issue of drugs within the United States and the effects this had on the American population and their children. The argument being made is that the WOT and 9/11 connected the racial identities of Muslim and Latino individuals to threats of terrorism and drugs and therefore Bush’s speech should be more focused upon the connection of racial identities and the threat caused by narcoterrorism specifically. 
	To begin the analysis of racism within the worsening of the WOT on the WOD, prisoner and incarceration data will be presented along the three timestamps of the presidential speeches analysed earlier (1971, 1986, and 2002). The data available for incarcerations is 1978, 1988, and 1998 as well as data from 2002 and 2004. This will present an interior look into the “crackdown” on drugs within the United States as incarceration numbers reflect the demographics of individuals being placed in jail. Figures and tables will accompany this section to illustrate the point being made. First, the data on prisoners and incarcerations in 1978 is shocking and shows the sheer number of Black and Hispanic men that were incarcerated in the United States compared to white men placed in jail (Prisoners in Federal and State Institutions, 1978). To correlate the data directly to the speech given by Nixon declaring the start of the WOD, the prisoners report states: “By 1973, a period of unprecedented growth had commenced reflecting the… trends toward more rigorous application of criminal justice sanctions” (Prisoners in Federal and State Institutions, 1978). The following image demonstrates the sharp increase in incarcerations following 1973 and Nixon’s rigorous anti-drug programming. 
Figure 1: Number of Adults ever incarcerated in a State or Federal prison.
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This data seen above depicts the number of Hispanic individuals who are incarcerated as a part of the WOD and the crusade against drugs and those who could be dealing drugs within the United States. The stark jump from 102,000 Hispanic individuals imprisoned in 1974 to 997,000 by 2001 is indicative of the sudden increase in both incarceration programming and the WOD and WOT. In data from this chat, in 1974 Hispanic individuals composed about 6% of the total prison population while within the entire country Hispanic individuals represented only 4% of the population (United States Census, 1991). While this difference is only 2% it is a significant portion compared to other races where the prison population is not equivalent to the general population. The difference between the total population and the prison population for Hispanic individuals only continues to grow throughout the 1990s and the early 2000s as various Presidents launch increasingly strict policies to monitor and oversee the activities of non-White individuals. In 1991, the total prison population of Hispanics is 13% of the total population while the total portion of Hispanics in the United States is only 9% (United States Census, 1991). During this time, there continues to be a view that Mexico is solely responsible for supplying the United States with any and all drugs. Comparatively, in 2001, as racism and intolerance come to an all-time high, the prison population of Hispanic individuals is 20% while their total share of the population is only 13% (United States Census, 2001). 
	This data is indicative of a trend in the United States to vilify and criminalize individuals based off their race. Oftentimes, individuals may not be involved with nefarious activities but due to their race they are preconceived as criminals and often treated as such despite the truth of their activities. In 2001 and 2002, with programs such as NSEERS and the PATRIOT Act, the surveillance and subsequent mistreatment of Hispanic individuals ran rampant as Bush attempted to gain control of the narcoterrorism problem within the United States. The inequivalences between total population and prison population presents the prejudices and injustices held against Hispanic people due to fears of drugs and terrorism. To accompany this data, it is key to see what speech acts were made during these times by President Bush as he attempted to place himself at the helm of the WOT and crackdown on drugs, terrorism, and crime. In a speech delivered on September 20th, 2001, to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People, Bush stated that the Taliban should “Close immediately and permanently every terrorist training camp in Afghanistan, and hand over every terrorist, and every person in their support structure, to appropriate authorities. Give the United States full access to terrorist training camps, so we can make sure they are no longer operating” (The White House, 2001). While it is quite easy to see in this speech that the intention is to imprison and capture terrorists within the United States, a closer examination reveals that this language gives the impression that anyone who is from Afghanistan could be a terrorist. Bush lays out in his speech that the Afghanistan citizens are being targeted and destroyed by the Taliban, however, to an average American, any Muslim or Arab individual could be considered a terrorist or an associate of the terrorist organizations.
	In another speech delivered on February 12th, 2002, Bush revealed a several step plan to reduce and eradicate drugs from the United States, focusing both on supply and demand within the United States and within countries that supply drugs. Within this speech, Bush states that: “It [the National Drug Strategy] will make it easier for our friends in Mexico to deal with the drug problem.  It will make it easier for Colombia to be able to deal with the growers and the mobsters who tend to wreak havoc in your country.  The two are linked, but the reduction in demand is central to an effective strategy.” (The White House, 2002). These two speeches can be analysed and discussed to show how speech acts, even if they mean well, can be painted to support racism or more violent techniques to achieve the American government’s goals. Together these two speeches can support the data presented on racism within the incarceration systems in the United States. There is a clear over-incarceration of Hispanic, Mexican, and Latino individuals and this occurred through the speech acts of President Bush. The analysis of this argument, through securitization theory presents the effect that speech acts can have on the politics and military objectives of a country, even if the speech act was not intended to cause that objective. In particular, the difference between the incarceration rate of Hispanic individuals and their actual share of the population is seen to worsen drastically, from a 2% separation to a 4% separation, and finally to a 7% separation in 2001 (United States Census, 2001). These statistics lend itself to the conclusion that the WOT and 9/11 did change the discourses and practices surrounding race and the WOD. To discuss how the WOD and race changed in terms of Muslim and Arab populations it is seen through the PATRIOT Act and the NSEERS program. There is very little data available on incarceration rates or racism against Muslim and Arab people from the 1970s to early 2000s. The first bits of recorded date on Islamophobia that I could find in the United States begins in 2008. Therefore, data on the specifics of Islamophobia and the incarceration of Muslim individuals is not available and instead the mere presence and installation of the PATRIOT Act and NSEERS denominates the clear existence of Islamophobia and racism. Oftentimes, Mexicans were related to drugs and Muslims or Arab individuals were related to terrorism for cases of racism in the United States, however both could be criminalized for either drugs or terrorism. 
	Focusing more specifically on the changes made on the WOD by the WOT and 9/11, however, it must be discussed the correlation of drugs and terrorism and how that happened. Prior to 9/11, the prevalence and issues of drugs was certainly considered a security threat and both Presidents Nixon and Reagan made focused efforts to reduce if not eradicate drugs completely in the United States. At this time, the focus was on the direct harm that drugs had on the American populace, particularly that children would be harmed by drugs being on the street or being easily accessible to them. While the focus was on the more regional countries of Mexico and the rest of Latin America, there was less of a specific racial focus to this. Given the timing of the 1970-1990s WOD, the focus was more on communism and the fact that communism had created a stronghold in Latin and South America. The fear of drugs entering the United States in 2001 and after, however, had more of a salient racial identity tied to it than prior to the vast terrorist attacks. Due to the racial nature of Al-Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan the WOD and the concerns of terrorism began to have a racial focus compared to before 9/11. As mentioned previously, the American value of liberalism connects to the salience of racial identities within the WOD. By focusing so heavily on othering the evil and specific groups, the U.S. manages to create a justification for their actions in the Middle East. The WOD and the WOT has left the Muslim and Arab community with deep-seated trauma due to racial prejudices and an intense fear of retaliatory violence. Much of the Middle East has been overturned and experienced intense fighting and turmoil since the WOT began. American forces have had some presence in the Middle East almost consistently since 2001 and this has created unstable political environments within the area. 
	To summarize this argument, before the WOT, the WOD did not have an excessively strong racial portion. Certainly, Mexicans and Latinos were targeted for drug charges, however, it is evident from prison statistics that the criminalization of an entire racial identity intensified after 9/11 and the WOT began. In the early 2000s, the disparity between prison population % and actual population % increased astronomically and racial identity became an important factor within the American national security doctrine, the WOD, and the WOT.
[bookmark: _Toc141108698]Increased Militarization and Violence of the WOD
	The definition and outlines of securitization theory were summarized previously in this paper and now the specific effects of securitization theory on speech acts in government and political arenas will be presented. It is not uncommon for speech acts to specifically incite violence, particularly in situations when a charismatic leader has great support from the populace.  This argument will strive to examine examples of speech acts from Presidents and government officials in the United States to understand how these speech acts manifested before 9/11 versus after 9/11 and resulted in an increase in militarization in the WOD and WOT. It is important to distinguish that 9/11 and the WOT did not specifically securitize the WOD but altered and impacted the specific discourses and practices surrounding the WOD. Both the WOT and WOD impacted the other and the detailed analysis of speech acts and various other political events will reveal the details on how these discourses may have changed. The WOD was undoubtedly securitized before the WOT began, however, it is likely that due to a fear of terrorism and violence similar to 9/11 that the WOD became more violent and bore witness to more strict policies and laws to reduce the risk of terrorism.  The specific circumstances will be analysed under the timeframe laid out earlier in the research paper; the 1990s for the WOD and then from 2002-2006 for both the WOD and WOT. These specific timelines will present an analysis of the WOD before and after it interacted with the WOT and 9/11. 
This argument focuses mainly on examples of increased militarization within the timeframe of the WOD and WOT. This can also be presented in discussions of the liberal way of war. There is a focus on the increased militarization in this section and how the increased militarization has been focused on drug policies and those who traffic drugs into the country. Originally, the WOD in the 1980s focused on specific local policies as opposed to actual militarization. After 9/11 and the WOT began it became apparent that a focus on intense militarization began. The liberal way of war presents the dichotomy of liberal, progressive countries often standing directly against war and conflict yet often beginning or continuing conflicts of their own. This is directly reflecting the United States, who are often credited with spreading liberalism throughout the entire world yet additionally have been directly responsible or complicit in dozens of conflicts and wars around the world. The liberal way of war, discussed later, presents this dichotomy, and demonstrates the paradoxical actions of the United States in terms of policies, wars, and prejudices in their own country. 
The main actors that will be discussed within this section are the Presidents Richard Nixon (1969-1974), Ronald Reagan (1981-1989), and George W. Bush (2001-2009). These three presidents were instrumental in various times of the WOD and WOT. Each president made speeches during their terms which can be classified as speech acts by securitization theory. To begin, each speech will be analysed and how they presented the specific speech to the American populace, and finally an analysis of the military budgets and military spending from the date of the speech act to a year after the speech occurred to determine if the United States increased spending specifically after the speech. It will be shown that following each speech act an increase in militarization occurred, and throughout the overall timeframe, militarization increased from Nixon in the 1970s to Bush in the early 2000s. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108699]President Richard Nixon (1969-1974)
To begin, in 1971, on June 17th, President Nixon spoke at a press conference and declared drugs “public enemy number one” (Richard Nixon Foundation, 2016). This press conference served to alert the journalists and general American population to the issues that drugs posed to their security. Nixon said within his speech of drugs: “Fundamentally, it is essential for the American people to be alerted to this danger, to recognize that it is a danger that will not pass” (Richard Nixon Foundation, 2016). These speeches highlight key words to the American populations: that drugs are dangerous to them and are an enemy of the State. While these forceful words are imperative for enacting change within a government it is certain they serve subsequently as speech acts capable of igniting violence and aggression towards others. Nixon’s speech has been credited by scholars with beginning the WOD as he argued for its place as the number one enemy of the United States of America. His speech allocated US $155 million to be added in the eradication of demand for opioids, heroin, and marijuana in the United States (Richard Nixon Foundation, 2016). Nixon states in his speech that this would bring the total allotment for drug eradication funding to US $350 million for the year of 1971 (Richard Nixon Foundation, 2016). Evidently, the speech resulted in increases in fundings and expenditures at unprecedented rates for drugs and anti-drug measures. Additional policies that were created in 1971 and 1972 supported the crackdown on drug users at home in the United States, with Nixon’s speech being used to justify the violent actions taken against American drug addicts. In 1973, the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) was created to replace the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (United States Department of Justice, 2023). The DEA then began to carry out the deadly and violent attacks in Mexico for the next several decades, up until present day. Evidence shows that while Nixon did increase funding for a crackdown on drugs as well as various other policies, he was not a main instigator of violence compared to Reagan and Bush. This highlights the trend that was hypothesized – that the increase in militarization would be seen over time with each additional President. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108700]President Ronald Reagan (1981-1989)
The second important speech act which was responsible for an increase in drug policies in the United States and an associated increase in violence was a speech in 1986 by President Ronald Reagan. In the speech, Reagan and his wife Nancy speak to the nation on the negative consequences of drugs and use a common fear tactic: American children. It is evident through war efforts and human nature that when faced with stories of great loss and children that the children act as a beacon to rally around. Reagan and the First Lady use language that inspires force and violence with carefully chosen words to align the American populace behind one common cause. Reagan begins the speech by explaining why Nancy is joining him today and highlights that it is a concern that they both put vast efforts into. His speech begins with a forceful statement: “Drugs are menacing our society. They're threatening our values and undercutting our institutions. They're killing our children.” (Ronald Regan Library, 2023). These words are chosen, and he specifically mentions the undercutting of “good American values” which are coincidentally aligned with white idealism and patriotism which further the racist motivations behind many drug policies. A bit later, First Lady Nancy Reagan speaks and says:
Now you can see why drug abuse concerns every one of us -- all the American family. Drugs steal away so much. They take and take, until finally every time a drug goes into a child, something else is forced out -- like love and hope and trust and confidence. Drugs take away the dream from every child's heart and replace it with a nightmare, and it's time we in America stand up and replace those dreams (Ronald Reagan Library, 2023). 
Nancy’s section of the speech tells a story of a child who was born to a mother addicted to cocaine and highlights how unwell and sickly the child is. Afterwards, she personifies the cause and calls on each and every American to be concerned by the drug abuse problem and to take steps to combat this issue. She affirms that drug addicts and drug dealers are attempting to corrupt children and remove the joy from their lives. Nancy mentions God and the importance of “just say no” when offered drugs or alcohol. President Reagan returns to speaking during the address and states that the goals of the White House are to have drug-free workplaces, drug-free schools, and ultimately to treat drug trafficking “as a threat to our national security” (Ronald Reagan Library, 2023). By discussing children, schools, and the threat to national security, the President and his wife succeed in calling on individual Americans to support the crusade against drugs. 
The speech is persuasive and given in a specific manner to attempt and convince the American populace to support bills, spending, and initiatives targeted at eradicating drugs and the drug trade within the United States of America. Evidently, this speech had effects and resulted in the creation of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) which oversees the National Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign which targets advertisements to youth to frighten them away from using drugs (ONDCP, 2023). This campaign came inadvertently from the speech made by Nancy Reagan and goes to show the impact that these speech acts can have on the subsequent increase in securitization of a conflict. Moreover, from 1986 to 1987, the military spending budget of the United States increased by US $7.4 billion, some of which was allocated to the eradication of illicit narcotics (Centre for Defense US, 2023). This, again, demonstrates the trend hypothesized upon earlier, that from Nixon, Reagan shows an increase in support for militarization and support for violent operations to attempt and eradicate drugs. While the WOT still has not begun, Reagan’s actions towards the WOD set the stage for Bush’s final intense militarization program. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108701]President George W. Bush (2001-2009)
The final speech act which resulted in a change in policies and funding within the American government as the WOD is concerned was a speech by President George W. Bush. Given that he was President during 9/11 and the subsequent years after, how he spoke about drugs, Mexico, and the Middle East impacted the foreign policy initiatives greatly. In 2002, President Bush gave a press conference from the White House on the effects of drugs and terrorism and announced his National Drug Control Strategy. Bush states solemnly in his address: “Drugs undermine the health of our citizens; they destroy the souls of our children.  And the drug trade supports terrorist networks.  When people purchase drugs, they put money in the hands of those who want to hurt America, hurt our allies. Drugs attack everything that is the best about this country, and I intend to do something about them” (The White House, 2002). This speech was again prepared carefully to ignite a specific response from American citizens and by tying the WOD to the recent 9/11 attacks on New York City, President Bush was able to cultivate a level of fear that supports offensive anti-drug programs. Later on in his speech, President Bush directly correlated terrorism and drugs to connect the two concerns which this research paper addresses. He states: 
You know, I'm asked all the time, how can I help fight against terror? What can I do, what can I as a citizen do to defend America?  Well, one thing you can do is not purchase illegal drugs.  Make no mistake about it, if you're buying illegal drugs in America, it is likely that money is going to end up in the hands of terrorist organizations.  Just think about the Taliban in Afghanistan -- 70 percent of the world's opium trade came from Afghanistan, resulting in significant income to the Taliban, significant amount of money to the people that were harboring and feeding and hiding those who attacked and killed thousands of innocent Americans on September the 11th.  When we fight drugs, we fight the war on terror. (The White House, 2002).
This section of the speech, though lengthy, perfectly highlights the connection between the WOT and the WOD. While the WOD was undoubtedly securitized before 9/11 and the WOT, the two were conflated to fight both at the same time. As mentioned before, the drug trade in Afghanistan and the Afghanistan War created an intense correlation between drugs, terrorism, and the ultimate demise of the United States. Not only was there fear now for the American citizens, but there was an actionable problem in Mexico and at home that they could pursue. In the same month, the new budget was released which proposed an increase of US $48 billion for warfare and military projects by the US (The White House, 2002). Bush increased the budget for the military more than any other President had up until that point. He restructured the entirety of the American government system in a way not seen since WWI. He refocused efforts on the eradication of drugs, the surveillance of terrorism, and increased the military capabilities of the American military by $48 billion. This unprecedented change supports the hypothesis and highlights that the WOT triggered an intense increase in militarization within the United States against enemies. 
The securitization of the WOT combined with the increased military budget and the conflation of the WOD and the WOT creates a scenario where the securitization allows the American populace to justify and defend more offensive strategies against those they perceive to be terrorists or militants. Altogether, the speeches by these three Presidents supports the concept presented by Ole Waever. When important politicians and government officials speak out against a specific crisis and call upon their citizens to support the cause or use specific language, the event can become securitized, and more funding is allocated to it. Each example highlighted here shows how a passionate, empathetic message from a President leads to increases in budgets and the passing of bills or projects that support their cause. Other arguments will be presented next to support the main thesis of this research paper: that the WOT did worsen the discourses and practices surrounding the WOD by connecting the two together. It is evident from this section that the President’s speech acts connected drug dealers and drug cartels to terrorists and several policies were then created to support this propaganda against them. The salient identity formation plays a key role here to show how the United States created a racial identity group in order to allow exceptional practices against them. While this applies to normal, everyday policies it can also be applied to these exceptional circumstances where direct, intense violence is used in Mexico by American police and foreign officials. 
Furthermore, immigration policies at the time lined up with the general fears of both Muslim and Mexican individuals. This cultivated fear resulted in a significant change in the number of immigrants permitted to enter as well as restrictions on the movement and freedom of these individuals.  Mentioned above, though imperative for the current discussion, is the NSEERS program installed after 9/11. The program tracked and recorded information of immigrants, particularly male immigrants older than 16 years of age. What is important to note with the NSEERS program, however, is that of the 25 countries whose citizens were recorded and tracked, 24 of those countries were Arab or Muslim-majority countries. It’s extremely evident that after 9/11 the focus on limiting, or at least observing heavily, Muslim immigrants to the United States was a priority for the American government but also for the populace. In terms of specific rates of immigration to the US, through data from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, that the rates of immigration dipped after 2002, when the controls were announced on immigration but also after increasingly anti-immigration policies in the United States.
To recapitulate, in 1971 Nixon declared the WOD and allocated more funding for this project to eradicate drugs from the area. In 1986, Reagan made a speech about the atrocities of drugs and the pain and suffering it causes. Finally, in 2002, Bush gave a speech on the National Drug Control Strategy. It was already demonstrated that military funding increased every single year that these speeches were made, however, while it could be hypothesized that immigration rates would lower every year as well, they only declined after 9/11. Immigration rates can be indicative of the perception a country has abroad and can demonstrate the willingness of individuals to relocate there and whether they believe that country will give them the better life they dream of. Since the 1950s, immigrants have fled Mexico for the United States in search of a more secure state and more fruitful opportunities for themselves and for their children (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2021). The rate of immigration to the United States has been low in recent years due to the COVID-19 pandemic and has seen spikes throughout history when the United States was favoured as a destination. In terms of the data, after the 1971 speech by Nixon and the 1986 speech by Reagan the immigration rates either raised slightly or dropped slightly which is congruent with typical immigration trends (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2021). The data after 9/11, however, is indicative of the situation in the United States. In 2001, there were 1,058,902 immigrants to the country. In 2002, there was a small increase to 1,059,356. The stark drop begins in 2003 when there were only 703,542 immigrants to the country (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2021).  The drop began two years after 9/11 because a change in immigration can take some time to be realized and because 2001 was almost completely over by the time that 9/11 happened. This data represents the stark effect that September 11th had on the United States and reiterates why it is one of the focuses for this research paper. September 11th completely changed the political landscape and changed significantly the WOD and WOT. 
To complete this section, the securitization of the WOD in the 1970s and the securitization of 9/11 in 2001 left the American populace with huge levels of fear of immigrants, of drugs, of terrorism, and of the three combined into narco-terrorism by immigrants. This level of fear allowed the government to approve larger levels of spending in the forms of military budgets and increased military presence to eradicate drugs. This argument showcases how the WOT worsened the WOD. The WOD had been proceeding on its own in the 1970s-1990s, however immigration rates were not starkly affected until the WOT began. The fear of the general population is a strong tool to aggravate and worsen national security doctrines which is exactly what happened to the WOD post-9/11. The argument made within this section supports the argument that an increase in militarization is one of the changes that the WOT inflicted upon the WOD. 9/11 triggered an extreme militarization response from Bush that continued into 2010.
[bookmark: _Toc141108702]Globalization of the WOD and the Rise of the International Security Doctrine
The globalization of the world since the 1970s has produced several changes. The increase in the dispersal of information and communication methods around the globe has completely altered the way in which business takes place. In terms of government, globalization has produced a drastic increase in the manner in which countries and their governments can communicate, collaborate, and share ideas. It has also resulted in an erosion of borders around the world. With shipping agreements and trade deals, the strength of one country’s individual border has weakened and borders are not treated with the same force and integrity as they once had been. Since the refugee crisis, the weakness of various borders around the world continues to become more apparent as illegal refugees and immigrants transcend borders to enter other countries. Globalization has altered the world and 9/11 is undoubtedly by-product of globalization. By the ever-increasing speed and number of flights around the world, an unfortunate terrorist incident such as 9/11 is a product of opening our borders to the extent in which they have been. This argument will discuss and present the effect of globalization that 9/11 had on the WOD. From the 1970s to the 1990s a lot of the focus of the WOD was on Mexico, Colombia, and other more regional countries to the United States. After 9/11, this focus switched to drugs in Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, and the possibility of “narcoterrorism”. There were many speeches made, which will be discussed here further that presented the fear of funding terrorism through the purchase of illicit drugs. 
In order to demonstrate the globalization of the WOD, the National Security Strategies (NSS) of 1987, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 2002 will be presented and analysed. These NSS will show that before 9/11, the WOD was focused on regional countries within Latin America mainly. The NSS from this time will focus on the regional concerns of drugs and their immediate effects on American families. This coincides directly with the speeches made by Nixon and Reagan which shows the concern held by the government for the effects of drugs on “good” Americans as opposed to any threat pertaining to terrorism. After 9/11, it is likely that the NSS will show a focus on the Middle East and the entire world as well as a focus on terrorism and the risks of drug sales and terrorism. The speech by Bush equates the sale of drugs with directly supporting terrorists in the Middle East who are targeting the United States. These differences highlight how the focus of the United States on the WOD pivoted towards a more globalized approach after 9/11, a direct by-product globalization, occurred. 
To begin with the analysis of these reports, it is important to state that the NSS under President Nixon are not available for procurement and analysis, so this analysis will begin with the NSS of 1987. These NSS give an insight into the biggest concerns for then-Presidents and governments and paints the plan for the following year. By examining the NSS, the effects of globalization can be seen as each NSS increased in their focus on other countries and regions outside of the continental U.S. and its immediate neighbours. The 1987 NSS was written under President Ronald Reagan and presents the Soviet Union as the sole threat to American interests. The NSS highlights the economic, political, social, and military concerns that the USSR poses to the U.S., and they highlight specifically the Soviets “secret agenda”:
While the Soviets cannot be branded as instigators of all revolutionary movements, their strategy clearly is to exploit domestic vulnerabilities in foreign countries to promote the emergence of regimes under Soviet influence or control. All this is accomplished under the rubric of “peaceful coexistence” with the United States and the West, defined as a continuing contest in which all forms of struggle are permissible short of all-out war. (Department of Defence: History, 2023).
As demonstrated, the entirety of the 1987 NSS is focused on defeating, vanquishing, and completely erasing any remnants of communism or influence from the USSR in the world and in the United States. This aligns directly with Morales’ theory and showcases the all-consuming focus that communism and the USSR had. At the very end of the “Threats to U.S. Interests” section, the NSS mentions international terrorism as a focus for the United States but again, it is international terrorism from the USSR and the Soviets. The entirety of their focus here is certainly communism and how to remove it. When discussing American projects worldwide, the discussion of Mexico and South American communist satellite states comes into consideration in the NSS. This is certainly one of the main concerns as the U.S. military and government focuses more on its immediate neighbours and threats. With communism having spread to Latin America and South America, the concerns would be in this immediate regional area. This will be discussed further later; however, it can be asked if the United States created their next security doctrine (WOD) by intensely attempting to vanquish their active security doctrine (communism). When attempting to eradicate communism from every inch of the world, it is hypothesized that they aggravated the political balances in South and Latin America in a way that created the WOD and America’s next security doctrine. 
	Next, the 1990 NSS was under the control of President George H.W. Bush, the father of the President Bush who gave a speech in 2002 mentioned above. The 1990 NSS focuses again on communism, however, at this point the USSR had agreed to withdraw some of their heavy weaponry from the area and therefore the NSS has a more positive, hopeful tone to the eventual withdrawal of the USSR and a stabilized world political arena (Department of Defence: History, 2023). In the 1990 NSS, illicit drugs are given its own place within it to discuss after the discussion on communism has ended. At this point, they claim the trade of illicit drugs into the United States has resulted in a loss of American life as well as a major threat to the national security of the country. It is stated that they will increase their efforts to attack the production of illicit drugs and stem the supply at the source (Department of Defence: History, 2023). Their goals for the future, however, remain entirely focused on American-Soviet bipolarity and the advancements of the rest of Europe while the USSR continues to operate in the East. Again, as pictured, the 1990 NSS discusses mainly communism as again this was the key focus of the American national security doctrine at that point in time. With the focus on an increase of globalization, the focus on the effects of drugs on American lives, as opposed to the correlation between drugs and other crime suggests that the focus continues to be regional at this time. 
	The 1995 NSS poses an interesting turn of events as the USSR has fallen and the threat of communism has been almost completely vanquished. This is when the hypothesis from earlier begins to be considered. In attempting to completely remove the threat of communism, did the U.S. inadvertently create their next security problem? The 1995 NSS is written under President Bill Clinton and begins with discussion of the new era that the U.S. will now enter without the omnipresence of the Cold War. A main section of their goals in this NSS is titled “Counterterrorism, Fighting Drug Trafficking, and Other Missions” which highlights counterterrorism efforts in Iraq after a suspected assassination attempt on President H.W Bush and highlights the concerns in Latin American countries and the Caribbean as producer and transit states for illicit drugs. While Mexico is not mentioned by name, the concerns of Mexican drugs being sent to the United States, as well as Mexico being a transit state for Colombian drugs is clearly a main focus for the United States at the time (Department of Defence: History, 2023). It is evident within the 1995 NSS that there is no solid, clear theme for the NSS. Whereas the other two NSS that were analysed had overarching themes and projects within it, this NSS has two main themes that remain unconnected, and a third section titled “Other Missions”. There is very little connection or cohesiveness within this NSS which likely posed stress and issues for the nation. Morales’ point holds true here as well, it is often easier to procure funding or even to organize military and government organization when one has a cohesive theme for the national security doctrine as opposed to individual issues to tackle separately. 
	Next, the 2000 NSS is the last NSS written before 9/11 occurred and can give a true testament into the state of the WOD according to the United States before the WOT was declared and added into the WOD. This NSS was again prepared under President Bill Clinton. Comparatively, the 2000 NSS seems to have even less of a theme than the 1995 NSS and focuses mainly on enforcing “American Values” in different ways to different themes. A central theme for the national security doctrine was sought out it was just not achieved, however. Drugs are mentioned and it is stated that the American government is doing what it can to eradicate drugs at the source and stop production and trade from drug-producing countries (Department of Defence: History, 2023). They mention drug trafficking and concerning activity around the U.S. border, however, Mexico is not directly spoken about or discussed as a country that either produces drugs or aides in the transit of drugs to the U.S. As hypothesized by Morales it continues to be clear that there was no central theme for these NSS and that until the WOT developed there was a lack of cohesiveness for the American government and military. 
	Arguably the most insightful and interesting NSS, the 2002 NSS was the first produced after 9/11 and the commencement of the WOT. This report is dated September 2002, a year after 9/11 and is certainly the most formal of the previous four analysed. In the prologue for this report a statement stands out: Poverty does not make poor people into terrorists and murderers. Yet poverty, weak institutions, and corruption can make weak states vulnerable to terrorist networks and drug cartels within their borders” (Department of Defence: History, 2023). From the first few pages of the 2002 NSS, drugs and terrorism have been combined under the same concern, pointing to the cohesive national security doctrine that was desired by the United States. This NSS was prepared under President George W. Bush and highlights the focus on weak states versus strong states. Despite the devastating attacks of September 11th, Bush continued to refer to Afghanistan and Iraq as “weak” states throughout this NSS and showcased their disdain for Arab states and the violence that the U.S. believes Islam cultivates (Department of Defence: History, 2023). 
The main, continuous theme for this NSS is to combat terrorism. It is stated within the NSS that it is not a battle against “a single political regime or person or religion or ideology” (Department of Defence: History, 2023) though through evidence of the American military’s actions it is clearly a battle against a specific ideology and regime – that of Islamist militants. Further on, Afghanistan specifically is mentioned as a country where a focus will be placed to completely eradicate terrorist cells and networks. Within the regional conflict section of the report, Latin America and its drug cartels are described as a focus for the American national security doctrine as they aim to support and help Mexico and Colombia move beyond their drug cartel and drug trafficking history. The NSS of 2002 focuses largely on preserving American values by increasing intelligence, fighting against terrorism worldwide, eradicating illicit drugs worldwide and strengthening the force of the American military to support these causes. This NSS is written in an offensive nature with plans to remove the terrorist organizations from Afghanistan and the Middle East and with plans to completely stem all drug production and trade from Latin America. The NSS has plans to go on the offense and change specific things about the international world order as opposed to reacting to specific attacks on American projects (Department of Defence: History, 2023). 
This NSS reflects exactly what Morales had hypothesized in 1989: that the NSS after the end of the Cold War would reflect no clear theme or security doctrine and the security plans of the U.S. would suffer as a cause of this. As Morales wrote her article in 1989, she could not have known about 9/11, however, after September 11th and the commencement of the WOT, these concerns were then added in with the WOD to produce one cohesive national security doctrine with a focus on drugs and terrorism. This section in particular demonstrates this intense lurch towards globalization and the effects this has had on drugs, the WOD, and the entirety of American military activity. By focusing on terrorism and narco-terrorism in this NSS, the focus ends up being on the globalized world and the interconnectedness of the world. Again, the liberal way of war is applicable here in terms of the focus on the paradoxical actions of the United States. The NSS focus on narcoterrorism and the way in which the United States justified their actions against drug addicts, traffickers, and suspected terrorists. There was a justification of these actions by the American government in order to allow them to pursue various recourses against those who they considered to be threats to the American populace.
	To conclude this argument, the WOT worsened the WOD by creating a unified national security doctrine around narco-terrorism and the financing of drugs to support terrorism. Prior to 9/11 and the WOT, the WOD had been considered a point of concern for the American government, however, it had not been actioned upon in a united, systematic way. After the WOT began, the WOD was combined with the WOT as one concern and became an actionable item alongside terrorism. Morales’ theory that after the Cold War ended there would be a national security deficit was correct and one can see the effects of this deficit in the 1995 and 2000 NSS. The aftermath of 9/11 filled this deficit and the WOD joined the thematic national security doctrine. As mentioned briefly above, there is a hypothesis within this argument surrounding the possibility that the United States created their own future problems during the war against communism. Within Colombia, but also Afghanistan, Mexico, and other Latin American countries, the United States considered these areas to be communist satellite states as they were influenced by Marxist-Leninist ideology. 
During the Cold War, and the efforts of the United States to completely vanquish communism, there were many battles or initiatives within these countries to destabilize the communist regimes. Certainly, in Afghanistan with the opium trade and Colombia with the cocaine trade, the effort to disturb and break up the communist regime in the late 1980s resulted in an overall destabilized state. The drug trade allowed for an influx of money and a boost to the economy, which was very attractive for countries that were forcibly destabilized by the United States – particularly when these countries could support the illicit drug trade into the United States. It can be hypothesized then, that the effort to completely break up communist regimes and governments resulted in the “weak” states that harboured terrorists and supported the international illicit drug trade. Altogether, however, the lack of a unified national security doctrine for the U.S. resulted in the WOT funnelling the WOD into being part of this national security doctrine. While much of this argument focuses on the aspect of communism, it is important to note that communism and globalization intertwine within this argument to showcase the increasing lurch towards a global focus. Each NSS with every passing year focused more and more on the globalized nature of politics. 
[bookmark: _Toc141108703]Conclusion
	To conclude this paper, I would like to examine the research question and each argument made to support the research question. The focus of this paper was on the changes made to the discourses and practices surrounding the WOD by the WOT. The event of terrorism on September 11th, 2001, launched the War on Terrorism. More specifically, then-President George W. Bush launched the WOT with his speech regarding the search for justice and the eradication of terrorism within the modern world. From the outset of the WOT, the focus was on an intensity of globalization and militarization which changed the discourses surrounding the WOD. Previously, the WOD had focused entirely on Mexico and other Latin American or South American countries. The focus was on the effects of illicit drugs on American individuals and the problems that the drug trade caused for Americans. The focus was policies aimed at Mexico, border control, and efforts to vanquish the sale of drugs within the United States. After 9/11, the focus increasingly became on terrorism and its correlation to drugs. A speech by Bush highlighted the connection made for the American populace between drugs and terrorism, with Bush suggesting that any purchase of illicit drugs equaled direct support of terrorism and any future attack on American soil. This connection resulted in the three main changes that affected the WOD: racism within military policies, an intense increase in militarization, and effects of globalization on policies and discourses. 
	Through the examination of various speeches by three Presidents, incarceration rates, immigration policies, military budgets, and National Security Strategies, this paper was able to deduce that the WOT did significantly impact and change the WOD. Prior to 9/11, the WOD was a concern for the American government, however it had not become a main focus. After 9/11 and the threat of narcoterrorism began, the WOD became a main issue for the NSS and Presidents. The WOD became highly specialized and the focus of billions of dollars in military funding. By becoming directly connected to terrorism, a culture of fear was developed towards drugs and anyone semi-related to drugs. It became a highly racialized issue with many racial minorities being imprisoned on drug charges. Ultimately, 9/11 impacted almost every facet of political life and the effects on the WOD were not saved from this global terrorist event.
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Table 4. Number of adults ever incarcerated in a State or Federal prison,
by gender, race, and Hispanic origin, 1974-2001

Number of adults ever incarcerated in a State or Federal prison

1974 1979 1986 1991 1997 2001
Gender
Male 1,677,000 1,934,000 2,449,000 3,142,000 4,205,000 5,037,000
Female 142,000 165,000 217,000 295,000 447,000 581,000
Race/Hispanic origin
White* 922,000 1,052,000 1,286,000 1,533,000 1,909,000 2,203,000
Male 837,000 958,000 1,173,000 1,395,000 1,724,000 1,978,000
Female 86,000 94,000 113,000 139,000 185,000 225,000
Black* 646,000 766,000 963,000 1,290,000 1,784,000 2,166,000
Male 595,000 704,000 881,000 1,181,000 1,615,000 1,936,000
Female 51,000 62,000 82,000 109,000 170,000 231,000
Hispanic 102,000 125,000 234,000 422,000 721,000 997,000
Male 94,000 116,000 217,000 392,000 664,000 911,000
Female 8,000 10,000 17,000 30,000 57,000 86,000

Note: Estimates were based on separate generation life tables that incorporate first incarcera-
tion and mortality rates for each age group. Estimates were rounded to the nearest 1,000.
See Methodology for estimation procedures.

*Excludes persons of Hispanic origin.





