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MS. CAROL BROWNER:  Thank you, Nate, for that very kind introduction and it 

is indeed an honor to be back here with the Center for a New American Security.  And I 

hope that next year when I come back you need a bigger room because there’s certainly a 

lot more people here than last time, as you heard. 

 

But I think that is a testament to the fact that more and more people are interested in 

this issue and that the dialogue is engaged and the people are thinking creatively about what 

it is we need to do and hopefully that is what you’re going to be able to do today.   

 

I want to take a second just to congratulate Nate on your appointment as CEO of this 

organization.  It’s a great organization.  And I also want to take a second to congratulate 

Sharon Burke on her recent nomination and say how much I look forward to working with 

her as she joins the administration.  And finally, I want to recognize just a dear friend and a 

wonderful leader on these issues, Senator John Warner.  Thank you for all that you do on 

this very, very important issue.   

 

CNAS certainly understands that we face a set of challenges that are wholly 

different from those of prior generations, from our parents’ generation, different from those 

that our parents’ generation stared down.  You understand that today the international 

community is more interconnected than ever before, that the choices we make in this 

country ripple not just across our land but across the sea and through capital markets and 

cyberspace and that individuals halfway around the world can threaten the security of our 

nation, that our security is not always in our own hands.   

 

We are here today to talk about energy and climate change.  Carbon emissions know 

no boundaries.  Rising seas, changing climates understand neither lines on a map nor the 

conventions of human society.  We are all in this together and we know that global 

warming cannot be met by one nation alone.   

 

It’s I think important to put today’s context in a broader context.  It’s important to 

remember that when the president took office almost 18 months ago, it was amid the 

greatest economic turmoil since the Great Depression.  This time last year we saw job 

losses mounting by the hundreds and thousands, millions of families losing their homes and 

businesses shuttered.   

 

But a year later, because of crucial Recovery Act investments, we’ve made 

substantial progress in getting the economy back on track.  Americans who would otherwise 

be unemployed are back on the job installing solar panels and laying broadband lines, 

repairing old bridges and crumbling roads.  Cops are back on the beat and teachers are in 

the classroom.   

 

Clean energy investments in the Recovery Act, more than $80 billion in clean 

energy investments from the Recovery Act are opening up capital markets freeing up tight 

financing and stimulating a depressed clean energy sector.   
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Now the Recovery Act has shown a real and growing demand for clean energy 

investment.  In January, when the president announced more than $2.3 billion in tax credits 

for more than 180 clean energy manufacturing facilities in 43 states, that was only half of 

what companies had sought.  There were more companies out there wanting to be a part of 

building clean energy manufacturing facilities.   

 

Last week, the vice president awarded 450 million in clean energy retrofit projects 

to 25 cities and states across the country.  Again, there were many more that we could not 

fund.   

 

So I think what we see is there is this demand.  We are making progress.  The signs 

of the recovery are real. 

 

A 6 percent GDP loss in the first quarter of last year gave way to a 6 percent gain in 

the fourth quarter according to the most recent statistics.  Markets have risen by 75 percent 

since March of last year as conditions begin to normalize.  And while there are special 

factors and there will be fluctuations, the economy has begun to produce jobs again – 

162,000 last month, the largest increase in the number of jobs in three years.   

 

But as important as the Recovery Act is, we have to recognize that that’s temporary.  

It was all about stimulating investments.  And so we have to begin to think about how do 

we achieve the long-term economic security that is important to our country, how do we 

build the new clean energy foundation that the president has talked about and we all believe 

in?  And in doing so we must remember the important point that CNAS makes so well – 

energy policy is about much more than simply economics.   

 

Secretary Clinton noted in Copenhagen last December at the climate conference, 

climate change is one of the most urgent global challenges of our time threatening, not only 

our environment but our economy and our security. 

 

We, here in the United States, have been engaged in a decade’s long debate about 

energy.  And I think we would all agree that all too often the discussion seems to return to 

the same questions: less consumption or more production?  Renewable energy or nuclear 

energy?  Profits for producers or cost for consumers?  The economy versus the 

environment.   

 

If there was ever an issue where we needed to move from either/or to both/and, this 

is it.  A robust economy and a strong environment, a clean environment, are not mutually 

exclusive.  In fact, they are inextricably linked.  One begets the other.  We don’t have to 

choose.   

 

Our nation’s dependence on oil comes at a tremendous cost to our economy.  For 

every $10 rise in the price of oil, the Department of Defense sees an increase of $1.3 billion 

in energy cost.  More than $250 billion of our net trade deficit is due to the petroleum we 
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import from abroad and the oil we burn every day is responsible for more than a third of our 

country’s greenhouse gas emissions.   

 

Over the last four decades, while we’ve argued either/or, we have nearly doubled 

our imports of oil.  And yet, as the president said yesterday in Iowa, after all the talk, a lot 

of times our will to act – a lot of the times, our will to act rises and falls really simply 

depends on the price of the gallon of gas at the pump.   

 

While we talk, other nations are acting.  From Spain to China other nations 

recognize that the country that leads the clean energy economy will be the country that 

leads the 21st century global economy.  They’re making serious investments to win that 

race and the jobs that come with it.  The president has said on numerous times we will not 

accept second place for the United States and that’s why securing a new energy future that 

puts America in control has been a key piece of the president’s agenda since day one.   

 

Now we believe that the best way to do that is to put in place the right price signals 

here at home.  We need to create demand here at home so that American companies will 

make investments here at home, create jobs here at home and lead the global clean energy 

revolution.   

 

We think that means comprehensive energy and climate legislation that will, not 

only allows us to lead the world in new clean energy technology and manufacturing but also 

enhance our national security.  It means legislation that will build on the down payments we 

have made in the Recovery Act to continue stimulating demand and creating good 

American jobs.  It means legislation that will provide certainty and increase market 

competence for our businesses which, as my friend and colleague Larry Summers likes to 

say, is the world’s cheapest stimulus program.  And finally, it means legislation that will 

leverage the scale of the U.S. market to stimulate innovation and, as a result, enhance our 

competitiveness in the global market.   

 

The 20th century was an American century because we led the world on a number 

of crucial technologies, the computer, the silicon chip, the transistor, nuclear reactor, the 

Internet.  Now it’s pretty hard to predict what might happen over the next 100 years but 

making sure we lead the world in science and technology seems like a pretty safe bet.  For 

the sake of our national security, it is an essential bet.   

 

As many of you know, I had the honor to serve under President Clinton for eight 

years as the administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.  And there I had the 

privilege to work with some of the world’s smartest engineers.  And together we were able 

to do things that have produced cleaner air, safer water for our communities.   

 

But I will tell you – for every single one of those successes, there were always those 

who argued we couldn’t do it.  It costs too much.  We didn’t have the technology yet.  But 

once we made the decision to reduce the pollution, once we set a goal, American innovation 

and ingenuity rose to the occasion each and every time.  And ultimately, we found a better 
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way to do business while protecting our environment.  We found a way to meet that 

challenge more quickly and for less money than anyone could have ever anticipated. 

 

Now, I understand that the challenges of the past are not the challenges of today and 

in many ways, the challenges of today, particularly the challenge of climate change, is 

much, much more daunting than even a river on fire or dirty soot in our air.   

 

And in some ways, the stakes are also much higher.  But the opportunity has never 

been greater.  That is why the president has set his sights higher than ever before by putting 

in place a historic car rule which will save 1.8 billion barrels of oil, enough fuel to operate 

the military’s ships, tanks, trucks and aircraft for more than 10 years.  Imagine that – fuel 

efficiency standards for cars that will save us enough oil for our military functions for 10 

years.   

 

A directive to the federal government to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 28 

percent by 2020 which will save 205 million barrels of oil and cut energy costs by $8 

billion.  And I applaud the Department of Defense for the leadership they played in 

achieving those numbers.   

 

Smart grid investments that will not only reduce our national energy demand by 4 

percent but also improve the reliability, efficiency and resiliency of our national energy 

infrastructure.   

 

Engagement through the G-20 to lead the world’s largest economies in phasing out 

fossil fuel subsidies, an effort that could reduce global greenhouse gas emissions by 10 to 

12 percent by the year 2050.   

 

And an extraordinary international accord that the nations of the world have agreed 

to, for the first time China and India committing to take domestic actions to reduce their 

greenhouse gas emissions.  And those are just a few.  The list goes on.   

 

As we set each new brick in place, we begin to build a new lasting foundation for a 

more secure energy future and a more competitive economy.  You heard from Nate that the 

president, about a month ago – and I was there with him – stood in front of a fighter jet and 

outlined the country’s – his strategy for energy security.   

 

But this was just any fighter jet, as some of you may know.  It was the Navy’s FA-

18 Green Hornet, a fighter jet that last week took to the skies in its maiden flight powered 

by a biofuels blend developed right here in the United States.   

 

The defense community has always been at the vanguard of technology 

development.  We all know the story of how the Internet was created, the story of DARPA 

and now we have an ARPA-E.  The Marines are breaking new ground on research that will 

one day power our operating bases with reliable renewable energy.  The Air Force has set 

clear goals to increase its use of alternative fuels and the Army has increased performance 
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by increasing energy efficiency and focusing on sustainability in its operations and 

including a transition to the use of 4,000 electric vehicles during the next three years which 

will build one of the world’s largest electric fleets.   

 

The president sees a future where our nation will be energy independent, where 

families will come home to a house monitored by smart meters and served by smart energy 

efficient appliances, one where our cars will be powered by advanced batteries built right 

here in America, one where the United States of America will illustrate the simple truth that 

we don’t have to choose between the health of our planet or the competitiveness of our 

economy, that we can do both.   

 

We can do both so that the batteries we use to power our new cars will come from 

South Carolina, not from South Korea, so the smart meters in our home will come from 

Toledo, Ohio, not Tokyo, and so that the technology that inspires the latest wind technology 

will come from Detroit, not Denmark.   

 

We have an incredibly opportunity to renew this nation’s economic engine and to 

clean up the way we do business in the process.   

 

We look forward to working with all of you as we continue to fortify our new 

foundation in energy and make significant strides towards a safer, more secure and cleaner 

America.  Thank you so much.  And I’m happy to answer any questions.  (Applause.) 

 

MR. DAVID KILCULLEN:  Thank you.  We have about 20 minutes for questions.  

I’ll moderate and we’ll sort of go anti-clockwise.  We’ll start her in the front. 

 

Q:  I’m Mitzi Wertheim with the Navy Postgraduate School.  I have to say this is a 

very exciting day for me because back in ’05 I started something called the Energy 

Consensus which became the Energy Conversation which started getting the military to 

understand what the challenge was that they faced and we all faced.   

 

I have a question for you about organization.  Energy is owned by virtually every 

department and each one of them has their own separate budget.  What are the plans for 

creating an energy strategy that gets them collaborating and cooperating so you have a 

single budget so you can see what your tradeoffs are.  I mean, this strikes me as a truly 

daunting problem but the technology is really bursting forth now.   

 

And the hang-ups, as I understand it, are either financing or getting all the 

documentation if you want to do an electric grid or put out a new nuclear plan is getting all 

of those registration things through which takes years.  So what are you planning to fix 

these two things? 

 

MS. BROWNER:  We have lots of things underway.  And I think your basic point is 

exactly right and it’s an important point which is the energy issue – we have a Department 

of Energy obviously but it is embedded in so many other issues so, for example, if you want 
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to build a transmission line that involves the – could involve everybody from the 

Department of Interior to the Department of Agriculture, to the EPA, to the Department of 

Energy and probably somebody I’m missing in there to (fork ?).   

 

And so one of the reasons the president wanted to create the first ever Office of 

Energy and Climate Change and this new position was to provide the coordination.  And so, 

for example, just in that instance of transmission lines, we now have – we reached a 

memorandum of understanding actually between nine agencies with some portion of siting 

authority so that we know when someone comes to the government to site a new 

transmission line who’s going to be in charge, who do they have to bring in and so that it 

can move along in a thoughtful and timely manner.   

 

Similarly, we did the first ever join rule making between the Environmental 

Protection Agency and the Department of Transportation on automobiles.  EPA was 

responsible for the greenhouse gas emissions associated with automobiles, the Department 

of Transportation responsible for the fuel efficiency.   

 

We sat down with the car companies and were able to structure a joint rule, not an 

EPA rule and a DOT rule that sort of paid homage to each other, but one joint rule so that 

the car companies know exactly what’s expected of them from the federal government.  

And the interesting thing, when you have this kind of coordination frequently you can 

develop a better product.   

 

What Congress had said when they updated the CAFE law after 20 years of debating 

it, what they said is that the Department of Transportation at a minimum had to set a 

standard of 35 miles per gallon in the year 2020.  By working with the car companies, by 

working with the state of California which has some authority in this area, we were able to 

reach an agreement for a standard of 35.5 miles per gallon in 2016 because what we were 

doing was giving the car companies what was so valuable to them – predictability and 

certainty and so they were prepared to do more on sort of the environmental side.  And we – 

I can tell that story sort of over and over again.   

 

The cooperation is difficult.  People have their own laws.  The agencies have their 

own laws.  They have their own appropriators.  They have their own authorizing 

committees.  But I think through this form we’ve created – we call it the Green Cabinet, a 

group of about 10 agencies that meet regularly.  We’ve been actually able to work through 

some pretty important areas where there hadn’t been as much cooperation and we’re going 

to continue to try and do that. 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  In the back here.  Yes. 

 

Q:  Thank you.  My name is Gauda Bagget (ph) from National Defense University.  

You talked about energy independence and I understand it is a very important topic, but the 

global economy, all countries depend on each other and interdependency is not a bad idea.  

It brings people together.  It improves our security and United States does not have enough 
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energy resources and we do not talk about steel independency or banana independency.  

What is wrong with interdependency?  Thank you.   

 

MS. BROWNER:  Well, I think when we look at our history and we look at what 

kind of energy future we want, we’re really talking about three things.   

 

We’re talking about, one, that we need to have more control over our energy 

situation and that means we need to begin the process of breaking our dependence.  That 

means more domestic production.  And one of the reasons we were in front of the Green 

Hornet was because the president and Secretary Salazar were announcing steps that we will 

be taking to enhance domestic production.   

 

It also means creating a whole new generation of clean energy jobs.  And I 

mentioned a little bit in the speech, I think we’re all keenly aware the rest of the world is 

putting in place the structures to guarantee market opportunities for clean energy 

companies.  If we don’t put in place similar signals here in the United States, if we don’t 

create the same kind of certainty and predictability, we’re not going to be building those 

technologies.  We want to be building those technologies.  We’re happy to export to the rest 

of the world but we’d like to be building those technologies here and creating those jobs 

here.   

 

And the final piece of the puzzle is we need to put a cap on the dangerous 

greenhouse gas pollutants that contribute to global warming.  We think if you do those 

things together, then we can create the kind of energy future that gives us control over 

things that are important to us in our daily lives but also creates important jobs here in the 

United States.   

 

And yes, we agree.  We have to continue to work with the rest of the world.  

Obviously, the president was hugely successful in his trip to Copenhagen.  For those who 

followed that real time, I mean, it was dead, it was alive, it was dead, it was alive.   

 

Because of the president’s personal tenacity we almost missed our flight home 

which I know you’re thinking how could you miss the flight home?  It’s Air Force One.  

The problem was for those of you who live in D.C., there was a blizzard coming so if we 

didn’t get on the plane by a certain time, we weren’t coming home for several more days.  

But he hung in there and he worked with his colleagues around the world, the other leaders 

to secure a very, very important framework agreement.   

 

So we don’t in any way suggest that we shouldn’t be working with our colleagues 

around the world.  similarly, the G-20 agreement on phasing out fossil fuel subsidies, very, 

very important in terms of the reductions that can be achieved in greenhouse gas emissions.   

 

But we also need to be mindful of what’s important to our economic security and to 

our environmental future. 
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MR. KILCULLEN:  In the front here. 

 

Q:  Thank you very much.  Joe Witty (ph) from the George Mason Center for 

Climate Communication.  How are things going up on the Hill?  Are they getting the 

message? 

 

MS. BROWNER:  Well, I’m shocked it took until the third question.  (Laughter.)  

Okay.  Where are all my reporter friends?  Are they all here?   

 

Look, we have worked very, very hard.  The president has made it a priority to 

secure comprehensive energy legislation.  I think, for those of you who follow the Hill, you 

know that there was a vote in the House almost a year ago now last summer.  We were 

successful in bringing a bill out of the House, an important piece of legislation.  I give 

credit to Nancy Pelosi, Mr. Waxman, Mr. Markey and all the members of that committee 

that made that a possibility and the members of the full body.   

 

Two bills have passed in the Senate out of committee.  You have a bill that Jeff 

Bingaman has passed out of his committee with Senator Dorgan, Murkowski and others, 

some very important provisions, the renewable electricity standard, building efficiency, 

looked at enhanced support for nuclear.   

 

As probably many of you are aware, the president has long believed that nuclear 

needs to be a part of our energy future and we issued the first loan guarantee, the first 

nuclear loan guarantee in almost 30 years.  We have several others in the queue.  We want 

to rebuild the nuclear industry.  We think it’s an important part of our energy security and 

our energy future.   

 

Barbara Boxer, her committee has passed out legislation.  You have other members 

who have introduced legislation, Maria Cantwell, Susan Collins.  So we’re very encouraged 

by the activity and most importantly, the leadership, the bipartisan leadership that Senator 

Kerry, Graham and Lieberman have been providing.  They have been working hard to craft 

legislation.   

 

We’re going to continue to work with all the senators who are interested in this 

issue.  We do believe that this is important and we’re going to work hard to make it happen. 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Right at the back. 

 

Q:  Thank you.  Hi.  This is Linda Delgado.  I’m director of government affairs at 

Oxfam America.  It’s great to be here.  I wanted to ask you if you could talk just for a 

minute or two about why financing international adaptation is important for national 

security, and also, the central role that women play particularly in very poor communities 

around the world as key players in climate solutions.  Thank you.   
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MS. BROWNER:  We absolutely agree that international financing for adaptation is 

important.  It’s part of what the world leaders were able to agree to in Copenhagen, we 

think an important part of that agreement.  And I don’t have to tell folks here but it will be 

some of the poorest parts of the world that may experience, are likely to experience, the 

scientists tell us, some of the impacts of global warming sooner than other parts of the 

world.   

 

And so, helping those parts of the world, those poor parts of the world, be able to 

take important steps to, if possible at all, prevent but adapt and adapt in a way that is in 

keeping with their culture and keeping with what they want in terms of their future is 

absolutely essential. 

 

I think that – you ask this question about women and it is certainly true at least in 

my experience and the stories that I hear that around the world you have amazing women 

leaders who are at the forefront of the actions in their communities and in their cities and in 

this countries.   

 

But that is a story that has been told before, that it is the women who rise up and 

demand cleaner air.  It is the women who rise up and demand cleaner water.  And 

frequently they demand this for their children because they see the suffering of their 

children.   

 

But what we also understand is that as women are able to secure the health of their 

children, it frees them up to become educated, it frees them up to enter the workforce and it 

helps to lift the whole community and the economic opportunity of the whole community.   

 

And so as we think about these regions of the world that are most likely to be 

impacted, I think probably inherent of what you’re asking or suggesting is we must be 

mindful of the roles that women will play and certainly of what the impacts will be on 

children and how we can mitigate against that so women can become important and full 

members, full economic members of their communities. 

 

MR. KILCULLEN: Yes.  

 

Q:  Thank you.  Burton Gerber, Georgetown University.  One of the things that I 

notice is that everything has its detractors and everything has its no-sayers or in many cases 

people who want to bring out something better than what is.  For instance, coal, whether it’s 

clean or not, is a dangerous occupation.  Offshore drilling, which is one of the things the 

president has encouraged, has now been hit by the explosion in Louisiana. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  In the Gulf of Mexico. 

 

Q:  I’m sorry.  I meant to say in the Louisiana Coast Gulf.  And already a prominent 

Democratic senator has raised questions about the whole question of offshore drilling 

because of this.  Questions about wind always being up questions about right now up in 
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Nantucket, other interests which may be the questions of beauty or questions of disturbance, 

and any kind of new energy, wind or solar brings up questions about transmission lines and 

so forth.   

 

All I see all the time is the nay-sayers or the people who want to raise problems are 

getting much more publicity and much more ink, if you will, than I see from the 

government trying to overcome this.  And I don’t know where the government best should 

do this than a combination, I suppose, of government and private sector.  But I’d like your 

thoughts on that.   

 

MS. BROWNER:  There’s a lot in your question.  And first I just want to say how 

deeply sorry and our hearts go out to the family who lost family members in the mining 

accident and obviously we still have missing individuals in the rig incident in the Gulf of 

Mexico and obviously all of our thoughts and prayers are with those families.   

 

You know, the good thing about our country is we have an opportunity for robust 

debate and the degree to which maybe a few and you suggest in some instances a few nay-

sayers get more ink or get more TV coverage than those who are advancing an agenda, 

that’s the media’s decision how they decide to strike that balance.   

 

What I think we have to do and what this administration is committed to doing is 

keeping our eye on the prize.  We need a different energy future for this country.  There will 

be those who say, well, do this but don’t that.  There will be those who suggest that climate 

change isn’t real.   

 

The reason to do these things, we believe, is really twofold.  One, because we do 

want to begin the process of breaking our dependence on foreign oil, and two, we do want 

to create a new generation of clean energy jobs.  And maybe you don’t want to agree on the 

rest of it, I happen to think climate change is real and serious and we need to address it.  But 

as the president said in the state of the union, even if you don’t believe that, there are other 

reasons to do these things.   

 

You know, the siting of facilities has long been controversial.  We have processes in 

place that do ultimately allow us to make decisions and for the government to move 

forward and for the private sector to move forward.  I suspect we will continue to have 

some of these debates for some time to come.   

 

But we need to make some important decisions about our energy future in this 

country if we want to compete in the global market. 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  We have time for one last question.  In the front here. 

 

Q:  Ms. Browner, it’s great to have you here.  It’s Paul Bollinger with SAIC.  I’d 

like to focus my question on things that the administration can do immediately and directly 

and less focused on Congress and the rest of the world. 
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MS. BROWNER:  We’re happy to take instructions, ideas, thoughts. 

 

Q:  It’s not instructions.  It’s an opportunity.  Right now you have the issue between 

OMB and the Department of Defense related to scoring energy projects.  You have DOE 

FEMP and how they are accounting for RECs and how those are used –  

 

MS. BROWNER:  We’re going to have an entire conversation in acronyms before 

this is over.  I think you need to help people maybe. 

 

Q:  I’m in the military.  Okay.  Renewable energy credits.  Renewable energy 

credits. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  Right.  But other people may not know. 

 

Q:  – how they get accounted for because the military has no additional money 

given to them for these projects.  They’ll all be built by the private sector.  And according to 

the rules, whoever builds the project owns the RECs.  And so, according to DOE FEMP, if 

you don’t own the REC, then you don’t get credit for the energy project.  So in this case, if 

the military built 450 renewable energy projects on their bases and installations, they would 

have zero credit at the end of the day according to DOE.  In addition, the –  

 

MS. BROWNER:  According – wait, wait.  You started by – I thought complaining 

about OMB but are you complaining about – I’m just trying to get straight which agency I 

need to think about. 

 

Q:  Sure.  Sure. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  OMB or DOE? 

 

Q:  That’s DOE. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  DOE.  Okay. 

 

Q:  OMB is the scoring of energy projects. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  Right.   

 

Q:  And right now, the ruling is, is that unless the project that – the amount of 

energy that the military base is taking from an energy project is only incremental than the 

military base would be scored for the value of the entire project.  In this case, since they’re 

not paying for it, they’re just buying it on a long-term contract –  

 

MS. BROWNER:  Yes.  I’m with you. 
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Q:  – for the private sector, they would be scored for that 20 or 30-year contract in 

year one.   

 

MS. BROWNER:  Right.  Okay.  So are people following this?  Okay.  We’ve got 

half of the people in the audience – (inaudible) – that.  Yes. 

 

Q:  There’s a lot of people that know what this is. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  Yes.  I mean, look, I don’t want to speak for OMB.  I hear what 

you’re saying.  I hear what you’re saying.  I really – I don’t want to speak for OMB.  I don’t 

want to speak for DOE either.   

 

Obviously, we can – I think we understand what – both we can probably agree – 

part of the problem is, is when you go in and you sign a contract, a 20 or 30-year contract, 

there’s a commitment being made of the full faith and credit of the United States.  You’re 

biding the appropriators.  You’re binding future administrations.   

 

Having said that, there’re the intended consequences of policies and then there are 

the unintended consequences of policy.  And you know, it happens that sometimes we 

think, okay, we want to do X and we all set out to do X and we all agree that X, the 

government, DOD buy more renewables is a really important thing to do and then we 

discover in that that march towards X and that positive efforts toward X, there’s some 

unintended consequences.   

 

And so I hear what you’re saying and I appreciate you raising it and I will certainly 

go back to OMB and to DOE and have a conversation.  That’s why we have these regular 

sort of green group – Green Cabinet meetings. 

 

Q:  Yes.  Someone from the general populous doesn’t get an opportunity to provide 

this information to the White House so directly.  So your help will be instrumental I know 

in coming to a positive resolution. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  Well, thank you. 

 

Q:  Thank you. 

 

MS. BROWNER:  And let me again thank all of you, one, for your attention and for 

your questions.  And I really appreciate the opportunity to be here with you.  I know you 

have a really distinguished panel that will be joining you shortly and we just want to say we 

want to continue to work with CNAS and to work with all of the leadership in this room 

while we look at how best to achieve the intended consequences which is a clean 

sustainable energy future.  Thank you all very, very much.  (Applause.) 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Well, to those of us who spend our days engaged in the monk-

like pursuit of national security sitting in front of computer screens in all those basement 
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offices, national security may often seem to be something that’s quite divorced from issues 

of natural resources, the sorts of things that are listed here, water, land, biodiversity, fuel 

choices and so on.   

 

But as today’s panel I hope going to make very clear, in fact, there is a close and 

intimate connection between aspects of natural resource choice, competition and availability 

and the sorts of wars that we find ourselves in today and our wider national security issues.   

 

Now you may be thinking to yourself, hang on a second.  Aren’t you a 

counterinsurgency guy?  Dude, stick to your expertise.  What does this have to do with 

reconstruction and stabilization? 

 

As I’ve been doing this stuff for about 20 years or so around the world, it’s become 

increasingly clear to me that in fact, natural resources, especially choices of what types of 

fuels to use to generate electricity are intimately bound up with the types of stabilization, 

reconstruction and counterinsurgency challenges that we face.   

 

And there are four main aspects to this which I want to expand now before I bring 

the panel up onto the stage.   

 

The first one is that natural resources have a very big impact on geopolitical, social 

and economic drivers of conflict, the things that create the sorts of conflict that we get 

engaged in. 

 

Secondly, there’s the problem of energy systems in conflict environments, 

especially in landlocked developing countries like Afghanistan.   

 

The third is the problem of energy systems in disaster relief and post-conflict and 

post-crisis reconstruction and stabilization.   

 

And then the final problem is the problem of expeditionary logistics, how you 

actually run far-flung deployed forces in such a way that they’re sustainable both 

economically and environmentally. 

 

Now, let me offer you just a couple of thoughts on each of these ideas. 

 

Firstly, conflict drivers.  And we’re honored to have Robert Kaplan here who is 

going to be able to talk in a lot more detail on the panel about the sorts of issues that we’re 

seeing emerging in Africa, in Central Asia and in South Asia around these issues of natural 

resources.   

 

But issues like water shortage in the Indus Basin, along the Mekong and a couple of 

significant river systems in China and in North Africa are not only driving conflict between 

population groups leading to internal unrest and violence, they’re also potential sources of 

conflict between nation states that can impact on U.S. national security.   
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Desertification, the turning of arable land into desert which is happening all across 

the southern fringe of the Sahara Desert in Africa is creating mass population movement 

and competition for resources that are increasingly scarce and we see population groups 

coming into conflict over changes in the natural environment.   

 

And again, as the president says, it doesn’t really matter whether you believe in 

manmade global warming or not; these changes are happening now and they have an 

immediate effect now on national security. 

 

These are in fact probably the oldest and most longstanding drivers of conflict in the 

world – the conflict of population groups over scarce resources and they’re likely to be with 

us for some time.  

 

The second one is the idea of energy systems, particularly electrical systems in 

conflict environments.  Most developing countries have electrical grids that share three 

basic characteristics.   

 

Firstly, they involve the central generation of power.  It’s generated centrally.  It’s 

somewhat like a power station and then distributed along transmission lines to large 

numbers of users. 

 

Secondly, these systems tend to be based on fossil fuel generation, oil fired or coal-

fired power stations tend to produce the bulk of electrical production. 

 

Thirdly, because they’re so big and so complicated and so centralized, these systems 

tend to be owned by governments.   

 

Now, the first two characteristics make this part of electrical grid particularly 

vulnerable to insurgent attack.  There’s a reason why in almost every known insurgency 

some of the first targets to be attacked are part of the electrical grid or the power system.   

 

It’s because you’ve got a central fuel system that feeds into a central fuel repository.  

You’ve got vulnerable installations that can be attacked.  You have an expert skilled 

workforce all collected in one location which is hard to defend.  And then you have 

remission lines going across hundreds of miles of remote territory which can’t be guided 

and are very easy to attack.   

 

And when you take out one of these systems, it affects up to half a city or a couple 

of hundred thousand people and has an immediate political impact.  And everybody knows 

about your cause because you just took out the power grid. 

 

That’s one of the reasons why in 2006 we were losing up to a dozen American lives 

every week trying to maintain the fuel system to keep the oil-fired power stations running in 

Iraq to provide lighting for Baghdad City.  And this is a classic insurgency dynamic.   
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Now, the third characteristic, the fact that they’re government owned gives the 

insurgents a motivation to attack because the power grid becomes a symbol of the 

government and so if you can take that power grid out, it demonstrates that you can get one 

up on the government. 

 

So to that extent, to the extent that we can shift to a decentralized system, to non-

fossil fuel based power production and to a system that’s community owned or privately 

owned, the vulnerability of systems drops dramatically and so does the motivation of 

insurgents to attack them.   

 

We have seen this on the ground in Afghanistan as we’ve worked to promote micro 

hydroelectricity projects and we saw it first time in Baghdad when we converted downtown 

Baghdad City lighting from the basic electrical grid to lamppost-based solar cells.   

 

Immediately, the attack rate went down.  All those American lives that we were 

losing to maintain that electrical grid were saved, and suddenly, the people of downtown 

Baghdad had light and could operate late into the night and it was much more difficult for 

the insurgents to attack them.  And if they did succeed in blowing up one lamppost, well, 

it’s just one lamppost and there’s another one 20 feet away.  So by shifting to that 

decentralized model in Iraq, we demonstrated some of that violence dampening effect of 

non-fossil fuel based systems.   

 

Energy systems in post-conflict environments are as important.  There is an end 

curve economics to post-conflict disaster reconstruction funding.  International attention 

peaks right after a crisis – let’s say Haiti in January and February, which is exactly the time 

when the absorptive capacity of the local society and the local economy is at its lowest 

because the electrical grid has been taken out.  And so, as we move in with vast amounts of 

international assistance, fraud, waste, corruption and abuse occurs on a fairly large scale 

because we’re dumping large amounts of money on an economy that’s not able to absorb it.   

 

A few months later, we, with that sort of ADD international attention, move on to 

the next crisis at exactly the time when the absorptive capacity is coming back, the need is 

coming back and people find themselves disillusioned and disappointed and faced with 

shortages because we’ve moved on to the next issue just as their absorptive capacity 

returned. 

 

So again, to the extent that we can flatten out that curve, we can make a radical 

difference to post-conflict reconstruction.  We can make it quicker.  We can make it 

smoother.  We can avoid the political and conflict related aspects that emerge from 

disappointment and disillusionment in the aftermath of a disaster.  And, of course, the 

absorptive capacity of an economy and its resilience in the face of disaster are very closely 

linked, again, to the capacity of the power grid.   

 



 
 

Natural Security 
Navigating the Future Global Environment 

April 28, 2010 

So if the grid is something that’s centralized, that can be easily disrupted by a 

natural disaster and if when you take out a power station if affects 500,000 people, you 

don’t have a very resilient system.  If you have a system that’s decentralized, that works on 

renewable resources, doesn’t rely on long-range fuel supply and it’s just much more 

recoverable, then that’s much more effective in a post-conflict environment. 

 

The final point is expeditionary logistics and I’m going to defer to Admiral Cullom 

here who makes a living doing this stuff but let me just make a personal observation. 

 

Last December I flew into Camp Leatherneck which is the big Marine base in 

Helmand in Afghanistan.  And it is a tent city with literally hundreds of Ospreys, C-130s, 

C-17s, Black Hawks, all parked on the airstrip and just an enormous fuel usage running all 

the electrical gizmos, the headquarters, the logistics basis, the aircraft, the tanks and so on 

to operate in that environment.   

 

Every gallon of fuel that we use in Afghanistan comes to us across a tenuous, 

threatened and extremely lengthy line of communication and costs dozens of dollars higher 

per gallon that it would if we were to do it somewhere else.   

 

A landlocked developing country like Afghanistan at the end of a tenuous supply 

line is extremely vulnerable to changes in the fuel price and also just a military force 

operating in that area could really do without having to guard and protect such a critical 

resource over such a tenuous line of communication.   

 

When I was with the Marines in December, they actually had to shut the operation 

down for 48 hours so they could all focus their resources on shooting in the fuel convoy to 

give them enough fuel to keep them operating for the next months. 

 

Back in September last year, there was a tragic incident in Kunduz, in northern 

Afghanistan, where the Taliban actually hijacked two oil tankers belonging to a trucking 

company, one of several that run these fuel contracts to supply fuel to the military and took 

them off to stiffen the fuel way and 90 civilians were killed in an air strike called in by the 

German forces who didn’t realize that these tankers had been taken away. 

 

So moving, again, away from fossil fuel systems has a lot of environmental benefits.  

I’m not so much concerned about those as about the practical impact on the conduct of an 

operation by making expeditionary logistics more robust and less dependant on fossil fuels 

and long lines of communication. 

 

So to our panelists today.  Our military requires sufficient supplies of affordable fuel 

over the long term.   

 

And Rear Admiral Phillip Cullom, the head of the Navy’s Task Force Energy and 

director of the Fleet Readiness Division of the Navy Staff is going to explain to us today 

some of the Navy’s trailblazing efforts in pursuing that goal.   



 
 

Natural Security 
Navigating the Future Global Environment 

April 28, 2010 

 

In addition to energy, we can’t run today’s high-tech military or indeed the economy 

without minerals and raw materials which, as Robert Kaplan is going to talk about, are 

central to China’s growing presence in some parts of the world and are reshaping 

international relations with impact on national security.   

 

I’m very pleased to say also that CNAS’s Bacevich Fellow, Christine Parthemore, 

who’s done a huge amount of work on the projects that we’ve been talking about today, will 

discuss how the effects of climate change are presenting the security community with some 

interesting challenges, interestingly, not new challenges but the sorts of challenges that the 

national security has always had to deal with, that of leveraging scientific developments, 

technological progress, scientific projections to come up with the best fit for natural security 

planning and solutions.   

 

They all have very distinguished bios.  I’m not going to waste the valuable 

pontificating time by going through those bios with you.  They’re in the package that 

you’ve been given.   

 

I’m going to offer them each the opportunity to give about five minutes worth of 

comment and then we’re going to through a bit of a moderated discussion then throw the 

floor open to questions.  So please join me on the stage.   

 

Well, welcome to you all.  Why don’t we start with you, admiral, and I’d like to 

offer you the opportunity to make some initial comments.   

 

ADM. PHILIP H. CULLOM:  I think I’d like to start by launching off from a point 

that Secretary Browner made with regard to when she said, energy policy is about much 

more than economics.  And I think that’s particularly important because when we look at 

the future of global security environment, particularly as it pertains to natural security, I’d 

like to highlight three key trends and uncertainties that we see emerging.   

 

The first is that climate change, especially in the arctic requires the Navy to adapt 

both operationally and strategically.  And kind of missing here today is my partner in crime, 

if you will, Admiral Titley, who is the chief meteorologist and the oceanographer of the 

Navy.  And the reason I say that is because he runs another task force, Task Force Climate 

Change.   

 

And Task Force Climate Change and Task Force Energy are interrelated together 

because we see these two issues as being probably just the opposite sides of the same coin.  

Both of us are working to try to figure out how the Navy should adapt in this new 

environment where we see, in the arctic in particular, that there are some definite changes 

emerging and occurring out there.   

 

The second key piece I want to bring out is that energy demand worldwide is 

continuing to increase and grow amid the uncertainty about what the energy supply is going 
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to end up being, especially with respect to petroleum.  And the question is when do we 

reach that inflexion point for petroleum?  And nobody – there’s a lot of people who 

conjecture about it but I think there’s a lot of folks who would take best on any given years 

and might be right and might not be right.   

 

The third is the nature of warfare and this really gets to the central point that David 

brought up at the beginning which is that we see that as changing and as our adversaries 

target the logistics tail – we’ve seen this time and time again over the last few years – we 

have to be certain that we can able to adapt to that.   

 

So what that really means that we have to do as a military and we, in particular, in 

the Navy is that we have to change the rules of the game.  And the rules that we have to 

change are how we value energy differently.  And if we adapt to it and respond to it 

properly, then I think we will come up with a solution set that best takes into account the 

changing nature of all the trends and uncertainties that there are out there.   

 

Now, the CNO formed Task Force Energy and I have to admit Task Force Energy is 

the hardest task force I’ve ever run because it comes from all around the Navy, all different 

parts and everybody has perhaps a slightly initially different view as to what the right 

solution is.   

 

But his charge for me was to look at it holistically, and that’s one of the reasons why 

I partnered with Admiral Titley to look at Task Force Climate Change and Energy 

interrelated together.  Why?  I have people on his task force.  He has people on my task 

force.   

 

But we have thought both strategically – in particular strategically about a variety of 

energy futures and we’ve look at a whole range of those not to determine exactly what 

future is going to eventually happen but to bound the ranges of the futures and then to 

develop a strategy that ensures some resilience to that.   

 

Now, we’ve conducted a global war game.  Other services, the Air Force has also 

run one and I believe the Army is also looking at these things.  In ’09, what we confirmed is 

that logistics and energy security are truly going to be very critical to future conflicts that 

we face.   

 

And we’ve developed a strategy for increased energy security that takes those three 

key points I brought up and also serves to reduce greenhouse gases at the same time 

because, again, if we look at them holistically, it’s got to be able to do both.   

 

Now, we’re actually beginning to implement that strategy now with a portfolio of 

investments in energy efficiency and alternative energy that will enhance combat capability 

at sea, in the air and on the ground.   
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Now, efficiency and conservation will – our whole point in doing these things – and 

we have to look at it in terms of there are two facets to this: there are behavioral changes 

that we must do.  In fact, those are the quickest and the easiest ways to actually save the 

barrel of fuel or save the MBTU that’s out there.  And the barrel you save, if you do it right 

and you do it consistently, is the barrel you save forever.  And when you save it forever, it’s 

the carbon that’s not produced forever.   

 

Additionally, there are other technology changes too and the technology changes, if 

we do it right, can actually enhance the behavioral changes so that we get the maximum out 

of both of those things.   

 

But the point for us as war fighters in the Navy is to be able to give us more combat 

capability because that’s the mission set that we have.  And what that means is so that we’re 

not (unwrapping ?) every four days but unwrapping it maybe every 10 days or 12 days 

because when you do that it’s a vulnerable period of time just as it is in the air when you’re 

refueling F-18 to F-18 you’re not doing your mission set then.   

 

So if you can extend that – or you can give the nugget pilot another chance around 

the boat on a dark, stormy night with a Dutch Roll going on, as they call it, and he’s already 

boltered (sp) twice which means he’s already missed that one wire he’s got to get, maybe 

that’s the extra gas he or she needs to be able to come back around and land safely the next 

time around.  So that’s combat capability for us and directly related to energy efficiency and 

conservation.   

 

And I’d be remiss if I didn’t also mention the boots on ground ashore, whether it be 

for the Marines, whether it be for the Army – and I have a lot of compatriots here actually 

from all the services who are in the audience here and former ones as well who have 

supported these programs and have worked these issues and are continuing to work these 

issues together.   

 

That ashore it’s particularly important because we’re already seen how those 

vulnerabilities, those convoys can be attacked.  Well, again, the convoy, whether it’s an 

oiler or it’s a convoy truck become areas of vulnerability if we don’t understand and treat 

that energy as a strategic resource.   

 

Let me move to the alternatives piece because alternatives is an area that you’ve 

seen a lot of press on, the flight of the Green Hornet, for instance.  And for us, what we’re 

really looking at there is an off ramp to petroleum.  We need to have an affordable off ramp 

to petroleum.  And we’re not the only service that’s working on this.  All the services are 

working on this.   

 

There’s cross functional teams actually that are working this issue.  we’ve all done 

different aspects of it, on the flight of the Green Hornet pushed the envelope on supersonic 

and afterburner and that was something to prove to ourselves that across the entire range 

and envelope of combat capability for a F-18 that we’ll be able to operate this aircraft safely 
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and that was just one of a number of flights that we’re going to do but that was our – if you 

will, our Wright brothers moment.   

 

Now, those efforts have led us to memorandum of understanding with the 

Agriculture Department, USDA, and we’re hard at work on actually trying to push that into 

actually developing things with them and working this together between agencies and 

departments of the government as well as with the Department of Energy too.   

 

And for really – when we look at the flight of the Green Hornet – and I have to tell 

you that the pilot, and it wasn’t K-Do (ph) by the way.  It was (Pi ?).  That’s his call sign, 

and Pi said, you know, I didn’t notice the difference.   

 

And that was the whole point is so that this fuel that we are using is absolutely 

indistinguishable from any other petroleum fuel.  It’s just that it burns cleaner out the 

backend.  And oh, by the way, it sucks up a lot of carbon along the ways you’re producing 

it, and oh, by the way, can be produced here in the states, and oh, by the way, could maybe 

be produced in a lot of other places other than one small or several small areas of the world.  

And, again, if that gives us resilience, that allows us to be able to do our mission.   

 

I guess I’d like to close because I don’t want to go any further right now with one 

thing: my generation and as I look out here it’s pretty much – most of you in the audience 

here too – right now I think we have a pretty questionable legacy.  Many of our parents, 

maybe even a few of you were part of the greatest generation but pretty quickly these days 

there’s a lot of folks calling us the grasshopper generation or the locust generation because 

we’re going through the field consuming all the resources that there out there and we’re not 

leaving the seed corn behind and that would be a truly tragic and questionable legacy for us 

to have.   

 

And I guess I would challenge – I’m challenging ourselves inside the Navy and I 

think all the services together we are working these problems together challenging 

ourselves to be part of a different generation and the generation is the regeneration of 

generation.  Thank you. 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Thanks, admiral.  (Applause.)  Bob. 

 

MR. ROBERT KAPLAN:  Well, it’s a great pleasure to be here.  Let me put a 

geopolitical lens on this or filter on this.  You know, the need for oil, liquefied natural gas, 

energy, strategic minerals and metals is going to increasingly drive foreign policy 

considerations in the years to come.  And let me talk about China and (breathe ?) this 

scenario out more.   

 

We’re going to see a 45 percent of the global increase in the consumption of oil and 

natural gas between now and 2030 and half of that is going to come from two countries, 

India and China.  And what that means is the greater Middle East is being united to South 

Asia and the Far East.   
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The Indian Ocean is emerging as the world’s energy interstate which oil tankers and 

ships carrying natural gas will go from Persia, from Saudi Arabia across the Indian Ocean 

to the Straits of Malacca and the South China Sea to China and Japan, et cetera.   

 

In addition, China has the responsibility of raising the standard of living of a fifth of 

humanity and that means China is in desperate search for copper, iron, ore, precious gems, 

uranium, et cetera.  And so this motive – this is the motivating force behind China’s foreign 

policy.   

 

It’s an interesting foreign policy on this subject of energy because it’s not about 

spreading democracy or any other ideology or idea or a political system.  It’s about 

acquiring features of the earth for the sake of driving up a standard of living and that’s 

leading the Chinese into increasing and aggressive corporate control practices in the 

Russian Far East, in our Mongolia, in Central Asia, in the Tibetan Plateau and in other 

contiguous areas all around China.   

 

This is what – it’s the search for strategic minerals and metals that is leading to a 

greater China and leading to China becoming somewhat of a hegemon in the eastern 

hemisphere the way the United States became in the western hemisphere after the essential 

conquest of the Caribbean.   

 

Also, in addition to the Indian Ocean, we have the South China Sea because of 

energy concerns is going to be as important as the Persian Gulf was in the 20th century.   

 

The South China Sea has significant quantities of oil.  It’s also – the Chinese have 

sort of a Monroe Doctrine approach to controlling it, even though is it’s international waters 

and it’s partly because of energy concerns.  Because of energy and minerals and metals, 

China has, what I call, an uberrealist (sp) foreign policy you know, that we have to contend 

with.   

 

In addition to these hard power verities of minerals, metals and oil and gas, we also 

have the whole soft power side of the environmental equation.   

 

Let me put it this way: the rate at which world population is growing is slowing 

down, but in absolute numbers we’re putting more people on the earth than ever before and 

more and more of those people are inhabiting the most seismically and climatically fragile 

zones of the earth.   

 

You don’t have to believe in climate change.  All you have to believe in is the 

normal drum roll of climatic variations over the centuries to have more people killed and 

made homeless by Mother Nature than ever before in history since the bubonic plague.   

 

You know, the tsunamis have happened before but they’ve never happened at a time 

in history when places in Sumatra and other parts of the Indian Ocean had these vast mega-
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cities with tottering infrastructures.  The tsunami killed 240,000 people.  Based on some 

estimates, that be about as many people as been killed in Iraq since the U.S. invasion.  You 

know, think of that for a minute.   

 

And then we have to think of the future.  We have to think of Bangladesh where 

salinization is basically the face that global warming wears in the Indian subcontinent 

because it drives warm water inland and it leads to more salinated soils which hurts growth, 

it closes down rice paddies.  At the same time you have drought coming from the north 

because of damming up of rivers in India and China.  

 

And you know, Bangladesh you laugh about because there’s always troubles in 

Bangladesh but Bangladesh has 150 million people.  That’s more than the population of 

Russia.  It only looks small on the map because it’s surrounded on about three sides by 

India.  If you had to pick a place that would be the mother of all humanitarian emergencies 

over the next 20 years, the Navy and Air Force might focus on Bangladesh.   

 

And that gets to another point about climate change or variation which is, you know, 

we’re facing some immense humanitarian catastrophes in the future that we’re seeing the 

militarization of humanitarian relief because only Navies and Air Forces have the lift 

capacity to get fresh water and supplies to many of these littoral areas.   

 

In Africa, you have both a positive and a negative scenario.  The negative scenario 

is that climate change will have a more severe effect on Africa than any other place in the 

world.  The positive scenario is that Africa is the only large agricultural area of the globe 

that has not had a green revolution yet and which is on the cusp of one.  It hasn’t had a 

green revolution because of the problem of microclimates within Africa so you can’t have a 

one-size-fits-all solution to the extent that you could in the Indian subcontinent in the 

1960s.   

 

Sixteen years ago I published a piece in the Atlantic where I said that the 

environment would constitute the number one national security issue in the 21st century for 

the United States.  And I still think that’s true.   

 

You know, traveling as a journalist around the world I’ve heard it often throughout 

littoral countries in East Asia, the in Indian Ocean that what is America doing about climate 

change, about salinization, about water shortages because we are seen as the world’s great 

power.  We’re supposed to have a solution for these things, whether that’s fair or not.   

 

And I think the degree to which the United States can inculcate within its own 

nationalist idea the idea of a kind of green society and focusing on all these issues will have 

a tremendous impact on the trajectory of American power in the 21st century.   

 

But again, these issues are already driving China’s foreign policy and we will have 

to react to it.  So these are really front burner issues in geopolitics.  Thank you.  (Applause.) 
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MS. CHRISTINE PARTHEMORE:  Great.  Hi.  Thanks everybody for being here 

today.  I’d like to give a particular thanks to my natural security teammates who are here 

today, Commander Herb Carmen, Will Rogers, Dan Saraceno and Dr. Jay Gulledge.  

Thanks, guys.   

 

I’ve been working on energy and climate change since a few months into CNAS’ 

founding in 2007.  It’s really amazing to see this kind of audience here.   

 

The reports that we rolled out today are the product of about a year of work for us.  

We’ve traveled to combatant commands and bases around the country, held workshops here 

in D.C. and interviewed key individuals on these issues.   

 

As Nate mentioned earlier, we also have a simultaneous duty (fields ?) project that 

we’re working that will roll out in the fall.  But because my colleagues up here covered that 

so thoroughly, I’m going to focus pretty directly on climate change today. 

 

I can tell you this is a really tough problem from the analytical perspective. Climate 

change is global in nature yet, effects will vary greatly by region.  The science and 

modeling are rapidly evolving.  We constantly wrestle with climate science projects and 

which are the many, many information sources that are available are the best ones for us to 

use as security analysts.   

 

We’re lucky that we have relationships with scientists and colleagues who can point 

us in the right direction but, of course, not all national security policymakers have that 

advantage or the time to do that.   

 

I know this is no excuse not to try.  We all make decisions based on uncertain 

information every day and it’s no different for climate change.  We, as security analysts, 

have a responsibility for using all available tools to understand the world around us and to 

design policies for this country that account for all important variables.  Climate change 

certainly, as Bob pointed out, is one of them.  And this is exactly what we try and do for our 

natural security program at CNAS.   

 

We have several main findings from our current body of work which you may have 

grabbed outside that we’re presenting here today.   

 

First, there are fabulous people around the government who are doing wonderful 

things to understand these issues, Admiral Cullom being certainly one of them and many of 

you here today.  And I want to thank all of them for their willingness to share their work 

and their thoughts with us.   

 

However, second, too much of the debate today still focuses on what we believe will 

turn out to be some of the easier questions regarding mitigating and adapting to the effects 

of climate change, for example, increasing energy efficiency which is a pretty win/win 

policy choice.   
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We found that the challenges involved with adopting new energy systems and to the 

effects of climate change are raising more serious questions that will involve more difficult 

tradeoffs for the national security community and the country writ large.  

 

First, the arctic is presenting clear security challenges today.  The Navy and Coast 

Guard has a good sense of what equipment they need and what planning they need to do as 

the arctic continues to open up and we support their push for ratification of the Law of the 

Sea Treaty.  But further steps are necessary for the United States to manage and protect its 

interests in these regions.    

 

Today European Command, Pacific Command and U.S. Northern Command all 

include arctic territory within their areas of responsibility.  We recommend in our reports 

that NORTHCOM should be assigned to the role of the supportive combatant commander 

on issues related to the arctic.   

 

We also recommend that the State Department consider appointing a civilian lead 

along the lines of the combatant command structures to unify U.S. diplomatic and 

engagement activities involving arctic issues.   

 

Second, the debate over geo-engineering or the intentional manipulation of the 

global climate to counter the changes we’ve already triggered is heating up and it’s heating 

up rapidly.   

 

We’ve barely begun to explore as a country what the security questions are that this 

invokes.  Would we consider this a threat on the global commons?  Will the United States 

even know if other countries are engaging in this activity?  We contend that DOD needs to 

define its interests on this issue and ensure that they’re actively considered as policymakers 

begin exploration of the geo-engineering issue.   

 

The government should also make informed decisions on whether or not to site 

nuclear reactors on military bases as a means of DOD meeting its requirements to reduce 

carbon emissions.  Congress has directed DOD to begin examining this question and many 

in the department are already doing so.   

 

However, I can contend that understand and ensuring DOD interests and desires of 

the military services is only the first step.  It’s increasingly important that we debate the 

pros and cons and risks involved with this approach but ultimately the lead agency for 

adjudicating domestic civilian nuclear policy should lie with the Department of Energy.   

As a first step, we recommend that DOE should establish a blue ribbon commission 

to examine this issue.   

 

We also recommend throughout our report roles for further integrating consideration 

of climate change and that the security planning specific to the areas of responsibility, 

structures and missions of the various combatant commands.  Climate change will affect 
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them all in unique ways, and we can plan for this but it will be critical to do so in the 

context of their specific missions and needs.   

 

While it certainly must be up to the discretion of each combatant commander, it may 

be helpful to designate a point person within the J-5 of each COCOM to coordinate analysis 

on these issues.   

 

And overall, while our reports that we’ve released today focus specifically on what 

climate change means for the military services and combatant commands, I will close by 

emphasizing that understanding and setting U.S. policy on climate change should not lie 

primarily at the Department of Defense.   

 

It’s critical that DOD understand its own stakes regarding this issue but all action 

will require federal leadership by other agencies, by the White House and by Congress.  

And indeed, many of the solutions lie in bridging the various communities involved and 

leveraging interagency and non-governmental capabilities which we’ve heard from Carol 

Browner this morning and Admiral Cullom is actively part of the president’s agenda right 

now.   

 

And based on our guest list, I see that almost all agencies that have a stake in this 

issue are presented here today.  So I think that you all are actually exemplifying that by here 

today as well.  So again, thank you and I’ll turn it back over to Dave.   

 

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Thanks, Christine.  (Applause.)  Last year I was in – 

(inaudible) – with Chinese officials and we were talking about climate change.  And one of 

the groups that we spoke to said, look, if we’re going to meet targets for reducing 

emissions, we’re going to have to convert the Chinese economy to being about two-thirds 

service industry and only about one-third manufacturing, which is a dramatic shift, and 

we’re going to need to do that in about 20 years.   

 

And I sort of half-jokingly said, well, who’s going to do the world’s manufacturing?  

And they said, Chinese companies in Africa.  They said what we’re doing is we’re trying to 

offshore a lot of our manufacturing.  It will still be Chinese owned, still be Chinese 

controlled.   

 

And if you look at things like the Gwadar Port in southern Pakistan, the Karakoram 

Highway, the new port in Sri Lanka, and the fact that the Chinese have just acquired the 

largest copper mine in Afghanistan, the Aynak mine, we seem to be seeing some kind of a 

patent here of establishing a secondary energy root from Africa and the Middle East 

through Western China.  What do you think about that? 

 

MR. KAPLAN:  That’s exactly what they’re doing.  What they need in Hambantota, 

which is the port you were referring to in southern Sri Lanka, in Gwadar in Balochistan and 

Pakistan is they need what’s called throughput capacity, the ability to warehouse 



 
 

Natural Security 
Navigating the Future Global Environment 

April 28, 2010 

manufactured goods that they will sell in many of these developing countries that will be 

manufactured offshore as well, meaning Africa and other places.   

 

You know, China is going after minerals, oil, everything in Africa.  It just – there 

was a coup d’état in Niger recently.  The former government was pro-Chinese.  The new 

government is pro-Chinese because the Chinese are so integrated into the local economy, 

because they’re after Niger’s uranium and other minerals.  And Niger is like a microcosm 

of what’s happening throughout Africa.   

 

You know – two things about Africa.  One is that its standard of living is coming up 

overall in statistics because of investment from China, India, the sovereign wealth funds 

and the Persian Gulf.  So it’s like the former third world is now developing the last frontier 

of the third world.   

 

And again, back to your question.  What you see really is the Chinese building a 

maritime naval capacity from Africa all the way across the Indian Ocean through Indonesia 

up into East Asia, what Mackinder called the world island, the promontory of the world 

island.   

 

And if I could just shift for a minute to mention something is, when we talk about 

the arctic, the warming arctic, a country that gains the most from that geopolitically is 

Russia because most Russians live north of the 50th parallel, north latitude.  And remember, 

the U.S.-Canadian border is at the 49th parallel of north latitude.  So Russians occupy a 

climate much colder than Canadians.   

 

Also, all the great rivers of resource rich Siberia, the Ob, the Yenisei, the Lena, all 

flow into the Kara and Laptev Seas which are inlets of the Arctic Ocean.  Russia was since 

Kievan Rus in the ninth century was primarily a land power with all of the truculence and 

insecurity that go along with land powers.  But the 21st century could see Russia emerge as 

a maritime power for the first time due primarily to climate change.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  That’s a very good point.  I meant to ask Christine the same 

question with respect to the arctic.  Do we think that the disappearance of summer sea ice in 

the Arctic is actually irreversible or is it cyclical?  And does it really matter in terms of the 

changes that Bob just spoke about to the maritime power protection capability through the 

Northwest Passage of Russian ships, submarines, or even on – (inaudible) – Russian aircraft 

flying back in their old routes in the Pacific, which we didn’t see them in at any time in the 

1990s and the last 10 years.  Are the effects of climate change something that we need to be 

thinking about as irreversible or are they just sort of one of those overlying issues that 

create opportunities in the national security space that can work for us or against us?   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  Sure, it’s – climate is by definition – looks at the long term 

trends and the long term trends are moving in that direction.  Now does that mean that 

there’s not going to be summer sea ice in the Arctic at all or that anyone can take their boat 

up there and sail around and it’s going to be fine?  No.  There will be ice.  It will be difficult 
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to maneuver.  It’s going to change over time, though it’s happening more rapidly than in 

other areas of the world.  Part of the difficulty in our job and for those in Task Force 

Climate Change and other entities of the government looking at this question is figuring out 

to get that information.  And a lot of times the answers are indefinite.  So you have to take 

what are the best projections telling us and sort of calculate based on that what the situation 

is.   

 

I think for our maritime security and for other strategic interests in the region, it 

doesn’t actually matter whether or not those waters are fully navigable, for how many 

months of the year.  Obviously the more open they get, the more it will be a challenge.  But 

I think it’s already clear that it’s a new open area and strategic priority for the United States 

that will involve competition economically and strategically with Russia and other countries 

involved.  Whether or not the economic activity is for force up there or that it’s slow to take 

hold, that’s going to depend on what happens with ice sheets and other factors.  But it’s 

already a new open area of concern for us strategically regardless of what happens.  We’re 

already passed the point where it’s open enough that it’s a serious concern.  And we’ve seen 

that in all the activities that have been happening up there.   

 

One thing that I tee off of what Bob was saying a little bit too on minerals, as we 

look at this a lot in our program – and the very nature of climate change obviously hits on 

this – what’s important is to look at what’s changing over time.  One of our big questions 

that we look at on the mineral side in particular is how is this different from when these 

countries were colonial territories and when there was a lot of minerals extraction going on 

in that time and a lot of exporting to the United States and Japan and other countries.  

Clearly the shift is to China now.  But one of my questions, if I could pose one back to you, 

is well, is what are sort of the big changes versus the private sector in colonial periods and 

minerals and resources extraction versus what China’s doing today?   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  Well, I think that many have said this.  This is not new.  That 

Chinese activity in Africa is sort of a neo-colonialist pattern because it’s about extraction.  

And it’s not just China.  It’s Saudi Arabia, India, and other countries that are buying up and 

investing in land, in agricultural land in Africa, that are – common food stuffs, basic 

commodities.  And they’re exporting the entire crops back to the Middle East.  So the 

country itself doesn’t benefit.   

 

And what are the long terms effects of this?  But everybody always attacks Malthus.  

And it’s true.  His theory of population versus food supply has been proven wrong.  But my 

question always is, if Malthus was wrong completely, why does he need to be proven 

wrong every decade of every century?  (Laughter.)  Maybe because there’s something deep, 

not about the answers he gave, but about the questions he posed that are relevant, 

particularly in this century where we’re entering, where, as rates of population are declining 

– have increased or declining – and they’re declining in Africa too.   

 

Africa is now a graying society, but it is still going to have a substantial youth bulge 

for the next 20 or 30 years.  And in absolute numbers, we’re putting more people on the 
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planet, particularly in Africa.  Most Africans now live in urban, crowded cities.  They don’t 

live in agricultural lands.   

 

So I think that Africa is going to be a key area of global politics.  Africa still 

unfortunately has a great future in the headlines and it’s because of these issues that we’ve 

been raising.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  One thing I would actually add is that – and they live in those 

big cities, whether it’d be for the – for the continent of Africa as well as other parts of the 

world, most of those are within roughly 100 nautical miles of a coast.  So that brings back 

in the interplay of how important it is when we look at climatic changes and how those 

things – because the closer we all – and we see it in our own country – the closer you live to 

somewhere near the ocean, you tend to get impacted a little bit more, expect maybe perhaps 

the tornadoes that went through the country these last few weeks.   

 

But certainly that has an impact on the nature of how the military – and you brought 

up the point about the militarization of the armed forces doing humanitarian assistance.  

And I’d probably say that’s always kind of been in the portfolio of skill sets.  But because 

of the nature of these things and having so many people near the coast, increasingly we’re 

finding that we’re spending a lot more time doing it.  It’s kind of one of the reasons as we 

look at – looking at what the Navy’s doing, why we even talk about being the global force 

for good because an awful lot of our time these days is spent doing those sorts of things, 

those missions.   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  And I would add.  They live in crowded cities also in South Asia, 

where there is shortages of water, shortages of potable water, not enough electricity supply, 

which again is tied to water and rivers and all of that.  So urban concentrations means more 

political instability because it’s hard for a government to manage big cities than it can 

manage rural areas.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  I want to pick up one of the questions that was raised earlier 

about the role of women actually because this is important in this particular area.  I’ve been 

out on the ground a lot of times in Afghanistan, talking to people who live in village and 

asking them what they need and trying to figure out what the development priority should 

be.   

 

And of course, being a guy, you speak to Afghan men.  And we often say to them, 

“How much water do you guys need for the village.”  And they’ll be like, “I don’t know.  

Two gallons a day ought to do it.”  When you talk to the women, they’re like, “Now, it’s a 

woman’s job to go and get water and we know exactly what the requirements are for the 

village and the guys don’t know that.”  And in fact, if you look worldwide, it’s typically in 

the developing world the role of women to fetch water.  And some women are spending 

eight or 10 hours a day going to get fresh water for their families.  And so water shortage 

and sort of gender roles overlap very heavily with the issues of salinization of soils and in 



 
 

Natural Security 
Navigating the Future Global Environment 

April 28, 2010 

particular in places like Pakistan and some parts of Africa.  Do you guys want to pick up 

any of those issues about the gender change?   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  One thing, it’s very interesting in Bangladesh because in 

Bangladesh women pay a particularly large role in the village, which is partly reason why 

Bangladesh has the most developed NGO community, most developed indigenous NGO 

community in the world.  And women solve problems at the local level.  The very existence 

of these problems has led to a larger role for women in Bangladesh and I would suspect in 

other places as well.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  What do you think about the Bangladesh scenario as an idea 

that’s the place to look at for future humanitarian intervention?   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  Oh, absolutely, but I would also say that Bangladesh probably 

has a lot – as much as we look at in terms of the potential difficult periods that they might 

have and natural disasters or things like that, I would also look at in terms of tremendous 

opportunity because you have over 100 million people.  They can also be doing a lot of 

great things as well, and there may be a lot of interesting opportunities as perhaps the whole 

world moves towards a more sustainable future that they might not have had before.  And 

you don’t necessarily have to have crop land to do some of those things.  There’re maybe 

other ways to do it as well.  And the manpower, the personnel, if they’re energized in the 

right way to be that last developing frontier, if you will, has a great potential opportunity if 

properly developed.   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  I’d just throw in a reminder.  This issue always seems to 

looking at things like humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, and oftentimes to 

underdeveloped countries, but I think that the Arctic is showing once again that with what 

it’s doing for opening up a lot of economic possibilities, billions of dollars worth for Russia 

and for other economies as well.  We can’t forget that some of these changes are going to 

involve normal power relationships and the rise of states that are already developed 

countries that may get another power boost or it’s just going to keep shifting globally based 

on the effects of some of these things that we’re looking at.  So while I agree with all of 

those points as well, you have to look at situations like the Arctic and understand that it’s 

going to have implications for our European allies and countries like Russia and China there 

too.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  Yes, I think a lot of times, when we think of the Arctic, we think 

of the Arctic.  But we have to remember, the Arctic is an ocean and increasingly it really 

will be much more of an ocean.  And then that really does mean trends and uncertainties 

that we probably wouldn’t have thought of 10 years ago or even five years ago are going to 

now have to enter into our thinking about where we need to go policy wise, where we need 

to transition our thinking in terms of national security wise.  And that of course is going to 

be all the military services in one fashion.   
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MR. KILCULLEN:  I’m going to throw it open to the audience to continue the 

discussion.  And I’m going to give the first question to Seb Gorka from the National 

Defense University.    

      

Q:  Thank you, Dave.  Sebastian Gorka, Regular Warfare Department, National 

Defense University.  Robert Kaplan used the word geopolitics while he spoke about China.  

I’d like to ask the whole panel about the geopolitics of the United States.  The whole of this 

afternoon has been a theme.  The theme has been more energy, cheaper energy, secure 

energy because we need to keep our capabilities at the current level.  But capabilities exist 

to execute a mission.   

 

And my question to the panel, if you have very serious people like Dick Shultz of 

Fletcher telling us that the last QDR was simply a document that said business as usual and 

a little bit of coin on the side, right, we don’t seem to have strategic clarity.  We want to 

stop global warming, ameliorate poverty, fight AIDS, and undermine radical Islam.  Well, 

that’s the cart before the horse.  So my question would be what do you think is possible in 

terms of energy security, resource security, if you don’t have clarity on the mission sets 

because it’s about prioritization?   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  Can I start with that?   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  You may, yes, typical Gorka question.  (Laughter.)   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  It’s just an amazing question.  First of all, I would say that the 

Pentagon doesn’t have the luxury to plan for one future or buy into one fancy theory.  It has 

to plan for several futures.  And in that, it has to look at China’s rise as a great power, 

radical Islam terrorism, nuclear proliferation.  One of the things that was outside the 

purview of today’s panel is we’re entering a world where more and more formerly third 

world countries are developing and they’ll be developing nuclear capacities as well.  And 

it’ll be – Eurasia will be a continent of overlapping missile ranges so to speak.   

 

So taking that all into consideration, let me give a stab at it.  I think the United 

States has to leverage like democracies like Japan, India, Indonesia, and others, while at the 

same time reaching out to China, as a way to maintain the balance of power in Asia.  I think 

that the word “balance of power,” though it has a cynical connotation, the 21st century will 

be a golden age of balance of power politics played on on several levels.  Because there’s 

less – and other people have written about this – there’s less and less room on the planet in 

terms of, as I said, overlapping missile ranges, increased post-industrial civil-military 

complexes that are emerging throughout Asia.  We’re seeing a real military shift from 

Europe to Asia when we look at the size of defense budgets.   

 

So we have to leverage power of South Korea, Japan, not against China, but just as a 

hedge, as a responsible hedge – I don’t like to use the word “containment.”  And at the 

same time, our audience – why did I say earlier that the United States has to have more of a 

– to inculcate into its nationalism more of a kind of green personality because our audience 
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is going to be the emerging middle-classes of the greater Middle East and the Islamic world.  

And because of rising media, they will judge us on each crisis and each catastrophe.  And 

so I think we have to reach out in a soft power sense, but we also have to leverage allies at 

the same time.  And we also need to develop real niche military capacities for dealing with 

terrorists and others.  That’s (fazy ?), but it’s – in a minute, that’s – you know.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  I think I would probably just add that I think Bob did a great job 

of solving world hunger in two minutes or less, obviously a pretty tough challenging 

question that you’ve thrown out to the panel here.  Let me just say from the Navy’s 

perspective.  I think our mission set is still pretty clear.  The Navy’s mission before still 

maintains even though as I opened my remarks talking about how there’s a change in the 

nature of warfare, if you will, that we have to be able to respond to.  At the end of the day, 

our job is still to maintain, train, and equip combat-ready naval forces.  And they have to be 

capable of winning wars.  They have to deter aggression.  And they have to maintain the 

freedom of the seas.   

 

I don’t see how that is necessarily going to be any different in light of your question 

or your comment today, tomorrow, or a few years from now.  Now, does it mean that we 

have to understand how things will dynamically be different?  Absolutely.  Will it mean that 

we need to have a – when we look at this – what this balance is that we have to have a lot of 

things in our kit bag, a lot of arrows in quiver, absolutely.  Will we have to exercise more of 

them?  Absolutely.  But at the end of the day, the reason that you’ve hired us to go do the 

job at sea and why the Air Force flies the skies and why the Army is boots on the ground is 

because you have a mission for us to do and there’s still pretty good clarity as to what piece 

of it that we have to do.   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  I could just add one point is that right now, with all due respect to 

Dave, counterinsurgency, messy land wars are what we’re all concentrated on at the 

moment.  But the future could be different.  Present wars often give no indication of what 

the next war will be like.  Korea gave no indication about Vietnam.  Vietnam had more to 

do with the Philippine war 100 year – 80 years before that.  The future could be a real air-

naval future in many ways because most people live near littorals around the world.  And so 

we’re going to need a robust Air Force and Navy and they’re going to have to run on fuels 

and supply lines.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Just to pick up the point about counterinsurgency, with the 

greatest possible respect to John Nagl, who’s here in the audience, counterinsurgency, as we 

understand it now, was invented in 1958 and frankly it’s a fad.  But if you look back over 

the millennia of human conflict, what you see is that the sorts of warfare that we 

characterize as conventional, that is state on state, force on force, are actually the vast 

minority of wars.   

 

The Correlates of War Database maintained by a network of universities since 1960, 

here in the United States, tracks all conflicts worldwide since the end of the Napoleonic 

wars.  There’ve been about 450 wars worldwide since 1815.  Of those 17 percent were state 
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on state, force on force.  The other 83 percent were so-called irregular, which sounds out to 

not be that irregular.  (Laughter.)  Whatever we call it, we might call it something new in 

the next QDR.  That type of warfare is fundamental.  But so is the destruction inheritance.  

State on state warfare means that you have to really account for that in both your defense 

and diplomatic posture.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  And again, you’ve hired us to be prepared for both, so you can 

run to one end of the field, or you can run to the other end of the field, but I think what you 

want us to be able to do is to be pretty multipurpose able to do – handle both of those 

potential eventualities.   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  I turn real quick.  I dispute the characterization of the QDR a 

little bit.  If you look at it, climate change in particular is in a section called “How We Do 

Business.”  And it’s more of a – we’re not talking about DOD putting billions of dollars 

towards combating climate change.  We’re talking about DOD on a daily basis integrates 

economic and political trends into all of its planning, its acquisition processes, all of the 

ways that it does businesses in all of the different services.   

 

Our contention is that you need to also include environmental trends, that you can’t 

separate this out as a completely separate fundamental thing of the world that doesn’t 

belong with all the other characteristics.  Doing that properly, and it’s what we all try to do, 

is going to tell us where we need to be putting our bets as far as what the future conflicts for 

the United States are going to be.  There’s no way to do that if you just basket out different 

elements of it, like we’re not going to talk about climate change or environmental change in 

general.  You have to include these global dynamics in your analyses to be able to point to 

what’s that’s going to look like.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Ambassador Lino on the front. 

 

Q:  Hi, I’m Marisa Lino with Northrop Grumman.  I wanted to pick up on 

something Christine said and take the panel to the subjects of one of the two reports being 

released today.  And she mentioned the current state of climate knowledge and having to 

make the best possible decisions.  One of the two reports today is talking about the gap 

between climate scientists and policymakers or decision makers in national security.  And I 

wonder if the panel would comment on this difficulty and how they see the way forward.   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  I find it to be very difficult, which is why we wrote the 

report.  It’s done from our experience, working with the Oak Ridge National Laboratory in 

a war game that we did, a future scenario planning exercise on climate change several years 

ago, where we as security analysts said, “Okay, we want to look at what’s happening in this 

region of China and this region of India and what the European Union’s going to look like 

and what’s happening here at home.  And it took over a year of talking back and forth with 

them to get the types of projections that we needed and to get the kinds of information that 

we wanted as security analysts, that we expected that you could go online an find 

somewhere a good scholarly article or something.  It turns out it’s not the case at all.   
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So maintaining these kinds of relationships with scientists are important, but the 

more tools we have to be able to provide this kind of information, the easier our jobs will 

be.  As Commander and Will Rogers, during our writing of our other report found, when we 

went around and talked to the combatant commands, they would talk to us about their – 

what they saw as the future of their areas of responsibilities in a lot of their missions.  And 

so our job as analysts was to say, “Okay, how might climate change and the effects of it, 

some of the secondary and tertiary effects matter to those specific missions and in those 

specific AORs?”  We came back and tried to actually find information on these kinds of 

things.  And sometimes we did.  Sometimes I could call someone at Oak Ridge and they 

would shoot me an email.  It doesn’t always happen that way, though.   

 

It’s an incredible difficulty.  One of my issues is that people take that as an excuse 

not to do it way too often as well.  It is a worthwhile piece of national security analysis to 

engage in on a regular basis across all issues.  And the more we can improve during that, 

the better.   

 

The information available may be difficult to get and sometimes difficult to read 

through.  It’s no worst than the same for economics and political projections.   

 

Q:  Tony – (inaudible) – University of Maryland.  You discussed the Russian 

presence in the Arctic and you also talked about China’s resource needs.  What are the 

implications of the latter for Chinese view towards our presence in the Arctic?   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  China lies mainly lies in the temperate zone.  Russia lies in – it’s 

tundra and taiga for the most part.  What I’ve become most interested in recently is the 

increasing dispute between Russia and China in the Russian Far East, where in the Russian 

Far East, you have a very small population that’s getting even smaller.  And right on the 

other side of the Amur and Ussuri River, you have a huge population in Manchuria.  Now, 

these disputes were mentioned in George Cannon’s memoirs as affecting the end of the war 

in the Pacific in World War II.  And they were crucial to the Nixon’s opening to China in 

the early 1970s, because they allowed the U.S. to triangulate China against Russia.  When it 

turned out that resource and land disputes in the Russian Far East, which is really one of the 

coldest areas of the world, was more central to Russian and Chinese thinking than was 

communist ideology.   

 

I think this is going to become an increasingly important issue.  It’s sort of a slipper 

issue for the moment, but I think that if we have climatic change, climatic variations, if we 

do see a continuation of warming in the Arctic, that’s going to affect Russia’s geopolitical 

interests, I mean position  rather.  And it’s also going to affect how China sees Russia in 

that sense.   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  And I believe China’s main interests are in transit and things 

like that.  One of the other interesting things to observe, the exclusive economic zones that 

we all abide by and recognize pretty well are pretty well defined for whose territory and 
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whose resources lie in which areas of the Arctic that might be opening up.  So for China, 

that means perhaps international waters for transit and quicker transit.  One of the sort of 

tricky elements of this is that things like fish stocks are resources that move in between 

international waters, in between countries.  And I believe Admiral Roughead pointed out in 

a recent speech as well that that’s going to add one of the tricky variables that could involve 

any country that does any type of fishery expedition, to try and gain maritime resources that 

way.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  I think China certainly, their all – their strategists are avid 

readers of Mahan.  And I think they clearly understand that their role in the future is 

precisely tied to that, as well as many other issues.  I agree with Bob.  It’s a slipper issue 

right now because people just don’t see it as being a dynamic out there that is immediately 

at the forefront.  But it is certainly one that I think behooves all of us for making sure that 

we’re aware of what that could portend because I think he’s precisely right.   

 

Q:  Bob Barnes from the Nature Conservancy.  We spend a lot of time talking and 

thinking about the threats that all of this poses.  I’d like the panel to respond about the 

geopolitical opportunities that this situation presents to the United States as following up on 

Dr. Kaplan’s comments about the face the United States presents to the rest of the world.  

So if you could address the opportunities that this all presents.   

 

MR. KAPLAN:  I’ll give a try at it.  Back to Russia and China is right now there’s 

an imbalance.  Russia is weak historically.  Comparatively China is getting very strong.  

Were Russia to get stronger because of the warming Arctic would more equalize the 

relationship between them, and that is something that would be a geopolitical opportunity 

for the United States.  Also when you look at the whole – again, if you look at Africa and if 

you look at increasing instability in Africa because of climate change because climate 

change could affect Africa more adversely than any part of the world, the U.S. is still in a 

predominant position in terms of knowledge and execution and expeditionary ability to lead 

humanitarian relief operations.  And what we saw in the Indonesian tsunami was very 

instructive because we led a relief operation that reopened ties between us and the 

Indonesian military, which had been dormant for about 10 years.  It improved our image in 

the Muslim world as far as Pakistan for a time.  So this is like – the military can do like 

operations other than war and still benefit geostrategically because of it if it’s handled the 

right way.   

 

So if you think that – that doesn’t mean the U.S. will be solving everyone’s 

problem.  But it will be leading coalitions in many places because we’re the only military 

that’s designed to do it.  Europe’s militaries are increasingly non-expeditionary.  Even if 

they field forces, they can’t get them anywhere frequently.  So that where – climate change 

will lead to crises.  It will lead to more – more humanitarian crises.  That’s for sure.  And 

the degree to which these crises are ameliorated by military action, the U.S. will gain.   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  Sure this hits on a lot of what Dave has been speaking about 

as well and a lot of what we look at.  I think that a lot of these issues represent highly 
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underutilized tools in the United States’ toolkit, I guess.  Bad metaphor, but it’s we can do 

things like conservation efforts, increasing energy, distributed energies particularly, and it 

doesn’t have to be in operations other than war.  It can be in our counterinsurgency efforts 

and post-conflict reconstruction, in general development, wherever we think it’s of our 

strategic interest for the United States to be operating and promoting development 

activities.   

 

Those often lead back to the general environmental conditions that are underlying 

the economies of those countries.  And you absolutely have to take those into account.  I 

think that one of the best things that we could do to confront all these is do a better job of 

just doing this analysis and identifying these opportunities upfront and making sure that 

we’re integrating it into our work by DOD, by USAID, by nongovernmental organizations 

that promote U.S. interests in the world, and making sure that we’re taking advantage of 

these tools that we have to offer.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  I’d just add.  I like that we finally have a question that really 

looks at the glass as being half full instead of half empty all the time.  Although I take your 

point, Bob, that a lot of the things that may be involved in this, maybe the opportunity is an 

opportunity out of potentially something that is a pretty dire situation, such as in tsunami 

relief, which I would just double tap that one that 70 percent of the people – this was a Pew 

study that was done – it was completely disconnected and unrelated to the military.  We 

didn’t request or any.  It was just done and we happened to stumble across it later.  Was that 

70 percent of the people were not positively inclined towards the United States of America 

prior to the tsunami occurring.   

 

Yet after our participation in that and the fact that we – when we went in, we went 

in massively to provide aid, we didn’t put a huge footprint, longstanding footprint.  The 

shore was there.  It was out, it was out of there.  And then what we brought in was that 

amalgam and combination that the combatant commander put together of nongovernmental 

organizations and others who provided incredible assistance for a long period of time after 

that that made a huge difference.  And now – or certainly the study that was done 

afterwards, 70 percent of the people flip flopped.  Seventy percent of the people then 

thought United States was not a bad place.  So that is one of the opportunities.   

 

But let me add just another quick couple of things for geopolitical opportunities.  

One might be in terms of things that there may be opportunities for different kinds of fuel 

developments, for algae for instance, and obviously that’s been topical on our mind.  But it 

doesn’t necessarily have to be produced on land.  And if it can be produced in other ways – 

and there’re certainly a lot algae in the ocean out there – I’ve seen a lot of it over my time – 

that maybe we can use as a source of fuel too.  And if that then opens the door for a lot of 

other nations to be able to play in this game that previously had been reserved for just a few 

nations that had massive resources.  And now that maybe helps level the playing field in a 

wholly different way.  And again, there’s opportunity in that.  It probably scares living 

daylights out of a lot of people as well.   
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MR. KILCULLEN:  I would just add a comment to that, which relates to the fact 

that new technology that emerges as a result of the challenge of climatic change, allows 

whole populations and countries to actually leapfrog a generation in development.  And 

we’ve actually seen that in some places around the world already.  It also allows us to deal 

with some of the currently intractable sources of conflict.  And you used example of 

Northern Somalia.  I have a close relationship with Mercy Corps, which is an NGO that’s 

working in Somalia right now.  One of the big drivers of conflict in Somalia is the charcoal 

trade.  People are literally burning the trees in the country for fuel because that’s their only 

fuel supply.   

 

One of the reasons why the earthquake was so devastating in Haiti and not in the 

neighboring countries is because the deforestation as a result of the use of charcoal as a 

basic fuel.  If you’re burning your trees because that’s your only available fuel supply, there 

are things that we can do to help you.  And I think the fact that we’ve started to move in the 

new thinking about what drives conflict and how you can deal with it opens up lots of 

opportunities for populations around the world and to do a lot of human good.  Now, should 

that be the United States government doing that?  I would suggest probably not.  I would 

suggest people can do that for themselves.  But we need to create an environment that 

allows that to flourish and carry on.   

 

ADM. CULLOM:  And in fact, actually, up at MIT, the Legatum Center is actually 

working on some of those kinds of things that are – kind of that leapfrogging in technology, 

so you don’t have to build this huge infrastructure to bring people into a 21st century, where 

you can have small micro-grid, if you will, villages out there that produce, if you will, their 

own power from the methane from cows.     

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Which is a project we’re actually doing in Afghanistan right 

now.  I guess.  Okay, last question, yes.   

 

Q:  (Off mike) – NGA.  Christine, I noticed your chapter on climate changing 

ground forces has a really nice illustration of squadron soldiers in the foreground, a body of 

water, and a down bridge in the background.  So as you’ve talked about soft power today, I 

wanted you to comment on the impacts on good old fashioned kinetic operations.  And in 

the future, might we look differently at targeting things like power grids and other 

infrastructure?  Might it cause us to redefine the standards of military necessity when we 

look at the target sets that we select for our kinetic operations?   

 

MS. PARTHEMORE:  That’s a very interesting question.  That’d be a good one for 

Dave as well, particularly in his effort like post-conflict reconstruction and development 

activities and these kinds of situations.  I think absolutely, but the important part is going to 

be to figure out what that means and what those are.  I don’t think it’s a sweeping 

generalization.  I think that the military continually evolves and looks at the post-conflict 

situations and the effects of its activities to see how it can do things better and improve on a 

regular basis.   
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My chapter focuses primarily on the effects of climate change and I think that a lot 

of that is going to involve for the ground forces setting the scene for what their – what 

conflicts they may be drawn into in the future or where U.S. interests might be at stake 

because of a lot of the dynamics involved with environmental change that are happening.   

 

So I looked a little bit less at the kinetic activity and what some of our actual to-dos 

might be in that sense, but more where might we be operating as a result of the 

environmental change that’s happening around the world and the effects like land 

degradation, salinization, reduced water supplies.  Where are people going to move?  Where 

is this already happening, in places where our ground forces are active today.  It’s hitting 

Pakistan and Afghanistan and that region very hard, but we also don’t have good 

projections about what that means there.   

 

So while we are talking about what we can do in terms of putting in new energy 

systems and addressing some of these challenges, improving water and other infrastructure, 

we don’t know what their long term trends there look like.  And that’s a problem for our 

investments that we’re making today.  So I focus a little more on that side, but I assume that 

Dave can address that particular question.   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  We’re about to wrap up, but I want to offer Senator Warner the 

opportunity to make a comment the opportunity to make a comment on the proceedings this 

afternoon before we do that.   

 

SEN. JOHN WARNER (R-VA):  I was given a one-minute notice to get up and 

make a comment.  (Laughter.)  But resisting the urge of any of us who served in the 

Congress to a mike is impossible.  (Laughter.) 

 

I would like to make this observation.  Sort of late in my 30 years in the Senate, I 

came to be quite interested in this subject.  It was very simply, as you have remarked – this 

very distinguished panel.  We have the lift.  We have the sea lift, the air lift.  We have the 

trucks.  We have the medical supply store.  We have all those things.  And I grew up in the 

World War II Navy and the last year I served, it was gunboat diplomacy.  We ought to re-

coin it now, Admiral.  It’s relief diplomacy, as you pointed out very carefully in the context 

of what we did in the wake of the tragic situation of the tsunami.   

 

But this organization and others like it – I work for the Pew – we put up a report on 

the military like they’re putting out this very good report.  We got to generate more interest 

in the country.  We’re not going to get climate legislation unless we build in the general 

population a desire to attain it because it will have a cost.  And energy reformation is going 

to have a cost.  So it’s got to be a ground up process.  And this audience that came, gathered 

here today, and this extraordinary organization that put together this superb lecture series 

today are in the forefront, but we really need your participation to speak out and your 

energy to impress upon our policymakers.   
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And I can certainly talk about the executive branch, but I’m precluding the law from 

talking to the Congress.  But I think they’ll listen to you if you say, “wake up.  This is an 

important subject and our nation has to establish a framework within which to do the things 

that have been laid out on this platform today.  Otherwise, the rest of the world is going to 

eclipse us in this whole area.  It’ll be an impact on our economy, our jobs structure, our 

health programs.  And I loved that phrase, “the face of America.”  What we do in this 

subject of energy and climate change can put a whole new face on America.   

 

I thank you, CNAS, thank you very much.  Thank you.  (Applause.)   

 

MR. KILCULLEN:  Well, Senator, thank you for coming and thank you, more 

importantly, for staying for the whole things.  And thank you for being here this afternoon.  

I want to first thank CNAS for putting this event together – Shannon O’Reilly, Ashley 

Hoffman, and the whole team.  Thank you so much for all the work you’ve gone through to 

put this together.  And thank you again to the Willard for the latest in a series of outstanding 

events.  And if you’ll join me now in thanking our panel, we’ll get drinking.  (Applause.)   

 

(END) 
 


