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Smart power 
I scheduled to talk to you today about smart power. 
And let me comment on the report called “CSIS Commission on Smart Power”. This was a report that came out last November. It was chaired by Richard Harmitage, former Deputy Secretary of State in the first term of the current Bush Administration. I was the other co-chair. What’s interesting about it is that it had half Republicans and half Democrats. And what we were trying to do is to prepare a report, which would be agreed across political parties of what American foreign policy should be. And I will describe a little later what some of the conclusions of the Report are.

But first let me start with a question of power, of power in the world, and what do we mean by smart power before I get into policy recommendations and conclusions.

Power is sometimes misunderstood. A very simple concept of power is the ability to affect others to make the outcomes you want. And you could basically do that in three ways. You can threaten people with sticks - coercion. You can pay people with carrots - inducements. Or you can attract people so they want the same thing you want. If you could attract others to want what you want, you don’t have to use so many carrots and sticks. And that is what I call soft power: the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion, or payment. 
If we think about how power is often discussed or used in politics, people often make a mistake and say: power is something concrete. It’s resources. If I have a big pile of gold, I’m powerful. If I have an arme with many tanks, I’m powerful. If I have a large population in my country, I’m powerful. The trouble with that approach is it’s a short end, in which you assume that the resources (gold, or tanks, or people) is going to produce the outcomes you want. Sometimes they do, and sometimes they don’t. For example, if I say to you that country ’A’ has 10,000 main battle tanks, and country ‘B’ has 1,000 main battle tanks, we are tempted to say country ‘A’ is ten times stronger than country ‘B’. But that’s true if the battle is held in a desert, or on plane. It’s not true if the battle is in a swamp. As the Americans found out in Vietnam, where they had lot more tanks than the Vietnamese. Those tanks did not perform quite well when it came to wielding power in the swamp.
So when you talk about power, beware of people who say: this concrete resource is a power. Power is the ability to get what you want. And sometimes this resource will produce it, but sometimes it will not.       

That’s true both of hard power and of soft power. When we think of soft power internationally, we think of the resources that produce it. And the resources are three. One is a country’s culture, which is attractive to others. The second is values, which are attractive. And the third is the country’s policies -- if the policies are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others. 
And if you think of that applying to the U.S., American popular culture is often quite attractive in many parts of the world -- Hollywood movies, television programs, American universities and so forth -- provide a good deal of attraction for the U.S. But not all of this, and not everywhere. For example, if you take a Hollywood movie, which shows ladies dressed in bikinis, and running around or working in a work place, divorcing their husbands, that may be very unattractive in Saudi Arabia or in Iran. Or even in Iran it may be unattractive to the ruling Mullahs who are governing country, but actually quite attractive to a younger generation of Iranians who have nothing better than to have an American video to watch in a privacy in their homes. 

So whether a given resource, e.g. a popular culture, produces attraction or not depends upon context. And every time you make statements about power, whether it’s hard power or soft power, you have to say something about the context to know whether these resources are translated into the outcomes you want.

In this passed decade or so, there has been a tendency to fail to understand the resources of American soft power. Indeed, Americans have not been very good at understanding their power and their positioning of power in the world. 
If you are to look got back 20 years, remember what was the general view of American power in the world? In about 1990, the general view was the Americans were in decline. We were finished. Senator Paul Sumbence (?), a graduate of the Kennedy School who ran for president in 1992, and in one of his campaign films was the Cold War is over, and Japan has won. The feeling was that Japan and Germany were going to be rising powers because of their economic strength, and the Americans were finished. Paul Kennedy wrote a book that was called ‘Rise and fall of the great powers’. In that book he wrote that America was going away from Philip the Second Spain, or victorious England, and it was under decline, finished. I wrote a book in 1990 called ‘Down to lead’ (?), which is the book in which I point the term soft power, and basically the argument was that the Americans are going to be the dominant power of the 21st century. 
What’s interesting (and I still can’t find answer for it) is that Paul Kennedy won all the royalties. People bought his book but they didn’t buy mine. But the interesting thing to notice is that is popular (conventional) wisdom of 1990 was that the Americans were in decline, if you go forward one decade notice how different the view was. In 2000-01 the conventional wisdom was the Americans were the superpower. We were triumphalist. We were on top. Nobody can catch us. We are the only power. And that view had led to what some people have called the new unilateralism. If you take somebody like Charles Crampeter (?), who is a neo-conservative columnist who was writing for Washington Post and Time Magazine, he wrote a column in June of 2001 in which he said: it is a unipolar world, where there is just one power, the U.S.; and the Americans are so powerful, they can do whatever they want, and others have no choice but to follow. And he called this the new unilateralism’. 
And if you look at the first term of the Bush 43 Administration, it very much had the tone of the new unilateralism. The attitude even before the 911 and before the invasion in Iraq was that the Americans could do pretty much what they wanted. Global climate change. We said Kyoto is dead, it’s over. International Criminal Court. We said forget, we have nothing to do with it. On issue after issue Americans said: we can do what we want, and others cannot do much about it. That mood going from declinism in 1990 to triumphalism in 2001, now the pendulum has swing back again. And some people say:  may be the Americans are in decline, or may be the Americans are doing well. And what I am arguing is that this is always based on bad understanding of power in the international politics in America’s place in.

Let me explain that with a metaphor. If you look at power (and as I said you have to look at a context), there are three very different contexts of power in the world today. One is military, another is economic and the third is transnational. You could think of it in a metaphor of a three-dimentional chess game, where you could play across at the top board, you can play across in the middle board, you can play across on a bottom board, but you could also play vertically – up and down. If you take the top board of this three-dimentional chess game, the board of military relations among states, it’s true: the U.S. is the only super power. The U.S. is the only country with the capacity to project its major forces anywhere around the globe. And I think that’s probably going to stay true for quite some time. For one thing, American defense expenditure is about half of all world defense expenditure. And American technology has been at the cutting edge of information technology. And one of the great changes is the application of information technology in military affairs - as it is called revolution in military affairs. 

So if you have one country which is half of world military expenditure and technologically in the lead, the chance that you could have a classical balance of power in which other countries balance American power does not look very likely. Even if Russia, China, India put themselves together, will that balance American military power? No. Some Americans are frightened that China is growing so fast, and its military expenditure last year went up by 17%. Soon China will catch us. And they even draw an analogy, which they  say China will be in the 21st century what the Kaiser’s Germany was in the 20th century. The rising power which challenges the dominant power and leads sort of a great war. 
The trouble with that analogy is that in historical terms the Kaiser’s Germany had already surpassed England by 1900 in economic power. If you look at China today, it is doing very well with 10% growth but it is still an underdeveloped country. The Chinese have raised 400 million people out of poverty but there is another 400 million left to go. And if China will continue growing at its current rate of let’s say 9-10% a year, and the U.S. at its current rate of 2-3% a year, China will not equal the U.S. in total size of its economy until somewhere around 2040 or later. And in per capita income, which is a better measure of the sophistication of the economy, China will equal the U.S. until sometime late in the century. And this is assuming nothing goes wrong in China which is a big assumption.

So is that top board of military relations between, the people would say: oh, well you know the Americans may be on top now military, but soon China will be on top military. So if I go back to my 3-dimentional chess board, the question is: is the world going to be unipolar at the top level of military relations between states? I think yes. Probably for a decade or two minimum.

If you go to the middle board of this 3-dimentional chess board, the board of economic relations among states, then the world looks not unipolar. It’s already multipolar. If the U.S., which us about a quarter of the world product, wanted to do a trade agreement or to do an agreement on NP (?) – trust, it has to deal with the European Union, which in economic area acts a union. In defense it doesn’t. And it is also about 20-25% of world product. So the U.S. has to bargain roughly as an equal with Europe. In addition to that Japan, which is the second largest national economy in the world (and Europe still is not one nation), and China, which is growing rapidly, have a good deal of bargaining now. So at the middle level of this 3-dimentional chess game, the level of economic relations among states, the world is already multipolar. 

Now let’s go to the bottom level of this 3-dimentional chess game, the board on which you have transnational relations, which extend across borders outside the control of governments. And that would include something like global climate change. It could include something like pandemics (e.g.avian flue), drug trade, transnational terrorism. On this bottom board, nobody’s in charge. It makes no sense to call that unipolarity, or multipolarity, or American hegemony. These are areas which are basically chaotically inaudible 1717 , there is no power distribution in this context, which fits the traditional concepts. And the only way you can deal with these new threats, with these new problems is by cooperating with others, and making others cooperate with you. You can use some hard power but you also need to use some more soft power, power of attraction. 

The interesting thing about this analysis is that many of the threats that we face today are coming from this bottom board. Many of the biggest threats are coming from the bottom board by the way. And you might say: there is nothing as important as the top board. But it’s not so clear. How many of you know that in 1918 avian flue, a pandemic, killed more people that died in all World War 1? And then we say: what are we doing to defend ourselves against avian flue? What do we spend for the World Health Organization (WHO)? May be just a couple billion dollars a year. What do we spend on defense in traditional terms? U.S spends half a trillion of dollars a year without even having a war. If you have an avian flue pandemic, which killed more people that died in a World War, shouldn’t we invest more in that? And the same thing goes with global climate change, with issues of transnational terrorism. The largest challenges and threats we have are coming from this bottom chess board of transnational relations. And yet we are not investing very much or very well in dealing with them.

Instead of that what we’ve been doing is talking that the power on the top board is going to solve these problems on the bottom board. So people would say: we are the only super power. The world is unipolar. That may be a good description of the top board but it doesn’t tell you many things about bottom board. And that means that there is a great danger that in American foreign policy, particularly in the last decade or so, we have been placing too much emphasis on the military instruments of our foreign policy and not enough emphasis on non-military instruments of the foreign policy. And that I think has become very costly to us because for many who realise how good our military is, and it is an excellent military (I used to be an Assistant Secretary of Defense, and I have an admiration for my colleagues in the military), but they can’t solve a lot of these problems. 
Indeed it was quite interesting to see in 2002 when Donald Ramsfeld was the Secretary of Defense, he was asked by a general at a conference: what do you think of soft power? And Ramsfeld, who might have thought of himself as a tough guy, said: I don’t understand soft power. And that is a part of our problem. It’s also interesting when we look at the speech given by his successor Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in Kansas last November: we cannot solve problems we face with military instruments alone; we have to invest more in our soft power. He said: there is something wrong with the situation where we spend half a trillion dollars a year on hard power and 37 billion dollars on everything else. And he finally concluded that by saying: it may seen very strange that the Secretary of Defense gives a speech saying we should spend more on non-defense. He said it’s a little bit like a story about a man who bites the dog. But he said these are strange times.
So Gates got it right. But I think if you look back over the last 10 years, the American foreign policy put too much emphasis on hard power and not nearly enough on soft power. And of course if you think of this metaphorical 3-dimentional chess game, the morale of the story is that if you play this 3-dimentional chess game on one board only, in a long run you are going to lose. So it’s time for the Americans to figure out how to have a better use of all the instruments of our foreign policy.

And that reading was the charge of this Smart Power Commission. We use the term smart power to refer to the combination of hard and soft power in the successful strategies. So if you ask the question: will the soft power solve all the problems? Of course not. Soft power is not going to get Kim Chen Ir to give up his nuclear weapons in North Korea. That’s probably going to require the hard power of the economic sanctions particularly controlled by China, who has the most influence there. 
So soft power doesn’t solve all problems. The question is: how you can blur hard and soft power instruments into a strategy that helps you get outcomes that you want. And that is what we mean when we speak of smart power. Now in this commission report, which was established by John Henri, who is the former Deputy Secretary of Defense in the Clinton Administration who is now the President of the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington D.C. (and you will get that report on the web-site of the CSIS), Henri said: you know, there is something wrong with a foreign policy, which leads us to be unpopular throughout the world, losing a lot of our attractiveness to others, and fails to integrate the instruments of foreign policy better than we are doing now. So that’s why he established this commission with half Republicans and half Democrats to lay out a view of what a foreign policy might look like after the election this year -- whether it’s won by a Republican or a Democrat -- which we have a better balance of hard and soft power in our foreign policy.

Basic argument in our report was that the U.S. is going to remain the largest country for quite some time but that makes a big difference whether the largest country is seen as a bully or as a friend. And we can learn something by going back to the 19th century where Britain was the largest country. It could not control everything but it still was largest in that particular control of the seas. And what Britain did was provide what sometimes is called global public goods. Global public goods are goods from which all can benefit and none can be excluded. E.g. keeping a clean climate is a global public good. Freedom of the seas in the 19th century was a global public good. It was good for Britain, it was good for any other country on the planet. A stable international monetary system is a global public good. An open international trading system is a global public good. And what we argue in this report is that the U.S. should get back into the business of providing global goods that are valued by us, in our national interests, but valued by others as well. That will make more of a legitimacy for our foreign policy which will give us more soft power or attractiveness. And in terms of providing those global public goods, we argue that there were five key recommendations of how our foreign policy should change. 

First we argued that we should be developing and reinforcing international institutions. International institutions serve to some degree as a constrain on the U.S. but they also provide a way to create legitimacy for policy because others share in those policies, they have moral voice in its creation. So we argued that we should get back to reinforcing alliances and institutions to put that in the center of foreign policy as contrasted with the tendency toward unilateralism, which has been true over the passed decade or so.

Second we argued that a new American foreign policy should place international development as a much higher priority. Development is essential to the great majority of the world’s people. If we are allying with their aspirations for a better life, that also not only is good for them but it’s good for us. In particular, we argue that in promoting international development we should focus on global public health. There is good reason, as I mentioned a few minutes ago, why we would want to develop capacities in global public health in our self interests. If you have strong WHO, and you have good network of doctors in a country like Cambodia, or a country with good public health system, which can report early on particular viruses move from a bird to a humane and then to other humans, that early warning can be tremendously important to us but it’s also good for Cambodians. It’s public good. Good for us, good for them. So we argue in this report that the second major priority for the next American foreign policy after Bush ought to be development particular starting with the global public health. 

The third thing we pointed out was importance of keeping an open international economy. An open international economy means that you get a spread of technology and trade which allows other countries to develop. It’s controversially seen in the U.S. because there is something we are loosing in international trade. Anyone who’ve been reading newspapers know that when Senator Obama and Senator Clinton talked to voters in Ohio or Pennsylvania, where factories were closing, local people say: how can you say free trade is good when my job just went to Mexico or China, and my town is now drying up because the jobs have gone. And this is very hard, and to keep an open international trade system we are going to take steps at home to compensate to people who are loosing from trade. And there are some. And may be the country as a whole is better off with trade but certain individuals or groups certainly may be losing. So you have to find policies such as adjustment assistance or wage insurance which help those who are losing jobs to adjust to the changes. So the third key recommendation in our report was to keep an open international economy, and the price of doing that is going to be helping those who are at home to accommodate to the changes. 
The forth of our major recommendations was that we engage in a different type of public diplomacy. Public diplomacy, as you know, is diplomacy not government-to-government but a diplomacy either government-to-people in another country or people-to-people in another country, the publics of other countries. And there is a great tendency to think that public diplomacy means broadcasting. You do more broadcasting, you send the American message. The trouble with that approach to public diplomacy is that if you have a lousy product, even the best advertising will not sell it. So the public diplomacy has to rest on good policies. But the other thing about public diplomacy is that broadcasting works one way. You speak but you are not listening to those whom you are speaking to. Effective public diplomacy is two ways: it’s listening to others, it’s learning from others, it’s adjusting as you learn from others. And what we recommend in this report is to extend exchange programs, e.g. Fulbright Program for scholars, bringing more students from other countries, sending American students to other countries to study, bringing more young leaders across borders. This is well captured by the famous American broadcaster Edward Arcorel (inaudible) who worked for Kennedy in the 1960s. He said: the most important part of public diplomacy is what he called the last three feet (or in your terms the last meter), and that is the distance of two people when they are speaking face to face, which is a two-way conversation. So we recommended that we readjust the nature of our public diplomacy. 
And then finally of the five major recommendations of this Smart Power Commission report was the view that we have to take the lead on energy and climate change using our technology, working with others, so that were, instead of being a legger dragging our feet on climate change, becoming a leader in arranging things internationally. Now notice what this means. If you take climate change seriously, guess who is the superpower on climate change? China. This year China passed the U.S. in terms of the amount of green house gases, particular carbonoxide, that it puts into the atmosphere. That is a real problem. It doesn’t matter whether the CO2 comes from the U.S. or from Bulgaria, or from Romania, or from China. The CO2 all winds up in the same place and has effect which is global.   

Now the interesting point here is if you ask: what do we do about that with others, China says: for our own security we need to use our own coal. And China has a lot of coal. So rather then to depend on imported oil (and they do depend on important oil also), China is developing it’s coal resources so rapidly. It’s developing or building two more coal power plants every week. That’s an extraordinary amount of CO2 that’s being venting in the atmosphere. What could we do about this? How important this is? One of my colleagues here at the Kennedy School has done a calculation, in which he says if the Americans were to stop driving their cars, the amount of spill China puts in the atmosphere every year is greater than the amount Americans would emit by stopping driving. So this is not a trivial amount of CO2. So what do we do about that? 

Well, in traditional instruments (if we go back to three chess boards), we could bomb these Chinese coal plants. But it is not very likely and probably too expensive. Or we could put economic sanctions against Chinese trade -- if they continue building coal plants. It is also very expensive. It’s going to disrupt international trading system and have very nasty consequences through the economies of all countries. The third thing you could do would be to develop a program to help China to develop clear coal technology, to work with the Chinese and say: when you build a new coal plant, instead of stopping it, we could help to make it clear. That’s a very different cooperative approach to thinking about a major security problem.

So what was argued in this Smart Power Commission Report, is that we had to reframe the way, in which we do our foreign policy. We have to realise that hard power is important. Look at what’s happening in Afghanistan today, is a good example of an appropriate use of hard power. But if soft power is going to become more important for dealing with some of the new trends, particularly transnational trends, and figuring out how to combine hard and soft power is going to be the key to becoming a smart power. The extent to which the U.S. in its next foreign policy, after the election, is able to combine hard and soft power, that’s a smart power. The Americans today are able to recover their position in the world, which they lost a good deal of in the passed decade or so. 
The interesting thing about this report, as I said, is that this was not a partisan report. Harmitage (inaudible) worked in the Bush Administration. You had Republicans like Senator Daniel Carmer (inaudible), a former Justice and Supreme Court Commission(inaudible). You have generals like Tonny Zinny, retired Marine general, Senator Hagewell (inaudible) and Senator Reed, and others. So the hope is that in the period after the election, as a new American President -- being it McKane or Clinton, or Obama -- is trying to design a foreign policy, that they will take some message from this and try to design a foreign policy which combines American hard and soft power more effectively into smart power.

So that’s basically what I wanted to tell you today about smart power to explain the term, the Commission Report, a little bit about how to think about soft power in the context of power in international affairs today. I don’t mean to apply by my focusing on American foreign policy example, that the Americans are the only ones with the soft power or smart power. On the contrary, many countries have soft power, and many countries combine their hard and soft power resources into smart strategies. But I’ve just given you an illustration from American foreign policy because you are here in America, and it’s useful to think about this while you are here. And also because it’s a good example of how different dimensions of power interact in different contexts.
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