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Quote — Unquote:

Let me say one thing very clearly as NATO Secretary General: NATO
will never atttack Russia. Never. And we do not think Russia will attack
NATO. We have stopped worrying about that and Russia should stop
worrying about that as well.

Speech by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen at the
Moscow State Institute for International Relations, 17 December

There is no plausible security threat to NATO or East Asian allies today that would require a nuclear
weapons response; to suggest otherwise is to miss opportunities to improve security relationships in Europe
and East Asia. Such improvements are not only desirable in their own right but will be crucial in creating
conditions for progress toward a world without nuclear weapons.

Eliminating Nuclear Threats — A Practical Agenda for Global PolicyMakers, the report of the International
Commission on nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, (para 6.27), Co-Chairs Gareth Evans and Yoriko
Kawaguchi, presented in Tokyo, Japan, 15 December

A non-violent movement could not have halted Hitler's armies. Negotiations cannot convince al-Qaida's
leaders to lay down their arms. To say that force may sometimes be necessary is not a call to cynicism — it is
a recognition of history; the imperfections of man and the limits of reason.

Barack Obama, Nobel Peace Prize acceptance speech, Oslo, 10 December

When the Taliban were here, they did ensure security on the main highways, and they did it very effectively.
You could put your daughter on a bus in Kabul, sure in the knowledge that she would get to Kandahar.
That's not the case at the moment and we need to change that

General Nick Carter, British commander in charge of South Afghanistan, speaking on BBC Radio 4's Today
programme, 3 December

...the most essential problem isn't in Afghanistan; it's here in the United States, in Washington, where
knowledge is slim, egos large, and national security wisdom is deeply imprinted on a system bleeding money
and breaking down.

Tom Engelhardt, TomDispatch.com, 3 December

...these additional American and international troops will allow us to accelerate handing over responsibility to
Afghan forces, and allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011. Just as we
have done in Irag, we will execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground.

Barack Obama, speech at West Point, 1 December

We will stay as long as it takes to finish our job. And our mission in Afghanistan will end when the Afghans
are capable to secure and run the country themselves.

Nobody is speaking about an exit date, but what we're speaking about is a transition
Monthly press conference by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen, 2 December

NATO Watch Feature Article:

US troops already there, plus another 45,000 from
NATO. A pledge of 7,000 extra forces from NATO
allies and partners quickly followed.

Afghanistan 2010: ‘Just war or just
more war?

Second, President Obama used his acceptance
speech for the Nobel Peace Prize to deliver a

By lan Davis, Director NATO Watch

President Obama made two speeches in
December that set out and sought to justify the
way forward in Afghanistan. First, in a speech at
West Point he announced the intention to send
30,000 additional combat forces to Afghanistan, in
order to “seize the initiative” in this “epicentre of
violent extremism”. This is in addition to 68,000

lengthy defence of “just war" theory. While paying
lip service to the nonviolent tools of Martin Luther
King, Jr. and Gandhi, the President devoted most
of his remarks to defending wars of self-defence
that he claimed were not amenable to such tools.
(For a defence of non-violence as a strategic tool,
see here).
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"We must begin by acknowledging the hard truth
that we will not eradicate violent conflict in our
lifetimes," the President said. "There will be times
when nations - acting individually or in concert -
will find the use of force not only necessary but
morally justified". Wars are morally justified, he
noted, if they are conducted in self-defence or as
a last resort, if the force employed is proportional,
and if, whenever possible, civilians are spared
violence. Having previously distinguished the
‘good war’ in Afghanistan from the ‘bad war’ in
e e Irag, it was no
surprise to hear
Obama describe
Afghanistan as
an ongoing “war

of necessity”.

(Guards in Kabul,
photo credit: Carl
Montgomery)

Just war theory establishes a strong presumption
against war which may only be overruled to
preserve the kind of peace which protects human
dignity and human rights (the concern of jus ad
bellum). It then sets out rigorous conditions for
minimising the damage of warfare (the concern of
jus in bello). These theoretical tracts have been
argued over since the days of Ancient Greece,
and Obama himself acknowledged that “we know
that for most of history, this concept of ‘just war’

was rarely observed”. And what of Afghanistan
circa 2001 and since?

In late 2001 there was widespread public support
for the notion that the US and allied war effort in
Afghanistan was morally valid. The alternatives to
war—proceeding by way of the UN, retaliatory
missile strikes, law enforcement efforts, diplomacy
reinforced by sanctions or any combination
thereof— were deemed to lack credibility (a view
not shared by this author). The political
philosopher and ‘just war’ expert Michael Walzer
argues that the Afghan war was just in 2001-2, but
the subsequent prosecution of it by the Bush
administration during 2003-08 became seriously
flawed, especially after attention shifted to Iraq.
He is particularly critical of allied air strikes: “When
it turned out that the war wasn't won, it tried to
fight the Taliban resurgence from the air, still
without enough soldiers on the ground, and the
result was that we killed large numbers of Afghan
civilians”.

Given that it is harder to limit civilian casualties
when a military relies more on air strikes than on
ground forces, it might seem that Walzer would
support President Obama’s decision to send more
troops to Afghanistan (though perhaps not the
increasing number of drone strikes across the
border in Pakistan). In fact his support is heavily
gualified. He argues that a temporary expansion

of the military effort may be justified to meet US
and NATO’s “moral obligations” incurred by
“choosing to fight in someone else’s country”. But
he also fears that it may be too late for Obama to
implement a corrective strategy successfully:

After all the mistakes, the cost of
“winning” significantly reducing the
strength of the Taliban, stimulating local
resistance, training a national army,
working with Pakistan to shut down al
Qaeda havens across the border — may
now be too high. The number of troops
that would be necessary to “win” may be
far greater than the number the president
has committed and far greater than the
American people would be willing to
commit. And if that is true, then the
continuation of the war can't be justified
— for it is one of the key criteria of a just
war that there be a realistic possibility of
achieving a just peace.

My own view is that al-Qaeda should have been
pursued in Afghanistan (and elsewhere) by means
other than war. And certainly any justice in the
initial cause and of the limited ends was quickly
negated by the injustice of improper means and
excessive or unclear ends. It is also difficult to
claim today that the war is still in self defence,
when the Taliban pose no threat to the United
States/NATO and al-Qaeda has been reduced to
a few fragments that could relocate (and are
relocating) elsewhere. The use of force is also far
from proportional: according to one calculation the
US military has killed 12,000-32,000 civilians in
Afghanistan since the war's outbreak, compared
to fewer than 1,000 US casualties.

However, | agree with Walzer in that the US and
NATO have acquired responsibilities during the
course of the Afghan war and that these need to
be recognised and acted upon as thoughts turn to
an exit strategy. For example, there are now two
million girls going to school in Afghanistan
because of the US and NATO military presence. It
wasn't the reason for the military intervention and
women'’s rights more generally are now thought to
be diminishing across large parts of Afghanistan.
But if the international community were to walk
away

prematurely, it

would almost

certainly result

in many of

those girls

being

punished and

the  schools

being closed.
(US Army and Air Force personnel and local
children stretch before a soccer game at the
Nangarhar PRT in Jalalabad, Afghanistan;
photo credit: The US Army)
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The real disappointment in Obama’s two
speeches lies in the lack of any new thinking.
Advertised as a root and branch critical analysis of
the reasons for engaging in Afghanistan, the
White House policy review was classic ‘group
think’ in action: all of the main voices Obama
listened to (Petraeus, Gates, Hillary, Jones,
Biden, Holbrooke and McChrystal) were in favour
of escalation - it was just a matter of degree. As
Michael Brenner, Senior Fellow at the Center for
Transatlantic Relations argues they all shared four
key assumptions that were never questioned:
(1) al-Qaeda's remnants constitute a grave
threat to American security;
(2) the Taliban's agenda is fundamentally no
different from al-Qaeda's, so they must be
eliminated as a force in Afghan politics as
well;
(3) both groups can be suppressed by
generous applications of military power; and
(4) the huge risks and costs of trying to do so
are eclipsed by a dire threat to the United
States.

All of these four assumptions
should have been reassessed
and publicly debated. They were
not. The issue now is what the
United States and NATO allies
may reasonably hope to achieve
in Afghanistan in 2010 and
beyond — and at what human
and financial costs. We already
know that adding 30,000 US
troops to Afghanistan will cost the
US Treasury $30 billion during
2010 (at a cost of $195 to each
individual American taxpayer).
This will be in addition to the
previously requested FY 2010 US
defence budget of $68 hillion for
Afghanistan, and overall the troop
increase will push total US
defence spending this year to
approximately $716 billion.

Moreover, the extra 30,000 troops may not be
enough to counter an increasingly confident
Taliban and the timetable for training the Afghan
army and police is overly optimistic. Given also
that conditions in-country remain chaotic and the
presence of a ‘foreign occupier’ is regularly
identified as the single most important factor
behind the Afghan insurgency, the sending of
more (but insufficient) troops is a risky and
potentially counter-productive strategy. Above all,
success will require convincing Afghans that the
tens of thousands of heavily armed troops in their
midst represent Western largesse rather than
foreign occupation.

Obama's 18 month withdrawal deadline was so
full of caveats that it is clearly not serious. Only a
day after the President's address before the
audience of West Point cadets, defence secretary
Robert Gates was stressing that the deadline was
more of an aspiration than a solid commitment,
affecting only "some handful or some small
number" of troops. Sounding a discordant note on
the Sunday talk shows, top aides disagreed over
whether their commander
in chief had, in fact,
outlined an exit strategy.
Instead of setting a
timetable for an honourable
departure, President
Obama may have simply
re-forged an open ended
commitment to an unjust
and unwinnable war.

(Remarks of President Barack
Obama—As Prepared for Delivery
The Way Forward in Afghanistan
and Pakistan United States
Military Academy at West Point
December 1, 2009; photo credit -

allaboutgeorge)

News, Commentary and Reports

Afghanistan:

News

US-Led Forces Accused of Executing Schoolchildren in

Afghanistan, Democracy Now, 6 January

(photo credit: Stitch)

Nato intelligence chief condemns US failings, Financial Times, 5

January

Eight Americans killed in Afghan blast were CIA agents, The

Guardian, 30 December




US forces mounted secret Pakistan raids in hunt for al-Qaida - Former Nato officer reveals secret night
operations in border region which America kept quiet, The Guardian, 21 December

Tajikistan fears Afghanistan fallout, Financial Times, 16 December

Taliban stalls key hydroelectric turbine project in Afghanistan - Convoy diverted British troops from front but
generator may never be used, The Guardian, 13 December

Statement by NATO Secretary General on Force Generation for Afghanistan, NATO News, 7 December
100th British soldier killed in Afghanistan this year, The Guardian, 7 December

US downplays 2011 Afghanistan troop withdrawal target - Obama administration softens July 2011
Afghanistan troop withdrawal target by describing timeline as 'signal of urgency', The Guardian, 6 December

ISAF Foreign Ministers back up Afghan solidarity with action, NATO News, 4 December
Taliban provided better road security, defencemanagement.com, 3 December

Gates Says Afghan Drawdown Timing Is Flexible, New York Times, 3 December

Berlin renews Afghan presence, Financial Times, 3 December

Italy 'to send 1,000 extra troops' to Afghanistan, BBC News, 3 December

NATO Secretary General calls on Allies to step up efforts, NATO News, 2 December

Statement by the Secretary General on President Obama’s Announcement, NATO Press Release, 2
December

Barack Obama sets out final push in Afghanistan - New troops to be in Afghanistan within six months; US
forces to begin pullout in summer 2011, The Guardian, 2 December

Obama gambles his presidency on Afghanistan, Financial Times, 2 December
Obama Adds Troops, but Maps Exit Plan, New York Times, 2 December

International Security Assistance Force launches new website, NATO News, 30
November. To more quickly deliver current, relevant and accurate news and
information about military operations in Afghanistan directly to the public:
www.isaf.nato.int

Commentary and reports

Don't Negotiate with the Taliban, Inge Fryklund, Foreign Policy in Focus, 31 December
Contractors 'R U.S., David Isenberg, Huffington Post, 23 December

Use of Contractors To Train Afghan National Police, David T. Johnson, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, Statement before the Commission on Wartime
Contracting, Washington, DC, 18 December

$57,077.60 - Surging by the Minute, Jo Comerford, TomDispatch.com, 17 December
Afghan Women Still Need U.S. Support, Peter Juul, Center for American Progress, 14 December

The Nine Surges of Obama’s War -How to Escalate in Afghanistan, Tom Engelhardt, TomDispatch.com,
10 December

“We Have the Promises of the World” Women'’s Rights in Afghanistan, Human Rights Watch, 6
December. This 96-page report details emblematic cases of ongoing rights violations in five areas: attacks
on women in public life; violence against women; child and forced marriage; access to justice; and girls'
access to secondary education.

Afghanistan: time to curb the law of inertia, Luis Peral, ISS Analysis, December 2009

Bottom-up Nation Building - Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, Amitai Etzioni, Policy Review, No. 158,
December 2009 & January 2010

Obama's message of hope —to Taliban, Nushin Arbabzadah, The Guardian, 3 December. US withdrawal
plans have taught Afghans that cheap talk is not unique to their politicians, and that the Taliban will return

Behind the politics, Afghan army has a mountain to climb, Simon Tisdall, The Guardian, 3 December.

Victory at Last! Monty Python in Afghanistan, Tom Engelhardt, TomDispatch.com, 3 December
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Rep. Kucinich on Afghanistan War: “We're Acting Like a Latter Day Version of the Roman Empire”,
Democracy Now, 2 December

President Obama's Afghanistan Escalation Speech, Phyllis Bennis, Foreign Policy in Focus, 2 December

Concerns about the civilian strategy in Afghanistan, Caroline Wadhams, Foreign Policy in Focus, 2
December

Statement on President Obama’s Address to the Nation on Afghanistan, Center for American Progress, 2
December

NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen, video blog, Increasing the numbers in Afghanistan, 2
December

Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy is a gamble and the price will be high, Simon Tisdall, The
Guardian, 2 December

Study: In Afghan Debate, Few Antiwar Op-Eds in Nation’s Two Leading Newspapers, Democracy Now, 1
December. Has the media helped beat the drum for war? A new study by Fairness and Accuracy in
Reporting reveals pro-war voices outnumbered anti-war ones by a huge margin in the OpEd pages of the
nation’s two leading newspapers, The New York Times and the Washington Post

NATO'’s Vietnam? Afghanistan and the Future of the Atlantic Alliance, Timo Noetzel and Benjamin Schreer,
Contemporary Security Policy, Vol.30: 3, 529 — 547, December 2009

Security Sector Reform Monitor - Afghanistan, The Centre for International Governance Innovation, No.2 -
November 2009. Outlines developments in the Afghan National Security Forces, with a focus on policing.

States of Conflict: A case study on state-building in Afghanistan, William Maley, Institute for Public Policy
Research, November 2009

Counterinsurgency: the challenge for NATO strategy and operations, Edited by Christopher M. Schnaubelt,
NATO Defense College, Rome, Forum Paper n 11 - November 2009

Arms Control:

WMD proliferation the focus of annual NATO conference, NATO News, 7
December. More than 100 senior officials representing countries from five
continents as well as a number of IGOs and academic institutions met on 10 and
11 December in Warsaw, Poland, for the annual NATO Conference on WMD,
Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation. See: Speakers and Topics

Civil Emergency Planning:

SDA Biopreparedness Report: Raising Biopreparedness Levels in Europe, Security & Defence Agenda,
December 2009. How prepared is Europe for biological threats — whether in the form of a natural pandemic
or a bioterrorist attack? And how best can European biopreparedness be improved? This report contains
both the summary of an October 14th roundtable and a collection of contributions from leaders in the field.

Climate Change:

NATO Secretary General debates climate change security threats in Copenhagen, NATO News, 15
December

NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen, video blog, “Climate Change: NATO ready to do its part
", 9 December

Missile Defence:
Test of newest U.S. missile defense technology will simulate attack by Iran, Mike Mount, CNN, 19 December

NATO chief expects joint missile defense with Russia by 2020, RIA Novosti, 17 December
No Easy Answers to Missile Defense, Bill Sweetman, Aviation Week, 7 December

Winning on Ballistic Missiles but Losing on Cruise: The Missile Proliferation Battle, Dennis M. Gormley, Arms
Control Today, December 2009

SDA Evening Debate Report, The Future of Missile Defence in Europe, 3 November 2009, Bibliothéque
Solvay, Brussels




NATO Foreign Ministers Meeting:

NATO Foreign Ministers met for official talks at NATO'’s HQ in Brussels on 3-4 December 2009 to discuss a
broad range of issues, including the situation in Afghanistan, NATO’s Open Door policy, relations with
Russia, Ukraine and Georgia, missile defence, and NATO'’s new Strategic Concept

Final Statement - Meeting of the North Atlantic Council at the level of Foreign Ministers held at NATO
Headquarters, Brussels, 4 December

Statement on Afghanistan by Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Nations participating in the International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF), 4 December

NATO and Russia agree to move partnership forward, NATO News, 4 December

NATO Ministers invite Montenegro to join MAP and encourage Bosnhia and Herzegovina to step up reforms,
NATO News, 4 December

Chairman’s Statement - Meeting of the NATO-Ukraine Commission at the level of Foreign Ministers held at
NATO Headquarters, Brussels, 3 December

Chairman’s Statement - Meeting of the NATO-Georgia Commission at the level of Foreign Ministers held at
NATO Headquarters, Brussels, 3 December

Foreign Affairs Ministers to discuss key NATO issues, NATO News, 3 December
Monthly press conference by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen, 2 December

NATO-Russia Relations:

NATO chief opposes Russia's security pact proposal, So what could the NATO-Russia relationship look
Reuters, 17 December like, in, say, the year 2020? In my vision, NATO-
Russia security cooperation will at that time be an
established feature of the international security
landscape. We will share intelligence and work
together in combating terrorism and drug-
trafficking. Our navies will cooperate closely in
NATO Secretary General completes visit to Russia, fighting piracy at sea. And Russian soldiers will be
NATO News, 17 December deployed alongside NATO soldiers in UN-
mandated peacekeeping operations:

Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Moscow, 17 December

NATO and Russia, partners for the future: Speech by
NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen at
the Moscow State Institute for International Relations,
17 December

We share common interests with Russia - video blog
by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh

Rasmussen, 16 December

NATO Secretary General holds talks with Russian leaders, NATO News, 16 December
NATO Chief Looks to Build Trust With Moscow Visit, Reuters, 14 December

NATO and Russia agree to move partnership forward, NATO News, 4 December

What to do with President Medvedev'’s draft European Security Treaty?, CEPS European Neighbourhood
Watch, No.5 December 2009

The Indivisibility of Security: Russia and Euro-Atlantic Security, Edited by Andrew Monaghan, Research
Division — NATO Defense College, Rome, December 2009

Medvedev's amendments to the law on defence: The consequences for Europe, Yury E. Fedorov, The
Finnish Institute of International Affairs, Briefing Paper 47, 27 November

NATO Partnerships:

Cyprus’ alternate foreign policy model for mediation with Turkey: NATO'’s Partnership for Peace, Marios
Efthymiopoulos, Europe’s World, 10 December

Nuclear Weapons: (photo credit: hellothomas)

Nearing Arms Pact, U.S. and Russia Look Ahead, New York Times,
17 December

Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear
Weapons in Europe, Miles A. Pomper, Nikolai Sokov, and William C.
Potter, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies,




Monterey Institute, December 2009

Breaking the U.S.-Russian deadlock on nonstrategic nuclear weapons, Miles A. Pomper, Nikolai Sokov, and
William C. Potter, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 4 December

German Nuclear Stance Stirs Debate, Oliver Meier, Arms Control Today, December 2009
What to Do About Europe's Secret Nukes, Eben Harrell, Time, 2 December

Toward A Nuclear Weapon Free World, Ruud Lubbers, Max van der Stoel, Hans van Mierlo and Frits
Korthals Altes, Translation of an article first published in NRC Handelsblad on 23 November.

Time to reconsider U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, Bob van der Zwaan and Tom Sauer, Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists, 23 November

Procurement:
NATO Recognises Importance of Radio Spectrum for Army Use, Defence 1Q, 9 December

Strategic Concept:
Closer NATO-EU Ties: Ideas for the Strategic Concept, Tomas Valasek & Daniel Korski, December 2009

How does NATO need to change? (Part 1), NATO Review, December 2009. As NATO prepares its new
Strategic Concept, NATO Review asked several top politicians, diplomats and opinion leaders how they
believe NATO needs to adapt when it agrees the new Strategic Concept next year. Click here to read it.

Transatlantic cooperation:

Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative Launch, Wolfgang Ischinger, Igor lvanov, Sam Nunn and Robert Legvold,
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 10 December

CSDP Logistics: Can NAMSA Help? Lt. Col. Cabaleiro Larran, European Security Review, No. 47,
December 2009. The author argues for the use of NATO'’s Maintenance and Supply Agency (NAMSA)
as a source of logistics asset sharing for Common (formerly European) Security and Defence Policy.

Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.-EU Partnership, Daniel S. Hamilton and Frances G. Burwell,
Atlantic Council of the United States, Center for European Policy Studies, Center for Strategic and
International Studies, Center for Transatlantic Relations, Johns Hopkins University SAIS,

Fundacion Alternativas, Prague Security Studies Institute, Real Instituto Elcano and Swedish Institute of
International Affairs, December 2009. This report - a companion to an earlier report on NATO'’s future,
Alliance Reborn - looks at the US-EU relationship after the Treaty of Lisbon and the role of the transatlantic
partners in a G20 world. It calls for a strategic US-EU partnership anchored by a mutual assistance clause
and efforts to enhance "transatlantic resilience," zero tariff agreements, reform of US and European roles in
global economic governance, direct US-EU security ties, practical steps toward energy sustainability and
halting WMD proliferation, new attention to "Wider Europe,” more effective development and humanitarian
assistance and an Initiative for the full Atlantic Basin. It also charts a new structure for US-EU interaction.

Upcoming Events

Strategic Concept Seminar 3, NATO's Partnerships and Beyond, Oslo, Norway, 14 January 2010

Security Jam - a five day online brainstorm aimed at providing concrete solutions to the global security
challenges of the 21st century - organised by the Brussels-based think tank Security & Defence Agenda
(SDA) in collaboration with IBM, 4-9 February 2010

Informal Meeting of NATO Defence Ministers, Istanbul, Turkey 4-5
February 2010

Security News from NATO Member States

Lithuania
Two CIA Black Site Prisons in Lithuania, ABC News, 22 December

(photo creditdarkmattey




United Kingdom

Making the UK safer: a five year review, The Royal Society, 16 December. Argues that the UK is now better
prepared to detect and respond to the malicious use of chemical and biological agents against the civilian
population.

Warning of ‘Black hole’ in defence budget, Nicholas Timmins, Financial Times, 15 December

MoD slashes civilian budget to divert resources to Afghanistan frontline - £150m package to tackle threat of
roadside bombs as Brown become first postwar PM to stay overnight in war zone, The Guardian, 14
December

PM to order £1.5bn defence cuts, Financial Times, 13 December

United States

An American World of War - What to Watch for in 2010, Tom Engelhardt and Nick Turse,
TomDispatch.com, 3 January

C.I.A. Takes On Bigger and Riskier Role on Front Lines, New York Times, 31 December
Obama Curbs Secrecy of Classified Documents, New York Times, 29 December

The Pentagon is muscling in everywhere. It's time to stop the mission creep, Thomas A. Schweich,
Washington Post, 21 December

Not Just Drones: Militants Can Snoop on Most U.S. Warplanes (Updated), Noah Shachtman,wired.com, 17
December

US drones hacked by Iragi insurgents - $26 (£16) software let militants view potential targets, The Guardian,
17 December

“They’re Wasted” The Price of Pushing Our Troops Too Far, William Astore, TomDispatch.com,15
December

Obama's New 'Just Peace' Policy, Susan Thistlethwaite, Washington Post On Faith, 14 December
Paying for Our Wars, Lawrence Korb, Huffington Post, 8 December

Give Obama a Break - The Nobel Peace Prize has long been about vision and aspiration, as much as
concrete accomplishment. In Oslo, let the US president accept his prize in peace, Johan Berganas, Foreign
Policy, 8 December

C.I.A. to Expand Use of Drones in Pakistan, New York Times, 3 December

Report of the Task Force on a Unified Security Budget for the United States, FY 2010, November 2009. This
sixth yearly report finds that Obama’s promise of resource shifting in US national security spending has not
yet been kept. The needle tracking the overall balance of spending on offence (military forces), defence
(homeland security) and prevention (non-military foreign engagement) remains unchanged. In the 2010
request, like the one before it, 87% of the US security resources were allocated to the tools of military force.
This is true even excluding the appropriations for wars the country is currently fighting.

IDEAS, FEEDBACK, SUGGESTIONS?

Ideas, feedback, suggestions? We want to hear from you. Please contact us at
info@iandavisconsultancy.com with any feedback or suggestions.




