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INTRODUCTION

 
“May you live in interesting times” might have been an old Chinese curse, but 
it certainly applies now.  Sequestration looms; Afghanistan boils; Libya erupts; 
Iran threatens; and the Arctic melts…..so many challenges, so little time.  ASP 
looks at all these issues from a national security perspective in this issue of 
American Security Quarterly.  You will find the breadth and depth of our 
analysis refreshing and wide-ranging.   
 
In the military we are fond of saying “it’s a target rich environment.”  ASP has 
had a similar problem this summer.  

We have published dozens of articles (most available on our website), so the 
difficulty was winnowing the list down to those that we think will stimulate 
you the most – and that is what is in this Quarter’s issue.   I’ll point out a few 
things that we have expanded that ought to garner your attention.  

We’ve added a section on Biofuels and their relation to national security.  Don’t 
think that Biofuels are just some environmentalists dream to achieve energy 
independence.  They are here to stay and they will significantly decrease our 
dependence on fossil fuels and foreign energy supplies, if we will just continue 
the research and funding.  We are now studying American Public Diplomacy, 
and Matthew Wallin’s  piece on America’s message is provocative and on target.  
And while on the subject of diplomacy, Prachi Naik takes on the Law of the Sea 
Treaty as it relates to the South China Sea dilemma.   

Want to save a ton of money yet keep our country secure?  Try revising our 
nuclear strategy, as Terri Lodge and Mary Kaszynski state in both of their 
articles. 
 
I believe that ASP is truly the ONLY non-partisan, fact-based educational 
enterprise that takes on this wide range of issues.   We are not campaigning for 
any candidate, but we ARE asking you to consider our national security when 
the candidates discuss these issues.   I think you will understand the issues 
better and be much richer if you read this issue.   

I hope this just wets your appetite and that it will draw you to our website for 
even more in-depth coverage. 

BGen Stephen A. cheney uSmc (ret.)

CEO American Security Project

American Security Quarterly was produced with 

assistance from William Chodkowski
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AMERICAN                        
COMPETITIVENESS

The National Ignition Facility 
Shows What American Science 
Can Do
Brig. Gen. Stephen Cheney, USMC (Ret.); Brig. 
Gen. John Adams, USA (Ret.); and Andrew Holland, 
ASP Senior Fellow

Flashpoint Blog

September 12, 2012

Science is one of the most important parts of America’s 
long term national security and economic competi-
tiveness. In the 1940s, we saw the greatest scientists 
in the world come together in Los Alamos in a race 
to build a nuclear weapon before the Nazis could. In 
the 1960s, the world marveled at how the Apollo Pro-
gram demonstrated that American science and engi-
neering ability could send men to the moon. When 
we apply cutting-edge science to achieving important 
real-world goals, there is nothing that America can-
not do.

The inside of the NIF’s target chamber

Today, America is faced with a long-term challenge 
of how to power our economy. While we are experi-
encing a boom in domestic production of fossil fuels, 
we should not expect that to meet our growing long-

term demand for energy. We should instead focus on 
breakthrough technologies that will be more secure, 
safe, economical, and sustainable than our current 
energy mix.

Although it is not talked about in our heated cam-
paign season, American scientists are working on this 
today. Each of us recently had the opportunity to visit 
and tour the National Ignition Facility (NIF) at Law-
rence Livermore National Lab in a tour organized by 
the American Security Project, a non-partisan think 
tank devoted to America’s long-term national securi-
ty. ASP has brought out a fact sheet detailing “Inertial 
Confinement Fusion at the NIF.” The NIF is seeking 
to prove that fusion energy can be an important part 
of our national energy mix.

The NIF is ‘big science’ at its very best. It was com-
pleted in 2009 at the cost of $3.5 billion. The facility 
is about three football fields long. It consists of 192 of 
the largest, most powerful lasers in the world. These 
lasers are all focused inside a special chamber upon a 
target that is no larger than a pencil’s eraser. When 
fired, these lasers can create some of the hottest, dens-
est conditions anywhere in the universe.

NIF is the central part of the National Ignition Cam-
paign, a nationwide collaboration with some of the 
nation’s leading scientific institutions that is attempt-
ing to demonstrate fusion “ignition” – the point at 
which a self-sustained fusion reaction is achieved.

Fusion is a method of generating power that forces 
two atoms together, releasing tremendous amounts of 
energy. It could provide our country with a virtually 
limitless supply of clean energy. NIF’s experiments 
towards ignition are paving the way towards a bet-
ter understanding of how to harness fusion to create 
energy. While ignition is proving to be more difficult 
than planned for, when achieved, it will be an impor-
tant scientific milestone that demonstrates the poten-
tial for fusion to be a viable energy source.

Once the physics of ignition are proven, the leaders 
at NIF have detailed plans to move forward with a 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-national-ignition-facility-shows-what-american-science-can-do/
http://americansecurityproject.org/featured-items/2012/inertial-confinement-fusion-at-the-national-ignition-facility/
http://americansecurityproject.org/featured-items/2012/inertial-confinement-fusion-at-the-national-ignition-facility/
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demonstration plant called LIFE (Laser Inertial Fu-
sion Energy). LIFE would use available materials and 
market-based technology to build a commercial-scale 
power plant. This is achievable within a decade.

Already, utility executives are taking part in a LIFE 
Industry Stakeholders Advisory board that will al-
low utilities to make sure that their needs and con-
cerns are met with the LIFE power plant. This is 
the best example of public-private partnerships: the 
government working to achieve important scientific 
breakthroughs, then working with the private sector 
to commercialize the technology. Once NIF demon-
strates that laser fusion energy is possible, planning 
for LIFE will move forward.

The current leadership of NIF, under Dr. Ed Moses, 
is a model for the effectiveness of the government’s 
scientific achievements. In recognition of its success, 
NIF was awarded the “Project of the Year” by the 
Project Management Institute in 2010.

Even if NIF does not reach its goal of ignition by 
its somewhat arbitrary target date at the end of this 
month, its mission to achieve ignition should con-
tinue. The NIF is one of the crown jewels of Ameri-
can science. It proves that when we set-out to do big 
things, the path may be hard, but we can meet the 
biggest challenges head-on. NIF proves that the most 
important technological breakthroughs are not in ‘so-
cial networking’ – they are in the extreme edge of sci-
entific understanding. So long as America continues 
to support projects like NIF, we are convinced that 
America will not lose its long-term competitiveness.

The US Needs Domestic Access to 
Rare Earth Minerals
Lauren Haigler

Flashpoint Blog

July 16, 2012

Last week, the House passed the National Strategic 
and Critical Minerals Production Act, H.R. 4402, 
which streamlines the federal mining permit pro-
cess. The legislation requires that federal agencies cap 
the permit review period by federal agencies to 30 
months.

It designates domestic mining containing “strategic 
and critical minerals” an infrastructure project, un-
der the definition given in an executive order from 
President Obama. The order called for the expedition 
of federal permitting processes for infrastructure de-
velopment.

Surface transportation, aviation, ports and waterways, 
water resource projects, renewable energy generation, 
electricity transmission, broadband, and pipelines all 
currently qualify as infrastructure projects.

House Natural Resources Committee Chairman Doc 
Hastings (R-WA) described the necessity of the bill:

“Burdensome red tape, duplicative reviews, frivolous 
lawsuits and onerous regulations can hold up new 
mining projects for more than a decade. These unnec-
essary delays cost American jobs, as we become more 
and more dependent on foreign countries for raw in-
gredients to fuel manufacturing and our economy… 
This a jobs bill, and the positive economic impact of 
this bill’s intent will extend beyond the mining in-
dustry.”

The bill passed despite opposition concerns that expe-
diting the process would be harmful for the environ-
ment and that the definition of “strategic and critical 
minerals” was too broad, including basically all min-
ing and not just that of rare earth minerals.

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-us-needs-domestic-access-to-rare-earth-minerals/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/BILLS-112hr4402ih/pdf/BILLS-112hr4402ih.pdf
http://naturalresources.house.gov/News/DocumentSingle.aspx?DocumentID=302855
http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/237551-house-votes-to-streamline-federal-mining-permit-process
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Supporters referenced the lack of American produc-
tion of rare earth minerals as a national security and 
economic threat to the United States.

China currently produces 97% of the set of 17 “rare 
earth minerals” that are used in defense equipment, 
advanced electronics and computing systems, and 
clean, renewable energy technologies. Recently, Chi-
na has been trying to control the rare earth market by 
placing restrictions on exports.

The US, Japan, and EU have filed a complaint against 
China with the World Trade Organization over Chi-
na’s attempts at export restrictions on rare earths. 
In 2010, China suspended exports to Japan and, in 
2011, China’s largest producer of rare earths suspend-
ed production for a month.

China’s monopoly on rare earth minerals is an avoid-
able situation. Rare earth minerals are actually not 
that rare. And, the US has the second-biggest deposit 
of rare earth minerals in the world but they are not 
being used.

The problem is the rare earths are very difficult to 
extract from ore and the process is costly and more 
environmentally damaging than for other elements. 
Despite this, they are vital for manufacturing and de-
pending on China for them is a risky venture.

(See ASP’s report “Rare Earth Metals and US Nation-
al Security” or the fact sheet for more information on 
rare earth minerals.

The legislation passed in the House but it is seen as 
unlikely to be taken up by the Senate.

However, there is something more important the 
Senate should do to make domestic mining a more 
attractive investment: ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty.

(See ASP’s “Law of the Sea: Separating Fact from Fic-
tion” for more information.)

The Law of the Sea Treaty would provide US compa-
nies the legal certainty they need to invest in deep-

seabed mining, where it is projected that vast deposits 
of rare earth minerals lie. Without ratification of the 
treaty, companies are not willing to invest in the ex-
pensive venture because the US would not have in-
ternationally recognized claims over the resources in 
the waters.

Mining for rare earths in the deep-seabed has eco-
nomic and environmental advantages over land min-
ing. Some research has suggested that deep-sea min-
ing will be cheaper than land mining and yield higher 
profits. Also, the seafloor deposits are much more 
concentrated than those on land and would therefore 
take less processing to extract the minerals, which is 
the most environmentally destructive part of mining. 
New technology has also reduced the environmental 
risk of deep-sea mining. More than one metal can 
be obtained at one deep-sea site. Land mines leave 
a substantial footprint but deep-sea mines have no 
roads, surface ore-transport systems, or other infra-
structures.

Jay Timmons, President and CEO of the National 
Association of Manufacturers, explained the impor-
tance of domestic access to rare earths in his testi-
mony to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
supporting LOTS:

“Without those rare earth materials manufacturing 
simply will not be able to compete and succeed in 
the world marketplace… The bottom line is if we 
can’t access rare earth materials on the floor of the 
sea, we’re going to be put at a significant competitive 
disadvantage.”

The Senate has an opportunity to help jump-start the 
US rare earth minerals market and create jobs in a 
way that is more environmentally friendly than the 
House legislation. Plus, there are many, many more 
advantages that would be afforded to the US econo-
my and national security through ratification of the 
treaty besides deep-sea mining.

The House recognizes the importance of domestic ac-
cess to rare earths. Why doesn’t the Senate?

http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/e2-wire/236515-house-tees-up-vote-on-mining-permit-bill
http://www.dailytech.com/China+Cuts+Off+Worlds+Rare+Earth+Metal+Supply/article23069.htm
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/27/us-eu-china-rareearths-idUSBRE85Q0KJ20120627
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/27/us-eu-china-rareearths-idUSBRE85Q0KJ20120627
http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/09/24/china-halts-rare-earth-exports-japan-amid-tensions-territorial-dispute-traders/
http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20111020/ap_on_hi_te/as_china_rare_earths
http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf
http://americansecurityproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/Rare-Earth-Metals-and-US-Security-FINAL.pdf
http://www.scribd.com/doc/60555131/The-Facts-Rare-Earths-and-U-S-National-Security
http://www.scribd.com/doc/98316829/Law-of-the-Sea-Separating-Fact-From-Fiction
http://www.scribd.com/doc/98316829/Law-of-the-Sea-Separating-Fact-From-Fiction
http://ratifythetreatynow.org/sites/default/files/pdf/Shell%20Written%20Testimony%20for%20Law%20of%20the%20Sea%20Hearing%206-28-12.pdf
http://www.isa.org.jm/files/documents/EN/Workshops/2004/ISA_Heydon1.pdf
http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2010/09/20/is-deep-sea-mining-bad-for-the-environment.html
http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-law-of-the-sea-convention-treaty-doc-103-39-perspectives-from-business-and-industry
http://www.foreign.senate.gov/hearings/the-law-of-the-sea-convention-treaty-doc-103-39-perspectives-from-business-and-industry
http://americansecurityproject.org/issues/american-competitiveness/law-of-the-sea/
http://americansecurityproject.org/issues/american-competitiveness/law-of-the-sea/
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LOTS of tension brewing in the 
South China Sea
Prachi Naik

Flashpoint Blog

July 27, 2012

A small two-square-mile island in the South China 
Sea is finding itself at the center of an alarming mul-
tistate power struggle. Yongxing Island, the largest of 
the Paracel Archipelago, has no indigenous inhabit-
ants of its own and can only be remotely accessed 
by plane or sea. Tiny and unassuming, it is, rather 
paradoxically, at the epicenter of a major territorial 
dispute between the People’s Republic of China and 
the Philippines.

The PRC recently declared Woody Island, as Yongx-
ing is commonly referred to, a military garrison and 
began moving troops there this week, much to the 
chagrin of its neighboring state the Philippines. Echo-
ing his government’s indignation over what are per-
ceived to be threatening acts of Chinese assertiveness, 
Philippine President Benigno Aquino said three days 
ago in a speech to the Philippine Congress: “If some-
one enters your yard and tells you he owns it, will you 
allow that? It’s not right to give away what is rightfully 
ours.”

The Paracel Islands are one amongst three resource-
rich island groups at the heart of this Southeast Asian 
Island controversy: the Paracel, Spratly and Maccles-
field Bank archipelagos. Five different states extend 
claims of varying degree over these islands, largely due 
to the potential wealth of natural resources lying be-
neath the surrounding ocean’s surface.

As a major regional power, China is taking the lead 
in asserting its claim, both militarily and politically 
over the islands and waters in question. This has had a 
spill-over effect for military preparedness and force es-
calation in the region in general. In the past year itself, 
the Philippines, considered one of the weaker states of 

Southeast Asia, doubled its military defense budget, 
increasing the overall risk of the territorial dispute.

What is the nature of US involvement in all of this?

As the US administration and military is embarking 
upon its “pivot to Asia,” the tensions in the South 
China Sea have tangible repercussions for Ameri-
can interests in the region that extend beyond curb-
ing China’s growing, unchecked power. The pressing 
question at this moment is whether the US will de-
fend the Philippines if China attacks.

American political and military leadership has hesitat-
ed to respond in a black or white, yes or no manner. 
In June of this year, President Aquino and President 
Obama met and reaffirmed their commitment to the 
US-Philippine Mutual Defense Treaty, as well as to 
peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region, however 
Washington’s position on intervention is highly con-
tingent on a situational, case-by-case analysis.

Secretary Clinton has often stated, however, that in 
spite of the tensions between the Southeast Asian 
states, the United States remains committed to pro-
tecting the freedom of navigation, unimpeded com-
merce and stability in the South China Sea.

To achieve this end, the United States would be best 
served by ratifying the Law of the Sea Treaty, which 
would provide US efforts to maintain peace in the 
region with an honorable mantle of legitimacy. Chi-
na and the Philippines are both party to the Law of 
the Sea. Here, I find it worth returning to Admiral 
Locklear’s testimony from the June 14 Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee on the Law of the Sea Conven-
tion. As Commander of the U.S. Pacific Command, 
Admiral Locklear emphasized the security benefit 
LOTS would provide in hotspots such as the South 
China Sea:

“The Law of the Sea would give us… a framework on 
[how to deal with] territorial disputes [and] excessive 
maritime claims. [This framework] is critical to us so 
that we can maintain our unimpeded access to those ar-

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/lots-of-tension-brewing-in-the-south-china-sea/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Woody_Island_%28South_China_Sea%29
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/asia_pacific/philippine-president-wont-back-down-from-territorial-dispute-with-china-to-bolster-military/2012/07/23/gJQAF6k83W_story.html
http://www.abs-cbnnews.com/-depth/07/25/12/will-us-defend-philippines-if-china-attacks
http://www.abs-cbnnews.com/-depth/07/25/12/will-us-defend-philippines-if-china-attacks
http://www.whitehouse.gov/photos-and-video/video/2012/06/08/president-obama-s-bilateral-meeting-president-aquino-philippines
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303740704577521911756375968.html
http://www.navy.mil/navydata/bios/navybio.asp?bioID=180
http://www.navy.mil/navydata/bios/navybio.asp?bioID=180
http://americansecurityproject.org/issues/american-competitiveness/law-of-the-sea/
http://americansecurityproject.org/issues/american-competitiveness/law-of-the-sea/
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eas for the future. We have seven allies in the world. Five 
of them are in this region. And ensuring that our allies’ 
perspectives are looked at properly through a rule of law 
that allows us to continue operate to freely with them is 
important.”

Since the United States is not party to the Law of the 
Sea Convention, actors such as China who have much 
to lose in the event of US intervention are able to ef-
fectively shut the door on diplomatic negotiations and 
bar US participation in the conversation. Undoubtedly, 
the US has a plethora of methods to make itself heard; 
however, in the absence of LOTS member status, such 
methods unfortunately call upon the use of force. As 
I discussed earlier, there is already a significant and 
alarming military build-up in the South China Sea.

As Admiral Locklear reiterated throughout the June 
14th hearing:

Not ratifying the Law of the Sea Treaty “weakens our 
standing to object to inappropriate actions of other states 
that violate the convention. As the United States military 
executes our rebalance to the Pacific, the convention is es-
sential to locking in a stable, legal framework for the mari-
time domain that is favorable to our national interests and 
preserves our access to this critical region.”

The race globally for   
competitiveness continues
August Cole 

Flashpoint Blog

September 7, 2012

This summer is one of winners and losers.

Yet after the Olympic fanfare in London, another race 
continues. After the headline-grabbing medalists return 
home and plot a return to glory, a larger story of com-
petition continues to unfold out of sight as policymak-
ers and executives around the world dive grapple with 
the issue of national economic competitiveness during 
the worst economic crisis in a lifetime.

How nations handle this adversity matters more than 
ever. The latest judgment on the competitive position 
of the United States comes from the World Economic 
Forum.

The group’s 2012-2013 annual report ranked the U.S. 
7th, slipping further from the podium. Last year, the 
WEF ranked the U.S. 5th  out of 144 countries; the 
U.S. was 4th in the 2010-2011 report.

Out of the 144 countries ranked, the US fared poor-
ly in the business costs of terrorism (ranking 124th), 
government budget balance as a percentage of GDP 
(140th) and general government debt as a percentage 
of GDP (136th).

The study also looked at “the most problematic factors 
for doing business” by surveying executives. The most 
commonly mentioned factor: inefficient government 
bureaucracy. The next two were tax rates and tax regu-
lations.

As the WEF report, and others show, the race globally 
for competitiveness continues. Getting the U.S. back 
onto the podium remains more important than ever.

You can read the report here: The Global Competitive-
ness Report 2012-2013

http://www.scribd.com/doc/104988302/The-Global-Competitiveness-Report-2012-2013
http://www.scribd.com/doc/104988302/The-Global-Competitiveness-Report-2012-2013
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Through Innovation and Invest-
ment, the U.S. Can Lead in Next-
Generation Energy, Nuclear  Fu -
sion
Nick Cunningham and Andrew Holland

AOL Energy

August 3, 2012

The U.S. innovation system has a rich history of 
developing transformational technologies that usher 
in new eras of economic growth. The ultimate success 
of all energy technologies – whether coal, natural 
gas, oil, hydropower, nuclear, solar, or wind – has 
depended upon a tradition of public support during 
their research and development stage.

Consistent R&D support allowed new technologies 
to move through the stages of innovation – from basic 
and applied research, to prototyping, demonstration, 
commercialization, until they are finally market 
competitive. This process often takes decades, so 
returns are uncertain and dispersed, meanwhile, 
costs are certain, immediate, and focused, - so the 
private sector underinvests in R&D. Since the private 
market is not designed to address these problems, 
there is a clear role for smart government policy. 
 
However, right now America’s energy policy is 
hampered because politicians only plan around four-
year cycles. While today’s energy policy debates in 
Congress focused on which tax credit will get a one 
year extension and which will not, we are missing 
opportunities to develop energy technologies for 
the next generation. Most troubling is a push by 
Congress and the Administration to cut the federal 
R&D budget, crippling investments in critical 
new technologies. The consequences of these cuts 
will be felt immediately – and will last for decades. 
 
One striking example is the proposed budget cuts 

for fusion energy. Research in fusion has been going 
on for decades, and significant progress has been 
made. By fusing together two hydrogen isotopes 
– deuterium and tritium – enormous amounts of 
energy can be produced. Since deuterium comes 
from ocean water, and tritium can be produced from 
lithium, fusion holds the promise of providing a 
nearly inexhaustible supply of energy. Even better, 
no pollutants or greenhouse gases are emitted, 
and there is no threat of a nuclear meltdown like 
there is with the nuclear fission reactors of today. 
 
We know that fusion works, it is already being 
done in labs around the world. Here in the United 
States, the three major experiments for research into 
magnetically-confined fusion (which uses powerful 
magnets to confine the superheated plasma) are the 
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory, the Plasma 
Science and Fusion Center at the Massachusetts 
Institute for Technology (MIT), and the DIII-D 
Research Program at General Atomics’ Fusion Energy 
Research Lab in San Diego. These experiments are 
supported by major scientific research institutions 
like Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee and 
by a range of businesses, contractors, and researchers 
in every corner of the country.
 
Up to now, the problem with fusion has been crafting 
new materials that are strong enough to withstand the 
heat of a fusion reaction, which needs to reach 100 
million degrees, more than six times hotter than the 
surface of the sun. The other challenge is confining 
the hot plasma long enough for the reaction to take 
place; a process that scientists are experimenting 
with either magnets or lasers. But scientists, together 
with the private sector, are making progress in these 
areas. The next step is to build a fusion reactor that 
will produce net energy power (get more power out 
than is put in); one is currently under construction 
in France, with American support. Known as ITER, 
the facility is backed by seven nations including the 
United States, and should be completed by 2020. 
 

http://energy.aol.com/2012/08/03/through-innovation-and-investment-the-u-s-can-lead-in-next-gen/
http://energy.aol.com/2012/07/19/nuclear-fusion-this-is-the-adventure-part-of-venture-capital/
http://energy.aol.com/tag/Princeton/
http://energy.aol.com/tag/MIT/
http://energy.aol.com/tag/Oak+Ridge+National+Laboratory/
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Scientists are confident that the limitations to 
full commercialization of fusion reactors are not 
scientific, but budgetary. Exponential increases 
in power generation were achieved for twenty 
years leading up to the mid 1990s, but since then, 
budget cuts have caused delays. A program that had 
suffered years of atrophy was further harmed when 
President Obama’s fiscal year 2013 budget request 
called for a $45 million cut from the domestic 
fusion program, a drastic reduction of 16%. 
 
The budget cuts will force MIT’s Plasma 
Science and Fusion Center to shut down. 
This facility’s “Alcator C-Mod” is a critical 
component of our national research program. 
 
Cuts like this would prevent American fusion labs 
and companies from capitalizing on the lessons 
learned from the ITER experiment. MIT is doubly 
important because it houses the largest collection 
of plasma science graduate students in the country; 
our next generation of scientists would be trained 
here. Unfortunately, the prospect of the budget 
cut has already caused the University to delay 
acceptances of the incoming 2012 graduate students. 
 
Cutting the program will start to dismantle a 
world class scientific workforce and send the 
message to our brightest science students that their 
best chance for career advancement will come 
from working abroad in France, Japan, or China. 
 
The U.S. has a remarkable track record in developing 
transformational technologies that revolutionize our 
way of life. With much needed investment, fusion 
energy can transform our energy system for the next 
generation.

Startup Company Hopes to do 
Fusion Energy Cheaper and  
Faster
Nicholas Cunningham

Flashpoint Blog

September 17, 2012

Fusion energy is often dismissed as a technology 
that is always “20 years away.” Indeed, some of the 
major fusion energy laboratories around the world 
are making substantial progress, but the industry 
will still require many more years of R&D before 
reactors begin putting electrons onto the grid.

However, one small company, backed by venture 
capital, hopes to make fusion energy a reality in 
much shorter time frame. General Fusion, a com-
pany based in Canada, is seeking to achieve “net en-
ergy gain” – more energy out than is put in – by the 
end of next year.

This is an ambitious goal. In comparison, an inter-
nationally-supported fusion reactor is under con-
struction in the south of France, with major fusion 
labs around the world contributing their expertise, 
and they hope to achieve net energy gain sometime 
in the 2020’s.

General Fusion also calculates that it can do it at a 
fraction of the cost. It is backed by $32.5 million 
in venture capital, notably from Chrysalix, a clean-
tech venture capital firm. It also received about $14 
million in grant money from the Canadian govern-
ment. When compared to the billions in funding 
for large fusion labs, it is easy to understand the ex-
citement surrounding General Fusion.

So how do they plan on proving fusion is possible 
cheaper and faster than the big labs?

General Fusion is combining the two main ap-
proaches to fusion energy (magnetic confinement 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/startup-company-hopes-to-do-fusion-energy-cheaper-and-faster/
http://www.generalfusion.com/
http://www.chrysalix.com/
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fusion and inertial confinement fusion) into a tech-
nique called “Magnetized Target Fusion.” According 
to their website:

“Magnetized target fusion first traps a relatively low-
temperature and low-density plasma of deuterium 
and tritium in a magnetic field (similar to magnetic 
fusion) and then compresses the plasma to high-tem-
perature and high-density fusion conditions (much 
like inertial confinement fusion). This hybrid ap-
proach compresses the target more slowly than inertial 
confinement fusion, allowing the energy for compres-
sion to be delivered by much less expensive technol-
ogy than lasers. Magnetized target fusion also creates 
higher density conditions than magnetic fusion, re-
ducing the required containment time. Together, this 
combination of a slower compression rate and shorter 
containment time results in a simpler, cheaper and 
less power-intensive fusion generator design.”

General Fusion believes it will prove net energy gain 
by the end of 2013. After that, the next step will be 
to build a full-scale demonstration plant, estimated to 
be complete by 2016 at a cost of about $1 billion. If 
successful, General Fusion believes it can have com-
mercial reactors on the grid by the end of the decade.

In their vision, General Fusion’s reactors will be small, 
about 100-megawatts each. They estimate the elec-
tricity produced from their fusion reactors could cost 
between $0.05 – $0.10 per kilowatt-hour to produce, 
a rate at which would be cost-competitive with elec-
tricity produced on the grid today.

While success is uncertain, the implications – in terms 
of energy security, climate change, geopolitics and eco-
nomics – would be enormous. Achieving commercial 
energy from fusion would mean clean, safe, abundant 
energy that would be virtually inexhaustible.

Although the rewards may be significant, General Fu-
sion needs to first prove it is possible.



13

NUCLEAR SECURITY

The Case for Continued  
Engagement with Iran
Mary Kaszynski

The Diplomat

August 2, 2012

In April Iran and the five members of the U.N. Se-
curity Council plus Germany (the P5+1) restarted 
negotiations on Iran’s nuclear program after a fifteen-
month hiatus. Since the talks have restarted the two 
sides have held a number of meetings at the political 
level, as well as expert talks on technical issues. None-
theless, thus far these talks have failed to produce a 
breakthrough, and prior hope for a quick resolution 
has dissipated.

The lack of substantive progress has led some pun-
dits and policymakers to call the negotiations a fail-
ure and urge the Obama administration to abandon 
them altogether. Instead, these critics advocate more 
aggressive actions to prevent Iran from obtaining a 
nuclear weapons capability, which range from enact-
ing harsher sanctions to conducting military strikes 
against Tehran’s nuclear facilities.

The impulse to walk away from the talks is under-
standable. Diplomacy takes time and years of ne-

gotiations can sometimes produce only incremental 
progress. This process is painstakingly slow and inher-
ently frustrating. The results of using armed force, on 
the other hand, are apparent much more quickly. As 
Council on Foreign Relations fellow Micah Zenko, 
puts it, “[Both politicians and ordinary people] want 
to ‘do something.’ And nothing ‘does something’ like 
military force.”

But walking away from the talks now would be a mis-
take. Engagement may not show immediate results, 
but negotiating with Iran is the only way to achieve a 
lasting solution to the nuclear dilemma.

In the case of the U.S. and Iran, negotiations are 
complicated by a long history of miscommunication 
and mistrust. As I wrote in a recent report from the 
American Security Project, the U.S. and Iran have 
had very few high-level discussions on the nuclear 
program in the ten years since the full extent of Iran’s 
nuclear program was first revealed.

Of course, the history of non-communication pre-
dates the 2002 revelation. The U.S. severed diplo-
matic ties with Iran in the wake of the 1979 Hostage 
Crisis. Since then, official communications between 
the two states have almost always been transmitted 
through third parties.

This is at odds with how the United States has dealt 
with its adversaries in the past. It also increases the 
risk of war by miscalculation. As former Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen 
pointed out, “Even in the darkest days of the Cold 
War, we had links to the Soviet Union. We are not 
talking to Iran, so we don’t understand each other. 
If something happens, it’s virtually assured that we 
won’t get it right, that there will be miscalculation.”

With both sides bolstering their military capabilities 
in the region, the possibility of events escalating out 
of control rises considerably. Indeed, this has been 
demonstrated numerous times throughout the U.S.-
Iranian rivalry. For example, with both sides on edge 
at the end of the Tanker War in 1988, the U.S. Navy 
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shot down an Iranian civilian aircraft that it mistaken-
ly identified as an F-14 fighter jet. All 290 passengers 
on board perished.

More recently, last month a U.S. Navy vessel in the 
Gulf fired on a small Indian fishing boat, killing one 
and wounding three others. It was only hours later 
that Washington learned that the fishermen were 
Indian. Had they been Iranian, the story may have 
played out very differently. With tensions at a fever 
pitch, an incident like this could easily be the catalyst 
that sets the U.S. and Iran on a path to the conflict 
neither side seeks.  

The negotiations between the West and Iran have not 
yet yielded a nuclear deal. But abandoning engage-
ment now, before every option has been explored, 
would be unwise.

Overcoming the mistrust that has built up over de-
cades will take time. The U.S. and Iran have only 
just begun to talk after years of silence. Previous rap-
prochements like the Sino-U.S. one under Richard 
Nixon and Mao were years in the making. Military 
action may be more satisfying in the short-term, but 
only engagement promises a long-term solution to 
the nuclear impasse. Understanding this, the U.S. 
must resist the impulse to end the talks prematurely 
and instead redouble its efforts to engage Iran.

Revising the outdated, expensive 
nuclear strategy can pay   
dividends
Terri Lodge

The Hill

July 16, 2012

While the media is consumed with tax cuts, the 
economy, and other election-year issues, the 
sequestration clock is ticking away. Behind the scenes 
Congress is scrambling to come up with a spending 
plan to avoid the automatic budget cuts that will kick 
in in a few short months.  

It’s no secret that an across-the-board cut, described 
by Secretary Gates as “the meat-ax approach,” is not 
a smart way to reduce government spending. The 
scalpel approach – trimming unnecessary programs 
while protecting vital defense capabilities – is the only 
way to craft a national security strategy that is both 
effective and cost-effective.

Nuclear weapons, the relics of a Cold War strategy, 
must be first under the surgeon’s scalpel. Reducing 
unnecessary nuclear spending will alleviate the 
pressure to cut funding for our troops and other 
important defense programs. 

Reducing funding for nuclear weapons and related 
facilities is no longer a taboo subject among the 
nuclear cognoscenti. This change reflects the change 
in our strategic environment. The security threats we 
face today are not the threats we faced in the Cold 
War. A 21st century security strategy should not 
employ Cold War weapons. 

The growing consensus for a new nuclear strategy 
includes most former flag officers of STRATCOM, 
missile commands, and large commands, along with 
former national security officials. Some of these leaders 
are Republicans; some are Democrats. They may not 
agree on many national security issues, but they do 
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agree that the U.S. can maintain a nuclear deterrent 
with far fewerthan the 1550 warheads allowed under 
the New START Treaty. 

The new nuclear consensus includes former 
STRATCOM Commander General James 
Cartwright, who chaired a bipartisan commission 
that recommended a nuclear force of 450 deployed 
and450 non-deployed warheads. These military 
leaders are joined by policymakers like Chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee Senator Carl Levin, 
who notes that nuclear weapons are “totally useless.”

Most believe that U.S. reductions must be taken in the 
context of arms control negotiations with Russia, on 
the grounds that it would be unwise to reduce when 
Russia does not.   While this is a sensible approach, 
there is no reason why planning areduced arsenal 
could not begin now, when the United States is at 
an “inflection point” where many decisions about the 
future strategic force are hanging free.    

Of course, revising the outdated nuclear strategy 
impliesending the Department of Energy’s plans to 
build expensive bomb-making factories. We don’t 
need facilities to pump out new bomb components 
that we will never deploy, not even as a hedge. 

The U.S. spends over $30 billion on nuclear weapons 
each year. There’s a lot of room in there for smart, 
strategy-based cuts.  Every dollar spent on unnecessary 
nuclear programs is a dollar not spent on programs 
and weapons our troops really need. Trimming the 
nuclear budget could save billions of dollars – dollars 
that would be better spent on other defense programs.

Some policymakers and experts remain vehemently 
opposed to a reduced arsenal, but their numbers 
are quickly dwindling. Many of arguments against 
revising the nuclear strategy can be traced back to 
politics – because President Obama supports nuclear 
reductions, his political opponents argue against it. 

Some take a more strategic approach, arguing that 
the more nuclear weapons we possess the stronger the 

stronger our security. But, as former STRATCOM 
Deputy Commander Lt. General Dirk Jameson has 
written, “Having more nuclear weapons doesn’t mean 
we are winning… It merely reflects that our strategy 
is ill-suited to our times.” 

Clinging to an outdated strategy is dangerous. 
As Defense Secretary Panetta recently remarked, 
“protect[ing] particular constituencies that may not 
be critical to our national defense capabilities…
could harm our ability to pursue the high-priority 
investments that we think are essential to the force 
that we need for the 21st century.”  

When pundits and policymakers argue for 
protecting unnecessary nuclear programs at the 
expense of vital defense capabilities, it’s hard not to 
see these nuclear warriors as a gang that time left 
behind. 

The call for a revised nuclear  
strategy
Mary Kaszynski

The Hill

July 30, 2012

There may not be agreement on the size and shape 
of the future force, but there is growing consensus 
among the nation’s leaders that it’s time to bring U.S. 
nuclear strategy into the 21st century. This consensus 
includes two former commanders of U.S. Strategic 
Command.

General James Cartwright oversaw the nation’s 
nuclear arsenal for three years as STRATCOM 
Commander, but he has never shown a bias towards 
nuclear weapons. In fact, his stance on U.S. nuclear 
posture is purely strategy-driven, reflecting a practical 
analysis of today’s security threats and the tools 
needed to address those threats.

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/241103-the-call-for-a-revised-nuclear-strategy


16

    AmericAn Security prOject

“The current U.S. nuclear force remains sized and 
organized operationally for fighting the “last war” – 
the Cold War – even though threats from that era 
posed by the Soviet Union and China have greatly 
diminished or disappeared,” reads Gen. Cartwright’s 
joint testimony with Ambassador Thomas Pickering 
before the Senate Appropriations Committeelast 
week.  

“The U.S. (and Russian) arsenal is thus over-stocked. 
Ample latitude exists for further nuclear cuts,” the 
testimony concludes, reflecting the analysis of a panel 
Gen. Cartwright chaired, which included former 
Senator Chuck Hagel and General Jack Shaheen.

Gen. Cartwright is not the only STRATCOM 
commander to determine that the U.S. nuclear force, 
which numbers some 8,000 warheads, is unsuited 
to today’s strategic environment. General Eugene 
Habiger, STRATCOM commander from 1996 to 
1998, also recommends scaling back the massive arsenal. 
“In my view, 20 years after the Cold War, we could 
be at much lower levels. We’ve made good progress, 
but there’s much progress left to be made,” General 
Habiger said in an interview last fall.

Gen. Habiger’s recommended force level is even 
lower than the 900 warheads recommended by the 
Cartwright Commission. “600 nuclear weapons in 
our arsenal should be enough to do what we need to 
do,” Gen. Habiger said.

These two former STRATCOM Commanders are 
part of a growing consensus of U.S. leaders who 
recognize that the current nuclear posture isoutdated 
and unaffordable.

Plans to update the massive nuclear arsenal will cost 
hundreds of billions over the coming years. These 
plans include buying 12 new nuclear submarines 
(at a total cost of $100 billion, potentially crowding 
conventional ships out of the Navy’s budget), building 
a $4 billion facility that can produce new nuclear 
warhead components, and extending the service 
life of the B-61 bomb nuclear bomb – current cost 

estimate: $10 billion, significantly higher than last 
year’s estimate of $4 billion.

This level of spending reflects an arsenal geared towards 
Cold War threats. U.S. leaders policymakers from 
LtGen. Dirk Jameson, former deputy commander in 
chief of STRATCOM, to former Secretary of State 
Colin Powell agree that maintaining excess nuclear 
capabilities is not just fiscally irresponsible – it’s bad 
strategy.  Buying more nuclear capabilities that we do 
not need means buying less of the capabilities that we 
do need.  

An effective national security strategy is having the 
right amount of the right tools to address real threats. 
Generals Cartwright and Habiger may have been in 
charge of the nation’s nuclear weapons, but that has 
not stopped them from concluding that the arsenal 
is a relic of the Cold War, unsuited to today’s threats.

What a new nuclear posture should look like 
unclear.   As General Cartwright testified, “The 
extent of such [nuclear] cuts, thecomposition of 
the reduced arsenals, and the number of weapons 
held in reserve as a geopolitical hedge against 
a downturn in relations are matters worthy of 
public debate, and of congressional hearings.” 
  
There may not be agreement on the size or shape of 
the future force, but there is a growing consensus 
that revising the outdated nuclear posture will not 
only save billions of dollars, but also make for a more 
effective national security strategy.
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International Unity on Iran
Derek Bolton

Flashpoint Blog

September 14, 2012

The IAEA Board of Governors resolution 
GOV/2012/48 has sent one clear and important mes-
sage, the international community is still committed-
and united in their attempts- to diplomatically ad-
dress Iran’s nuclear program. In a 31-1-3 vote in sup-
port of the resolution, the international community 
has displayed a unified resolve that had previously 
been questioned (with countries like China and Rus-
sia seen as potentially hindering western initiatives).

While differences still may persist between the major 
powers, there is no denying the unequivocally unified 
call for Iran to finally address the concerns surround-
ing its nuclear program. The resolution strongly stat-
ed:

“…[the]serious concern regarding the continued en-
richment and heavy water-related activities in Iran, 
contrary to the relevant resolutions of the BOG and 
the UN Security Council.”

Moreover this unity was intertwined with the need 
for peaceful negotiations. Reinforced in multiple pas-
sages, the resolution called for a:

“Comprehensive negotiated, long term solution, on the 
basis of reciprocity and a step-by-step approach, which 
restores international confidence in the exclusively peace-
ful nature of Iran’s nuclear program consistent with the 
NPT,”

“Constructive diplomatic process which restores inter-
national confidence in the exclusively peaceful nature of 
Iran’s nuclear programme on the basis of reciprocity and 
a step-by-step approach and consistent with the NPT” 
and

“Continued support for a peaceful resolution of the in-
ternational community’s concerns…”

The resolutions importance is twofold. For one it re-
inforces the international consensus for a negotiated 
solution to Iran.

Secondly the inclusion of China and Russia coun-
ters the belief that China and Russia will, impede the 
diplomatic track, making such efforts futile.  The fact 
that China and Russia were brought on board with 
the “serious concern” regarding Iran mean both coun-
tries have now publicly agreed to the need for Iran to 
address these concerns.

While the resolution does not lay out next steps 
for where to head next, it has set up an important 
roadblock to those who would misguidedly support 
a military intervention in Iran at the present time. 
While such a strike may one day become a necessity, 
diplomacy is the appropriate path at hand, and this 
resolution has greatly help to facilitate that process.

Senator Lugar on Securing  
Syria’s Chemical Weapons
Mary Kaszynski

Flashpoint Blog

August 8, 2012

Every day brings a new twist to the Syria crisis. Mon-
day, the prime minister defected from the regime. 
Now,  Assad forces have reportedly begun a new of-
fensive in Aleppo (live updates from The Guardian 
here).

As events unfold, the U.S. and allies are eying Syria’s 
chemical and biological weapons stockpile with con-
cern. Syria insists that the weapons are secure and 
that they “will never be used unless Syria is exposed 
to external aggression.” Whether either of these state-
ments will hold as the situation progresses is unclear.

On top of questions about the regime’s intentions 
there’s also the question of securing the chemical and 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/international-unity-on-iran-diplomacy-2/
http://hibbs.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/1151/three-messages-from-gov201248
http://hibbs.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/1151/three-messages-from-gov201248
http://articles.cnn.com/2012-08-06/middleeast/world_meast_syria-unrest_1_manaf-tlas-riyad-hijab-syrian-information-minister-omran
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/middle-east-live/2012/aug/08/syria-crisis-rebels-kill-russian-general-live?newsfeed=true
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biological weapons stockpile in the event of the re-
gime’s fall.

Syria’s chemical arsenal, publicly acknowledged by 
a government official for the first time just a few 
weeks ago, includes several hundred tons of blister-
ing agents, large quantities of nerve agents (possibly 
including VX), and at least four chemical weapon 
production facilities.

Preventing Syria’s WMD arsenal from falling into 
terrorist hands if the regime falls would be a daunt-
ing task.

Senator Richard Lugar, a leader in nonproliferation 
efforts for three decades, has a solution to the prob-
lem. The senator proposes that the U.S. and Russia 
work together to eliminate Syria’s chemical weapons 
stockpile.

Sen. Lugar’s many contributions to US national se-
curity interests are well-known – so well-known, in 
fact, that ASP recently honored him with first annual 
Senator Richard Lugar Award for Leadership in Na-
tional Security.

Sen. Lugar’s work on nonproliferation is particularly 
noteworthy. After the fall of the Soviet Union he and 
Sen. Sam Nunn introduced the Cooperative Threat 
Reduction Program to provide U.S. assistance to se-
cure weapons of mass destruction in former Soviet 
States.

ASP’s Fact Sheet on the Nunn-Lugar CTR pro-
gram   highlights its many achievements, from the 
deactivation of over 7,500 nuclear warheads to the 
elimination of more than 900 intercontinental bal-
listic missiles.

The success of the Nunn-Lugar program was not a 
given. At the end of the Cold War, the idea of pro-
viding former Soviet states with financial and techni-
cal assistance was bold. Many doubted the program 
would succeed.

The same can be said for Sen. Lugar’s plan for secur-
ing Syria’s chemical weapons. It’s a bold idea. With 
election-year rhetoric straining U.S.-Russia ties, co-
operation seems unlikely.

But the plan could work.  As Sen. Lugar said, “The 
threats might be to both of our countries from else-
where. That’s what I am suggesting as maybe a new 
chapter in our cooperative threat reduction – that we 
think about our abilities really to be helpful to each 
other, but also the rest of the world.”

After all, if anyone knows about developing effec-
tive plans to secure weapons of mass destruction, it’s 
Senator Lugar.

Nuclear Budget Cuts: an  
Easy Choice
Mary Kaszynski

Flashpoint Blog

August 8, 2012

The House Armed Services Committee is holding a 
hearing today (watch it live here) on the effects of the 
budget sequester – the automatic, across-the-board 
cuts that will go into effect in January unless Con-
gress can come up with a way to avoid it.

Words we’ll hear early and often at the hearing: meat-
ax approach, jobs, fiscal cliff, hard choices.

Words we probably won’t hear, but should: nuclear 
weapons budget.

Eliminating wasteful nuclear spending should be the 
first step in Congress’s search for an alternative to the 
budget cuts everyone wants to avoid.

It’s an appropriate day to talk about the sequester. 
One year ago today the House voted 269 to 161 to 
adopt the Budget Control Act, the legislation that 

http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/story/2012-07-23/Syria-violence-rebels/56425402/1
http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/fearful-of-nuclear-iran-the-real-wmd-nightmare-syria
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/08/world/europe/senator-richard-lugar-urges-united-states-and-russia-to-rid-syria-of-chemical-weapons.html?_r=1&smid=tw-share
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/featured-items/2012/asp-honors-senator-richard-lugar-for-his-leadership-and-contributions-to-national-security/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/featured-items/2012/asp-honors-senator-richard-lugar-for-his-leadership-and-contributions-to-national-security/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/featured-items/2012/fact-sheet-the-nunn-lugar-cooperative-threat-reduction-program-securing-and-safeguarding-weapons-of-mass-destruction/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/featured-items/2012/fact-sheet-the-nunn-lugar-cooperative-threat-reduction-program-securing-and-safeguarding-weapons-of-mass-destruction/
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/08/08/world/europe/senator-richard-lugar-urges-united-states-and-russia-to-rid-syria-of-chemical-weapons.html?_r=1&smid=tw-share
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/nuclear-budget-cuts-an-easy-choice/
http://armedservices.house.gov/index.cfm/hearings-display?ContentRecord_id=a77f3142-d21f-4899-af2d-82b119705ac0&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=13e47ffa-0753-47a7-ad5e-1ba7592015c9
http://armedservices.house.gov/index.cfm/hearings-display?ContentRecord_id=a4a95fb8-757c-4c92-83ab-053eee81dcb8&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=13e47ffa-0753-47a7-ad5e-1ba7592015c9
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established budget caps and the automatic cuts. The 
bill passed with strong bipartisan support, with 174 
Republicans and 95 Democrats voting “aye.”

The Budget Control Act shows that Congress under-
stands that the U.S needs to get its fiscal house in 
order. What they can’t agree on is the right way to 
do that. Some  insist that increasing revenues is the 
answer to closing the deficit. Others say reining in 
government spending is the only way. The final deal 
may incorporate both revenues and spending cuts.

The budget negotiations will require compromise, 
concessions, and many tough choices. But when it 
comes to trimming the budget, one choice is easy. 
Cutting excess nuclear capabilities will save billions 
and relieve the pressure on other defense programs.

The U.S. spends more than $30 billion per year on 
nuclear weapons, according to a recent study by the 
Stimson Center. There is plenty of waste in that $30 
billion.

Former STRATCOM General James Cartwright and 
Ambassador Thomas Pickering recently proposed a 
revised U.S. nuclear strategy that could save $120 
billion over the next fifteen years by reducing the 
number of warheads and making other changes to 
our nuclear posture.

Reducing oversized nuclear stockpile is just one of 
many smart choices for congressional budget cutters. 
Nuclear modernization efforts also deserve scrutiny. 
For example, the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that the current plan to build 12 new nuclear 
submarines could cost $110 billion. Cutting the buy 
down to 8 would save billions while maintaining a 
credible nuclear deterrent.

The Life Extension Program for the B-61 nuclear 
bomb should also be on the table. The Pentagon now 
pegs the program cost at $10 billion, two-and-a-half 
times the original estimate. This means each of the 
bombs will cost more than its weight in solid gold.

Waste is rife at the National Nuclear Security Ad-

ministration too. The costs of building just one new 
nuclear facility – a facility that experts agree is un-
necessary – has skyrocketed from $400 million to 
$6 billion. A recent Government Accountability Of-
fice report highlights this program as an example of 
NNSA’s poor budgeting practices.

These are just a few of the easy cuts Congress could 
make to reduce excess nuclear spending and create 
space for necessary defense programs.

A growing consensus of former U.S. officials supports 
making these strategic reductions. But it doesn’t take 
an expert to see that cutting wasteful nuclear spend-
ing is the smart move. The American public is strong-
ly in favor of trimming the defense budget, and the 
nuclear budget in particular.

In a recent poll conducted by the Center for Public 
Integrity, the Program for Public Consultation, and 
the Stimson Center, respondents favored cutting the 
nuclear weapons budget by an average of 27 percent. 
A cut of this size could easily be achieved by elimi-
nating excess nuclear capabilities. This would mean 
billions of dollars in savings – billions of dollars that 
could be redirected to more important defense pro-
grams.

Congress is facing some tough budget choices. Cut-
ting excess nuclear spending is not one of them. Re-
spected military leaders, policymakers on both sides 
of the aisle, and the American public supports trim-
ming the nuclear budget. It’s an easy choice and a 
smart choice. Whether Congress will recognize it re-
mains to be seen.

http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2011/roll690.xml
http://clerk.house.gov/evs/2011/roll690.xml
http://www.stimson.org/events/resolving-ambiguity-costing-nuclear-weapons/
http://www.stimson.org/events/resolving-ambiguity-costing-nuclear-weapons/
http://dl.dropbox.com/u/6395109/GZ%20US%20Nuclear%20Policy%20Commission%20-%20Testimony%207.25.12.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/07-25-12-NavyShipbuilding_0.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/07-25-12-NavyShipbuilding_0.pdf
http://armscontrolnow.org/2011/11/16/how-many-nuclear-armed-subs-do-we-really-need/
http://armscontrolnow.org/2011/11/16/how-many-nuclear-armed-subs-do-we-really-need/
http://armscontrolnow.org/2011/11/16/how-many-nuclear-armed-subs-do-we-really-need/
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http://www.ploughshares.org/blog/2012-07-30/golden-mistake
http://pogoblog.typepad.com/pogo/2012/02/los-alamos-economics-at-cmrr.html
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http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-12-806
http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/241103-the-call-for-a-revised-nuclear-strategy
http://www.iwatchnews.org/2012/05/10/8856/public-overwhelmingly-supports-large-defense-spending-cuts
http://www.iwatchnews.org/2012/05/10/8856/public-overwhelmingly-supports-large-defense-spending-cuts
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NATIONAL SECURITY 
STRATEGY

The defense budget needs  
rationalizing and reprioritizing, 
not blind sequestration
Brig. Gen. Stephen Cheney, USMC (Ret.)

Flashpoint Blog

September 11, 2012

As Congress returns for what could be its final few 
days in full session before the November elections, 
members are looking at a long list of must-dos. This 
includes funding and authorizing the federal budget.

What we now expect though is yet another six month 
“CR”. That is, a Continuing Resolution based on the 
previous Congressional authorization, with maybe a 
few minor tweaks.  This all leading up to the “possible” 
fiscal-cliff and question in Jan 2013.

To many in DC political circles, this CR not only 
seems a good idea, but they can also say “job done”, 
and move on to other issues.   But those entrusted 
with our national defense and foreign policy, this is 
not a job-done and definitely not a good idea.

The Departments of Defense, State, USAID and 

our clandestine services need longer-term financial 
stability. Carrying on without certainty of budget 
and strategic direction ultimately puts our national 
security at risk.

The US Congress needs to roll up its sleeves and 
do the job our founders intended.   For too long 
Congress has been punting decisions and agreeing to 
weak compromises at the last minute, blind to the 
instability and harm they have been doing to our 
economy and national security.

The effects on the private sector are huge. We know 
it take many years to develop and deploy complex 
technology, weapons and programs. For these to be 
successful, effective, and guarantee best bang for the 
buck, the government “customer” must be consistent 
in requirements and financing.

This abdication of responsibility not only leads to cost 
overruns and time frame slippage—it puts many jobs 
on the line.

Not only does a CR process create financial instability, 
but merely replicating previous budgets worsens the 
problem and shows that Congress is not responsibly 
examining the hard choices that face our national 
security.

The world is rapidly changing—those that wish to do 
harm to the United States have adapted their strategies, 
and we must do the same to tackle our challenges. If 
America holds on to inflexible strategies, weapons and 
paradigms of the past, it risks suffering the terrible 
consequences of falling behind in this incredibly 
competitive world.

By merely repeating the past, continuing resolutions 
also block the strategic changes we must make to fully 
meet our modern and future defense goals.

And the CR is linked with mandated sequestration 
targets set in the 2011 Budget Control Act.

This Act, agreed to by both parties, both Houses, 
Congress and the White House, establishes a blanket 
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cut that will include over $400 billion from the DOD 
budget over the next ten years.

Most agree that the defense budget 
needs  rationalizing  and reprioritizing.   But the 
blanket cuts of the sequestration processes is not the 
way to go about it.

As a nation, we need to take a deep, hard look at our 
whole national security budget and strategy.

For far too long, over 10 years now, we have been 
using the 20th Century paradigm of national security. 
The first decades of that century saw epic struggles 
and loss of life as we discovered that 19th Century 
solutions no longer applied.

Today we are faced with a similar situation. Many of 
the weapons and programs of the 20th Century are no 
longer suited for our 21st Century needs.

Things like our huge nuclear stockpiles, cluster 
munitions and other 20th Century programs all need 
to be examined carefully in determining our true 
needs. This will allow America to better apply its 
limited financial resources to the programs and tools 
that better secure our nation at lesser cost.

We must also fully invest in completing the highly 
advanced F-35 to replace our combat-worn and 
aging fleet of fighters; further develop UAV and 
drone technology;  and improve new missile defense 
technologies. These military investments must be 
made alongside strategically linked development, 
democracy promotion and trade agreements, 
reducing the need to put the men and women of our 
armed services at risk.

None of these vital actions can be taken through a 
CR or sequestration process.

Unfortunately, it’s clear that no action will be taken 
by Congress before November.   Yet as soon as they 
return to their desks after the election, the American 
people should demand this strategic and open review 
take place.

Time to think strategically about 
America’s message
Matthew Wallin

The Hill

August 7, 2012

In the midst of the London Olympics, currently 
the world’s biggest public diplomacy extravaganza, 
American athletes have performed phenomenally 
well. These athletes—diplomats in their own right—
have set standards towards which people around the 
world aspire.

Back in 2008, China saw the Olympics as an 
opportunity for impressing the world and exhibiting 
itself as a modern world player. Mindful of China’s 
incredible exhibition, the United Kingdom has taken 
out all the stops this year to showcase its own soft 
power to the world.

With all this impressiveness on display, it’s good idea 
to pause for a moment and think about some of the 
key considerations for our future public diplomacy 
efforts.  

Certainly, the eyes of the world are always on the 
United States. Yet in times of economic uncertainty, 
military pivots, and upcomingelections, the future 
of how America communicates its message abroad 
should be on the minds of policy makers. How does 
the U.S. showcase itself with so much uncertainty and 
doubt? How can the U.S. gear its communication 
efforts to better achieve its policy objectives?

This week in a white paper published by the American 
Security Project, I explored some of these issues, and 
made key recommendations about how to improve 
U.S. public diplomacy.

For the next president, whether the incumbent or the 
challenger, the need for stronger public diplomacy 
cannot go underestimated. This means strengthening 
the American message, strengthening the resources 

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/242503-time-to-think-strategically-about-americas-message
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behind it, backing it up with action and therefore 
strengthening the value of our word. It is vital that 
messaging and policy be coherent, as failure to 
connect words and action results in erosion of trust 
and loss of credibility abroad.

Fundamentally, public diplomacy needs to be about 
more than explaining American policies to the world, 
explaining American ideals or telling foreigners about 
how the United States is a great country. It needs to 
demonstrate to foreign publics that their concerns, 
desires, aspirations and opinions are relevant to 
America. Foreign publics need to be made partners, 
and experience action by the United States that 
indicates its understanding of their issues. America 
needs to deliver on its promises.

To address this, America first and foremost needs to 
listen.If America is not willing to listen to the people 
with which it is trying to speak to, why should they 
listen to America?  This goes beyond simply hearing, 
and instead means that America must use what it 
learns through listening and understanding to inform 
the policy making process.

Some may challenge the premise of listening, arguing 
that American policy should not be subject to foreign 
opinion. Arguing in this fashion actually misses 
the point about the purpose of listening in public 
diplomacy. In the context of policy making, listening 
helps policy makers develop policies that best achieve 
their strategic goals. Listening to foreign publics allows 
the United States to identify areas of commonality 
and shared interests. By doing so, America can better 
identify how to pursue its policy objectives and shape 
its messaging to achieve maximum results. By listening 
and fully understanding foreigners, America may find 
out that it shares the same goals with those audiences, 
and develop smarter, cheaper, and ultimately more 
effective ways by which to achieve them.

Yet why is any of this important?

The challenges we face, from terrorism to energy 
security, are shared challenges which require 

collaboration with the people of other nations to 
overcome. America cannot provide for the entirety 
of its own security, as these challenges go beyond 
the power of any one nation to solve on its own. If 
the United States wants to prevent terrorism from 
reaching its borders, prevent the proliferation of 
WMD material, or work to prevent human rights 
violations overseas, it requires the vigilance and 
cooperation of foreign populations to be successful. 
Public diplomacy plays a vital role in helping establish 
a basis for this security.

Our country used to understand this well. During 
the Cold War, the United States established a strong 
brand in a bipolar world. Standing firmly against 
the Soviet Union, America offered a clear ideological 
alternative to life behind the Iron Curtain. Today, 
the world isn’t as clear cut. Conflicts aren’t as simple. 
Ideologies are no longer monolithic. Since the end of 
the Cold War, the U.S. has exercised neither coher-
ent nor strategically minded communication with 
foreign publics. The world has changed, and Ameri-
can strategic messaging needs to reflect this change.

Guidelines for laying down red 
lines
Seyom Brown

The Hill

August 29, 2012

The strategic signal de jour of tough-minded national 
security officials and mavens is the “red line” –whether 
drawn in the sand of the Syrian desert against chemical 
weapon threats; laid down around South China Sea 
islands against belligerent assertions of sovereignty; or 
sent through cyberspace as a centrifuge-disabling virus. 
 
But let the user beware of three pitfalls: overuse, ex-
cessive specificity, and absolutism.

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/246383-guidelines-for-laying-down-red-lines
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Like the “vital interests” which the red lines are sup-
posed to secure, their credibility will be diluted if too 
many are declared. Such interest inflation is tempt-
ing these days, as U.S. allies and partners want reas-
surance that their importance to Washington is not 
being downgraded due to post-Iraq and Afghanistan 
war weariness and the economic recession. Neither 
friends nor adversaries are likely to be impressed 
by the red-line rhetoric unless it is buttressed by 
all the necessary resource commitments. But these 
commitments are vulnerable to the other pitfalls.    
 
The second pitfall is that a red line which is very spe-
cific can inadvertently signal adversaries that they can 
do whatever they want short of the line. This was the 
problem with Secretary of State Acheson’s announce-
ment in January 1950 of exactly where the U.S. “de-
fense perimeter” in Asia lay. Its bypassing of   Korea 
prompted Stalin to encourage North Korea to invade 
South Korea. Today, in the Obama Administration 
warnings that it would be intolerable for Syria to em-
ploy or move around its chemical weapons, President 
Assad could perceive that as long as he doesn’t cross that 
red line, there won’t be a major international interven-
tion, and he can continue massacring his opponents.  
 
The third pitfall to be wary of when laying down a red 
line – absolutism -- has been evident in U.S. policy 
toward Iran. By insisting that Tehran’s pursuit of nu-
clear weapons will not be tolerated, and foreswearing 
“containment” of a nuclear-armed Iran, the United 
States has injudiciously restricted its options. For if 
and when U.S. intelligence determines that Iran does 
in fact have an active nuclear weapons program, the 
United States will have no alternative but to join Israel 
in attacking Iran’s nuclear facilities, even if that pro-
vokes a region-wide conflagration. A failure to par-
ticipate in such a “preemptive” (actually preventive) 
military strike, given the unequivocal pronounce-
ments of both the Bush and Obama administrations, 
would drastically undermine the credibility of U.S. 
security commitments around the world.  So Wash-
ington has tied itself up in knots with its own red line.   

Counsel for avoiding these red-line pitfalls can 
be sought in the policies of President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower and in the works of Nobel prize-win-
ning strategist Thomas Schelling. Both were wor-
ried about countries locking themselves into an 
otherwise avoidable collision course because of 
over-definitions of the stakes in particular con-
flicts – often the result of a sequence of escalating 
threats designed to alter the opponent’s behavior —
and  overly-explicit threats of the punishments they 
would deliver if deterrence, or compellence, failed.  
     
Eisenhower, rather than laying down explicit red lines 
in dealing with Mao’s threats to invade Taiwan and 
Khrushchev’s  efforts to strangle West Berlin, deterred 
these moves by his posture of deliberate strategic am-
biguity as to how he would respond to their provoca-
tions –without specifying exactly what acts would trig-
ger which responses, not excluding nuclear retaliation.   
 
Schelling  developed the concept of “the threat that 
leaves something to chance” for persuading an op-
ponent that a dispute was heading in a direction 
that had to be modified to avoid a very costly, yet 
unspecified, outcome –especially for the opponent. 
John   F. Kennedy’s handling of   the Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis was quintessentially Schelling-esque.  
 
The implications for managing and issuing threats in 
today’s world:

Refrain as much as possible from defining one’s objec-
tions to an adversary’s moves as a red line. When ad-
ditional toughness is required, and a marker must be 
laid down, keep it broad enough, and vague enough, 
to permit the other side to back down without great 
loss of face, but also to allow the line to be slackened 
to allow more time for conflict- resolution diplomacy 
-- without loss of one’s own credibility. Yet, crucially, 
always – when laying down a red line -- be sure that 
there will be adequate resolve and resources to deal 
with the consequences of its being breached.
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International law takes on cyber: 
significant challenges ahead
Ashley Boyle

The Hill

September 24, 2012

Speaking at the U.S. Cyber Command Inter-Agency 
Legal Conference last week, U.S. State Department 
Legal Advisor Harold Koh confirmed the U.S. posi-
tion that international law is applicable to the cyber 
environment. 

In his speech, Koh outlined ten principles guiding 
U.S. efforts on cyber engagement in the international 
space, most of which align with key provisions of the 
Tallinn Manual on the International Law Applicable 
to Cyber Warfare. Released in early September by 
NATO’s Cooperative Cyber Defense Center of Ex-
cellence (CCD COE), the draft unofficial document 
was compiled from the opinions of legal and technical 
experts, and examines how existing international law, 
jus ad bellum and jus in bello, applies to the cyber 
environment.

 
As the incidence of maligned cyber operations in-
creases, there is a burgeoning need for an internation-
al code of conduct between states – a “cyber relations 
manual.”   Given the novel and preeminently intan-
gible characteristics of cyber, the application of laws 
designed for kinetic activity to this domain presents 
several challenges that have impeded further develop-
ment of legal frameworks. Fundamental principles 
of international law – thresholds, sovereignty, and 
attribution – prove particularly challenging to trans-
late to the cyber environment, as demonstrated by 
the expert opinions set forth in the Tallinn Manual. 
  
Thresholds - International law would come into play 
when a cyber operation conducted within the context 
of an international armed conflict breaches a threshold 

that qualifies it as a “use of force” equal to kinetic ac-
tivity.  According to Rule 30 of the Tallinn Manual, a 
cyber operation would be a cyber attack if “reasonably 
expected to cause injury or death to persons or dam-
age or destruction to objects.” Considering the intan-
gible nature of a cyber operation, physical damage is a 
tall, but certainly not impossible, order. Interestingly, 
the more pressing concerns of surveillance malware, 
cyber espionage, and financial crimes would likely 
be relegated to the domestic arena as cyber crime.  
  
Sovereignty - International law is grounded in state 
sovereignty, a somewhat abstract concept that has un-
derpinned the architecture of world order since West-
phalia: the independent authority of a government ex-
ercised over a discrete geographic area. Conversely, it 
would seem that the architecture of the cyber environ-
ment has developed outside modern notions of geo-
politics, especially given that its end product, informa-
tion, transcends all geopolitical and social boundaries.  
  
However, a physical infrastructure underlies the cy-
ber environment, from one nation’s servers to un-
dersea cables linking continents to satellites bounc-
ing signals overhead. This infrastructure is owned 
piecemeal by individual nations and is therefore 
subject to international law. As such, a nation ex-
ercises sovereign control over the cyber infrastruc-
ture inside its territory or in its possession; a nation 
also has jurisdiction over any cyber activities con-
ducted within itsterritory as well as those that use 
its infrastructure, whether such activities originate 
within its territory or are simply passing through. 
  
Attribution - Cyber activity lends itself to ano-
nymity via multiple layers of abstraction. To over-
simplify, a cyber operation can be launched by a 
citizen of State A from the territory of State B and 
target State C. The citizen of State A can use vari-
ous techniques at the point of origin to obscure his 
identity as well as route the operation through any 
number of nations and infrastructures between the 
operation’s launch in State B, and its target, State C.  

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/technology/251279-international-law-takes-on-cyber-significant-challengs-ahead
http://www.ccdcoe.org/249.html
http://www.ccdcoe.org/249.html
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  Determining responsibility for a cyber operation 
requires both the technical ability to trace the op-
eration back to its creator – an effort that fails more 
often that it succeeds – and a legal framework by 
which to assign responsibility. If the perpetrator of 
a cyber attack were to be found, assigning responsi-
bility remains a complicated matter because it is not 
relegated solely to the perpetrator. The operation’s 
point of origin, the infrastructures through which 
it passed, its target, resulting damage, and jurisdic-
tion at each node in the attack would also factor 
into any determinations on state-level culpability. 
  
Technology has historically preceded the law. Cyber 
operations have already far outpaced the development 
of legal frameworks, which face challenges in trans-
lating fundamental principles of international law to 
the cyber domain. While a cyber operation that un-
equivocally breaches international law may have yet 
to occur, the current absence of a legal framework 
enables actors deserving of punitive action to operate 
without accountability. It also leaves open the future 
potential for false-positives (incorrect assignments of 
responsibility) and unintended consequences. Koh’s 
address was well-timed. There is a growing demand 
to understand how international law applies in the 
cyber environment, and it is essential that the U.S. 
have a leading role in the discussion.  

Defense industry, strategy at   
major crossroads
August Cole and Zachary Miller

The Hill

July 20, 2012

The U.S. defense industry faces as much uncertainty 
in the next six months as any time since the Berlin 
Wall fell.

Unsteady attempts by lawmakers to avoid seques-
tration now make hundreds of billions of dollars 
in debilitating federal budget cuts a real possibility. 
And there is the November election, offering binary 
choices for voters and little hope of long-term reso-
lutions of the issues dearest to the defense industry. 
Essentially, the defense industry is losing control of 
its future. The high-volume alert from industry offi-
cials of hundreds of thousands of layoffs if sequestra-
tion happens is a hard-to-miss sign that this cyclical 
business is in the midst of profound transformation.

Military operations of the past decade have height-
ened the tensions in the debate over asymmetric 
counterterrorism-type operations and traditional 
large-force structure deployments. The distinction is 
best exemplified through the Pentagon’s simultane-
ous transition to Asia and expansion of counterter-
rorism operations in Africa.

The dichotomy between operations in Africa and 
Asia provide a clear contrast in their scope, objec-
tives, and targets. The defense industry’s future could 
look significantly different, if one side decisively wins 
this policy debate.

In Asia, the Pentagon has sought to deploy a new 
Air-Sea Battle concept with the implicit objective to 
provide a security reassurance to allies and a greater 
balance to Chinese military hegemony in the region. 
The strategy for Asia clearly defines an emphasis on 
larger conventional force structures and the contin-

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/239239-defense-industry-strategy-at-major-crossroads
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ued need for naval capabilities and air-force capabili-
ties. For contractors, this would be an ideal defense 
posture for aircraft carriers, jets, and battleships.

Fiscal restraints, however, may make this type of pol-
icy focus unrealistic and eventually turn away from 
emphasis on conceptual joint air-sea military opera-
tions.

In Africa, the Pentagon’s strategy is slightly more 
complex and non-traditional.

The stated purpose of Africa has been indirect opera-
tions with logistical support and cooperation to local 
governments. The military operations in Africa will 
undoubtedly contain a greater emphasis on asym-
metric operations through drones and special opera-
tions forces. Contractors already play a key role in 
these missions and the Defense Department appears 
committed to their deployment in sensitive hot spots 
around the world. Contractors are the next proxy in 
these asymmetric fights. 

This is the area of growth for industry – a tough pill 
to swallow.

When choosing between traditional forces and light 
forces, however, it is likely the Pentagon will continue 
to demand both, even if it may not be able afford it. 
This debate is not a set-piece battle, however, but it is 
more like an ongoing conversation, with billions of 
dollars at stake, about the future of American power. 
That makes tying down defense companies’ strategic 
development and R&D investments to a particular 
narrative very difficult, but not impossible.

Thinking that far ahead is getting harder as the se-
questration threat eclipses the industry’s focus on its 
long-term future. In the mean time, firms will likely 
continue to consolidate and look outside of tradition-
al programs towards new markets in energy, IT, and 
cyber security.

While many analysts in the Pentagon and OMB don’t 
see sequestration as a realistic contingency, the de-
fense industry has not shied from sounding the alarm.

At the House Armed Services Committee (HASC) 
hearing on Wednesday, Lockheed Martin CEO, Bob 
Stevens testified that   they “have little insight as to 
how sequestration will be implemented … no insight 
into which programs will be curtailed, which sites will 
be closed, which technologies will be discontinued, or 
which contracts will be reformed.”

The AIA released a report that nearly 2.14 million 
American jobs would be lost in total, through both 
non-defense and defense discretionary spending. 
These numbers are high, and should be treated with 
skepticism. Defense firms have more ability to ab-
sorb the shocks than they lead us to believe, and have 
diverse portfolios which are not limited to defens-
espending.

There’s no doubt that sequestration would be bad 
policy and result in job loss. But there are even big-
ger stakes: the national security strategy of the United 
States.

The U.S. faces new threats in the post-Afghanistan 
era, and a strategic defense policy that harnesses the 
industrial base will be critical in creating effective 
forces to counter them. Serious reforms and stra-
tegic planning appear to be absent at the moment, 
and have left industry on shaky footing. Threats have 
transformed, and our capabilities must do so aswell.

The military maxim about the “fog of war” rings truer 
than ever in the 21st Century’s conflicts.

The same could be said for the industry itself.
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Defend our veterans at home like 
they defend us abroad
William Chodkowski

The Hill

September 21, 2012

In many debates on national defense and security, we 
tend to focus on tangible evidence: troops deployed, 
dollars spent, or insurgents eliminated. Often lost in 
the numbers are the profound efforts and sacrifices of 
our servicemen. Beyond putting their lives on the line 
during confrontation, America’s volunteer military 
members make significant sacrifices that can be all-
too-easily overlooked by civilians and policymakers. 
As a nation, our treatment of veterans should reach 
beyond medical care to help them adjust mentally 
and emotionally as they return home upon comple-
tion of service.

Media accounts highlight the plight of veterans, 
many returning from service in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
only to experience heightened feelings of isolation. 
The list of afflictions is vast, including heightened 
rates of suicide, unemployment, marital problems, 
substance abuse, access to firearms, and homeless-
ness – and the interplay has compounding effects. 
Though all of these trends are alarming, perhaps most 
worrisome are unemployment and suicide, which 
show vividly how veterans are struggling to assimi-
late into society, both practically and psychologically.  
 
Suicide rates among uniformed personnel have 
reached an apex, and outnumber average rates for 
the general population for the first time in his-
tory, as of 2010. Meanwhile, unemployment rates 
among veterans in August 2012 were 2.5 percent-
age points higher than the national average of 8.1%. 
A DoD-sponsored study released by the Institute 
of Medicine in September also reveals ten-year in-
creases in heavy drinking, binge drinking, and pre-
scription drug abuse among military members. 

The suspected driver behind many of the problems 
afflicting veterans is the prevalence of post-traumatic 
stress disorder (PTSD) and traumatic brain injury 
(TBI) among veterans. Whereas TBI typically results 
from physical impact, like the kind delivered by an 
IED blast, exposure to combat is not necessarily a pre-
requisite for PTSD. In fact, the simple stress of train-
ing and waiting for deployment orders can be enough 
to lead to symptoms. According to a recent American 
Forces Press Service release, roughly 15% of active duty 
service members and veterans suffer from impaired 
functioning in some capacity as a result of PTSD.  
 
Retired Army general and veterans-health advocate 
Peter Chiarelli cites vast improvements in the reduc-
tion of stigmas surrounding PTSD within the ser-
vices. Nonetheless, he makes a clear distinction be-
tween acknowledging a problem and being properly 
equipped to fix it: the task for Washington in assuring 
that veterans are treated properly for physical, men-
tal, and emotional ailments stemming from service. 
 
Despite skepticism regarding continued presence 
in Afghanistan, a 2010 Rasmussen Reports study 
and a 2009 American Enterprise Institute report 
rate overall American opinions of the military in 
the range between 75-80% positive. Compared to 
ratings for the president and Congress, civilian ap-
proval and support for the armed services much more 
closely resemble the traditional definition of a “man-
date.” Americans clearly feel a strong allegiance to 
the people who defend the nation, yet that prefer-
ence in support for veterans’ care and well-being is 
not perfectly reflected through budgeting processes. 
The ideal democratic budgeting method would be 
an allocation of resources echoing the preferences of 
a majority. However, this principle is extremely dif-
ficult to encapsulate pragmatically. The data reveal 
an important message to policymakers as they sort 
through deficit reduction strategies: Americans main-
tain an overwhelming preference to support mili-
tary/veteran well-being through domestic aid. And 
in many regards, they are getting it right thus far. 
 

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/250955-defend-our-veterans-at-home-like-they-defend-us-abroad
http://www.iom.edu/Reports/2012/Substance-Use-Disorders-in-the-US-Armed-Forces/Report-Brief.aspx
http://www.iom.edu/Reports/2012/Substance-Use-Disorders-in-the-US-Armed-Forces/Report-Brief.aspx
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Recently announced Department of Veterans Affairs 
programs designed to improve quality of life for former 
servicemen include $28 million in grants for hous-
ing of homeless veterans, the full allocation of 45,000 
available Veterans Retraining Assistance Program slots 
doling out roughly $1,500 monthly for a year of edu-
cation, and a joint $100 million VA/DoD study on 
the effects of PTSD and TBI. A large part of the reason 
VA can continue to program funds when other depart-
ments are in a state of limbo pending sequestration 
is that lawmakers never put VA funding in jeopardy 
under the provisions of the 2011 Budget Control Act.  
 
According to a Professional Services Council report, 
the Department of Veterans Affairs is the only civilian 
department or agency whose discretionary spending 
for FY2013 would not be reduced under the seques-
ter, whereas other agencies would face reductions of 
7.8% on average. In an ever-polarized setting, this 
was a rational, reasonable commitment by Congress 
to veterans. Though military and veterans issues like 
the defense budget and the proposal to create a Veter-
ans Job Corps will continue to fuel partisan bickering 
in the coming months, Congress’s loyalty to former 
servicemen as reflected in a stable VA budget was a 
smart move.

U.S.C. Title 10, Chapter 20, and 
the Militarization of    
Humanitarian Aid
Ashley Boyle

Flashpoint Blog

August 9, 2012

The Code of Laws of the United States of America, or 
United States Code (U.S.C.), is the legislative back-
bone of the US, providing for the form, function, du-
ties, and responsibilities of the Federal Government.  
Several titles of the U.S.C. specifically address mat-

ters of National Security.  U.S.C. Title 10 governs the 
form, function, and activities of US Armed Forces, 
including its authorization to provide humanitarian 
and other assistance.

Chapter 20 of Title 10 authorizes US Armed Forces 
to provide humanitarian assistance under the pro-
scription of the Secretary of Defense if it promotes 
the security interests of both the US and the nation in 
which operations are being conducted and the “spe-
cific operational readiness skills” of those participating 
in the activities.   Several caveats prevent US Armed 
Forces from providing assistance if it duplicates efforts 
by other agents of the US Government, the recipients 
are engaged in military or paramilitary operations, the 
Secretary of State has not sanctioned the assistance, or 
the resources have not been explicitly designated for 
such use.

While the U.S.C. is explicit in regards to the provi-
sion of humanitarian assistance under Title 10, the in-
tersection of US military operations and humanitar-
ian assistance – the “militarization of aid” – is growing 
as a contentious issue in dialogues concerning security 
and development operations around the world.

The definition of humanitarian assistance is broad, 
ranging from medical care to the construction of 
transportation systems, and includes several specific 
activities such as clearing landmines or providing 
emergency transportation of persons and supplies.   
Such assistance can be and historically has been pro-
vided independent of military force.  More recently, 
however, US military actors have sought partnerships 
with their humanitarian counterparts due to the lat-
ter’s skills in effectively administering humanitarian 
assistance and in order to provide security.   While a 
secure environment is preferred, it is not requisite for 
humanitarian organizations to gain access and con-
duct operations: Doctors Without Borders operated 
continuously in Afghanistan from the nation’s occu-
pation by Russia in the 1980’s through Taliban rule.

The debate on the militarization of aid is polarized 
between two competing arguments.   The ongoing 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/u-s-c-title-10-chapter-20-and-the-militarization-of-humanitarian-aid/
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http://uscode.house.gov/download/title_10.shtml
http://uscode.house.gov/download/pls/10C20.txt
http://uscode.house.gov/download/pls/10C20.txt
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/07/29/world/killings-drive-doctor-group-to-leave-afghanistan.html
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dialogue addresses concerns specifically arising from 
situations in which a foreign military force, such as 
the US, administers aid to local populations, such as 
in Afghanistan.

Claim 1: Military assistance is a necessary compo-
nent of humanitarian assistance in areas lacking the 
security, infrastructure, and resources requisite for ef-
fective aid administration.

Military forces excel in emergency contingency plan-
ning and resource allocation.  These abilities are criti-
cal assets to humanitarian operations as disasters tend 
develop suddenly in unpredictable threat environ-
ments.  As military involvement in humanitarian op-
erations increases, the US is working to establish even 
more prescient approaches to these efforts. In combat 
zones and areas of armed conflict, military involve-
ment will always be required, predicated on the exist-
ing security environments and available resources.

Claim 2: Military involvement in the administration 
of humanitarian assistance politicizes the aid agenda, 
decreases aid effectiveness, and adversely impacts per-
ceptions of the intent behind the aid.

Foreign military operations are driven by govern-
mental strategy, which may or may not align with 
the humanitarian needs of a given population.  The 
humanitarian aid agenda is needs-based, apolitical, 
and neutral in its operations. This neutrality is jeop-
ardized by subjecting humanitarian operations to 
military administration, which is inherently political 
in structure and function.

Secondly, the military lacks the soft skills, cultural fa-
miliarity, and established footholds necessary to work 
effectively in humanitarian assistance.   Without the 
ability to engage in person-to-person (as opposed to 
a military-civilian) relationships, armed forces are 
unable to establish the local trust and ownership re-
quired to effectively administer humanitarian assis-
tance without compromising perceptions.   Finally, 
in combat zones or hostile areas, a particular security 
challenge arises in which aid workers themselves may 

become targets of violence due to their association 
with military elements.

Both sides of the aid militarization argument have 
legitimate and well-founded claims.  While Chapter 
20 defines the US Armed Forces’ role in humanitar-
ian operations, its tenets frequently become obscured 
in environments where humanitarian assistance is re-
quired.  Though part of this problem may be attrib-
uted to the differences in target environments, it also 
results from confusion over the explicit role of US 
Armed Forces in reconstruction and humanitarian ef-
forts.   Understanding Title 10 and the debate on the 
militarization of aid is fundamental to the US’ abil-
ity to develop an approach that blends the planning 
and logistics abilities of its Armed Forces with the soft 
skills and knowledge of aid workers.

To read more about the U.S. Code Titles 10, 22, and 
50, and how they serve to protect our National Secu-
rity, please see ASP’s fact sheet here.

Converging Forces Factor Into 
Defense Strategy
William Chodkowski

Flashpoint Blog

September 5, 2012

Based on initial indications, this year’s upcoming 
presidential campaign is likely to feature the issues 
of defense and foreign policy highlighted dispropor-
tionately by the Democratic Party as compared to 
their opponents. The planning and execution of force 
draw-downs according to the Administration’s 2014 
timetable for Afghanistan has been a focus of the re-
cent convention. In light of intense polarization over 
domestic issues stemming from deficit reduction, 
completed military objectives like the depletion of 
the al Qaida leadership network provide substantive 
examples of decisive action from President Obama’s 
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presidency.

Republican candidate Mitt Romney, in contrast, has 
chosen not to directly address military strategy in 
depth, presumably based on the negative publicity for 
extended military deployments in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. Escalated occurrences of insider attacks by Af-
ghan troops on NATO forces of late have also further 
soured American public opinion over U.S. involve-
ment as efforts are made to establish a stable Afghan 
government.

Clouding the matter further, the domestic political 
environment pertaining to deployments and nation-
building is only one portion of how the defense appa-
ratus will shape national security policy under poten-
tially reduced budgets moving forward. In addition, 
there are two other important factors in determining 
military strategy: 1) the internal debates among non-
partisan defense officials and 2) perceptions of U.S. 
tactics among foreign citizens and governments.

Within the defense community, there remains on on-
going debate over the efficacy of stability operations 
based on the doctrine espoused by current CIA direc-
tor David Petraeus. Advocates of the dueling mandate 
– swift and decisive operations without extended oc-
cupation – argue that nation-building is too costly.   
By either calculation, it is difficult for policymakers to 
realistically expect the establishment of political and 
economic normalcy without some lasting presence in 
the host country. However, considering the increased 
fiscal restraint potentially required by $500 billion in 
arbitrary cuts over the next ten years through the se-
questration process, allocations for said purposes are 
somewhat implausible.

Perhaps most difficult to acknowledge given America’s 
need to protect its national interests are the opinions 
of foreign populations regarding U.S. pursuit of for-
eign policy and military objectives.   Policymakers 
need to remain cognizant that successful public di-
plomacy entails a wider snapshot than a NATO or 
UN Security Council negotiating table. National and 
international opinions on strategic involvement in 

locations such as Libya reflect a lack of support, es-
pecially among Islamic populations.  Subsequently, a 
heightened sense of foreign politics and perceptions 
should be a major focus as policymakers weigh stra-
tegic options in developing situations including Iran 
and Syria.

The China-Africa Nexus:   
Implications for U.S. Strategy
Ashley Boyle

Flashpoint Blog

July 19, 2012

China has announced a US$20 billion loan package 
to Africa, to be disbursed over the next three years, in 
a move that ensures strong ties between the continent 
and Beijing for years to come.   The amount of the 
loan package is double that made by China in 2009 
and according to Beijing, demonstrates that China 
will “continue to steadfastly stand together with the 
African people, and will forever be a good friend, a 
good partner and a good brother.”

On an annual basis, China’s loan package to Africa 
outspends the US$7.8 billion in bilateral assistance 
promised by the US in 2012.  It is easy to assert that 
China is attempting to use soft power in a regional 
power play to thwart US objectives in the continent.  
This interpretation does not take into account China’s 
strategic objectives in Africa, which are primarily en-
ergy-based and needs-driven rather than security- or 
rent-seeking in nature.   Regardless, China’s presence 
and influence in Africa does have implications for US 
objectives in and relations with Africa.

China has a longstanding strategic interest in Africa, 
providing integrated aid packages to the continent for 
several many years.   The second-largest economy in 
the world, China became a net importer of energy 
resources in 1993.  In 2010, China imported an aver-
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age 4.8 million barrels of oil per day and in 2035, oil 
imports are projected to top 13 million barrels per 
day .  Though one-half of Chinese oil imports come 
from the Middle East, one-third of its supply comes 
from African nations.

China does not condition its aid to Africa: there is no 
requirement or expectation of governmental reform 
and improvement in human rights, in stark contrast 
to US assistance.  As exemplified by a railroad proj-
ect in Benguela, Angola, Chinese loans are a blend 
of concessionary, subsidized, and non-concessionary 
funds provided alongside cheap lines of credit.   All 
China expects is repayment, often in the form of fu-
ture energy exports.

This loan structure encourages African agency in 
fund appropriation, and lines of credit become pri-
mary funding sources for infrastructure projects.   It 
also fails to address the issues of undemocratic gov-
ernments, human rights abuses, and unfair labor 
practices.

This latest aid package from China ensures that Af-
rica will remain obligated to China for years to come.  
China provides African aid often in exchange for en-
ergy exports.  Consequently, resource inventories may 
be designated for repayments to China and are un-
available to the market.  Additionally, because these 
arrangements are bilateral, executed between two 
sovereign nations, the international community has 
almost no power in mitigating any resultant effects.

On account of its resource-driven and unconditioned 
aid strategy in Africa, China’s lending practices could 
contribute to the development of an African version 
of the resource curse, a contentious phenomenon 
noted in several nations rich in natural resources.   
While in the short-term, a boon in resource produc-
tion and export can have economic benefits for a na-
tion, it sometimes produces serious, negative political 
and social effects in the long-term.  If a full-fledged 
“curse” does not develop, the narrow focus on exploit-
ing African natural resources still nurtures undiversi-
fied and therefore, less resilient, African economies.

Finally, the structure of Chinese lending to African 
nations often encourages unfair labor practices and 
does little to promote democratic governance and 
human rights.  Chinese companies frequently import 
their own skilled labor, depriving local workers of 
employment opportunities and adversely influencing 
local wages.  The unconditioned nature of aid pack-
ages promotes a behavioral status quo on the part of 
governmental and other aid recipients, which can be 
seen as perpetuating trends of disenfranchisement 
and human rights violations.

China’s presence in the African continent, while not 
a power play, could impact US relations with African 
nations.  In gaining influence through its aid, China 
may well have established an upper hand by offering 
immense and diversified aid packages without con-
ditions.   This structure incentivizes African nations 
to accept loans from China as opposed to the con-
ditional assistance offered by the US.   This is not a 
competition in which the US should participate.  It 
would require subjugating our expectations of demo-
cratic behavior and respect for human rights to strate-
gic objectives, which is of little short-term utility and 
counter to our principles.

The US has a very different strategy in Africa — coun-
terterrorism, regional security, democracy promotion, 
and economic development – and a plethora of tools 
at its disposal to achieve these objectives.  AFRICOM 
is working to bolster security and build partnerships 
throughout the continent, numerous US programs 
work to promote democracy and economic develop-
ment in Africa, and the US enjoys positive percep-
tions in many African nations.  There are several ways 
for the US to engage in a broader and deeper manner 
with Africa; competing with China by handing out 
“free money” is not one.
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The Need for Export Control  
Reform
Zachary Miller

Flashpoint Blog

July 10, 2012

The threat of sequestration continues to loom over 
Capitol Hill, and the defense industry is facing a great 
deal of uncertainty as to whether they will face across 
the board cuts to their programs. The uncertainty of 
the fiscal climate has led to increased lobbying efforts 
along with public announcements of potential layoffs. 
Defense firms have already begun to look overseas for 
new areas of business growth, and are increasingly 
seeking to compensate for the potential reductions in 
their bottom line through foreign sales.

International sales of defense technology and equip-
ment are complex and deeply interwoven into a bu-
reaucratic web of regulation, licensing, and compli-
ance enforcement. Defense firms are required to navi-
gate export control regulations put in place to protect 
against the transfer of sensitive military technology 
and capabilities to countries wishing to harm the 
United States (understandably so).

Many defense contractors, however, have begun to 
circumvent export controls or at least lobby to ease 
their restrictions. Recent violations regarding the sale 
of weapons technology indicate the relevance of such 
reform, and demonstrate that the export control re-
gime may be failing the private sector but more im-
portantly the overall national security of the United 
States.

Export controls include a perpetually growing list and 
are often focused on the wrong technologies (some of 
which are already widely available). Comprehensive 
reforms are needed to protect national security needs 
while maintaining American competitiveness in the 

production of defense technology and capabilities.

Currently, the export control regime is governed by 
multiple government departments and agencies who 
do not all agree on the same rules and regulations they 
are supposed to enforce. Increased pressure to provide 
licenses and a tendency to focus on low-risk technol-
ogy has prevented the export control regime from 
adequately regulating the proliferation of dual-use 
and defense technologies according to many senior 
defense experts.

In addition to the export controls established by the 
United States, there are also international agreements 
that govern the transfer of military and nuclear tech-
nology:

1) The Wassenaar Arrangement: conventional arms 
and dual-use goods and technologies

2) The Nuclear Suppliers Group: nuclear exports and 
nuclear related exports

3) Australia Group: chemical and biological weapons

4) Missile Technology Control Regime: unmanned 
aerial delivery systems and missiles

The path to export control reform is complex, and 
there are still no definite answers as there are dis-
agreements within government as to what needs to 
be changed (if anything) within the export control 
regime.

The defense trade between the private and public 
sector has evolved dramatically over the past few de-
cades. Often dual-use technologies (technology with 
peaceful and military applications) are developed in 
the private sector without defense applications, but 
are sought out by government due to their “dual-use”. 
Rep. Howard Berman of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee provides examples of such dual-use tech-
nologies and has also introduced legislation in the 
past to reform export controls.

http://www.defensenews.com/article/20120707/DEFREG02/307070001/U-S-Firms-Spending-More-Lobbying?odyssey=tab%7Ctopnews%7Ctext%7CFRONTPAGE
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-07-10/lockheed-s-you-may-be-fired-notices-called-scare-tactic.html
http://security.blogs.cnn.com/2012/06/12/while-us-defense-spending-wanes-overseas-sales-surge/
http://thehill.com/blogs/defcon-hill/budget-appropriations/235977-sequestration-may-force-industry-to-skirt-export-controls-
http://www.aviationweek.com/Article.aspx?id=/article-xml/awx_04_30_2012_p0-452961.xml
http://www.aviationweek.com/Article.aspx?id=/article-xml/awx_04_30_2012_p0-452961.xml
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-28/united-technologies-set-pay-fine-for-exports-to-china.html
http://export.stanford.edu/lists.html
http://www.bis.doc.gov/about/reslinks.htm
http://www.wassenaar.org/
http://www.nuclearsuppliersgroup.org/Leng/default.htm
http://www.australiagroup.net/en/index.html
http://www.mtcr.info/english/
http://www.hcfa.house.gov/111/press_011510.pdf
http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/house/163677-rep-berman-introduces-new-export-control-reform-bill
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Many believe the situation is a catch-22; the DOD 
will sometimes favor loosening export controls so that 
the U.S. defense industrial base can sell technologies 
(and compete) with European firms that are already 
being selling the same products to foreign markets. 
A loosening of export controls would also increase 
overall production, reduce costs, and give contractors 
more capital for R&D.

Export controls which are too loose, however, could 
potentially jeopardize U.S. national security and be 
used by enemies of the United States.

Export controls are currently implemented under 
the authority of the Arms Export Control Act which 
provides for the International Traffic in Arms Regula-
tions (ITAR), a set of regulations for military-specif-
ic/defense technology. ITAR is administered by the 
State Department and enforced by the DOD.

The Export Administration Act (EAA) covers dual-
use technologies and is administered by the Depart-
ment of Commerce through Export Administration 
Regulations (EAR). Not to mention nuclear technol-
ogy – regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion.

Confused yet?

This brief outline demonstrates the complexities of 
export control regulations, especially as more tech-
nologies have dual-use applications and as defense 
corporations continue to pursue business develop-
ment overseas.

There are no clear answers as how to centralize the 
regulatory regime and streamline the process. And 
while many disagree as to how to balance industrial 
competitiveness with national security, there appears 
to be some consensus that the regime needs reforms.

Export controls must be re-focused towards technol-
ogy that is not already being sold by other countries, 
and must remain central to those technologies which 
pose a direct threat to national security.

A strategic review and consolidation of the export 
control lists would aid in streamlining the process.

Furthermore, more transparency regarding expecta-
tions and will assist with defense contractor’s internal 
compliance standards (which the U.S. government 
depends upon due to relatively weak enforcement).

Centralization of regulation, transparency, and better 
enforcement appear to be  a part of the solution. As 
export controls have received some attention in Con-
gress and the President has even launched a reform 
initiative, the issue appears to be gaining a greater 
amount of attention. A measured overhaul by Con-
gress and the Executive Branch is still needed, how-
ever, in this important area of national security where 
global trade and strategic regulation intersect.

For a more a more in-depth analysis of the Export 
Control Regime, read ASP’s paper by Evelyn Farkas, 
Ph.D.

U.S. Export Controls: Emerging Consensus on In-
creasing Risk

http://defense.aol.com/2012/04/18/dod-state-want-easier-satellite-exports-prc-still-banned-from/
http://export.gov/ecr/eg_main_027617.asp
http://export.gov/ecr/eg_main_027617.asp
http://pmddtc.state.gov/compliance/documents/compliance_programs.pdf
http://pmddtc.state.gov/compliance/documents/compliance_programs.pdf
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/aiaa-aba-hold-capitol-hill-124500676.html
http://export.gov/ECR/
http://export.gov/ECR/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/blog/2010/asp-releases-new-report-%e2%80%9cu-s-export-controls-emerging-consensus-on-increasing-risk%e2%80%9d/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/blog/2010/asp-releases-new-report-%e2%80%9cu-s-export-controls-emerging-consensus-on-increasing-risk%e2%80%9d/
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China and Russian: Competitors 
to American Public Diplomacy?
Matthew Wallin

Flashpoint Blog

June 22, 2012

This morning, The Heritage Foundation held an event 
titled “Challenging America: How Russia, China, and 
Other Countries Use Public Diplomacy to Compete 
with the U.S.” The event explored the expanding soft 
power and public diplomacy efforts of China and 
Russia in relation to the dwindling efforts seen in the 
United States since the end of the Cold War. Speakers 
included Dean Cheng, Ariel Cohen, and Helle Dale.

Cheng explored the great attention that has given to 
China’s recent efforts at significantly expanding its 
soft power base. Those efforts recently have included 
the Beijing Olympics, CCTV, the 2012 Shanghai 
Expo, and of course the massive number of Confucius 
Institutes which teach Chinese language throughout 
the world. China’s efforts, as Cheng notes, are a result 
of China’s belief that information has strategic impor-
tance. At the same time, China is also seriously con-
cerned about its own cultural security, and is cautious 
about allowing foreign cultural influence beyond its 
borders. In contrast to the U.S., Chinese internation-
al broadcasting is also aimed directly at the Chinese 
public. Interestingly, Cheng also stressed the atten-
tion that China paid to American efforts to gather 
support for the 2003 Iraq war, including the military’s 
journalist embedding system.

However, despite China’s recent soft-power attention, 
I contend that there are still many issues problematic 
for the Chinese to overcome. To read about some of 
the challenges the Chinese face in their efforts to at-
tract the world, take a look at my previous post in 
May.

Cohen spoke regarding Russia’s efforts at strategic 

communication, highlighting their use of Russia To-
day, which appears to have found a big enough audi-
ence amongst English speakers worldwide to justify 
its existence. It holds particular following amongst 
those already critical of the United States and its al-
lies. While RT is more propagandistic in nature, there 
are also other media organizations in Russia still do-
ing respectable work. Cohen also made several refer-
ences to Al Jazeera, pointing out the strength of its 
brand for Sunni Arabs, and noting the impressiveness 
of its English programming (while at the same time 
its anti-Israeli viewpoint), which is comprised mostly 
of former BBC journalists.

Dale focused her comments on the state of Ameri-
can public diplomacy, noting that it may take the in-
creased spending by Russia and China to shake up 
lawmakers in Washington to take PD more serious-
ly.  Since the end of the Cold War, she noted, U.S. 
public diplomacy has not been impressive and suffers 
from a lack of focus. Despite the promise of a new 
strategic communication plan for the United States, 
Dale also argued that President Obama has mainly 
used strategic communication as a platform for him-
self.

Dale also explored the State Department’s internet 
strategy—of which I have been a vocal critic. Though 
State has enthusiastically but belatedly embraced use 
of the internet for diplomatic purposes, the internet 
remains a vulnerable medium. As Dale explained, the 
internet is vulnerable to blocking and hacking, mak-
ing it sometimes difficult to get the message through 
subversion efforts. I would stipulate, however, that 
both TV and radio have also been historically subject 
to blocking or jamming (though not hacking).

The event could have used a little more discussion of 
the effectiveness of the Chinese and Russian PD ef-
forts. While there was general consensus by the panel 
that both Russia and China’s outreach has been gen-
erally well received by sympathetic audiences, there 
was little discussion of whether or not it is helping 
them achieve their foreign policy goals. One example, 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/china-and-russia-competitors-to-american-public-diplomacy/
http://www.heritage.org/events/2012/06/challenging-america
http://en.expo2010.cn/
http://en.expo2010.cn/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-challenge-of-chinese-soft-power/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-challenge-of-chinese-soft-power/
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brought up by Cohen, is that during the 2008 Russo-
Georgian war, the Georgians were significantly more 
effective than the Russians at rousing international 
opinion in a way that had immediate foreign policy 
benefits.

The panelists also engaged in a discussion about the 
role of soft and hard power, with Cheng noting that 
soft power is best conducted under the umbrella of 
hard power. I’m not so sure that’s entirely the case, 
as some countries have a relatively strong soft pow-
er base, like Sweden, without expending significant 
hard power resources. Cohen stipulated that there is 
sometimes a narrow transition between soft and hard 
power, explaining that soft power can be used to draw 
people to take violent action.

While both hard and soft power can only operate on 
their own to limited extents, the combination of the 
two, known as smart power, can often be used more 
advantageously. I believe this is what the panel was 
trying to explain. Helle Dale made the best argument 
for this when she explained that the military’s own re-
views of its efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan have noted 
that it did not adequately (or necessarily correctly) 
employ soft power resources to consolidate its battle-
field successes.

Yet in the end, I found the most interesting point 
made by the panel is that Russia and China have ana-
lyzed what the U.S. did in public diplomacy during 
the Cold War, and are making their own attempts to 
replicate its successes. While both countries are focus-
ing on the traditional forms of media that the U.S. 
used so successfully, the U.S. is relying more on the 
internet.

Personally, I’m not so worried about these countries 
making efforts to promote their image as I neither 
find it surprising nor alarming. I’d be more shocked 
if they weren’t, and wondering what was going on 
behind closed doors. Certainly, the U.S. has had its 
disagreements with the Russians and Chinese, partic-
ularly on the floor of the U.N. Security Council, cre-
ating a perception that the U.S. needs to “compete” 

with these countries in public diplomacy. This may be 
true, but there are also under-explored opportunities 
to tap the listening potential of public diplomacy to 
better understand the perception of these countries’ 
citizenry. That understanding can be used to find ar-
eas of agreement and challenges where we can work 
together for a common purpose—and ultimately find 
ways to better resolve our differences.
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ASYMMETRIC 
OPERATIONS

Filling a void in Afghan   
government
Mitchell Shivers

The Hill

August 15, 2012

If it’s not the “perfect storm” developing in Afghani-
stan, with the ministers of Defense and Interior si-
multaneously departing their posts after failing to 
secure confidence votes in their national parliament, 
and, separately, the minister of Finance, under the 
cloud of corruption charges leveled at him by credible 
figures, it is certainly a nasty witches brew.

Much of our security planning in that poor, poor na-
tion rests with the Afghans settling this most recent 
obstacle by ensuring a smooth transition to effec-
tive security sector leadership. Is that possible? Well, 
yes, it’s possible...but by no means is it all that likely. 
  
The security sector ministers inquestion, former Min-
ister of Defense Abdul Rahim Wardak, and Minister 
of Interior Bismullah Khan Mohammadi have both 
been seen as generally effective partners of the interna-
tional community allied with the Afghan government. 
Indeed, our international military chief there, ISAF 
Commander, General John R. Allen, USMC, just pub-

licly acknowledged their “extraordinary achievement”  
in their key roles at their ministries over many years.  
  
Their departures will mean there will be added bur-
dens as all adjust to the new leadership in these two 
key security ministries. That’s especially so at the 
Ministry of Interior which oversees the police forc-
es of Afghanistan - a nation where much of the po-
lice is essentially carrying out a front line paramili-
tary role with significant casualty losses. The MOI 
has not enjoyed the relatively stable leadership that 
has been the experience at the Ministry of Defense. 
  
Both ministries have required heavy international 
assistance of all kinds - especially with respect to re-
form measures at the Ministry of Interior. Unlike the 
defense ministry which was virtually rebuilt from 
scratch after the international ousting of the Taliban 
government in 2001, the MOI has largely attempted 
to correct itself through internal reform, re-training 
and re-orientation - it’s a much more challenging 
and laborious task - and leadership intensive, as well.  
  
All along, the effectiveness of the Ministry of Interior 
has been one of our biggest challenges. It’s various past 
leaders have been mixed in their reform efforts. One has 
even been the subject of damning intelligence reports 
indicating he was very much a part of the corruption 
and security problem...not the solution. But, recently, 
independent polling has suggested the Afghan public’s 
view of their police was improving. Will that remain so? 
  
Now, with the building and equipping of the Af-
ghanistan National Security Forces our most criti-
cal task prior tohanding off the war’s leadership 
role to the Afghans in 2014, can we afford to have 
ineffective leaders at the top of either ministry? 
  
While selecting replacements for Wardak and 
Mohammadi will be President Karzai’s decision, 
the blood and treasure of America, and its al-
lies, means we should, and must, have a keen-
interest in the selection of these new leaders 

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/243805-filling-a-void-in-afghan-government
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Looking back over the past ten plus years of Amer-
ica’s involvement with Afghanistan, it’s all too clear 
that numerous leadership deficits in key posts have 
plagued our efforts. While we’ve been blessed by 
some of the international and Afghan diplomats, 
generals and ministers who have ably served to de-
liver Afghanistan from the clutches of the widely 
unpopular Taliban, it’s also been the case that some 
international and Afghan public officials havebeen 
horribly inadequate - preventing needed progress 
during their tenures. They were certainly credentialed 
and perhaps able in another context, but some were 
inadequate for their critical roles in Afghanistan. 
That’s another way of saying, not every U.S. ambas-
sador to Afghanistan has been as effective and useful 
as the just-retired U.S. ambassador, Ryan Crocker. 
  
Lincoln learned - the hard way - the necessity of select-
ing just the right leaders during our own Civil War 150 
years ago. It was a trial and error methodology on his 
part, but, thankfully, it worked in time to save the Union. 
  
Do the Afghans have the ready talent to fill these key 
roles. I’d say, “absolutely”.

 
But some of the most talented Afghans may need 
to be persuaded to serve in President Karzai’s cabi-
net. That’s where the U.S. and the other influential 
partners of Afghanistan can play a useful role. We 
must encourage the very best Afghans to step up 
to the plate and take on these daunting tasks. We 
must assure them that our steadfast support will 
help them succeed. We must also ensure the very 
best are considered by Karzai. No compromises. 
  
Hopefully, Washington is all over this and is busy be-
hind the scenes. Every American should hope so since 
security, in the region, and here at home, depends on 
a good outcome in Afghanistan. 

Lone wolf terrorism: 
Understanding the motives 
behind mass shootings
Randall Law

The Hill

September 5, 2012

Mass shootings this summer in Aurora, Colorado, 
and Oak Creek, Wisconsin, horrified Americans 
and re-kindled debates over gun control, public 
security, and mental health. They have also focused 
attention on so-called “lone wolves,” individuals who 
commit atrocities without material support from 
an organization. Authorities, news organizations, 
and our public discourse have denounced the two 
perpetrators as deranged criminals and domestic 
terrorists. What lies behind these declarations?

While there is no universally accepted definition 
of terrorism, most scholars of the phenomenon 
agree that its fundamental feature is the use 
of symbolic violence to achieve political ends, 
thus distinguishing it from mere criminality. 
  
Both James Holmes, who killed twelve and injured 
dozens at a midnight showing of the new Batman 
movie in Aurora, and Wade Michael Page, who killed 
six and injured three at a Sikh temple in Oak Creek, 
exhibited telltale signs of mental illness. In Holmes’ 
case, his psychopathy manifested itself in his decision to 
attack movie-goers, apropos of, well, nothing. His life 
story and his choice of target have revealed no evidence 
of a “selfless” political motive.  So far there is evidence 
only of criminal insanity.   He was not a terrorist. 
  
Page, however, was a confirmed neo-Nazi, deeply 
enmeshed in the tightly knit community of white 
power rock music. He and his ilk hate most minorities 
and blame them for America’s ills – whether real 
or perceived. Page might have been crazy, but 
he was also acting on deeply held ideological 
convictions.   He committed an act of terrorism. 

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/homeland-security/247633-lone-wolf-terrorism-understanding-the-motives-behind-mass-shootings


38

    AmericAn Security prOject

  
Some scholars have questioned whether a “one-off” 
act of violence committed without the support of a 
group is really terrorism. In fact, the history of the 
United States and the world is full of such behavior. 
In 1995, for example, Timothy McVeigh detonated a 
truck bomb in front of the Murrah Federal Building 
in Oklahoma City, killing 168 people. This terrorist 
was motivated by a hatred of the federal government 
and consorted with anti-government “militias” and 
white supremacist groups – but joined none of them. 
  
Just about a century earlier, a handful of French 
anarchists terrorized Paris by bombingbourgeois cafés, 
judges’ homes, a mining company’s headquarters, 
and even the French legislature. All the targets 
were chosen to draw attention to the supposed 
oppression of the masses by the country’s economic 
and political elite. But all of the attacks were carried 
out by individuals unaffiliated with organizations. 
Most of the bombers, such as the most flamboyant 
of the lot, François-Claudins Ravachol, were fluent 
in the violent rhetoric of anarcho-terrorism’s leaders 
and publications. Each eventually felt compelled 
to wage an individual war against tyranny. 
  
The examples of McVeigh and Ravachol provide 
insights into two of the most difficult questions asked 
of the lone wolf phenomenon, namely why does an 
individual terrorist strike when he does and should 
anyone besides the lone wolf bear some responsibility? 
  
Lone wolves usually act on sentiments that exist 
in milder forms among sizable minorities of the 
population. In the case of McVeigh, his violent racism 
and anti-government hatred were radical versions of 
long-held American sentiments. In his day, Ravachol 
expressed with bombs what many activists invoked 
in words. Such narratives of disenfranchisement, 
righteous indignation, and fear – whether coming 
from the left or the right – have long made extensive 
inroads into the mainstream, where they exist along 
a continuum. The more mainstream the expression 

of the narrative, the more muted – or perhaps just 
coded – are the expressions of violence; the more 
fringe the discourse, the more explicit the violence. 
  
The critical observation is that lone wolves are convinced 
that they are acting on behalf of like-minded believers 
who are simply too scared to act themselves. The 
violence can be touched off by many things, such as the 
individual’s sense that a political or cultural crisis is at 
hand and that only direct action can spark real change. 
Perhaps there is a growing sense that the movement 
is under assault and can only survive via violence. 
  
While only the individual who pulls the trigger or 
lights the fuse usually ends up indicted – assuming 
he or she survives the event – terrorist violence does 
not take place in a vacuum. Whatever the proximate 
cause, lone wolf terrorists almost always act on radical 
variations of grudges that are held by a surprisingly 
large number of people. For the citizens of a society 
that rightly values freedom of speech, the rule of law, 
and the principle of individual responsibility, how we 
decide to act on this observed link between violent 
rhetoric and behavior will likely be more a matter of 
morality than legality.

Indian-Chinese defense    
cooperation and U.S. interests
Galen Petruso

Flashpoint Blog

September 10, 2012

Following a high profile meeting between the Chi-
nese and Indian defense ministers, both countries an-
nounced that they would further expand and deepen 
their defense cooperation, a move that further com-
plicates the United States’ role on the continent. Con-
cluding the meeting, Chinese Defense Minster Liang 
Guanglie announced that the two rising powers would 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/indian-chinese-defense-cooperation-and-usinterests/
http://blogs.voanews.com/breaking-news/2012/09/04/india-china-to-resume-military-exercises/
http://blogs.voanews.com/breaking-news/2012/09/04/india-china-to-resume-military-exercises/
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resume joint military exercises as soon as possible. In 
addition, they will increase cooperation in areas of 
high level visits, officer exchange, and training.

India-China relations have been tumultuous in re-
cent months, with both powers flexing military might 
to assert dominance in the region. Despite the an-
nouncement, no resolution was given to the primary 
friction point between the powers: the much disputed 
India-China border. The area, the site of a 1962 war, 
has remained contentious despite a 2005 treaty that 
sought to resolve the disputed boundary. China per-
ceives recent moves by India, including an increased 
military presence and a controversial visit by India’s 
defense minister, as its attempt to contain China, and 
to assist in the U.S. ‘Asia Pivot’. The question then 
arises, how does renewed cooperation between the 
two giants affect U.S. interests in the region?

Following a non-alignment stance during the Cold 
War, India has found itself a key player and partner in 
the U.S.’s post-9/11 strategy. With Pakistan proving 
to be an incapable and often counter-productive ally 
in Afghanistan, India has readily stepped in, contrib-
uting economic and political aid to the Karzai gov-
ernment as a way to further assert India’s dominance 
in South Asia and to deprive Pakistan, an historical 
rival, of the ally it once found in a Taliban-controlled 
Afghanistan.  Additionally, the U.S. has found itself a 
more-than-capable partner in fighting terrorism and 
has been providing assistance in India’s fight against 
terrorist organizations like Lashkar-e-Taiba, the per-
petrators of the deadly 2008 Mumbai massacre.

With the ongoing drawdown of U.S. forces in Af-
ghanistan, India once again finds itself with renewed 
prominence, this time as a counter-weight to China. 
In June, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta went so 
far as to call India the “lynchpin” of the new U.S. mil-
itary strategy, calling for further cooperation between 
the two countries. Additionally, the U.S. has been the 
primary beneficiary of India’s move to modernize the 
country’s armed forces, with few exceptions.

Strengthening ties between India and China is not in 
the U.S.’s best interest, but the recent news is hardly 
a sign that India is giving up on being a key security 
partner with the United States. Instead the move is a 
sign of both China and India’s desire to calm tensions 
leading up to the Chinese change in leadership, and 
to prevent more international tension following re-
cent events in the South China Sea. Announcements 
of Indian-Chinese cooperation may not bode well for 
the United States’ hopes of a contained China, but at 
the heart of these talks is preventing armed conflict 
between the two superpowers, a power struggle that 
would be devastating for stability of the continent.

India’s breaks in its U.S. partnership are sure to arise 
in the future. India’s continued, albeit dwindling, reli-
ance on Iranian oil is just one of many areas in which 
the U.S. and India will not  see perfectly eye-to-eye. 
It must also be remembered that despite any military 
cooperation, India will still find itself competing with 
China in many arenas, preventing them from form-
ing any serious partnership.   Moreover, while the 
‘Asia pivot’ is the future of U.S. strategy, it is far more 
important to recognize the problems we face now 
with a fledgling Afghan government and continual-
ly-volatile Pakistan. Any Indian break with the U.S. 
with regards to China is dwarfed by the country’s co-
operation in working towards stability in South Asia. 
The U.S. must work around its differences with India 
to continue and expand their relationships and secure 
and stabilize the region.

http://www.thehindu.com/news/international/article2615757.ece
http://www.thehindu.com/news/international/article2615757.ece
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/insidestory/2012/03/2012358105253868.html
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-india-17175825
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-18622573
http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/08/30/usa-pakistan-sanctions-let-idINDEE87T0DO20120830
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Leon-Panetta-in-Delhi-says-India-linchpin-for-American-strategy-in-Asia/articleshow/13871933.cms
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/us-companies-bypassed-in-india-fighter-jet-deal/2011/04/28/AFPVwC5E_story.html
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-18069173
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The US, China, and Africa:  
Reframing Economics in the US 
Strategic Space
Ashley Boyle

Flashpoint Blog

August 3, 2012

It is no question that our world is one of increasing 
complexity rooted in expanding linkages between 
people, nations, policy, security, and economics.  On 
any given day, countless flights transport thousands 
across the globe, millions log on to the Internet, and 
trillions of dollars change hands.  Next to technology, 
economics has been a primary driver of this trend, 
with the US long at the forefront as a leader in eco-
nomic innovation and growth.  This economic lead-
ership has been among the most prominent features 
of US National Security, allowing our country to be 
agile and resilient in the face of hardship.

The global economic crisis, as it has unfolded over 
the last several years, has shaken up this traditional 
model of global economics.  We are now seeing new 
economic powers from the developing world – led by 
China – rise to challenge the US’ traditional role as 
leader.  Nowhere is this challenge more evident than 
in Africa, where China recently pledged US$20 bil-
lion over the next three years to support African de-
velopment in exchange for natural resources.  While 
this move may not be a direct strategic challenge to 
US security, China is unquestionably expanding its 
global influence via the African continent.  The ques-
tion is, why does the US refrain from competing in 
equal measure in the African economic theater?

Historically, the US has often allowed its principles 
to dictate its economic conduct in other nations, 
thought results of these efforts may be mixed.   We 
provide primarily conditional aid to nations, money 
in exchange for concessions, whether it be increased 
governmental transparency, the implementation of 

rule of law, or improved human rights.   It thus fol-
lows that the US shies away from providing funds 
to nations that are undemocratic, engaged in armed 
conflict, or are consistent violators of human rights.   
These principles run so deeply in American society 
that even parts of the private sector have occasionally 
gone out of the way to avoid engaging with such na-
tions out of concern for politics and regulations, or 
that doing so may violate corporate social responsibil-
ity practices and impact bottom lines.

However, the US often plays by different rules in its 
strategic engagements.   To facilitate its military op-
erations in Afghanistan and, in part, to leverage the 
Pakistani government, the US contracts with the na-
tions of Central Asia, most notably, Uzbekistan.  The 
governments of Central Asia are among the most un-
democratic in the world and boast some of the worst 
track records in human rights abuses and corruption.  
Yet, just as it engages with Pakistan, a known safe ha-
ven for anti-American sentiment and global terror-
ism, the US maintains focused diplomatic relations 
with the nations in Central Asia to achieve specific 
strategic goals in spite of this blatant disregard for the 
principles we hold so dear.

This dichotomy in US projections of influence speaks 
to a larger issue.  US economic stability and growth is 
recognized as an integral piece in the security puzzle.  
At what point does it cross into the strategic space and 
our economic policies and practices mirror our stra-
tegic ones?  And even more importantly, should they?

In regards to US investment and influence in the Af-
rican continent, the US is playing a game of catch 
up with China and arguably missing out on an enor-
mous economic opportunity along the way.  The US 
could easily win at China’s game in Africa by handing 
out unconditioned “free” money, but it would require 
subjecting American principles and ideals to eco-
nomic aims as we often do in our pursuit of strategic 
objectives.  This is an enormous tradeoff, and one the 
US must carefully evaluate before making any deci-
sion on such an approach.

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-us-china-and-africa-reframing-economics-in-the-us-strategic-space/
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http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/19/us-china-africa-idUSBRE86I03O20120719
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/19/us-china-africa-idUSBRE86I03O20120719
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/africa/clinton-challenges-africa-to-embrace-democracy-partner-with-responsible-foreign-powers/2012/08/01/gJQAHeWAPX_story.html
http://transition.usaid.gov/policy/USAID_PolicyFramework.PDF
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http://www.freedomhouse.org/regions/central-and-eastern-europeeurasia
http://www.hrw.org/news/2012/06/20/central-asia-overview-key-human-rights-concerns-and-recommendations
http://www.transparency.org/country


41

In this time where budgets are tight and uncertainty 
runs rampant throughout global markets, investors 
and nations are seeking any opportunity that might 
pay dividends or provide a safe haven in which to 
camp.   Africa is that opportunity for China, and as 
the US expands its strategic engagement with African 
nations in combating terrorism, it is increasingly ex-
pected to respond in some manner to Chinese influ-
ence in the continent’s economic sphere.  Regardless 
of how it proceeds in expanding its economic rela-
tions, and irrespective of whether it chooses to com-
pete directly with China, the US must acknowledge 
the challenges and tradeoffs in securing new econom-
ic opportunities, including those in Africa.  Decisions 
made in haste to counter short-term challenges can 
result in dangerous precedents with long-term im-
pact.

How U.S. Leadership Can  
Succeed Against Terror in  
Sub-Saharan Africa
Ashley Boyle

Flashpoint Blog

July 9, 2012

Recently, we have seen violent extremism proliferate 
across Africa: increased sectarian violence in Nige-
ria, expanded recruiting efforts by Al Shabaab, and 
tensions in Mali.  A nexus between African political 
militancy and imported ideological terrorism adds a 
new dimension to the extremism taking hold in safe 
havens across Sub-Saharan Africa.

On June 14th, the White House released its Strategy 
Toward Sub-Saharan Africa, a four-pillar approach 
that complements AFRICOM’s  2012 posture.  While 
these strategies seek a comprehensive approach, nei-
ther accounts for the greatest asset the US has in the 

region: positive public opinion of US leadership.   
Additionally, both strategies fail to acknowledge that 
primary drivers of extremism in Africa are fundamen-
tally political in nature, not economic, and stem from 
the disenfranchisement of populations.[1]

As violent extremism proliferates across the African 
continent, the success of US counterterrorism efforts 
in the Sub-Saharan region could hinge on the US le-
veraging positive opinions and encouraging the en-
gagement of disenfranchised populations in local and 
national political processes.

In the past, positive perceptions of US leadership 
have secured strategic access to the Sub-Saharan re-
gion.  Bolstering support for US operations ensures 
a continuity of access.  Including local non-military 
populations – those expected to maintain the security 
environment in the long-term – in counterterrorism 
efforts promotes ownership of the results.  However, 
the current US approach is heavily resourced from 
military capabilities and does not consider the poten-
tial of the average citizen in supporting counterter-
rorism programs.

In 2009, following the election of President Obama, 
favorable opinions of US leadership in Africa surged 
to 85% in aggregate.  2011 saw these ratings fall to 
74% as part of a global decline in public opinion.   
While incomparable with the 69% disapproval rating 
the US received from Pakistan in the same year, the 
decline is indicative of a less favorable environment in 
which to court support and participation.

To this end, the US should be challenged to renew 
its public diplomacy efforts in Africa.   By aligning 
our principles with our actions and clearly articulat-
ing counterterrorism objectives, the US can leverage 
African public support, or at least mitigate backlash 
from its presence in African affairs.  It also presents an 
opportunity to convey how the average African citi-
zen can play a role in and benefit from securitization 
efforts, a key factor in managing the regional terror 
threat.  

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=africom%202012%20posture%20statement&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CFcQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.africom.mil%2FgetArticle.asp%3Fart%3D7665%26lang%3D0&ei=x6kaUOjVHo-M6QHf_4A4&usg=AFQjCNGZJ5t2YIjNw56Ci_ZXBU1aqJJlAQ&cad=rja
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/how-u-s-leadership-can-succeed-against-terror-in-sub-saharan-africa/
http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/insidestory/2012/06/20126228164570564.html
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/05/30/us-shabaab-east-africa-idUSBRE84T0NI20120530
http://mg.co.za/article/2012-07-05-mali-parliament-calls-for-intervention
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-25/african-terrorist-groups-starting-to-cooperate-u-s-says.html
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/africa_strategy_2.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/africa_strategy_2.pdf
http://www.gallup.com/poll/153998/Global-Leadership-Project-Report.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/153929/leadership-losing-status-key-countries.aspx
http://www.pewglobal.org/2012/06/27/pakistani-public-opinion-ever-more-critical-of-u-s/
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The US has long championed democracy in Africa, 
but of the total US$7.8 billion in 2012 bilateral 
foreign assistance requests, only 5% is intended for 
programs that support rule of law, civil society, and 
political competition or consensus building.  This is 
minimal in comparison to 15% for economic devel-
opment, and 74% for “Investing in People,” which 
includes the Global Health Initiative.[2], [3]  If these 
development initiatives are to progress, a stable and 
secure environment must prevail.

By rerouting a portion of development assistance, the 
US could fund more robust democracy programs in 
Sub-Saharan Africa.   The immediate aim of this re-
structuring would be to bolster efforts to mitigate dis-
enfranchisement by building democratic frameworks 
in which all citizens have a voice and stake while si-
multaneously engaging those previously relegated to 
the political periphery.

The US has coupled military operations with devel-
opment initiatives in an approach evident of reactive 
policymaking rather than proactive strategizing.  It is 
this sort of policymaking that has plagued US ven-
tures in Iraq and Afghanistan, and provoked concerns 
about our foreign policy aims.  In Sub-Saharan Africa, 
the US has an opportunity to do things differently 
by being proactive, leveraging public opinion and en-
gaging excluded populations.  It would be foolish to 
squander this opportunity, but it is certainly a road we 
have been down before.

The American Security Project supports US public 
diplomacy efforts by hosting events and fostering dis-
cussions about how American can present itself to the 
world. We are also hosting a discussion this week with 
Representative Adam Smith to discuss how US lead-
ership can positively affect Sub-Saharan Africa.   We 
hope you can join us as we bring clarity to this critical 
issue.

[1] Denoeux, Guilain and Lynn Carter.  “Guide to the Drivers 
of Violent Extremism.” USAID, February 2009.

[2] Congressional Research Service.  “U.S. Foreign Assistance to 
Sub-Saharan Africa: the FY2012 Request.”   Report 41840, 20 

May 2011.
[3] These values are only reflective of funding administered by 
the US Department of State and USAID.  They do not include 
humanitarian assistance or aid provided by other agents of the 
US Government.

The Future of the US-Moroccan 
Alliance
Elizabeth Deal

Flashpoint Blog

September 21, 2012

Morocco, the United States’ oldest ally, was not im-
mune to the fervor that swept the Islamic world last 
week. Protests broke out in front of the US consulate 
in Casablanca over the film The Innocence of Muslims, 
which ignited popular uproar in almost every country 
in the region. While these protests were highly orga-
nized and largely peaceful, they indicate a deepening 
resentment toward the US just as the two countries 
begin negotiating a closer partnership.

Although the US and Morocco can trace their diplo-
matic relationship to a Treaty of Friendship in 1777, 
the current status of their alliance was developed in 
the aftermath of 9/11. As a moderate Muslim country 
with a young, pro-American monarch, Morocco was 
an attractive partner for US counterterrorism efforts 
abroad. Morocco used the increased attention to im-
prove its international standing and curb the extrem-
ism that had produced a Moroccan aide to the 9/11 
attacks.

A result of this partnership in fighting terrorism was 
a Free Trade Agreement in 2004. The FTA supports 
“significant economic and political reforms” in Mo-
rocco as well as developing new markets for US goods 
and more than doubling US military assistance to the 
country.

When the Arab Spring hit Morocco and produced 

http://www.state.gov/p/af/index.htm
http://www.ghi.gov/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/issues/national-security-strategy/public-diplomacy-and-strategic-communication/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/issues/national-security-strategy/public-diplomacy-and-strategic-communication/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/events/2012/asp-event-the-honorable-adam-smith-the-horn-of-africa-and-special-operations-a-smarter-way-forward/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-future-of-the-us-moroccan-alliance/
http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hNum2gh0Xrg44prdwnoJRGZkZfuQ?docId=CNG.0d4bb2319ab51dd6f7a34cecaab1cf20.171
http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hNum2gh0Xrg44prdwnoJRGZkZfuQ?docId=CNG.0d4bb2319ab51dd6f7a34cecaab1cf20.171
http://morocco.usembassy.gov/history.html
https://moroccoonthemove.files.wordpress.com/2012/03/fs_moroccoterrorism10january2012.pdf
http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/morocco-fta
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demonstrations known as the February 20th Move-
ment, King Mohammed VI wanted to prevent the 
kind of massive upheaval seen in neighboring Egypt. 
He preempted calls for more freedom by indepen-
dently drafting a new constitution, addressing the 
protesters’ calls for change while in reality sacrificing 
very little of his own power.

Since long-term allies of the US continued to face 
upheaval in the region (most notably in Egypt), the 
US-Morocco relationship has become important to 
policymakers. The US-Moroccan Strategic Dialogue 
that began just last Thursday in Washington, DC is 
an unmistakable example of Morocco’s elevated role. 
Despite citing human rights, economic ties and po-
litical reform as motivating factors of the meeting, 
US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton specifically 
emphasized regional security as a vital issue for both 
countries.

The benefits for the US of an expanded partnership 
with Morocco are many, including gaining an ally 
against terrorism and the growing threat of al-Qaeda 
in the Islamic Maghreb. Yet it is unclear if the Moroc-
can people want closer ties to the US. The recent pro-
tests over the anti-Islam film highlight cultural and 
political differences between the Moroccan people 
and the US, even as relations between leaders remain 
friendly and productive.

Protesters outside the US consulate on Friday threw 
rocks and shouted anti-US slogans as Salafists in Salé 
burned US flags in the street. This uncharacteristic 
aggression was undoubtedly an expression of frustra-
tion over the poor representation of Muslims in the 
film. On a larger scale though, it was also frustration 
over the perceived lack of respect by the US towards 
Moroccans.

From my personal interactions with young, educated 
Moroccans, two themes emerge about the relation-
ship between the US and Morocco. First, they ac-
knowledge that Morocco is of strategic importance 
to the US and a partnership that benefits trade and 

regional security is desirable to both parties. Second, 
Morocco is often not treated like a partner, but rather 
a subordinate, and the benefits of a close partnership 
usually only stay within the palace cronies (though 
never at the fault of the king).

As the US positions the Moroccan government to be 
a “leader and a model” in the region, it is important 
to question what impact popular opinion will have 
on future negotiations. While many in Morocco may 
not support closer ties to the US, their influence may 
be minimal. A US Marine guard at the embassy in 
Rabat summed it up when he said in response to the 
demonstrations on Friday, “The king and government 
made it very clear to the people that they would not 
put up with any kind of protest against Americans.”

For now, Morocco will remain a stable ally in a region 
of uncertainty. However, if political reforms stagnate 
and economic opportunities fail to trickle down, the 
US may face a much more tenuous relationship with 
its Moroccan allies.

http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/12/13/in_morocco_february_20th_does_what_the_king_will_not
http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/12/13/in_morocco_february_20th_does_what_the_king_will_not
http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2012/09/197711.htm
http://english.ahram.org.eg/NewsContent/2/8/52876/World/Region/US,-Morocco-launch-first-strategic-dialogue.aspx
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Who Cares How Many Women 
are in Parliament?
Joshua Foust & Melinda Haring

Foreign Policy

June 25, 2012

Last month The Economist published its annual in-
fographic about the dearth of women in parliaments 
around the world. Not surprisingly, some of the most-
developed countries -- Sweden, Germany, New Zea-
land -- top the charts. (Also present are two African 
countries, Rwanda and South Africa, that have man-
dated parliamentary quotas for women.) 

Equitable representation of women in politics and 
government is an ideal promoted by every develop-
ment organization and to which every Western gov-
ernment aspires. Though women comprise over 50 
percent of the world’s population, they are underrep-
resented as political leaders and elected officials. The 
National Democratic Institute puts it plainly: “De-
mocracy cannot truly deliver for all of its citizens if 
half of the population remains underrepresented in 
the political arena.” 

There’s a problem with this argument, though: There’s 
no evidence to support it. In Cuba, women MPs com-
prise 45 percent of the parliament. Yet, in a country 
where women make up nearly half of the parliament, 
democracy is not “truly delivering for all of its citi-
zens.” And so it goes in many repressive states. They 
may have plenty of women in power but lag far be-
hind on every meaningful index of democracy. 

The Eurasia region illustrates this uncomfortable real-
ity all too well. In Azerbaijan, 16 percent of MPs are 
female, but every single female MP is a member of the 
ruling New Azerbaijan Party, which loyally rubber-
stamps every decree issued by strongman Ilham Ali-
yev. In fact, the parliament of Azerbaijan is entirely 
dominated by one party; there are zero opposition 

parties in parliament. In other words, there isn’t any 
party parity. Does the number of women matter in a 
fake parliament?

It is simplistic to assume that the mere presence of 
women in a parliament corresponds to greater politi-
cal representation. 

What’s missing from the focus on women’s political 
participation -- in Azerbaijan and elsewhere -- is po-
litical party affiliation. The point of getting women 
into parliament is to increase representation and, in 
theory at least, fairness. If a woman is in parliament 
but she votes however her leader tells her to (as do the 
male MPs), what difference does gender make? 

Western governments and NGOs spend millions 
of dollars annually trying to increase the number of 
women in elected legislatures. But counting the num-
ber of women in a parliament does not actually tell 
you how free, fair, or representative that political sys-
tem is; it just tells you how many women are in par-
liament. It says nothing about their freedom to think 
and vote as they choose without fear of reprisal, which 
should be the primary measurement of parliamentary 
health. 

Women’s participation in government matters, of 
course, but that value comes only after a certain de-
gree of freedom is established. Women can be just as 
venal, corrupt, and self-interested as men. (Imelda 
Marcos comes to mind, though pop star and dicta-
tor’s daughter Gulnara Karimova of Uzbekistan could 
give her a run for the money). 

In the end, party, not gender, is where the focus 
should be. Yet the NGO community, including do-
nor governments, wrongly focuses almost exclusively 
on increasing the number of women in parliament 
regardless of their party affiliation. That focus doesn’t 
make sense if the goal is to improve democratic gov-
ernance around the world. 

As an example of this tunnel vision, the global listing 
of gender breakdown in parliaments by the Interna-

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/06/22/who_cares_how_many_women_are_in_parliament?page=full
http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2012/05/focus-1
http://www.economist.com/blogs/graphicdetail/2012/05/focus-1
http://www.ndi.org/content/womens-political-participation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imelda_Marcos
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imelda_Marcos
http://www.rferl.org/content/uzbekistan-googoosha-gulnara-karimova-cd-music/24606874.html
http://www.ipu.org/wmn-e/arc/classif310312.htm
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tional Parliamentary Union fails to capture party af-
filiation (data from the South Caucasus was drawn 
from the Caucasus Research Resource Centers). Let’s 
take a look at the relevant gender data for these places: 

Belarus leads the pack for gender representation. 
Similarly, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan have a relative-
ly high number of women in parliament -- outdoing 
the United States in raw percentages -- but that says 
nothing about how just or equitable their politics are 
or how independent their parliaments are relative to 
the president. 

When we compare IPU’s data on female participation 
with Freedom House’s Freedom in the World rank-
ings (with 1 being the most free), a dramatically dif-
ferent picture emerges: 

Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan, the three 
countries with the most women in parliament, are 
the least free, and do not have independent parlia-
mentary bodies that check executive power. Georgia 
and Ukraine, which have the fewest women in par-
liament, are relatively more free than their neighbors 
with greater female participation. 

While we shouldn’t draw too many conclusions from 
these charts, we can at least conclude that there isn’t 
necessarily a relationship between a country’s political 
freedom and the number of women in parliament. 

Gender equality in government is important, but it’s 
not the primary variable in ensuring true representa-
tion. Political freedom and good governance are basic 
rights that shouldn’t be confused with gender issues. 
Assuming that female representation indicates greater 
political freedom is sloppy thinking of the kind that 
has too often skewed the priorities and undermined 
the promise of the development community. 

Yes, Sometimes Drones are   
Actually Effective
Joshua Foust

The Atlantic

July 24, 2012

The public debate about the American use of drones 
continues unabated, focused mostly on the morality 
of drone warfare. Sunday, for example, the New York 
Times ran one stories on the moral case for drones 
and one on the moral hazard they represent.

These two angles to the debate -- whether drones 
impose an intolerable moral hazard, or whether they 
allow policymakers to counter terrorism while mini-
mizing harm -- are important. The morality of deci-
sions that our leaders make is important, especially 
when there is a question of whether those decisions 
clash with our values. And when drones are widely re-
ported to result in unintended civilian casualties (how 
many is disputed) the moral case cannot be ignored. 

Apart from morality, the other side of the debate 
about drones is their effectiveness. There is a reason-
ably strong case to be made that the zealous use of 
drones in Pakistan has made U.S.-Pakistani relations 
far worse, though whether that change matters in the 
long run is an open question. In Yemen, too, the use 
of drones has carried some evidence of political blow-
back -- though, again, whether that matters in the 
long run is unclear.

If innocent people are being killed, then the drones 
program needs to be effective at reducing the terror 
threat. Otherwise, too many innocent people are be-
ing killed for dubious results.

The effectiveness of the drones program, however, is 
not easy to determine. How do you assess the damage? 
According to some analysis, only about 500 of the re-
ported 2500 targets of drone strikes in Pakistan have 
been positively identified. Many residents in Pakistan 

http://crrc-caucasus.blogspot.com/2012/05/women-in-parliament-how-do-georgia.html
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world
http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/07/yes-sometimes-drones-are-actually-effective/260260/
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/15/sunday-review/the-moral-case-for-drones.html
http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/07/22/the-moral-hazard-of-drones/
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/08/12/world/asia/12drones.html?pagewanted=all
http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/07/us-drones-make-peace-with-pakistan-less-likely/259756/
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http://www.thebureauinvestigates.com/2012/05/10/analysis-why-we-must-name-all-drone-attack-victims/
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and Yemen claim that far more civilians die in drone 
strikes than is reported in the West; However, when 
PBS sent a reporter to Yemen to investigate, in part, 
the drone campaign, they found that many residents 
just assume all air strikes on suspected terrorist sites 
come from drones (at least some of those strikes come 
from Yemeni aircraft, not drones). 

Broader effects about terrorism can be measured, 
though that kind of analysis is limited. In Yemen, 
analysts dispute whether or not the drone campaign 
itself has contributed to the expansion of al-Qaeda 
there.  Iona Craig, a journalist based in Yemen, has 
reported through interviews that drones have “swelled 
al-Qaeda’s ranks.” Yemeni politicians also argue 
that drones help al-Qaeda, as does the Washington 
Post. Christopher Swift, a lawyer and academic based 
in DC, interviewed local elders in Yemen in May; 
he  categorically argues  that drones do not have any 
negative social effects there.

While Swift›s report (disclosure: he is a friend) is a 
minority view among reports out of Yemen, it cannot 
be discounted out of hand: he is accurately report-
ing that the Yemenis he spoke to believe there are no 
negative effects of the drone campaign. But can the 
overall behavior of al-Qaeda in Yemen give us lessons?

Over the last three years, the reported size of al-Qae-
da in the Arabian Peninsula has about tripled. AQAP 
has successfully stormed and occupied entire towns 
(through its clever rebranding as Ansar al-Shariah). 
The long-serving dictatorship more or less collapsed 
under the weight of mass protests, though the dic-
tator’s replacement is more of a stooge than a real 
change. 

Yemen has faced increasing challenges and upheav-
al, in other words. During this same period of time, 
U.S. drones, as well as Yemeni and American aircraft, 
pounded the desert towns where AQAP thrives, kill-
ing dozens of suspected militants and fewer (though 
no one knows how many fewer) civilians. It is difficult 
to make the case that -- whatever the ultimate mixture 

of militants and civilians, and whatever the effects 
on Yemeni society -- the use of drones has contrib-
uted meaningfully to Yemen’s stability or to neutral-
izing AQAP. (There is a counterfactual that, without 
drones, the problem with be worse, but it’s impossible 
to really say.)

In recent months, however, Yemen has seen some of 
its fortunes shift. The Yemeni army retook the AQAP-
occupied towns of Ja’ar and Zinjibar, which AQAP 
had held up to PBS as an example of its reach and 
power. While AQAP has responded with a new wave 
of violence, the Yemeni army is, for the time being at 
least, holding onto its territory.

No one knows whether the defeat of AQAP’s terri-
torial ambitions is permanent. But what the recent 
offensives in Yemen’s south do show is that, whatever 
the effects of drones, they require effective forces on 
the ground to deny territory to terrorist groups.

This, then, is the lesson about how drones can be 
effective: they must serve a strategy. They cannot 
be the strategy, as they sometimes are. For too long, 
it seemed, the only possible response to a terrorism 
threat in Yemen was a drone strike (or cruise missile 
or air strike). U.S. intelligence agencies managed to 
unravel some plots if the Saudis or Brits gave them a 
heads up. But the only tool in the American arsenal 
seemed to be a drone strike: lobbing missiles at un-
known people  in the belief that it would lessen the 
threat.

What seems to have really lessened the threat, though, 
is ground combat: the difficult, dangerous, and ex-
pensive work of clearing towns and areas of militants 
and restoring legitimate government control. There is 
clearly a role for drones in this process of rebuilding 
control of an area -- most drone strikes in Afghanistan, 
for example, are used as close air support (though even 
Afghan officials do not want too many drones in their 
territory). Where drones become problematic is when 
they substitute for a broader policy of engagement: 
where they become the strategy, rather than serving 
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the strategy.

The current U.S. policy in Yemen is not very strongly 
articulated. It is often a list of aspirations (“helping 
the government confront the immediate security 
threat represented by Al Qaida, and mitigating seri-
ous political, economic and governance issues that 
the country faces over the long terms, the drivers of 
instability”) that so far has not resulted in compre-
hensive action from the U.S. As Gregory Johnsen, 
a former Fulbright fellow in Yemen and currently a 
PhD candidate at Princeton wrote last year, “U.S. 
policy bounced from one crisis to the next without 
an overarching structure.”

In Yemen, we’ve seen that allowing the government to 
retake areas from AQAP can be effective at address-
ing the terrorist threat; the U.S. should make effec-
tive Yemeni governance its next priority. The recently 
announced influx of aid to Yemen is being directed 
almost exclusively to Yemen’s security services, which 
have already proved capable of removing AQAP from 
its territory. What’s missing is everything else that 
isn’t security: immediately countering the growing 
malnutrition there, strengthening and expanding the 
good governance programs groups like NED run, and 
establishing a long term commitment to fortifying 
Yemen’s shaky economy. 

As a part of a comprehensive strategy to both physi-
cally and  politically secure the country, there is a 
definite role for drones to play: one that is moral, 
effective, and constrained. Assuming drones are the 
counterterrorism strategy -- an impression one can 
get reading some of the coverage of the drones pro-
gram -- would be a mistake.
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CLIMATE AND 
ENERGY SECURITY

The Arctic: Last energy frontier?
Andrew Holland and Robert Gardner

The Hill

August 14, 2012

Royal Dutch Shell and Great Bear Petroleum are 
preparing to explore new sources of Arctic oil this 
month. This provides American policymakers the 
opportunity to examine the long-term costs and 
benefits of oil production in the Arctic.

American domestic oil production is currently 
surging. In 2011, the U.S. had the largest increase in 
oil production of any country outside of OPEC. Even 
so, continued increases in global oil demand mean that 
oil prices are likely to continue to rise. Only with high 
oil prices will it be profitable to develop oil reserves 
at the ends of the earth. The Arctic is estimated to 
offer larger energy resources than any other untapped 
region in the world.

The U.S. has the potential to claim a region of the 
Arctic which may hold up to 29.96 billion barrels of 
oil and 72 billion barrels of oil equivalent natural gas, 
according to the U.S. Geological Survey. In 2011, 
Alaskan oil sold for an average price of $109.86 a 
barrel. At those prices, projected U.S. Arctic oil reserves 
could be worth almost $3.3 trillion. Such a windfall 

from expanded Alaskan oil production would bring 
rewards to business, Alaskan citizens, and government 
coffers. Alaska has ahuge stake in the production of 
Arctic resources, as oil already represents 90% of state 
tax revenue.    

Developing Alaska’s resources would reverse declining 
oil production in the Alaskan North Slope. Waning 
oil production from the Prudhoe Bay field threatens 
the shutdown of the Trans Alaskan Pipeline System 
(TAPS), a huge infrastructure investment which has 
already been experiencing technical difficulties due to 
decreased throughput. TAPS is the only cost effective 
way to transport the North Slope’s oil to an ice free 
port. TAPS transports around 11% of America’s 
domestically produced oil. However, declining oil 
volumesput the safe operation of TAPS at risk. Unless 
production increases, TAPS will be forced to shut 
down.

Although the benefits of extracting Arctic oil are 
large, the possible costs are substantial. A moderate-
sized spill in the Arctic, an area where threatened 
species are concentrated, could have devastating 
effects on the Arctic ecosystem. The hazardous Arctic 
climate and the remoteness ofdrilling sites pose huge 
logistical challenges to containing oil spills. A recent 
GAO report expressed serious concerns that offshore 
oil operators in the Arctic lack the infrastructure and 
vessels needed to contain an oil spill.

Climate change is another issue to consider. A recent 
article in The Economist noted that the climate 
change is transforming the Arctic more dramatically 
than any other region on earth. Greenhouse gasses 
created from the burning of fossil fuels are causing 
the temperature to rise in the Arctic at twice the rate 
of the global average. Arctic warming from 2000 to 
2011 caused a 62% loss in the summer minimum 
volume of Arctic Sea ice. Melting Arctic on-shore ice 
will contribute to global sea-level rise and melting sea 
ice is contributing to extreme winter weather patterns 
in the Northern Hemisphere.

Despite these concerns, Arctic energy exploration 

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/energy-a-environment/243569-the-arctic-last-energy-frontier
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is set to expand. This summer, Shell plans to lead 
exploration offshore while Great Bear Petrol seeks to 
tap shale reserves in the North Slope using technologies 
like fracking and horizontal drilling perfected in 
North Dakota’s Bakken Shale. If they are successful in 
finding substantial supplies, both projects will sustain 
TAPS and provide needed jobs and revenue in Alaska 
and elsewhere. Greater domestic oil production will 
also mean less reliance on imported oil – a consistent 
drain on America’s trade balance and wealth.  

However, in the long-term, America’s oil dependence 
– whether it comes from Iran, Canada, North 
Dakota, or Alaska – poses serious economic and 
national security risks. Even if we are able to 
dramatically increase domestic oil production, oil 
prices are set in the global market and will always 
be subject to volatility. This will leave us vulnerable 
to the political winds in turbulent regions of the 
world. Moreover, additional oil supply from domestic 
sources will be overwhelmed by enormous increases 
in global demand, as nations like India and China 
continue rapid economic growth. Over time, prices 
are expected to continue to rise.

Our competitiveness in global energy markets will 
be increasingly determined by how well the U.S. 
economy uses its technological lead to transition 
toward alternative fuel sources. Still, with so much oil 
at stake in the Arctic, getting policy right in the Arctic 
is critical to our energy future.

Gazprom Looks East
Nicholas Cunningham

Flashpoint Blog

September 11, 2012

On September 8, Russian gas giant Gazprom signed 
a deal with Japan to sell liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
from a future terminal in eastern Russia. To be built 

by Russia and a consortium of Japanese companies, 
the deal would lead to the construction of a $13 bil-
lion LNG export facility in the Russian city of Vladi-
vostok. The deal was announced by officials during 
a meeting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) forum, currently underway in Vladivostok.

For Gazprom, the deal could not come soon enough. 
Russia produced about 23 trillion cubic feet in 2010, 
making it the second largest producer of natural gas 
in the world after the United States. However, several 
factors in recent months have conspired against Gaz-
prom.

The economic pain in the Eurozone has dampened 
demand for Russian gas. As Gazprom’s most im-
portant customer (the EU receives about 36% of its 
natural gas from Russia, but for individual countries, 
that share is much higher), shrinking economic ac-
tivity in the Eurozone is hurting business. Also, the 
shale gas bonanza in the United States has freed up 
LNG around the world, further pushing down de-
mand. Demand is also down in Russia’s domestic 
market. And higher taxes from the Russian govern-
ment, which uses gas revenues for social and political 
purposes, have made marginal gas projects unprofit-
able.

Low prices have forced Gazprom to limit produc-
tion. Gazprom announced that it would shelve plans 
to develop the Shtokman field, one of the largest and 
most-hyped natural gas fields in the world, citing 
high costs and low prices.

Gazprom also suspended gas purchases from inde-
pendent suppliers within Russia. Intended to deal 
with a glut of gas, the decision will force drillers to 
curtail Russian production.

On top of supply and pricing problems, the Europe-
an Union filed an antitrust lawsuit against Gazprom 
for allegedly unfairly raising prices on gas.  Gazprom 
follows a pricing formula of linking natural gas prices 
to oil prices, which are much higher. The lawsuit may 
force Gazprom to pay fines or restructure contracts. 
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Russia’s EU Ambassador said he hopes the two sides 
can reach an agreement diplomatically and avoid a 
larger conflict.

The string of bad news has hit Gazprom’s profits, 
which declined 24% ($11 billion) for the first quarter.

With no end in sight to Europe’s economic problems, 
Russia is looking east. The deal with Japan will lead 
to the construction of Russia’s second LNG terminal 
(the other is located on the island of Sakhalin), and 
should double Russia’s LNG export capacity.

The deal makes sense for Japan as well. Already the 
world’s largest LNG importer, Japan is scrambling to 
supply enough power to its economy after shutting 
down all 54 nuclear power plants following the Fuku-
shima meltdown. Although the Japanese government 
decided to restart two reactors, Japan will still need 
significant amounts of LNG to fill the void.

Undoubtedly, Gazprom needs to shift its sights to 
East Asian customers as any significant demand 
growth from Europe is unlikely. So, this deal is a step 
in the right direction. However, over the next few 
years, Gazprom will continue to struggle with weak 
demand, low prices, and declining production.

Antarctica, Methane, and You
Xander Vagg

Flashpoint Blog

September 10, 2011

A new study released in Nature suggests that there 
may be hundreds of billions of tons of methane de-
posits trapped underneath the Antarctic ice sheets 
with the potential to be released into the atmosphere. 
While the methane has lain dormant for years, the 
study suggests that ice melt caused by increased global 
warming could allow the gas to escape, spiking global 
temperatures and creating a feedback loop of continu-

ous warming.

For the laymen among us, why does all this matter? 
Primarily because methane is a far more dangerous 
greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide and stores much 
more heat. Methane is twenty-five times as potent 
as carbon emissions, which can dramatically worsen 
global warming. Further, the hundreds of billions of 
tons of carbon lurking in methane reservoirs below 
the Antarctic continent absolutely dwarfs the 600 
million tons of carbon released through natural meth-
ane emissions like wetlands, livestock, and the burn-
ing of biomass and agriculture every year.

Although the methane buildup began approximately 
30 million years ago (as organic matter trapped un-
derneath the ice was slowly turned into methane gas 
by bacterial decomposition), scientific study of the 
methane’s existence only began within the last few 
years. This analysis has only recently begun to focus 
on the Antarctic continent, centering earlier on the 
Arctic Ocean and waters off the coast of eastern Si-
beria.

The methane thought to be trapped under Antarctica 
is stored in sediment that is up to eight miles thick 
in some sections, with thousands of feet of ice lay-
ered above. The freezing cold and high pressure of the 
overlying ice should have transformed the methane 
gas into deposits known as methane hydrates, which 
cannot be released into the atmosphere in such a 
form. However, if the temperature rises significantly 
and enough ice sheets collapse, there is a possibility 
the methane could rapidly escape.

In such a scenario, Carolyn Ruppel of the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey suggests the release of the billions of 
tons of methane “could substantially increase the 
concentration in the atmosphere, [creating] a global 
greenhouse gas warming event.”

The warming of areas like the Antarctic Peninsula is 
predicted to act not only as a catalyst for the release of 
methane, but as a feedback loop as well. The thick lay-
ers of sea-ice in Antarctica that extend from the frozen 
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land reflect sunlight rather than absorb it, however as 
the ice shelves and sheets melt, sunlight (and its heat) 
is absorbed by the new, darker-colored water instead. 
This increases the temperature of the surrounding 
ocean, causing more ice to melt and in turn, more 
methane released, starting the entire cycle over again. 
This cycle is one of the reasons that the Arctic has 
seen such precipitous drop in sea-ice cover over the 
last decade.

The Earth’s atmospheric methane concentration has 
already increased by about 150% since 1750, raising 
concerns about the resulting global warming if the 
trend continues.  Although no firm data has yet been 
offered regarding the anticipated effect of methane 
released from the Antarctic landmass, Nature has al-
ready made such a prediction regarding the Arctic. 
The journal suggests that the equivalent of  380 bil-
lion tons of carbon dioxide could be released this cen-
tury if the Arctic warms by about 7.5 degrees Celsius 
(this includes large quantities of methane). The likeli-
hood however of reaching that temperature remains 
under debate, and the world would already have suf-
fered through serious warming should that come to 
pass.   Regardless, though the findings on methane 
hydrate under Antarctica remain incomplete, the 
comparable amount of trapped methane hydrate 
alone is cause for concern.

Although lead Nature contributor Dr. Jemma Wad-
ham of the University of Bristol stresses the “theoreti-
cal” nature of her team’s findings, the likelihood of a 
methane build-up under the Antarctic continent is 
no abstract affair. Without further inquiry into the 
problem, the earth might strangely enough face rising 
global temperatures at the hands of one of its coldest 
regions.

U.S. Has Potential for 80%   
Renewables by 2050
Nicholas Cunningham

Flashpoint Blog

August 27, 2012

A June report from the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL) estimated that renewable energy 
could provide 80% of the nation’s electricity demand 
by 2050 (Check out this really cool animated map 
that shows how our electricity mix changes over time 
under this scenario). In July, NREL put out another 
report that looked at the renewable potential state by 
state.

The results were interesting in that all states have large 
potential for renewable energy. Even the Southeast, 
where many politicians believe renewable energy is 
more difficult to pull off, has large potential. A mix of 
solar, offshore wind and biomass could provide a big 
chunk of electricity demand for states in the South-
east.

Although a theoretical exercise, the report highlights 
an important point. Some politicians dismiss re-
newable energy as a niche market, but the upside is 
huge. Costs are rapidly coming down for solar and 
wind power. The average price for solar has dropped 
by nearly 50% since the beginning of 2011, for ex-
ample. The rate of solar and wind installations are 
strong in 2012. The solar industry installed over 500 
megawatts (MW) in the first quarter of this year, its 
second highest quarter on record. The wind industry 
installed 2,896 MW in the first half of 2012, a 34% 
increase from the year before. (It should be noted, 
however, that despite this progress, the wind industry 
faces an uncertain future with the expiration of the 
production tax credit, a key policy incentive, looming 
over the industry).

Renewable energy critics point to the fact that many 
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renewable energy technologies are not ready to com-
pete with coal and natural gas. It is true that low natu-
ral gas prices are making it extremely difficult for the 
renewable energy industry.

However, natural gas prices have historically been 
quite volatile. If natural gas prices rise, renewable en-
ergy will suddenly look very attractive. Bloomberg 
New Energy Finance predicts that the average wind 
farm will reach grid-parity by 2016. Fang Peng, an 
executive at JA Solar, a large Chinese solar manufac-
turer, predicts that solar will be cost-competitive with 
fossil fuels in most places by 2015. He said this will 
lead to a “second wave of growth.”

An analyst from Bloomberg New Energy Finance 
framed the optimistic outlook for renewable energy 
well in a press release last November:

The press is reacting to the recent price drops in solar 
equipment as though they are the result of temporary 
oversupply or of a trade war. This masks what is really 
going on: a long-term, consistent drop in clean energy 
technology costs, resulting from decades of hard work 
by tens of thousands of researchers, engineers, techni-
cians and people in operations and procurement. And 
it is not going to stop: In the next few years the main-
stream world is going to wake up to wind cheaper 
than gas, and rooftop solar power cheaper than day-
time electricity. Add in the same sort of deep long-
term price drops for power storage, demand manage-
ment, LED lighting and so on – and we are clearly 
talking about a whole new game

Indeed, the future for the renewable energy indus-
try looks promising, but policymakers can hasten 
the transition. There are a variety of policy options 
that can accelerate cost reductions. Regardless, as the 
NREL report notes, renewable energy will grab an 
increasing share of the U.S. electricity market in the 
years ahead.

Public Concerns Over Climate 
Change on the Rise
Nicholas Cunningham

Flashpoint Blog

September 26, 2012

With the election only a few weeks away, it is no-
table how absent climate change is from the political 
debate. Climate change presents one of the greatest 
long-term national security threats to this nation, yet 
the two parties have been lamentably silent on the 
issues.

Awareness of climate change seemed to have reached 
a peak in 2007, before the onset of the financial crisis 
and the great recession. As economic problems took 
hold in the country (and around the world), focus 
shifted away from what many perceived to be a pe-
ripheral issue.

Due to the extreme weather across the United States 
this past summer, that is changing. Record tempera-
tures, severe drought, fires, floods, and other extreme 
weather seemed to have caught the attention of the 
American public.

According to the Yale Project on Climate Change 
Communication and the George Mason University, 
both the belief that climate change is man-made and 
that it is a serious problem, is on the rise. From 2010 
until mid-2012, the proportion of Americans who 
thought climate change was occurring rose from 57% 
to 66%.

The shift in public opinion also reflects the increas-
ingly assertive tone from the scientific community. 
Recently, climate scientists have come out more de-
finitively than they have previously on climate change. 
A report by renowned NASA climate scientist, James 
Hansen, linked specific extreme weather events to cli-
mate change, something he (and others) were reluc-
tant to do in the past. He also noted that his previ-
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ous projections had been too rosy – climate change 
is happening now, and it is worse than he predicted.

Similarly, a well-known climate skeptic, Robert 
Muller, made waves when he published an op-ed in 
The New York Times indicating that based on his re-
search, he has converted from being a climate skeptic 
to a climate change believer. He also indicated that 
climate change is not only happening, but it is worse 
than the scientists have predicted, and it is almost en-
tirely due to human factors.

Of course, the public interest in climate change ebbs 
and flows along with the occurrences of extreme 
weather. As the drought, hurricanes, fires, and ex-
treme heat have receded as autumn moves in, front 
page headlines are also less frequent.

However, the shift in public opinion may be here to 
stay, especially since the extreme weather is not going 
away. This means that while in the past the two major 
political parties found it easier to avoid talking about 
climate change because the public was skeptical, they 
may find it increasingly hard to avoid the topic as the 
public tunes in.

Is Space-Based Solar Power   
Realistic?
Nicholas Cunningham

Flashpoint Blog

August 9, 2012

The solar industry is making great strides in bringing 
down costs. As manufacturing capacity has ramped 
up in the past few years, scale has produced efficiency 
gains, bringing down prices for consumers.

However, there is one critical problem with solar – 
the sun is not always shining. This means that the 
capacity factor – the amount of time that the solar 

panel is producing energy relative to the total theo-
retical amount according to its nameplate capacity – 
only reaches about 20%. While energy storage could 
smooth out fluctuations, the variability remains a 
problem.

An interesting article in Strategic Studies Quarterly by 
Peter Garretson, Lt.Col., USAF, explores one possible 
route around the pesky problem of the sun not shin-
ing all the time – space-based solar power (SBSP).   
Under this approach, huge arrays of solar panels 
would be put into space, and “beam” the energy 
down to earth. The panels would be bombarded by 
solar energy without interruption (there is no night-
time in space), and the solar radiation would be 36% 
stronger to boot. That energy could then provide so-
lar energy 24 hours a day on Earth.

The solar “satellites” could also serve markets that 
span vast distances. For instance, Garretson says, “a 
single satellite south of Baja California could service 
markets across most of North and South America; a 
satellite over the Indian Ocean could service markets 
as far apart as Africa and Indonesia, and from Diego 
Garcia to as far north as Russia.” This is SBSP’s ‘killer 
app’: it can provide on-demand energy to anywhere 
in the world. There are obvious military applications 
for this – imagine forward-deployed bases that did 
not require resupply routes because they were pow-
ered by energy beamed down from space.

Despite the promise, at first blush SBSP would ap-
pear to be an unimaginable engineering feat. Indeed 
it sounds like science-fiction. A “multi-gigawatt” solar 
system would need to be several kilometers in surface 
area, requiring hundreds of space launches to get the 
material into space. To put that into context, the U.S. 
launched only 18 rockets into space last year.

Garretson acknowledges the criticism, pointing to 
the fact that critics say solar has yet to become com-
petitive on Earth, so how could installing thousands 
of solar panels in space come remotely close to being 
cost-effective?

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/30/opinion/the-conversion-of-a-climate-change-skeptic.html?pagewanted=all
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/is-space-based-solar-power-realistic/
http://epis.com/market_insights/?p=2230
http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2012/spring/garretson.pdf


54

    AmericAn Security prOject

Garretson asserts that SBSP could also meet several 
strategic objectives already laid out by the United 
States. For example, building SBSP would necessarily 
mean the U.S. would have to make significant leaps 
in space-related technologies. Also, building a solar 
industry in space would also provide the U.S. with 
the opportunity to strengthen stability in space, pro-
vide commercial opportunities, and train a generation 
of scientists and engineers.

Ultimately, whether or not we pursue space-based 
solar power comes down to the criticism that Gar-
retson believes is most convincing. That is the ques-
tion of opportunity costs. Using scarce resources on 
SBSP means that less is available for other important 
areas, like education, national defense, or healthcare. 
More directly, SBSP will be competing with other en-
ergy technologies, and since SBSP’s time horizon is 
decades away, it will be difficult to justify large-scale 
investments.

ASP has explored SBSP in the past. Last November, 
ASP hosted John Mankins, President of Artemis In-
novation Management Solutions LLC, who gave a 
presentation on the importance of SBSP. As private 
companies begin lining up to take advantage of busi-
ness opportunities in space exploration, SBSP could 
be more realistic than many believe. As ASP Senior 
Fellow Andrew Holland noted in a blog post last 
November, it is especially important for the future 
of SBSP that private companies get involved because 
cash-strapped governments will probably not foot the 
bill. If there is money to be made, SBSP may be best 
left to the private sector.

To read more about space-based solar power, check 
out ASP’s work on it by clicking here.

The Biggest Challenge to  
American Solar Manufacturing
Matthew Baker

Flashpoint Blog

July 26, 2012

As ASP Policy Analyst Nick Cunningham pointed 
out earlier this week, the solar industry is booming, 
with panel installations up 85% in Q1 2012 from Q1 
2011.  Unfortunately, the surge in installations is not 
translating into strong profits for domestic manufac-
turers. A trade war between Chinese and American 
solar manufacturers is causing instability for produc-
ers.

Chinese competitors have been accused of selling 
modules below production costs. In selling modules 
at what American producers claim are unreasonably 
low prices, Chinese manufacturers are unfairly reduc-
ing the ability for American manufacturers to com-
pete.

They claim “dumping” of cheap Chinese modules 
onto the American market is causing American man-
ufacturers to go under. Domestic producers say they 
are unable to contend with what they call excessively 
inexpensive competitors, despite an overall “steep de-
cline” in production costs in recent years.

The Washington Times recently reported on the 
House subcommittee hearing for Abound, noting 
that it “seemed at times a re-airing” of Solyndra’s hear-
ing almost a year ago. The reason for their likeness was 
attributed to one factor: “China subsidies were key to 
collapse” in both instances.

Chinese government subsidies exacerbate Chinese 
producers’ competitive advantage of cheap labor 
costs. Reactionary measures by the U.S. government 
to reduce this deficit have proven largely ineffective.

The U.S. has tried to stem the tide of dumping by 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/news/2011/event-asps-americas-energy-choices-series-hosts-space-based-solar-power-roundtable/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/blog/2011/not-another-sci-fi-flick-space-based-solar-power/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/blog/2011/space-based-solar-energy-to-anywhere-on-earth/
http://americansecurityproject.org/issues/climate-energy-and-security/energy/future-investment/space-based-solar-power/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-biggest-challenge-to-american-solar-manufacturing/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/solar-industrys-future-looks-bright/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/solar-industrys-future-looks-bright/
http://www.seia.org/research-resources/solar-market-insight-report-2012-q1
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/18/us-solar-tariffs-idUSBRE86H1I320120718
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/18/us-solar-tariffs-idUSBRE86H1I320120718
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jul/20/officials-for-solar-firm-tell-house-china-subsidie/
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placing a 31% tariff on Chinese imports in May. As 
Reuters pointed out last week, it is likely Chinese pro-
ducers will continue to see short-term manufacturing 
cost increases as they look to circumvent American 
tariffing by obtaining supplies from overseas. But 
such a short-term rise in production costs will merely 
be a blip as they continue their downward “slide.”

Tariffing has proven unsuccessful and has also placed 
added pressure on small local manufacturers such as 
Small Steps Solar, causing job losses. One month af-
ter the introduction of the tariff Chinese modules saw 
a 76% increase in U.S. sales, highlighting the tariff’s 
futility. Since then we have also seen another high-
profile bankruptcy occur with Abound Solar.

And the problem isn’t just confined to the U.S. either.

The dumping contagion has also been cause for con-
cern in Germany, with Germany’s environment min-
istry considering launching anti-dumping proceed-
ings against China.

Even in China, manipulation of the market is hurting 
manufacturers associated with solar.

China’s polysilicon industry – instrumental in man-
ufacturing solar modules – is being bludgeoned by 
China’s economic myopia. Because of overproduc-
tion, China is being forced to import half of its poly-
silicon. 80% of polysilicon manufacturers in China 
are closing operations due to an unsustainable system 
according to greentechmedia.com.

When China’s first-ever polysilicon production line 
closed earlier this year, it cost 200,000-300,000 yuan 
(approximately $31,500-$47,000) per ton to produce 
the substance. During that time, polysilicon was sell-
ing for roughly 200,000 yuan ($31,500) per ton. This 
situation was never going to be a long-term strategy 
for the Chinese.

What should the American public learn from this 
situation?

The solar manufacturing dispute between the U.S. 

and China is “part of a broader trade conflict extend-
ing far beyond the polysilicon and solar industries” 
according to Dow Corning, majority owner of Hem-
lock Semiconductor Group. This conflict is proving 
harmful to both parties.

Tariffs attempting to prevent an influx of Chinese 
cells are futile, harmful, and need to be removed. But 
unless China begins selling modules at prices that 
reflect production costs, American competitors will 
continue to suffer.

The biggest strain on American producers is not “cro-
ny capitalism,” but an excess of subsidized Chinese 
modules available at uncompetitive prices.

Geoengineering: A Far Off   
Solution to Climate Change
Carl Grote

Flashpoint Blog

July 26, 2012

Geoengineering is the intentional manipulation of 
the earth’s climate by humans. As climate change 
progresses, and some see the climate moving beyond 
possible control, the goal would be to hamper and 
prevent the advent of extreme weather events predict-
ed by so many leading climate scientists. Accordingly, 
two general manipulations are possible. The first is to 
tamper with the amount of solar radiation allowed 
to enter the atmosphere. The other is to reduce the 
amount of heat trapping gases in the atmosphere and 
effectively allow more solar radiation to escape back 
into space. Both methods have found themselves in 
the news as of late.

In June 1991, the eruption of Mount Pinatubo, an 
active volcano located on the island of Luzon in the 
Phillipines, released millions of tons of sulfur dioxide 
into the atmosphere. Sulfate particles in the upper at-

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/18/business/energy-environment/us-slaps-tariffs-on-chinese-solar-panels.html?pagewanted=all
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http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/ElectricPower/6464288
http://in.reuters.com/article/2012/07/20/us-germany-solar-china-idINBRE86J09J20120720
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http://www.laserfocusworld.com/news/2012/07/23/dow-corning-president-and-ceo-robert-d-hansen-s-response-to-china-ministry-of-commerce-proceedings-o.html
http://articles.latimes.com/2012/may/31/news/la-pn-romney-solyndra-visit-20120531
http://articles.latimes.com/2012/may/31/news/la-pn-romney-solyndra-visit-20120531
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/geoengineering-a-far-off-solution-to-climate-change/
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1527153/geoengineering
http://geography.about.com/od/globalproblemsandissues/a/pinatubo.htm
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mosphere reflect sunlight. Consequently, global aver-
age temperature dropped 0.4-0.5oC in the two years 
following Pinatubo’s eruption as an aerosol cloud en-
gulfed the earth.

Two Harvard engineers plan to mimic that process 
(albeit on a much smaller scale) by releasing sulfate 
aerosols into the upper atmosphere from a balloon 
tethered 80,000 feet above Ft. Sumner, New Mexico. 
Although the aim of the experiment is not to alter the 
climate, the scientists hope to improve complex ozone 
models which are currently too uncertain to justify 
large-scale sulfate spraying. As the science advances, 
sulfate particles could provide a low cost method to 
combat rising temperatures. Opponents, however, ar-
gue that increased sulfate concentrations may reduce 
rainfall and threaten our food supply.

In other news, a team of researchers from the Alfred 
Wegener Institute for Polar and Marine Research suc-
cessfully generated phytoplankton growth by dump-
ing seven tons of iron sulfate particles into the South-
ern Ocean. Overtime, the researchers found that at 
least 50 percent of the algae bloom sank to the ocean 
floor along with the atmospheric carbon it had ab-
sorbed during its growth. Although several experi-
ments have shown the effectiveness of iron fertiliza-
tion in spurring algae growth, this is the first experi-
ment to determine whether or not the blooms sink.

Needless to say, one experimental result is a small 
step toward large scale application. Concerns remain 
as to how much carbon the oceans can hold before 
circulation carries it back to the surface, how long 
the oceans can sequester carbon, and how increases 
in algal blooms effect important fish populations. If 
proven, however, some researchers like Mike Markels 
and Richard Barber have estimated that the wide-
spread use of iron fertilization could remove millions 
of tons of carbon from the atmosphere at the low cost 
of $2 per ton.

Geoengineering schemes to alter enormously com-
plex geologic processes like the hydrologic and car-
bon cycles are often criticized as entertained science-

fiction. As outlined above, the costs and benefits of 
such projects are both ambiguous and enormous. In 
worst case scenarios, a failed endeavor could cause 
further disruption to the earth’s climate. Moreover, 
if one nation employs a geoengineering venture that 
successfully combats climate change at home at the 
expense of other nations, heightened potential for in-
ternational conflict may ensue.

Because of large uncertainties and potential security 
quandaries, geoengineering techniques are still far 
from broad application. Hence, there is great need for 
continued research on the effects of practices like sul-
fate spraying and ocean seeding. Until that research is 
more fully developed, curbing our emissions will re-
main the most reliable way to combat climate change. 
We know climate change will pose serious threats to 
our environment and security; so let’s hedge against 
those risks the only way we know how, and emit less.

Tidal Energy Comes to the US
Catherine Foley

Flashpoint Blog

July 26, 2012

A big part of the future of US renewable energy may 
have been launched in the eastern-most city in the 
United States this week. The nation’s first commer-
cial tidal energy project was dedicated on Tuesday in 
Eastport, Maine, opening the potential for an energy 
project which could generate approximately 3 mega-
watts of electricity for the United States over the next 
few years. It is hoped that this device will generate 
250 terawatt hours annually.  The launch of this proj-
ect could be a huge step towards the future of renew-
able energy. The first tidal generator, which will be 
lowered to the seafloor in Cobscook Bay and hooked 
up with a network of 20 underwater turbines, can 
produce enough electricity to power approximately 
1,200 homes. When it is hooked up to the power grid 

http://www.examiner.com/article/harvard-geoengineers-plan-to-release-gas-to-artificially-cool-planet
http://news.discovery.com/tech/geoengineering-fort-sumner-120717.html
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http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/07/20/us-climate-oceans-idUSBRE86J1E920120720
http://planetsave.com/2012/07/22/geoengineering-news-controversial-ocean-iron-fertilization-experiment-succeeds-as-carbon-sink/
http://www.loe.org/series/series.html?seriesID=27
http://www.loe.org/series/series.html?seriesID=27
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http://orpc.co/content.aspx?p=h3jCHHn6gcg%3d
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in September, it will start slowly by powering just 25 
homes.

This breakthrough in US Renewable Energy is the 
culmination of several years of hard work and invest-
ments by the Department of Energy and the Ocean 
Renewable Power’s backers. The Department of En-
ergy invested $10 million in the project in its early 
stages, allowing it to be developed for the commer-
cial stage. The systems that have been created by the 
Ocean Renewable Power Company (ORPC) of Port-
land, Maine, capture the energy of moving water that 
rotates a turbine to power a generator. The tides in 
Maine are extremely strong, making it an ideal loca-
tion to harness energy. The tides rise and fall at least 
20 feet over a 12-hour period. The only other place in 
the US where the tides are stronger is in Alaska.

Harnessing tidal power for energy is not new to 
Maine, and is not new to the United States. What 
is new is that it is being hooked up to the electrical 
grid. In the 18th century, small tide mills in Maine 
used underwater wheels to power small machinery. 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt created a plan 
in the 1930s that would dam the Cobscook and Pas-
samaquoddy Bays for electricity generation but the 
plan was abandoned because it was cut by Congress 
as too expensive.

This recent advancement in tidal energy has also cre-
ated jobs in Maine and in Eastport, specifically, where 
the unemployment rate is 12% for a city of only 
1,450. The unemployment rate in Maine overall is at 
7.5%. ORPC has created at least 100 jobs since 2007 
and has invested $14 million in Maine, and close to 
$4 million in Eastport alone. US Energy Secretary 
Steven Chu spoke of the economic and energy im-
portance of this advancement:

“Developing America’s vast renewable energy re-
sources is an important part of President Obama’s 
all-of-the-above energy strategy to create jobs and 
strengthen U.S. global competitiveness…The East-
port tidal energy project represents a critical invest-
ment to ensure America leads in this fast-growing 

global industry, helping to create new manufacturing, 
construction, and operation jobs across the country 
while diversifying our energy portfolio and reducing 
pollution.”

Tidal energy is not new to the world, with Canada 
(in Nova Scotia), China, France, the UK, Russia and 
South Korea all using it currently for energy produc-
tion and others like India and the Philippines work-
ing on creating tidal stations. This tidal energy project 
continues to keep us at the table as one of the leaders 
in sustainable energy.

Carbon Pricing: What the US 
must learn from Australia
Matthew Baker

Flashpoint Blog

July 13, 2012

America can learn a lot from Australia on climate 
change policy. This will be particularly useful if any 
party in the U.S. wishes to push forward with a car-
bon tax in coming years.

As of July 1, the Australian Labor Government began 
claiming revenue from a carbon tax that sees the larg-
est emitters of CO2 – businesses emitting more than 
25,000 metric tons per year – pay AU$23 per metric 
ton emitted. The tax excludes some industries such as 
transport, agriculture, forestry, and fishing.

Impacts on consumers will vary somewhat across 
Australian states, but national averages show a $3.30 
increase in electricity bills per week. $9 out of every 
$100 spent on electricity will be directly attributable 
to the tax.

The Government is compensating constituents by 
providing them with increased family payments, pen-
sions, allowances, and tax cuts. The average house-
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hold will receive $10.10 each week through these 
measures, with the entire funding for these changes 
resulting entirely from the tax on large CO2 emitters.

Imposition of the tax in Australia has been subject 
to some of the most heated political discourse in de-
cades.

In a panel discussion on political reform in Australia 
and the U.S. at Australia’s Washington embassy yester-
day, Australian Ambassador to the United States Kim 
Beazley noted that the political discourse in Australia 
has become more divisive, with much of the polariza-
tion surrounding the carbon tax. This has created an 
environment in Canberra that sees very little interac-
tion between the major parties outside of Parliament.

Government initiatives to combat climate change 
through a carbon tax/emissions trading scheme 
(E.T.S.) have been a political graveyard for both ma-
jor parties in Australia. Action on climate change cat-
alyzed the demise of former Leader of the Opposition 
Malcolm Turnbull and former P.M. Kevin Rudd in 
2009 and 2010 respectively. Current P.M. Julia Gil-
lard appears to be next on the list of casualties, and 
looks set for a crushing defeat in the next federal elec-
tion largely because of the tax. Her approval rating 
has slumped to a dismal 27%.

Botched government communication with con-
stituents on the carbon tax has created uncertainty 
amongst the Australian public on what should be an 
apolitical issue: the effects of anthropogenic climate 
change.

Two decades of unprecedented economic growth on 
the back of a mining boom – predominately iron ore 
and coal exports to satiate Chinese demands – have 
consolidated a powerful opposition to carbon pricing.

Both the Liberal and Labor parties went to the 2007 
election proposing an E.T.S. The Liberals (the more 
conservative party) have since backed away from 
a carbon tax in favor of a “direct action” plan. The 
problem since then has been creating a consistent 

narrative that involves the public: essential in steering 
any country toward a sustainable energy policy. A lack 
of leadership has exacerbated the Australian public’s 
perception of politicians as being ambiguous when it 
comes to combatting climate change both in Australia 
and worldwide.

In 2007, newly elected Prime Minister Kevin Rudd 
noted climate change was “the greatest moral chal-
lenge of our time.” Problems with climate change’s 
image after Copenhagen coupled with the global fi-
nancial crisis then led to the E.T.S.’s cunctation until 
at least 2012. The Opposition was quick to capitalize 
on the lack of continuity between the way Labor pur-
ported its values and the way it acted through policy.

When Kevin Rudd postponed introduction of an ETS 
in 2010, only 33% of Australians weren’t prepared to 
pay anything to combat climate change through a 
progressive carbon tax/E.T.S. In two years there has 
been a complete reversal of public opinion, with a 
mere 33% of Australians now support the carbon tax.

Ever since the Government shelved the ETS in 2010, 
debate has honed in on a perceived dishonesty of the 
Government. A pledge by Julia Gillard that “there will 
be no carbon tax under a government I lead” three 
days out of a federal election seems to have made an 
already divisive policy a political anathema. The Aus-
tralian public has viewed this as yet another demon-
stration of the disparity between the Government’s 
rhetoric and its actions in Parliament.

Debate surrounding the tax in Australia has illumi-
nated two facts of political life: words are your cur-
rency; and communication with your constituency 
is vital to successful public policies. Any American 
administration observing Australia’s action on climate 
change should recognize the importance of maintain-
ing a consistent narrative on climate policy, one that 
interacts and informs citizens.
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Are US Cities Prepared for  
Climate Change?
Catherine Foley

Flashpoint Blog

June 19, 2012

 The US is lagging behind globally in climate change 
adaptation, both in number of cities considering cli-
mate change in their development plans and the ex-
tent to which they are preparing. Despite this finding, 
there are many US cities that are leading the trend in 
preparing for the potential hazards of a changing cli-
mate.

In a recent USA Today article, the public works di-
rector of Coronado, California, Scott Huth, noted 
that adapting to climate change is not about politics, 
whether liberal or conservative. Instead, he said, “it’s 
simply about taking seriously our duty to make sure 
that we’re informed for things that might potentially 
happen.” Leaders in many vulnerable cities are not 
wasting time on politics while the already apparent 
impacts of climate change worsen. They are preparing 
for the future changes in their cities that may affect all 
aspects of society.

In the West, where recent wildfires like the one in 
Colorado have ravaged the region, cities like Tuscon, 
Flagstaff and Salt Lake City are leading the country 
in climate change adaptation. The University of Ari-
zona at Tucson hosted the 2nd International Confer-
ence on Climate Adaptation two weeks ago where 
representatives from these three cities discussed what 
they are doing individually to prepare and how they 
can work together in the future. These cities initiated 
the Western Adaptation Alliance in 2010 and have 
been joined by Aspen, Boulder County, Denver, For 
Collins, Las Vegas, Phoenix and Park City. This alli-
ance allows cities to discuss common threats and to 
build capacities in terms of responses to disasters such 
as wildfires. Colorado houses 6 military bases, all of 

which border national forests. With wildfires becom-
ing a larger issue as rainfall decreases and tempera-
tures increase, military bases may be threatened by 
impending fires. Groups like the Western Adaptation 
Alliance will allow for better efficacy in preparing for 
a responding to these issues.

In other parts of the country, New York and Chicago 
are also moving past the Congressional debate about 
the scientific claims of climate change and are leading 
the way for climate change adaptation. As extreme 
weather intensifies, these cities must be prepared 
for the potential floods associated with extreme rain 
events and New York must prepare for flooding as-
sociated with hurricanes. These preparations include 
elevating pumps at wastewater treatment plants and 
replacing concrete sidewalks with permeable materi-
als to better soak up rain water. New York City has a 
Panel on Climate Change which has been working 
on a risk management response to climate change. 
Part of this response includes planting a million trees 
and investing in a $1.5 billion 20-year plan for green 
infrastructure to handle storm-water runoff.

Other cities such as San Francisco and Seattle are also 
planning for a warming climate, with San Francisco 
requiring new projects to account for the projected 
sea-level rise and Seattle developing tools to take cli-
mate variability into account for new building proj-
ects.

Despite ranking last in global climate change adap-
tation, the progress US cities are making must not 
be overlooked. These cities are moving past the po-
litical deadlock in Congress and are working towards 
preparing their own cities to adapt to the anticipated 
conditions of the future.

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/are-us-cities-prepared-for-climate-change/
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/us-cities-lag-behind-in-climate-change-adaptation/feed
http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/environment/2011-08-15-cities-fight-climate-change_n.htm
http://www.latimes.com/news/nation/nationnow/la-na-nn-colorado-wildfire-most-destructive-history-20120617,0,4418900.story
http://www.adaptation.arizona.edu/adaptation2012
http://www.adaptation.arizona.edu/adaptation2012
http://militarybases.com/colorado
http://www.ipcc-wg2.gov/SREX
http://www.nyas.org/publications/annals/Detail.aspx?cid=ab9d0f9f-1cb1-4f21-b0c8-7607daa5dfcc
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dep/html/stormwater/nyc_green_infrastructure_plan.shtml
http://www.icleiusa.org/action-center/learn-from-others/progress-and-challenges-in-urban-climate-adaptation-planning-results-of-a-global-survey
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SPECIAL SECTION

National Security & 
American Bio Fuels

The Military’s Dependence on Oil 
is Putting Our Forces at Risk
Lt. General Norman Seip, USAF (Ret.)

Flashpoint Blog

July 12, 2012

Our military’s single point of failure is its depen-
dence on oil to support nearly all of its transporta-
tion needs.  As the single largest purchaser of petro-
leum-based fuel in the world, burning through about 
325,000 barrels of fuel per day, our military’s depen-
dence on oil poses large security risks that must be 
mitigated to support a new generation of soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines.

As long as the U.S. military is beholden to volatile 
global oil supplies, our forces will remain vulnerable. 
From a financial standpoint, our military’s fixed bud-
get is susceptible to unbudgeted oil costs. Last year 
unbudgeted fuel costs had the effect of diverting 
over $2 billion of funds away from military opera-
tions. This is money that should be used to protect 
our forces and our nation, not to buy oil.

Global demand and political instability in oil produc-
ing regions are the x-factors determining global oil 
prices that we cannot predict or control. (Examples: 
tensions with Iran, the Euro crisis, weighing demand 
in China). Unfortunately, the rise in domestic oil pro-

duction will not be enough to solve oil volatility. A re-
cent letter by Military Leaders to Congress noted that 
“Even if we flood the market with every drop of oil in 
both our proven and strategic reserves, it will not be 
enough to offset rising global demand.” Unbudgeted 
costs will continue as global oil prices rise and remain 
volatile.

Altering our military’s dependence on oil is not 
just about saving money though -it is about saving 
lives.   The continuous requirement to protect oil 
supplies in dangerous regions of the world puts 
our brave men and women in harm’s way each and 
every day.  With political tensions rising in the Per-
sian Gulf, the risks to our military forces and to our 
national security continue to rise.

To mitigate these strategic risks, our military has be-
gun the transition to alternative fuels. Alternative fuel 
options would enhance our energy security and na-
tional security by allowing our military to move away 
from protecting fuel supplies as well as minimizing 
the impact that volatile oil prices have on each of the 
services’ readiness.

The Air Force and the Navy both have established 
goals to source 50 percent of their fuel requirements 
from alternative fuels by 2020. A large part of this 
plan is the use of drop-in-fuels that can be mixed with 
oil to operate aircraft like the F-15E Strike Eagle and 
F/A-18 Hornet as well as vehicles like the Humvee.

Our military is the greatest in the world in part be-
cause we equip our service men and women with the 
most advanced technology.  The DoD and other gov-
ernment agencies have historically been market mak-
ers for advancing military proven technologies. The 
oil and gasoline industry developed and matured over 
time with government purchases, tax breaks and eco-
nomic incentives.   We owe the biofuel industry the 
same considerations.  Biofuels, like petroleum fuels, 
should have the opportunity to prove their utility and 
cost effectiveness in a large commercial market. To 
provide such an opportunity the DoD has set forth 
ambitious but well thought out goals and matching 

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/the-militarys-dependence-on-oil-is-putting-our-forces-at-risk/
http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/energy-a-environment/225271-increasing-our-national-security-with-new-technology
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42558.pdf
http://www.operationfree.net/2012/05/16/military-leaders-urge-senate-committee-to-support-alternative-fuel-use/
http://www.operationfree.net/2012/05/16/military-leaders-urge-senate-committee-to-support-alternative-fuel-use/
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plans to directly invest in the biofuels industry.

However, the DoD’s efforts are in trouble. The House 
Armed Services Committee approved an amendment 
in the DoD’s FY2013 budget that would prevent the 
DoD from using available funds to produce or pro-
cure alternative fuels if alternative fuel costs exceed 
the current costs of fossil fuels.

This amendment would effectively put a stranglehold 
on progress in addressing our military’s single point 
of failure. Our military should be permitted to miti-
gate the strategic risks posed by its dependence on 
oil, which are costing money and lives. To do so, we 
must invest in alternative fuels. The future of military 
fuels is in biofuels, an industry we must encourage 
to grow and to compete in the open market. It is the 
right thing to do for our sons and daughters who so 
proudly wear the uniform and it is the right thing to 
do for our nation.

Support Biofuels Now or Pay the 
Price Later
Brig. General John Adams USA (Ret.)

Flashpoint Blog

July 11, 2012

Despite the recent buildup, neither increased domes-
tic oil production nor the building of oil pipelines 
south from Canada will result in energy indepen-
dence or low fuel prices in the long term.

The volatility of oil prices and the insecurity of global 
oil supplies pose huge monetary costs on our nation.

The fact is that the price of oil is set by global supply 
and demand that has fluctuated drastically over past 
decades.

Despite increased U.S. production we continue to see 
large fluctuations in prices today.

Recent Iranian threats to close down oil transport 
through the Strait of Hormuz, a maritime passage 
through which a fifth of the world’s oil is transported, 
has caused huge price volatility in the global oil mar-
ket.  While some dismiss the threat as illegitimate due 
to Iran’s own dependence on the strait, the renewed 
fears that Iran could block oil shipments in the Per-
sian Gulf sent oil prices up 4% on July 3rd.

This sort of price volatility causes massive unbudget-
ed spending for U.S. government and industry alike.

To pay for unbudgeted fuel costs in 2011, the De-
partment of Defense (DoD), the world largest con-
sumer of oil, had to come up with more than $2 bil-
lion from other parts of its budget.

In order to defend against massive price volatility, our 
military has been tasked with securing global oil sup-
ply lines, such as those in the Persian Gulf.

Increasingly our military has been given the role of 
not defending our real priorities, but guarding against 
disruptions in foreign oil supply – in order to buffer 
world price spikes.

A recent RAND report indicated that 12-15% of the 
DoD’s budget is directly related to the concern for 
protecting the Persian Gulf oil supply.  The DoD’s 
2012 budget shows that $85-$106 billion in an-
nual expenditures that can be traced to our pres-
ence in the Gulf.  This is the sort of spending our 
nation cannot afford. 

If we are serious about cutting defense spending, 
moving away from our oil dependency must be part 
of our nation’s long-term plan.

Part of this initiative should be investing in alternative 
fuels so that our nation can reduce its oil consump-
tion.  Our military’s programs to reduce dependency 
on oil could be a vital part of this effort.

http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/support-biofuels-now-or-pay-the-price-later/
http://www.policymic.com/articles/3062/in-spite-of-threats-iran-will-not-close-strait-of-hormuz
http://finance.yahoo.com/news/oil-prices-highest-since-may-160110396.html
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42558.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42558.pdf
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG838.html
http://dodenergy.blogspot.com/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG838.html
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The military is a market-maker, able to provide the 
economies of scale needed to make alternative fuels 
cost-competitive at a commercial level.

The U.S. Navy in a joint partnership with the Depart-
ment of Energy and the Department of Agriculture 
has already set forth a FY2013 plan to directly invest 
in U.S. biofuel companies over the next three years. 
This plan would bolster the domestic biofuel industry, 
which could produce cost-effective alternative fuels 
allowing U.S. industries and the military to reduce 
their dependency on oil.

By establishing a domestic biofuel’s industry, we have 
a unique opportunity to buffer against oil volatility in 
the short term and cut our costly dependence on oil 
in the long term.

Our nation cannot afford to wait until oil is cheap-
er than alternative fuels.  Our reliance on oil will be 
more costly in the long-term if we fail to cut our de-
pendency now.

Time to stop the stranglehold of 
oil on our national security
Lt. General Don Kerrick USA (Ret.)

Flashpoint Blog

July 9, 2012

More and more we are discovering that our access to 
oil is guarded by our soldiers, airman, sailors and ma-
rines –  and for good reason.

The U.S. economy is dependent on oil based fuels for 
virtually all of its transportation needs.

As a finite resource in high global demand, our ac-
cess to oil and the requirement to keep its price low is 
critical for the U.S. economy.

As supplies thin, oil prices set on a global market will 
be increasingly influenced by the politics of a few oil 
rich nations.  This will put increasing pressure on the 
U.S. to alter its foreign policy in reaction to nations 
that can threaten oil supplies.

Our reliance on oil has national security and bud-
getary implications as we are diverting our military 
forces to defend oil supplies.

This can be seen in the U.S.’s reaction to the latest 
saber-rattling emanating from Tehran.

In the wake of E.U. oil sanctions, Iran announced on 
July 2nd that it would consider proposed legislation 
to disrupt traffic in the Strait of Hormuz, a choke 
point through which one-fifth of the world’s oil is 
transported. A closing of the strait would significantly 
drive up global oil prices, temporarily crippling the 
global economy.

In response, the U.S. decided to quietly move military 
resources to the Persian Gulf. The U.S. has had a mili-
tary presence in the Gulf since 1991, but the recent 
movement of ships and aircraft to the region is a clear 
reaction to Iran’s threat.

There are currently 50,000 U.S. troops and 30 U.S. 
ships, including two aircraft carriers in the Gulf re-
gion. In recent weeks the U.S. has deployed four mine 
countermeasures ships and over 20 fighter jets to the 
gulf while ordering an extra 200 Tomahawk cruise 
missiles to the region.

The show of force is a clear indication that the U.S. 
military is diverting valuable security resources to se-
cure oil transportation.

The need for these costly operations could be miti-
gated if the U.S., especially the U.S. military, were to 
expand its liquid fuel options.

The Navy along with Department of Agriculture and 
Department of Energy has a set fourth an ambitious 
$510 million plan to directly invest in domestic bio-
fuels companies. The plan is the first step in a long-

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42568.pdf
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/03/world/middleeast/us-adds-forces-in-persian-gulf-a-signal-to-iran.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1&hp
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/middleeast/2012/07/201272162622744173.html
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jan/24/us-military-persian-gulf-necessary-welcome-force/
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jan/24/us-military-persian-gulf-necessary-welcome-force/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2012/06/26/US-beefs-up-Persian-Gulf-forces/UPI-96811340730695/
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term strategy to create a market for alternative fuels.

The joint departments plan to use the Defense Pro-
duction Act (DPA), which allows for the military to 
directly invest in industries of strategic national se-
curity importance. In the 1980’s the Department of 
Defense used the DPA to invest in silicon carbide, 
semiconductors, microwave power tubes and super-
conducting wire. These investments created leading 
industries in Silicon Valley and elsewhere that put the 
U.S. at the forefront of the telecommunication wave.

A government investment in biofuels could put the 
U.S. at the forefront of the inevitable renewable en-
ergy wave.

With the ability to cut down on costly military opera-
tions that divert our national security resources, (and 
help create a potential billion-dollar industry) invest-
ing in biofules is an opportunity we cannot afford not 
to take.

Strengthening our Military’s   
Energy  Security
Lt. General John Castellaw, USMC (Ret.)

Flashpoint Blog

July 2, 2012

Our military faces long term strategic risks due to its 
dependence on petroleum- based fuels.  Oil is the sole 
source of liquid fuel used in military operations. That 
makes it a ‘single point of failure’ that we should not 
allow to undermine our budgets or our security.  In-
vesting in biofuels is a potential way to remove that 
dependence on oil.

The US military faces strategic, operational and tacti-
cal vulnerabilities due to its reliance on foreign oil. 
The price of oil is set on a global market and therefore 

oil is susceptible to price and supply shocks, caused 
by political turmoil and natural disasters around the 
world. Volatile oil prices, as we have seen in past de-
cades, pose budgeting risks for companies and the 
military alike.  Unbudgeted fuel costs lead to cuts in 
our military’s budget for operations, reducing flying 
time, sailing time and training time, reducing the 
military’s overall effectiveness.

The Navy has recognized our energy security risks and 
has set into motion ambitious goals to reduce its oil 
usage. By 2020 the Navy plans to supply 50% of its 
fuel needs with non-fossil-fuel sources. To meet this 
goal Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus, has stated that 
the Navy will use 8 million barrels of biofuels a year.

Policymakers should note that the military has been 
at the forefront of energy innovation for 150 years. 
The Navy has innovated from sail to coal to oil to 
power its ships, and pioneered the nuclear powered 
vessels in the 1950’s. Each time the Navy has inno-
vated its energy source it has faced criticism for cost 
ineffectiveness and every time critics have been prov-
en wrong. Though initial costs have always been high, 
the innovative energy source has always proven to be 
more effective. Biofuels should be the next energy 
source.

Biofuel investment is a part of a strategic effort to 
improve our military’s energy security future and the 
effectiveness of our military operations.

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS20587.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS20587.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS20587.pdf
http://americansecurityproject.org/blog/2012/special-guest-ltgen-john-castellaw-usmc-ret-investing-in-biofuels-strengthening-our-militarys-energy-security/
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VlWpOpZbdD4
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