
Select Upcoming Events

In March, more than 50 heads of state met in The Hague for 
the third nuclear security summit. By far, the highlight of 

the summit was Japan’s decision to give up about 50 bombs’ 
worth of weapons-grade material. This material, held for 
decades at the Tokai facility, was so lightly irradiated that 
it was considered fresh—about 170 kilograms of highly 

enriched uranium and about 330 kilograms of plutonium. Reportedly, Japan 
traded a 10-year extension to ship back spent fuel from other facilities to 
the United States for the fresh weapons-grade fuel. Some wondered why 
it needed to be shipped at all, raising questions about U.S. priorities and 
tactics in the summit process.

Nuclear terrorism has been a high priority for the United States since 2001, 
but the perception of threat isn’t widely shared. The summit process was 
designed to change that, but it’s been slow. President Obama has one last 
shot—in 2016—to persuade other leaders that nuclear security is important 
enough to keep applying pressure. 

After that basic goal, the priorities get murky. What about plutonium? 
Material in military stockpiles? Nuclear weapons? Radiological sources 
used in dirty bombs?

Without formally narrowing the scope of the summits, U.S. officials focused 
on highly enriched uranium (HEU) because, in the hands of terrorists, it could 
be most easily shaped into a nuclear weapon. But HEU isn’t the only route to a 
bomb—so is plutonium. And of all the HEU and separated plutonium out there 
(1,500 tons of HEU and 500 tons of separated plutonium), half is in the military 
sector. Plutonium and military material may be the topic of uncomfortable 
discussions in the Sherpa meetings in the course of the next two years. 

U.S. tactics may also be questioned. The United States prefers removing 
material from as many countries as possible and bringing it back to the 
United States as the quickest, cheapest approach, but others beg to differ. 
The Dutch themselves refused to surrender some HEU fuel, securing it in 
place instead. 

Most importantly, however, the U.S. approach to the 2016 summit should 
focus on carving a legacy that lasts beyond the Obama presidency. U.S. 
officials will need to consider putting in place structures beyond the current 
voluntary regime that will promote continued progress. Otherwise, the 
summit process will have provided some nice photo opportunities, but little 

sustainable change. ■
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Select Recent Events

The Navy’s Rebalance 
to Asia: Challenges and 
Opportunities
Featured a discussion with Admiral 
Jonathan Greenert, chief of naval 
operations.

Reforming the 1973 War 
Powers Resolution
Featured a discussion with Senator 
Tim Kaine (D-VA).

PONI Breakfast with Dr. Vahid 
Majidi
Wednesday, June 11, 2014
9:00 a.m.–10:30 a.m.
CSIS, 1616 Rhode Island Ave., NW

Pacific Air Forces Strategy    
and Engagement in Asia-Pacific
Featured a discussion with General Herbert 
“Hawk” Carlisle, commander, Pacific Air Forces. 

Sustaining the U.S. Lead in 
DoD Unmanned Systems
Featured two panel discussions to reflect 
on some of the key findings of a recent 
CSIS report on the future of U.S. leadership 
in the military development and use of 
unmanned systems. 

The Role of Tactical Nuclear 
Weapons in Responding to 
the Crisis in Crimea
Featured a debate on whether the United States 
should reassess its rationale for not placing 
tactical nuclear weapons in Central Europe.

http://csis.org/expert/sharon-squassoni
https://twitter.com/CSIS_PPP
http://csis.org/event/poni-2014-summer-conference
http://csis.org/event/poni-breakfast-dr-vahid-majidi
http://csis.org/event/navys-rebalance-asia-challenges-and-opportunities
http://csis.org/event/reforming-1973-war-powers-resolution-featuring-senator-tim-kaine-d-va
http://csis.org/event/pacific-air-forces-strategy-and-engagement-in-asia-pacific
http://csis.org/event/sustaining-us-lead
http://csis.org/event/poni-live-debate-role-tactical-nuclear-weapons-responding-crisis-crimea
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WATCH “The Ukraine Crisis and U.S. 

Security Strategy,” for a discussion on 

the implications of U.S. policy regarding 

Ukraine and Russia for U.S. strategy, 

credibility, and deterrence.

Multimedia

WATCH “Governing Uranium: Security 

in the Front-End of the Fuel Cycle,” 

hosted by the CSIS Proliferation 

Prevention Program for a discussion on 

their “Governing Uranium” project.

China has been increasingly assertive in the East and 
South China Seas in recent months. In late 2013, Beijing 

announced its East China Sea Air Defense Identification Zone, 
which overlaps disputed maritime areas claimed by South 
Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. In early 2014, Beijing stepped up its 
South China Sea pressure by drilling for oil in territory claimed 

by Vietnam and blocking resupply of a Filipino ship on Second Thomas Shoal. 
Although these actions fall short of outright violence, they fit the Japanese 
phrase “creeping aggression.”

To date, U.S. leaders have responded to China’s creeping aggression by seeking 
a return to the status quo and restating existing security commitments—as 
President Obama did during his recent trip to Japan—but Washington has 
generally attempted to avoid angering Beijing. As a White House staffer said 
recently, “showing up matters a lot in Asia.” The White House view appears 
to be that if the United States plays its traditional reassuring role, no major 
additional actions are necessary.

Yet, after a year in which China has repeatedly used coercion to create new facts on 
the ground, simply seeking a return to the status quo lets Beijing off the hook too 
easily. If Washington seeks to manage Beijing’s transgressions by simply urging 
both sides to avoid conflict, it will both embolden China and alienate potential 
partners who need U.S. backing to stand up to Beijing’s bullying. Moreover, efforts 
to reinstate the status quo levy no cost on China for its escalatory actions. China 
must pay a price for its assertiveness. After all, if there is no penalty for Chinese 
assertiveness, why would China avoid further escalation?

Such an approach needn’t be provocative, but it should clearly communicate to 
Beijing that coercive actions will push its neighbors away and force Washington 
to intervene more actively on their behalf. The United States should use Chinese 
assertiveness as an opportunity for coalition building, not simply another crisis 
to be managed. Regional states still view the United States as a vital source of 
support, but if Washington appears weak or distracted as Beijing grows more 

assertive, these states will be forced to reassess their alignment choices. ■

responding to chinese assertiveness
zack cooper
@ZackCooper

Current U.S. policy toward Afghanistan (no troops or money 
without a bilateral security agreement, or BSA) creates 

the risk that 2014 might end with a full withdrawal of NATO 
forces, endangering hard-won progress in the Afghan takeover 
of security. Yet a BSA, while important, is not necessary at 

becca smith
@BSmith1902

maintaining u.s. presence in afghanistan without a 
bilateral security agreement

http://csis.org/expert/zack-cooper
http://csis.org/expert/becca-s-smith
https://twitter.com/ZackCooper
https://twitter.com/BSmith1902
http://csis.org/event/ukraine-crisis-and-us-security-strategy
http://csis.org/event/governing-uranium-security-front-end-fuel-cycle


fysa: for your situational awareness  |  3 

1616 rhode island avenue nw, washington, dc 20036  |  www.csis.org

Media Highlights

“It has long been NATO’s stance that 

permanently positioning forces so far east 

is too provocative… Now there is some 

possibility that you could actually see 

some shifting of forces.” 

—Kathleen Hicks to McClatchy News on the 

potential for shifts in force posture by NATO 

allies in the wake  of the Ukraine crisis.

“U.S. utilities weren’t wild about 

using MOX fuel to begin with… It is an 

exceedingly expensive way to dispose of 

plutonium.”

—Sharon Squassoni to Bloomberg 

Businessweek on cost overruns related 

to a U.S. government program to turn 

weapons-grade plutonium into mixed-

oxide fuel (MOX) for use in commercial 

nuclear reactors. 

“Continued indecision by the United 

States  regarding export of this 

technology will not prevent the spread 

of these systems.”

—Sam Brannen to Defense One on the 

growing global interest in unmanned 

systems and the need to reassess U.S. 

export policies. 

Congressional Testimony

READ David Berteau’s testimony before

the Senate Committee on Armed 

Services on “Acquisition Improvements 

for 2015 and Beyond.”

this time. Even without it, the United States should be posturing U.S. 
forces now for the “train, advise, and assist” mission of 8,000 to 12,000 
troops referred to as Operation Resolute Support. Afghan presidential 
frontrunners Abdullah Abdullah and Ashraf Ghani have pledged that 
they will sign a BSA, but formation of the new government could take 
months, too long for the United States and NATO to wait. 

The Obama administration has sufficient legal basis to back down 
from its high stakes negotiating position over the BSA. The Strategic 
Partnership Agreement signed by Presidents Barack Obama and Hamid 
Karzai in 2012 called for a BSA but also reaffirmed existing security 
agreements in the absence of a BSA. One of these existing agreements 
concerns the “Afghanization of Special Operations” and describes 
the United States as continuing “the full range of support” needed for 
Afghan special operations forces to succeed. The language is broad: U.S. 
military support may include intelligence support, “lift, fires support, 
MEDEVAC, and security.” In other words, U.S.-Afghan agreements such 
as this already allow for the types of activities envisioned under the 
BSA. In addition, the Strategic Partnership Agreement left open the 
possibility of “other arrangements, mutually determined.”

The drawdown clock is ticking inexorably. President Obama needs to 
decide quickly how low to go. International force decisions, civilian 
aid decisions, private-sector investment, and much more hinge on a 
predictable transition. Maintaining a robust U.S. post-combat presence 
in Afghanistan and funding Afghan security forces is consistent with 
Obama’s legacy as an “ender of wars.” The temptation after 13 years of 
U.S. involvement in a burdensome conflict with a thankless partner is to 
think that the United States has done all it can do, and all it needs to do. 

On the contrary, we have a new partner and a job to finish. ■

In recent years, the U.S. military has used 
groundbreaking biometric identification technologies 

in Afghanistan and elsewhere, employing iris scanners, 
fingerprint readers, and other devices to help differentiate 
friends from foes and map insurgent activity. The ability 
to compare an unknown individual’s biological features 

against those of insurgents and criminals has allowed the United States 
to better screen those attempting to enter secure installations, 
identify the makers of improvised explosive devices, recapture escaped 
prisoners, and, in the most famous instance, reportedly confirm 
the death of Osama bin Laden.

rob wise
@CSISHomeland

biometrics: a useful tool for homeland security?

http://csis.org/staff/rob-wise
https://twitter.com/CSISHomeland
http://www.miamiherald.com/2014/05/15/4119186/ukraine-crisis-may-lead-to-western.html
http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2014-04-24/u-dot-s-dot-botches-plan-to-turn-nuclear-warheads-into-fuel
http://www.defenseone.com/technology/2014/05/every-country-will-have-armed-drones-within-ten-years/83878/?oref=d-channelriver
http://csis.org/files/attachments/ts140430_Berteau.pdf
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For more content from the International Security Program, please visit 

www.csis.org/isp. Please contact Mr. T.J. Cipoletti, Research 

Associate, ISP, at tcipoletti@csis.org with any comments, 

suggestions, or questions about FYSA content or ongoing ISP activities.

Recent Publications

READ “When Is Selective Engagement too 

Selective?” by Kathleen Hicks, for reflections 

on the Ukraine crisis and U.S. strategy.

 

READ Rethinking Legitimacy and 

Illegitimacy, by Robert D. Lamb, for a report 

on new ways to measure legitimacy.

READ “Project Brief: Harnessing 

the Opportunity for Defense Integration in 

Global Value Chains,” for an examination 

of the interaction between the Department 

of  Defense’s supplier base and global value 

chain  networks, as part of CSIS’s Federated 

Defense Project.

READ “The Impact of Sequestration on 

Defense Contract Obligations,” by Jesse 

Ellman, the latest analysis in the National 

Security Program on Industry and 

Resources’ Current Issues series. 

CSIS Critical Questions

READ “Unmanned Systems in the 2015 

HASC NDAA Markup,” by Sam Brannen 

and Rhys McCormick. 

READ “What Is the Department of 

Defense’s Plan for Meeting Sequester-

level Caps?,” by Ryan Crotty.

Even as U.S. involvement in Afghanistan winds down, the use 
of biometrics for a wide range of applications—including for 
homeland security—is poised to increase dramatically. The 
Department of Homeland Security already employs biometrics for 
a limited number of purposes, yet as the technology continues to 
advance, a wide range of agencies and organizations may turn to 
biometrics for purposes ranging from employment verification to 
identifying potential terrorists in a crowd to managing access to 
secure data.

However, these technological advances bring with them a host of 
questions, many of which have yet to be fully addressed. Which 
biometric technologies hold the greatest potential, and how and 
where might they be employed? The U.S. government has been an 
early adopter, but private industry and foreign governments are 
rapidly moving to incorporate biometrics in new and innovative 
ways. Apple now includes a fingerprint scanner on the iPhone, 
and governments in Asia and Africa are using biometrics to assist 
in everything from combating welfare fraud to reducing election 
tampering. There are also questions about what legal frameworks 
should govern these technologies and the data they generate, as 
well as how privacy concerns can be addressed. Answering such 
questions will be vital if biometrics are to reach their full potential 
as a tool for homeland security, law enforcement, and a variety of 

other purposes. ■
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