T}IQFUTURE of :

POWER

JOSERFLS INY L Jr, !




Copyright © 2011 by Joseph S. Nye, Jr.

Published in the United States by PublicAffairs™, a member of
the Perseus Books Group.

All rights reserved.

Printed in the United States of America.

No part of this book may be reproduced in any manner
whatsoever without written permission except in the case of brief
quotations embodied in critical articles and reviews. For

information, address PublicAffairs, 250 West 57th Street, Suite
1321, New York, NY 10107,

PublicAffairs books are available at special discounts for bulk
purchases in the U.S. by corporations, institutions, and other
organizations. For more information, please contact the Special
Markets Department at the Perseus Books Group, 2300 Chestnut
Street, Suite 200, Philadelphia, PA 19103, call (B0O) 810-4145,
ext. 5000, or e-mail special. markets@perseusbooks.com.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Nye, Joseph S.

The future of power / Joseph S. Nye. — 1st ed.

p. cm,

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 978-1-58648-891-8 (alk. paper)

1. Power (Social sciences) 1. Title.

JC330.N92 2011

303.3'3—dc22
2010044581
E-book ISBN: 978-1-58648-892.5
First Edition
10987654321



PART 1

M W M

PART II

PART III
7

CONTENTS

Preface ix

TYPES OF POWER

What Is Power in Global Affairs? 3
Military Power 25

Economic Power 51

Soft Power 81

POWER SHIFTS: DIFFUSION
AND TRANSITIONS

Diffusion and Cyberpower 113

Power Transition: The Question of
American Decline 153

POLICY
Smart Power 207

Acknowledgments 235
Notes 237
Index 283




PREFACE

In his inaugural address in 2009, President Barack Obama stated
that “our power grows through its prudent use; our security em-
anates from the justness of our cause, the force of our example, the
tempering qualities of humility and restraint.” Similarly, Secretary
of State Hillary Clinton said, “America cannot solve the most press-
ing problems on our own, and the world cannot solve them without
America. We must use what has been called ‘smart power,” the full
range of tools at our disposal.”’ Earlier, in 2007, Secretary of De-
fense Robert Gates had called for the U.S. government to commit
more money and effort to soft power tools including diplomacy,
economic assistance, and communications because the military
alone could not defend America’s interests around the world. He
pointed out that military spending then totaled more than half a
trillion dollars annually compared with a State Department budget
of $36 billion. In his words, “I am here to make the case for
strengthening our capacity to use soft power and for better integrat-
ing it with hard power.”2 What does this mean? How will power
work, and how is it changing in the twenty-first century?

To answer such questions, we need to have a better understand-
ing of power than is typical in most current discussions. Let me give
two examples, one personal and one public.
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In the mid-1970s, France agreed to sell Pakistan a nuclear repro-

cessing plant that could extract plutonium, a material that could be
used either for civilian purposes or for bombs. Concerned about the
spread of nuclear weapons, the Ford administration tried to stop
the plant by buying off Pakistan with high-performance aircraft, but
Pakistan refused the deal. Both the Ford and Carter administrations
tried to prevail upon France to cancel the sale, but the French re-
fused on the grounds that it was a legitimate sale for civilian pur-
poses only. Nothing seemed to work until June 1977, when I was
in charge of Jimmy Carter’s nonproliferation policy and was allowed
to present French officials with new evidence that Pakistan was
preparing a nuclear weapon. A top French official looked me in the
eye and told me that if this were true, France would have to find a
way to cancel the completion of the plant. Subsequently, he was as
good as his word, and the plant was not completed. How did the
United States accomplish this major objective? No threats were is-
sued. No payments were made. No carrots were dangled or sticks
brandished. French behavior changed because of persuasion and
u*{:.tst. 1 was thf_:rf: and saw i.t happen. This hardly fits the usual model
'.:' power that is prevalent l_l'l most editorials or in recent foreign pol-
icy books that do not consider persuasion a form of power
it “is essentially an intellectual or emotional process,”

More recently, in August 2008, China and Russia provided sha
contrasts in the use of power. As French anal e

¢ yst Domini o
wrote at the time, “Whereas China intends to seduce a;iue E
the world by the number of its Olympic medals

impress the world by demonstratin 2
ghu:;-;; s t;n& power versus Russia’s hard power.” Some analysts con
at the Russian invasion of Georgia proved the “irrelevance”

::' sn:;t power :ld the dominance of hard military power.* In realit
e story turned out to be more ‘ i Sesisieed
the long run. complicated for both countries in

because

impress
Russia wants to
its military superiority—

Russia’s use of hard
Power undercut its claim iti
1 : 5to ]
sowed fear and mistrust in much of the world Eumpz?: m?':i';“d
& []E'lg ors
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became more wary. An immediate cost was Poland’s reversal of its
resistance to an American antiballistic missile system. When Russia
appealed for support on its Georgian policy to other members of
the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, China and others withheld
their support. An analysis one year later concluded that Russia's ap-
peal to its neighbors did not sound very seductive. “Ideally, it would
present an attractive model for its neighbors, politically and eco-
nomically. Young generations would learn Russian because they
wanted to, and the post-Soviet alliances would be clubs its neigh-
bors are lining up to join.” As Russian analyst Alexei Mukhin
summed the matter up, “Love bought with money will not last long.
That is purchased love. It is not very reliable.”

In contrast, China ended August with its soft power enhanced
by its successful staging of the Olympic Games. In October 2007,
President Hu Jintao declared China’s intent to increase its soft
power, and the Olympics were an important part of that strategy.
With the establishment of several hundred Confucius Institutes to
promote Chinese culture around the world, increased international
broadcasting, attraction of foreign students to its universities, and
softer diplomacy toward its neighbors in Southeast Asia, China
made major investments in soft power. Opinion polls showed an
increase in its international reputation. By accompanying its growth
in hard power with an attractive soft power narrative, China was
trying to use smart power to convey the idea of its “peaceful rise”
and thus head off a countervailing balance of power.

AMERICAN POWER IN THE
TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

More generally, as the U.S. economy floundered and China contin-
ued to grow in the great recession of 2008-2009, Chinese authors
launched “a flood of declinist commentary about the US.” One ex-
pert claimed that the high point of U.S. power projection had been
2000.5 The Chinese were not alone in such statements. In a 2009
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Pew Research Center poll, majorities or pluralities in thirteen of

;wenty-ﬁve countries believed that China would replace the United

tate? as tl?e world's leading superpower.” Even the U.S. govern-

IT:::. Es Nat:l:nga; Intelligence Council projected that American dom-
wo e "“much diminished” by 2025. Russ;i i

e ] sian president

Dmitri Medvedev called the 2008 financial crisis a sign that Amer-

ica’s global leadership was coming to an end, and even g sympa-

theti i
etic observer, Canadian opposition leader Michae] Ignatieff,

How can we know
fascinated me for two

swer the question, we n
Hl.rhf:n we speak of power and how
tions of a burgeoning revolution j

ser what we mean
it is changing under the condi-
n information technology and
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based world of cyberinsecurity, power diffusion may be a greater
threat than power transition.
At an even more basic level, what will it mean to wield power in
the global information age of the twenty-first century? A second
pitfall is to confuse power with the resources that states possess and
to limit our focus solely to states. What resources will produce
power? In the sixteenth century, control of colonies and gold bul-
lion gave Spain the edge; in the seventeenth, the Netherlands prof-
ited from trade and finance; in the eighteenth, France gained from
its larger population and armies; and in the nineteenth, Britain's
power rested on the nation’s primacy in the Industrial Revolution
and on its navy. Conventional wisdom has always held that the state
with the largest military prevails, but in an information age it may
be the state (or nonstates) with the best story that wins.'” As we
shall see in Chapter 5, the Information Revolution and globalization
are providing new power resources for nonstate actors. On Septem-
ber 11, 2001, a nonstate actor killed more people in New York than
the state of Japan did at Pearl Harbor in 1941. This can be called
the privatization of war. Today, it is far from clear how we measure
a balance of power, much less how we develop successful strategies
to survive in this new world. Most current projections of a shift in
the global balance of power are based primarily on one factor—
projections of growth in the gross national product of different
countries. These projections ignore the other dimensions of power
discussed in this book, not to mention the difficulties of combining
the different dimensions into successful strategies.

SMART POWER

Smart power is the combination of the hard power of coercion and
payment with the soft power of persuasion and attraction. Soft
power is not the solution to all problems. Even though North Ko-
rean dictator Kim Jong-Il watched Hollywood movies, that had lit-
tle effect on North Korea's nuclear weapons program. And soft
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power got nowhere in attracting the Taliban government away from
its support for Al Qaeda in the 1990s. It took hard military power
in 2001 to end that. To clarify that point, in my 2004 book Soft
Power: The Means to Success in World Politics | introduced the term
“smart power” to refer to the combining of hard and soft power into
successful strategies. A few years later, Richard Armitage and |
cochaired a bipartisan Smart Power Commission at the Center for
Strategic and International Studies. It concluded that America's
image and influence had declined in recent years, and that the
United States had to move from exporting fear to inspiring opti-
mism and hope." The Smart Power Commission was not alone in
this conclusion, and others have joined the call for smart power
strategies.

Thf..‘ Pentagon is the best-trained and best-resourced arm of the
ﬁmmc?n government, but there are limits to what military power
can achieve on its own. Promoting democracy, human rights, and
development of civil society are not best handled with the bar;el of
a Igun. It is true that the American military has an impressive oper-
fmuna] capacity, but the practice of turning to the Pentagon because
it c::m get things done leads to an image of an overmilitarized foreign
p(:rllt:}’. Top military officials understand this. In the words f ﬁf:l
m1ra]l Mikﬁf Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of StaFFG“SEC:
retaries Clinton and Gates have called for more funding anci more
er, and I could not agree with them more.
rt American influence solely through our
tt? see that influence diminish in time "2
¥ "soft power 2.0.” It refers to the ability
Power into effective strategies in varying

troops, we should expect
Smart power is not simpl
to combine hard and soft
contexts,

TWE NTY—FIRST—CENTU RY CONTEXTS

Power alwa
ys depends on cont
I ext. The child who dom;
Playground may become 4 laggard when the rece:rl:.:i[at?s on th;
rings an
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the context changes to a well-ordered classroom. In the middle of
the twentieth century, Josef Stalin scornfully asked how many di-
visions the pope had, but in the context of ideas five decades later
the Papacy survived, whereas Stalin's empire had collapsed.
Today, power in the world is distributed in a pattern that resem-
bles a complex three-dimensional chess game. On the top chess-
board, military power is largely unipolar and the United States is
likely to remain supreme for some time. But on the middle chess-
board, economic power has been multipolar for more than a de-
cade, with the United States, Europe, Japan, and China as the major
players, and with others gaining in importance. Europe's economy
is larger than America's. The bottom chessboard is the realm of
transnational relations that cross borders outside of government
control, and it includes nonstate actors as diverse as bankers elec-
tronically transferring sums larger than most national budgets at one
extreme and terrorists transferring weapons or hackers threatening
cybersecurity at the other. This chessboard also includes new
transnational challenges such as pandemics and climate change. On
this bottom board, power is widely diffused, and it makes no sense
to speak here of unipolarity, multipolarity, hegemony, or any other
such clichés that political leaders and pundits put in their speeches.
Two great power shifts are occurring in this century: a power
transition among states and a power diffusion away from all states
to nonstate actors. Even in the aftermath of the financial crisis, the
giddy pace of technological change continues to drive globaliza-
tion, but the political effects will be quite different for the world
of nation-states and the world of nonstate actors. In interstate pol-
itics, the most important factor will be the continuing “return of
Asia.” In 1750, Asia had more than half of the world population
and product. By 1900, after the Industrial Revolution in Europe
and America, Asia’s share shrank to one-fifth of the world product.
By 2050, Asia will be well on its way back to its historical share.
The “rise” in the power of China and India may create instability,
but it is a problem with precedents, and we can learn from history
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about how our policies can affect the outcome. A century ago,
Britain managed the rise of American power without conflict, but
the world’s failure to manage the rise of German power led to two
devastating world wars.

In transnational politics—the bottom chessboard—the Informa-
tion Revolution is dramatically reducing the costs of computing and
communication. Forty years ago, instantaneous global communica-
tion was possible but costly, and it was restricted to governments
and corporations. Today, this communication is virtually free to
anyone with the means to enter an Internet café. The barriers to
entry into world politics have been lowered, and nonstate actors
now crowd the stage. Hackers and cybercriminals cause billions of
dollars of damage to governments and businesses, A pandemic
spread by birds or travelers on jet aircraft could kill more people
than perished in World War I or II, and climate change could im-
pose enormous costs. This is a new world politics with which we
have less experience.

The problem for all states in the twenty-first century is that there
are more and more things outside the control of even the most pow-
erful states, because of the diffusion of power from states to non-
state actors. Although the United States does well on military
measures, there is increasingly more going on in the world that
’r]"105e measures fail to capture. Under the influence of the Informa-
tion Revolution and globalization, world politics is changing in a
way that means Americans cannot achieve al] their international
goals acting alone. For example, international financial stability is
vital to the prosperity of Americans, but the United States n }r{;s
the cooperation of others to ensure it. Global clj B
will affect the quality of life, but the Uni S

' nited St
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think in terms of power over others. We must also think in terms of
power to accomplish goals that involves power with others."* On
many transnational issues, empowering others can help us to ac-
complish our own goals. In this world, networks and connectedness
become an important source of relevant power.

Contextual intelligence, the ability to understand an evolving en-
vironment and capitalize on trends, will become a crucial skill in
enabling leaders to convert power resources into successful strate-
gies."* We will need contextual intelligence if we are to understand
that the problem of American power in the twenty-first century is
not one of decline, but of a failure to realize that even the largest
country cannot achieve its aims without the help of others. That
will require a deeper understanding of power, how it is changing,
and how to construct smart power strategies. That will require a
more sophisticated narrative than the classical stories of the rise and
fall of great powers. America is likely to remain the strongest coun-
try of the twenty-first century, but that will not mean domination.
The ability to get the outcomes we want will rest upon a new nar-
rative of smart power. Americans will need to stop asking questions
about who is number one, and entertaining narratives about domi-
nance, and start asking questions about how the various tools of
power can be combined into smart strategies for power with rather
than merely over other nations. Thinking more clearly about power
and stimulating that broader narrative are the purposes of this book.

I have tried to write a short book in a style that is accessible to
the intelligent reader rather than aimed at an academic audience,
but with a careful analytical structure disclosed in the footnotes.
While I continue my exploration of the future of American power,
I have tried to elaborate concepts in a way that are applicable to
other countries as well. What are the problems of converting power
resources into strategies that produce desired outcomes? What are
the problems of “imperial overstretch” in international goals and
“domestic underreach” in mobilizing resources? How can the two
be brought into balance? How are the various dimensions of power
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changing in this century, and what does that change mean for the
definition of strategic success? What will happen to American
power or Chinese power or the power of nonstate actors in a cy-
berage? No one has the final word on the contested concept of
power, but because we cannot avoid talking about it, I hope to in-
troduce more clarity into the discussion and a larger perspective
into strategic visions. That would be smart power.
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LY PES QR POWER




CHAPTER 1

What Is Power
in Global Affairs?

For a concept that is so widely used, “power” is surprisingly elusive
and difficult to measure. But such problems do not make a concept
meaningless. Few of us deny the importance of love even if we can-
not say, "I love you 3.6 times more than [ love something else.” Like
love, we experience power in our everyday lives, and it has real ef-
fects despite our inability to measure it precisely. Sometimes, ana-
lysts have been tempted to discard the concept as hopelessly vague
and imprecise, but it has proven hard to replace.!

The great British philosopher Bertrand Russell once compared
the role of power in social science to the centrality of the concept
of “energy” in physics, but the comparison is misleading. Physicists
can measure relations of energy and force among inanimate objects
quite precisely, whereas power refers to more ephemeral human
relationships that change shape under different circumstances.?
Others have argued that power is to politics as money is to econom-
ics. Again, the metaphor misleads us. Money is a liquid or fungible
resource. It can be used to buy a wide variety of goods, but the re-
sources that produce power in one relationship or context may not
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produce it in another. You can use money in a housing market, at
a végetahle market, or in an Internet auction, whereas military ca-
pacity, one of the most important international power resources,
may produce the outcomes you want in a tank battle, but not on
the Internet.
“ ?VET the years, various analysts have tried to provide formulas
e ; Wi . .
i 1: quaEFIEr powfer in international affairs. For example, Ray
5 lals a high-ranking official in the CJA whose job was to tell
50 tica eaders about the balance of American and Soviet power
uring the Cold War. His views affected political decisi 1
M S political decisions that in-
) 8 risks and billions of dollars. In 1977, he published a dis-
tillation of the formula he used for esti

mating power:
o PERCEIVED POWER =
PULATION
*+ TERRITORY + ECONOMY 4 MILITARY) x (STRATEGY + WILL)

0 his formula, he concluded that the
powerful as the United States.” Of

formula was not '

: ‘ a very good prcdlctor
unl;i :5 l,l,:ﬂe more ﬂ.mn a decade, the Soviet Union col-
A > Were proclaiming that the Unjted States was the
PErpower in a unipolar world.

A more rece
nt effort to create :
a power index inc] i
technology, i uded a country's

course, as we now know, this
of outcomes.

I " .
constraints, infrastructure, ideas) and

. combat proficiency.*
relative military power, but not

about all rejev,
nt types
remains one of the | of power. Although effective military force
g €Y Power resources ip international affairs as
¥
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Nor do they tell us much about the power of nonstate actors. In
military terms, Al Qaeda is a midget compared to the American
giant, but the impact of terrorists relies less on the size of their
forces than on the theatrical effects of their actions and narratives
and the overreactions they can produce. In that sense, terrorism is
like the sport of jujitsu in which the weak player uses the strength
of the larger against himself. This dynamic is not caught by typical
indices of military power.

In certain bargaining situations, as Thomas Schelling demon-
strates, weakness and the threat that a partner will collapse can be
a source of bargaining power.® A bankrupt debtor who owes $1,000
has little power, but if it owes $1 billion, that debtor may have con-
siderable bargaining power—witness the fate of institutions judged
“too big to fail” in the 2008 financial crisis. North Korea's Kim Jong-
Il “is probably the only world leader who can make Beijing look
powerless. . . . Diplomats say Mr. Kim brazenly plays on Chinese
fears. If the Chinese do not pump aid into his crumbling economy,
he argues, they will face refugees pouring across the border and pos-
sible unrest.”

Any attempt to develop a single index of power is doomed to fail
because power depends upon human relationships that vary in dif-
ferent contexts.® Whereas money can be used to measure purchas-
ing power across different markets, there is no standard of value
that can summarize all relationships and contexts to produce an
agreed overall power total.”

DEFINING POWER

Like many basic ideas, power is a contested concept. No one defi-
nition is accepted by all who use the word, and people’s choice of
definition reflects their interests and values. Some define power as
the ability to make or resist change. Others say it is the ability to
get what we want.'? This broad definition includes power over na-
ture as well as over other people. For my interest in actions and
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pnltl];::es, 4 commonsense place to start is the dictionary, which tells
: . . :

1.1.FF at power is the capacity to do things and in social situations to
aitect others to get the outcomes we want.!! Some people call this

What Is Power in Global Affairs? 7

A psychopath may have the power to kill and destroy random
strangers, but not the power to persuade them. Some actions that
affect others and obtain preferred outcomes can be purely destruc-
tive and not dependent on what the victim thinks. For example, Pol
Pot killed millions of Cambodian citizens. Some say such use of
force is not power because there was no two-way relationship in-
volved, but that depends on context and motive. If the actor’s mo-
tive is pure sadism or terror, the use of force fits within the
definition of power as affecting others to get what the actor wants.
Most power relationships, however, depend very much on what the
victim thinks. A dictator who wishes to punish a dissident may be
misled in thinking he exercised power if the dissident really sought
martyrdom to advance her cause. But if the dictator simply wanted
to destroy the dissident, her intentions did not matter to his power.

Actions often have powerful unintended consequences, but from
a policy point of view we are interested in the ability to produce
preferred outcomes. If a North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) soldier in Afghanistan kills a child by a stray bullet, he had
the power to destroy but not to achieve his preferred outcome. An
air strike that kills one insurgent and many civilians demonstrates a
general power to destroy, but it may prove counterproductive for a
counterinsurgency policy. The actions of a country with a large
economy may have unintended effects that cause accidental harm
(or wealth) in a small country.'® Again, if the effects are unintended,

then there is power to harm (or benefit), but it is not power to
achieve preferred outcomes. Canadians often complain that living
next to the United States is like sleeping with an elephant. From
the Canadian point of view, intentions do not matter; it hurts if the
beast rolls over. But from a policy-oriented perspective, intentions
matter in terms of getting preferred outcomes.'” A policy-oriented
concept of power depends upon a specified context to tell us who
gets what, how, where, and when.'®

Practical politicians and ordinary people often find these ques-
tions of behavior and motivation too complicated and unpredictable,
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Behavioral definitions judge power by outcomes that are deter-
mined after the action (what economists call “ex post”) rather than
before the action (“ex ante”). But policymakers want predictions
about the future to help guide their actions. Thus, they frequently
define power simply in terms of the resources that can produce out-
comes. By this second definition of power as resources, a country is
powerful if it has a relatively large population, territory, natural re-
sources, economic strength, military force, and social stability. The

‘ in a poker game,
others may fold thejs hands rather than challenge yuul:j But suwer

resourc in i

= st: ;hﬂt 1:1[1 i One game may not help at al] jn another. Hold-

ks lf po k: h;md does not win if the game is bridge. Even if
poker, i you play your high hand poorly, or fall victim

omes—is a crucial intervening
ower does not guarantee that you
want. For example, in terms of re-
far more Powerful than Vietnam,
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try and be less dependent upon an optimal strategy than vice versa.
Smaller countries may sometimes obtain preferred outcomes be-
cause they pick smaller fights or focus selectively on a few issues.
On average, and in direct conflicts, we would not expect Finland to
prevail over Russia.'®

As a first step in any game, it helps to start by figuring out who
is holding the high cards and how many chips that player has.
Equally important, however, is that policymakers have the contex-
tual intelligence to understand what game they are playing. Which
resources provide the best basis for power behavior in a particular
context? Oil was not an impressive power resource before the in-
dustrial age, nor was uranium significant before the nuclear age. In
traditional realist views of international affairs, war was the ultimate
game in which the cards of international politics were played. When
all the cards were on the table, estimates of relative power were
proven and disproven. But over the centuries, as technologies
evolved, the sources of strength for war often changed. Moreover,
on an increasing number of issues in the twenty-first century, war
is not the ultimate arbiter.

As a result, many analysts reject the “elements of national power”
approach as misleading and inferior to the behavioral or relational
approach that became dominant among social science analysis in the
latter half of the twentieth century. Strictly speaking, the skeptics
are correct. Power resources are simply the tangible and intangible
raw materials or vehicles that underlie power relationships, and
whether a given set of resources produces preferred outcomes or
not depends upon behavior in context. The vehicle is not the power
relationship.?’ Knowing the horsepower and mileage of a vehicle
does not tell us whether it will get to the preferred destination.

In practice, discussions of power in global affairs involve both defi-
nitions.?! Many of the terms that we use daily, such as “military
power” and “economic power,” are hybrids that combine both re-
sources and behaviors. So long as that is the case, we must make clear
whether we are speaking of behavioral- or resource-based definitions
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FIGURE 1.1 Power as Resources and Power as Behavioral Qutcomes

POWER DEFINED AS RESOURCES

context skill
Power = resources = conversion strategy —» preferred outcomes

POWER DEFINED AS BEHAVIORAL OUTCOMES

Power = affect others = re: something —» by means = to preferred outcomes
[domain] [scope] [coercion, reward, attraction)

of power, and we must be aware of the imperfect relation between
them. For example, when people speak of the rising power of China
or India, they tend to point to the large populations and increased
economic or military resources of those countries. But whether the
capacity that those resources imply can actually be converted into
preferred outcomes will depend upon the contexts and the coun-
try’s skill in converting resources into strategies that will produce
preferred outcomes. These different definitions are summarized in
Figure 1.1. The figure also illustrates the more careful relational def-
inition in which power is the ability to alter others behavior
duce preferred outcomes,

This is what people are gettin
“Power doesn't necessarily

to pro-

g at when they say things like

lead to influence” (though for reasons al-
ready explained, that formulation is confusing), . g

In the end, because it is outcomes,

d not resources, that we care
about, we must pay more attention

to contexts and strategies.
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of relational power: commanding change, controlling agendas, and
establishing preferences. All too often these are conflated. For ex-
ample, a recent book on foreign policy defines power as “getting
people or groups to do something they don't want to do."? But such
a narrow approach can lead to mistakes.

The ability to command others to change their behavior against
their initial preferences is one important dimension of relational
power, but not the only one. Another dimension is the ability to af-
fect others’ preferences so that they want what you want and you
need not command them to change. Former president (and general)
Dwight Eisenhower referred to this as getting people to do some-
thing “not only because you tell them to do so, but because they
instinctively want to do it for you."” This co-optive power contrasts
with and complements command power. It is a mistake to think
that power consists of just ordering others to change. You can affect
their behavior by shaping their preferences in ways that produce
what you want rather than relying on carrots and sticks to change
their behavior “when push comes to shove.” Sometimes you can get
the outcomes you want without pushing or shoving. Ignoring this
dimension by using a too narrow definition of power can lead to a
poorly shaped foreign policy.

The first aspect, or “face,” of power was defined by Yale political
scientist Robert Dahl in studies of New Haven in the 1950s, and it
is widely used today even though it covers only part of power be-
havior.?* This face of power focuses on the ability to get others to
act in ways that are contrary to their initial preferences and strate-
gies. To measure or judge power, you have to know how strong an-
other person’s or nation’s initial preferences were and how much
they were changed by your efforts. Coercion can be quite clear in a
situation in which there appears to be some degree of choice. If a
man holding a gun on you says, “Your money or your life,” you have
some choice, but it is small and not consistent with your initial pref-
erences (unless they included suicide or martyrdom).”* When
Czechoslovakia succumbed to German and Soviet troops entering
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Prague in 1938 and again in 1968, it was not because that country
wanted to.

Economic measures are somewhat more complex. Negative sanc-
tions (taking away economic benefit) are clearly felt as coercive.
Payment or economic inducement to do what you initially did not
want to may seem more attractive to the subject, but any payment
can easily be turned into a negative sanction by the implicit or ex-
plicit threat of its removal. A year-end bonus is a reward, but its re-
moval is felt as a penalty. Moreover, in unequal bargaining
relationships, say, between a millionaire lan
peasant, a paltry “take it or leave it”
little sense of choice.

downer and a starving
payment may give the peasant

: The important point is that someone has the
capacity to make others act against their initial

strategies, and both sides feel that power.

In the lgﬁﬂs, Sth'tl 1 3
FRehRR s, y after Dah] developed his widely accepted

preferences and

ond face of power.”

agenda-setting.? If ideas and institutions can be used to th
agenda for action in a way that make others’ i
relevant or out of bounds, then :
or shove them. In other words

preferences by affecting their :
feasible. Agenda-framing foc

. preferences seem ir-
.lt may never be necessary to push
It may be possible to shape others’
€Xpectations of what is legitimate or

the table, or as Sherlock Hol S 1Py ability to keep issues off

mes mj ,
Powerful actors can make St dogs that fail to bark.

_ su
invited to the table, or if they re that the less powerful are never
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second face of power. But if the agenda of action is constrained by
threats of coercion or promises of payments, then it is just an in-
stance of the first face of power. The target's acquiescence in the
legitimacy of the agenda is what makes this face of power co-optive
and partly constitutive of soft power—the ability to get what you
want by the co-optive means of framing the agenda, persuading,
and eliciting positive attraction.

Still later, in the 1970s, sociologist Steven Lukes pointed out that
ideas and beliefs also help shape others’ initial preferences.?” In
Dahl's approach, [ can exercise power over you by getting you to
do what you would otherwise not want to do; in other words, by
changing your situation, I can make you change your preferred strat-
egy. But I can also exercise power over you by determining your
very wants. | can shape your basic or initial preferences, not merely
change the situation in a way that makes you change your strategy
for achieving your preferences.

This dimension of power is missed by Dahl’s definition. A teen-
age boy may carefully choose a fashionable shirt to wear to school
to attract a girl, but the teenager may not be aware that the reason
the shirt is so fashionable is that a national retailer recently launched
a major advertising campaign. Both his preference and that of the
other teenagers have been formed by an unseen actor who has
shaped the structure of preferences. If you can get others to want
the same outcomes that you want, it will not be necessary to over-
ride their initial desires. Lukes called this the “third face of power."*

There are critical questions of voluntarism in determining how
freely people chose their preferences.® Not all soft power looks so
soft to outside critics. In some extreme cases, it is difficult to ascer-
tain what constitutes voluntary formation of preferences. For in-
stance, in the “Stockholm syndrome,” victims of kidnapping who
suffered traumatic stress began to identify with their abductors.
Captors sometimes try to “brainwash” their captives and sometimes
try to win them over with kindnesses.* But in some situations, it is
more difficult to be certain of others’ interests. Are Afghan women
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TABLE 1.1 Three Aspects of Relational Power

FIRST FACE: A uses threats or rewards to change B's behavior against

B's initial preferences and strategies. B knows this and feels the effect
of A's power.

SECOND FACE: A controls the agenda of actions in a way that limits B's

choices of strategy. B may or may not know this and be aware of A's
power,

THIRD FACE: A helps to create and shape B's basic beliefs, perceptions,

and.preferences. B is unlikely to be aware of this or to realize the effect
of A's power,

oppressed when they choose to wear a burka? What about women
who choose to wear a veil in democratic France?®! §
difficult to know the extent of voluntarism from me
pearances. Dictators such as Adolf Hitler and Stalin
an aura of invincibility to attract followers, and s
southeastern European countries succumbed to th
extent that force creates a sense of awe that attra

be :-]_n-]]'ldl.rf.‘ct source of co-optive power, but if the force is directly

coesrcwe, t}t}l‘u&n_it is simply an instance of the hirst face of power.

facezrzs eorists have j:a]led these the public, hidden, and invisible
power, reflecting the degrees of difficulty that the target

has in discoverin
& the source of power. 2 The
. second i
embnd}' aspects of structural pPower, N i facmn

arrangement of all the parts of 4 whole
complex structures of culture, social re]
ar{d constrain them. A person's field of

ometimes it is
re outward ap-
tried to create
ome leaders in
is effect. To the
cts others, it can

A structure is simply an
Humans are embedded in
ations, and power that affect
action is “delimited by actors
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For example, why do large automobiles dominate our city
streets? In part the answer reflects individual consumer choices, but
these consumer preferences are themselves shaped by a social his-
tory of advertising, manufacturers’ decisions, tax incentives, public
transport policy, road-building subsidies, and urban planning. Dif-
ferent choices on these issues by many visible as well as unseen past
actors confront an urban resident today with a limited set of choices.

In 1993, Bill Clinton’s political adviser James Carville is alleged
to have joked that he wished he could be reborn as the bond market
because then he would have real power.”® When we speak of the
power of markets, we are referring to a form of structural power. A
wheat farmer who wants to earn more income to pay for his daugh-
ter's college tuition may decide to plant more wheat. But if other
farmers plant more as well (and demand does not change), market
forces may reduce his income and affect her educational prospects.
In a perfect market, the agent has no pricing power. Millions of
other unseen agents making independent choices create the supply
and demand that determine the price. This is why poor countries
that produce commodities are often subject to wide variations in
their terms of trade. But if an agent can find a way to change the
structure of a market by introducing an element of monopoly (a
single seller) or monopsony (a single buyer), she can gain some
power over price. She can do this by differentiating her product
through advertising, creating brand loyalty, picking a special location,
and so forth. Or in the case of oil-producing countries, agents can
try to form a cartel like the Organization of Petroleum-Exporting
Countries (OPEC).

Different analysts cut into the complex pattern of causation and
draw the line between individual choice and larger structures at dif-
ferent places. For example, sociologists tend to focus less on specific
actions and outcomes than political scientists do.** Analysts who
focus only on individual agents, as the first face of power tends to
do, are clearly failing to understand and describe power relationships
fully. But those who focus only on broad social forces and longer
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historical perspective, as the second and third faces of power tend
to do, pay too little attention to the individual choices and intentions
that are crucial in policy. Some critics have called my approach too
“agent centered,” but it still allows some consideration of structural
forces even if it does not include all aspects of structure.?’

Some analysts regard these distinctions as useless abstractions
that can all be collapsed into the first face of power.* If we succumb
to this temptation, however, we are likely to limit what we see in
terms of behavior, which tends to limit the strategies that policy-
makers design to achieve their goals. Command power (the first
face) is very visible and readily grasped. It is the basis for hard
power—the ability to get desired outcomes through coercion and
Eaj.rment, The co-optive power of faces two and three is more sub-
t: :;dp:::;ﬁjz :;i:i.hit;m;n;butes to s::nft power, the ability
setting, persuasion, and atu-acﬁofl ﬁHE Stioe R oo
R oty mmmand. too often policymakers have
i A havp:::wer to compel others to act
iR Lt g i ignored the soft power that

: preference formation. But when co-opting is possible
policymakers can save on carrots and sticks, 3 sy '

In global politics, some .
to the second and third

tangible objectives—and milieu goals,

40
For example, access to
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power of attraction and persuasion can have both agentic and struc-
tural dimensions. For example, a country can try to attract others
through actions such as public diplomacy, but it may also attract
others through the structural effects of its example or what can be
called the “shining city on the hill" effect.

Another reason not to collapse all three faces of power into the
first is that doing so diminishes attention to networks, which are an
important type of structural power in the twenty-first century. Net-
works are becoming increasingly important in an information age,
and positioning in social networks can be an important power re-
source. For example, in a hub-and-spokes network, power can de-
rive from being the hub of communications. If you communicate
with your other friends through me, that gives me power. If the
points on the rim are not directly connected to each other, their de-
pendence on communication through the hub can shape their
agenda. For example, even after independence, many communica-
tions among former French African colonies ran through Paris, and
that increased French power to shape their agenda.

In other more complex network arrangements, theorists point to
the importance of structural holes that prevent direct communica-
tion between certain parts of the network.*! Those who can bridge
or exploit structural holes can use their position as a source of
power by controlling communication between others. Another as-
pect of networks that is relevant to power is their extensiveness.
Even weak extensive ties can be useful in acquiring and disseminat-
ing novel and innovative information. Weak ties provide the ability
to link diverse groups together in a cooperative, successful man-
ner.*? This increases a country’s ability to gain power with, rather
than over, others. The ability to create networks of trust that enable
groups to work together toward common goals is what economist
Kenneth Boulding calls “integrative power.”# According to psychol-
ogists, “Years of research suggest that empathy and social intelli-
gence are vastly more important to acquiring and exercising power
than are force, deception, or terror."*
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Political theorist Hannah Arendt once said that “power springs
up among men when they act together."** Similarly, a state can
wield global power by engaging and acting together with other
states, not merely acting against them. Princeton political scientist
John Tkenberry argues that American power after World War II
rested on a network of institutions that constrained the United
States but were open to others and thus increased America’s power
to act with others.* This is an important point in assessing the
power of nations in the current international system and an impor-
tant dimension for assessing the future of American and Chinese
power in the twenty-first century.*” For example, if the United
States is involved in more communication networks, it has a greater
Opportunity to shape preferences in terms of the third face of
power.

i Eﬂ; i:lil;yaiuv*sosa, it can be useful to think of the three faces
PR ‘n]me.seqymce from the order in which they were
social scientists. A policymaker should consider pref-

sions of power into the first will mi
pect of power in this century,

REALISM AND THE FULL SPECTRUM
OF POWER BEHAVIOR

No politician wants to
boost the budget of
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Machiavelli. Realism assumes that in the anarchic conditions of
world politics, where there is no higher international government
authority above states, they must rely on their own devices to pre-
serve their independence, and that when push comes to shove, the
ultima ratio is the use of force. Realism portrays the world in terms
of sovereign states aiming to preserve their security, with military
force as their ultimate instrument. Thus, war has been a constant
aspect of international affairs over the centuries. Realists come in
many sizes and shapes, but all tend to argue that global politics is
power politics. In this they are right, but some limit their under-
standing by conceiving of power too narrowly. A pragmatic or com-
monsense realist takes into account the full spectrum of power
resources, including ideas, persuasion, and attraction. Many classical
realists of the past understood the role of soft power better than
some of their modern progeny.

Realism represents a good first cut at portraying some aspects of
international relations. But as we have seen, states are no longer the
only important actors in global affairs; security is not the only major
outcome that they seek, and force is not the only or always the best
instrument available to achieve those outcomes. Indeed, these con-
ditions of complex interdependence are typical of relations among
advanced postindustrial countries such as the United States,
Canada, Europe, Australia, and Japan. Mutual democracy, liberal
culture, and a deep network of transnational ties mean that anarchy
has very different effects than realism predicts. In such conditions,
a smart power strategy has a much higher mixture of the second
and third faces of power.

It is not solely in relations among advanced countries, however,
that soft power plays an important role. In an information age, com-
munications strategies become more important, and outcomes are
shaped not merely by whose army wins but also by whose story
wins. In the fight against terrorism, for example, it is essential to
have a narrative that appeals to the mainstream and prevents its
recruitment by radicals. In the battle against insurgencies, kinetic
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20 THE FUTURE OF POWER

military force must be accompanied by soft power instruments that
help to win over the hearts and minds (shape the preferences) of
the majority of the population.

Smart strategies must have an information and communications
component. States struggle over the power to define norms, and
framing of issues grows in importance. For instance, CNN and the
BBC framed the issues of the First Gulf War in 1991, but by 2003
Al Jazeera was playing a large role in shaping the narrative in the
Fraq War. Such framing is more than mere propaganda. In describ-
ing events in March 2003, we could say that American troops “en-
tered Iraq” or that American troops "invaded Iraq.” Both statements
are true, but they have very different effects in terms of the power
t? shape preferences. Similarly, if we think of international institu-
tions, it makes a difference if agendas are set in a Group of 8 with
: few invited guests or in a Group of 20 equal inviteesPThESE are
Just some examples of how the dimensions of the semn::l and third

faces of power are becom;
MINg more impo : S
of an information age, portant in the global politics

SOFT POWER BEHAVIOR AND RESOURCES

- - Soft power
But these critics are mistaken b

a state seeking to achjeve des

NOW seems to mean everything."**

ecause they confuse the actions of

ired outcomes with the resources used

gitimate by the target
parts of the spectrum

_@
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ability to affect others through the co-optive means of framing the
agenda, persuading, and eliciting positive attraction in order to ob-

tain preferred outcomes.
Here is a representation of a spectrum of power behaviors:*’

o3I

In general, the types of resources associated with hard power in-
clude tangibles such as force and money. The types of resources as-
sociated with soft power often include intangible factors such as
institutions, ideas, values, culture, and the perceived legitimacy of
policies. But the relationship is not perfect. Intangible resources
such as patriotism, morale, and legitimacy strongly affect the mili-
tary capacity to fight and win. And threats to use force are intangi-
ble, even though they are a dimension of hard power.??

If we remember the distinction between power resources and
power behavior, we realize that the resources often associated with
hard power behavior can also produce soft power behavior depend-
ing on the context and how they are used. Command power can
create resources that in turn can create soft power at a later phase—
for example, institutions that will provide soft power resources in
the future. Similarly, co-optive behavior can be used to generate
hard power resources in the form of military alliance or economic
aid. A tangible hard power resource such as a military unit can pro-
duce both command behavior (by winning a battle) and co-optive
behavior (by attracting) depending on how it is used. And because
attraction depends upon the mind of the perceiver, the subject’s
perceptions play a significant role in whether given resources pro-
duce hard or soft power behavior.

For example, naval forces can be used to win battles (hard power)
or win hearts and minds (soft power) depending on what the target
and what the issue are. The U.S. Navy's help in providing relief to

|
|
It
;f

B

- (i it ol v g b R L

- £ et e b e by

i




22 THE FUTURE OF POWER

Indonesia after the 2004 East Asian tsunami had a strong effect on
increasing Indonesians’ attraction to the United States, and the U.S,
Navy's 2007 Maritime Strategy referred not only to war-fighting
but also to “maritime forces . employed to build confidence and
trust among nations, "3 Similarly, successful economic performance
such as that of China can produce both the hard power of sanctions
and restricted market access and the soft power of attraction and
emulation of success.

Some analysts have misinterpreted soft power as a synonym
for culture and then gone on to downgrade its impurtanc;" For ex-
ample, the historian Niall Ferguson describes g
;ri:dl?:ionail forces such as cultural and commercial goods” and then
% Eféﬁ: ,:;1 C:ll:lsﬂ‘lﬂ gmur_1ds that “it's, well, soft."s4 Of course, eating

. or wearing a Michael Jackson shirt does not auto-

soft power as “non-

this criticism co fu: 5 i drinking Coca-Cola. But
with the bf:havio:-ts " the resources that may produce behavior
actually produce ; ell. Whether the Possession of power resources

* "avorable behavior depends upon the context and

the skill : 3
uutcum:: é::; agg:;:' 5 Ct}_nveﬂmE the resources into behavioral
pitcher (as the gusm ? gﬂdm& Pulfem‘:’“ cards, or hiring a Japanese

n Red Sox did) does not necessarily convey

is i
Aot unique to soft power resources. Hav-
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to combine hard and soft power resources into effective strategies.>
Unlike soft power, smart power is an evaluative as well as a descrip-
tive concept. Soft power can be good or bad from a normative per-
spective, depending on how it is used. Smart power has the
evaluation built into the definition. Critics who say “smart power—
which can be dubbed Soft Power 2.0—has superseded Soft Power
1.0 in the U.S. foreign policy lexicon” are simply mistaken.5¢ A
more accurate criticism is that because the concept (unlike that of
soft power) has a normative dimension, it often lends itself to slo-
gans, though that need not be the case.

Smart power is available to all states (and nonstate actors), not
just the United States. For example, as we will see in Chapter 7,
small states have often developed smart power strategies. Norway,
with 5 million people, has enhanced its attractiveness with legit-
imizing policies in peacemaking and development assistance, while
also being an active and effective participant in NATO. And at the
other extreme in terms of population size, China, a rising power in
economic and military resources, has deliberately decided to invest
in soft power resources so as to make its hard power look less threat-
ening to its neighbors and thus develop a smart strategy.

Smart power goes to the heart of the problem of power conver-
sion. As we saw earlier, some countries and actors may be endowed
with greater power resources than others, yet not be very effective
in converting the full range of their power resources into strategies
that produce the outcomes they seek. Some argue that with an in-
efficient eighteenth-century government structure, the United
States is weak in power conversion. Others respond that much of
American strength is generated outside of government by the na-
tion’s open economy and civil society. And it may be that power
conversion is easier when a country has a surplus of assets and can
afford to absorb the costs of mistakes. But the first steps to smart
power and effective power-conversion strategies are understanding
the full range of power resources and recognizing the problems of

combining them effectively in various contexts.
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Hard and soft power sometimes reinforce and sometimes under-
cut each other, and good contextual intelligence is important in dis-
tinguishing how they interact in different situations. But it is a
mistake to think of information campaigns in terms that misunder-
stand the essence of soft power. If we had to choose between having
military or having soft power in world politics, we would opt for
military power. But smart power suggests it is best to have both.
“The military has to understand that soft power is more challenging
to wield in terms of the application of military force—particularly
if what that force is doing is not seen as attractive.”’ If the levers of
soft power are not pulling in the same direction, then the military
often cannot create favorable conditions on its own.

Early in 2006, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said of the
Bush administration’s global war on terror, “In this war, some of the
most critical battles may not be in the mountains of Afghanistan or
the streets of Iraq but in newsrooms in New York, London, Cairo
and elsewhere.” As The Economist commented about Rumsfeld's

speech, “Until recently he plainly regarded such a focus on ‘soft
power’ as, well, soft—part of ‘Old Eu

R rope's’ appeasement of ter-
rorism.” Now he realized

. . the importance of winning hearts and
m‘mds, but “a good part of his speech was focused on how with
slicker PR America could win the propaganda war.”*® Unfortu-
nately, Rumsfeld forgot the first rule of advertising: If you have a
::.rth p::}il;:t, ;101: even t.he ]}est advertising will sell it. He also for-

administration’s poor Power-conversion strategy was

CHAPTER 2

Military Power

When most people speak or write about military power, they tend
to think in terms of the resources that underlie the hard power be-
havior of fighting and threatening to fight—soldiers, tanks, planes,
ships, and so forth. In the end, if push comes to shove, such military
resources matter. Napoleon famously said that “God is on the side
of the big battalions.”

But military power needs a closer look. There is much more to
military resources than guns and battalions and more to military be-
havior than fighting or threatening to fight. Military power resources
have long been used to provide protection to allies and assistance
to friends. Even the behavior of fighting on behalf of friends can en-
gender soft power. As we saw in the last chapter, noncoercive and
benign uses of military resources can be an important source of the
soft power behavior of framing of agendas, persuasion, and attrac-
tion in world politics.

Even when thinking only of fighting and threats, many people
envisage interstate war between soldiers in uniforms, organized and
equipped by the state in formal military units. But so far in the
twenty-first century, more “wars” occur within, rather than be-
tween, states and many combatants do not wear uniforms.! Of
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course, civil war and irregular combatants are not new, as even the
traditional law of war recognizes. What are new in this century are
the increase in irregular conflict and the technological changes that
increase vulnerabilities and put destructive power in the hands of
small groups of nonstate actors that would have been priced out of
the market for major destruction in earlier eras. And now technology
has brought a new dimension to warfare: the prospects of cyberat-
tacks. As we will discuss in Chapter 5, an enemy—state or non-
State—can create enormous physical destruction (or threaten to do
s0) without an army that physically crosses another state’s border.

FIGHTING AND WAR

Two and a half millennia 40, in explaining why the generals of
Athens intended to capture the island of Melos and slay or enslave
the inhabitants, Thucydides remarked, “The strong do as they will
and tht? weak suffer what they must.” War and the use of force are
endemic in human history. Indeed, political history is often told as
f\ story of war and conquest. But as the Bible asks in Psalms 2 1-2,
"‘Why do the nations so furiously rage together?”

D =
ne answer is human natyre. Anthropologists describe chim-

panzees (with whom we share nearly 99 percent of our genome)

using force against each other and against other bands of chim-
fti::l:} Squ classical realists stress greed as a motive. Others
Khan, ﬁhiere;m:?mmlﬁmﬁ Great conquerors such as Genghis
quistadores in the Amozsn ¢ Central Asian plain, or Spanish con-
Pizzaro probably had 5 o such as Hernin Cortes and Francisco
a role in Organizing E;m;'m;re of both motives, But ideas also play
pansion of Islam j ﬂp; S conquest, such as the ex-

In the century after Mohammed'’s death, the me-

dieval Christian C
rusad PR
after the nineteenth cen:j;';r Nationalism and self-determination

War shaped Breat empires as wel| 45 th

Europe, but it j

. € state syste odern
is important to rement il o

er that the hard coercive

Y - v

Military Power 27

power generated by military resources is usually accompanied by
some degree of soft power. As philosopher David Hume pointed
out in the eighteenth century, no human is strong enough to dom-
inate all others acting alone.® A tyrant has to have enough soft
power to attract henchmen to enable him to use coercion on a large
scale. Rome's long-lasting empire, for instance, reinforced its mili-
tary conquests with ideology and attracted conquered barbarians by
offering them opportunities to become Roman citizens. One prob-
lem with military resources, including soldiers, is that they are costly
and the cost of their transportation increases with distance. Locals
are cheaper if they can be co-opted.

A novel technology, such as the stirrup in the case of Genghis
Khan or the gun for the conquistadores, can provide leverage that
allows a small number to prevail over a larger group until the tech-
nology spreads. In the nineteenth century, Sir Harry Johnson con-
quered Nyasaland (today’s Malawi) with a handful of troops. In
India, fewer than 100,000 British soldiers and administrators ruled
300 million Indians. But the secret of this success was more than
technology. It included the ability to divide the targeted population
and to co-opt some of them into becoming local allies. Similarly,
the spread of Islam was based on the attraction of belief, not just
the force of the sword. Today’s military counterinsurgency doctrine
stresses the importance of winning the hearts and minds of the
population. In understanding military power, we must realize that
explanations of success rest on more than the famous nineteenth-
century aphorism “We have the Gatling gun and they have not.”

A modern school of realism emphasizes not human nature, but
the structure of international politics.” The structural approach
stresses the anarchic nature of international politics and the fact that
there is no higher authority above states to which they can appeal.
They are in the realm of self-help, and military resources provide
the most help. Motives such as greed or domination are less im-
portant than security and a simple desire to survive. States are caught
in a zero-sum game where it is rational to fend for themselves because
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they cannot trust others. If an actor disarms and others do not, the
actor is not likely to survive in anarchic conditions. Those who are
benevolent and trusting tend to disappear over time. They are
weeded out by the dynamics engendered by the structure of the
system. The path to security and survival for the actor is to develop
its own military resources through growth and to form alliances to
balance the power of others. In this world, gains relative to others
are more important than absolute gains.

Whether rooted in human nature as in the classic realism of
Thucydides and Machiavelli or in the larger systemic forces stressed
by modern structural realism, military resources that provide the
ability to prevail in war are conventionally portrayed as the most
important form of power in global affairs. Indeed, in the nineteenth
century the definition of a great power was the ability to prevail in
war, and certainly war persists today. But as we saw in the last chap-
ter, the world has become more complex since the nineteenth cen-
tury, and the realist model does not fit 4]l parts equally.

British diplomat Robert Cooper argues that there are at least
three different donmins——pmﬁndush-ial, industrializing,
dustrial—of interstate relations, with war playing a diffe
each. For the postindustria] world
no longer a major instrument
this world, theorists correctly
find instances of advanced libe
Instead, they are locked in 5
in which other tools are used
that advanced democracies

and prein-
rent role in
of advanced democracies, war is
in their relations with each other. In
assert that it is almost impossible to
ral democracies fighting each other.®
politics of complex interdependence
in power struggles. This does not mean
do not go to war with other states or

among preindustrial societies,

E 2
ﬁm{mmast. the realist model remains 5 good fit. So the twenty-
portant f: am‘sﬂ o the.quem{m 'Is military power the most im-

M of power in world politics?” depends B £
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context. In much of the world, the answer is yes, but not in all do-
mains or on all issues.

HAS THE UTILITY OF MILITARY
POWER DIMINISHED OVER TIME?

States obviously use military force today, but the past half-century
has seen changes in its role. Many states, particularly large ones, find
it more costly to use military force to achieve their goals than was
true in earlier times. In projecting the future, the National Intelli-
gence Council (the body that prepares estimates for the American
president) argues that the utility of military force is declining in the
twenty-first century.!”

What are the reasons? One is that the ultimate means of military
force—the nuclear arsenals of the major powers—are muscle-
bound. Although once numbering more than 50,000, nuclear
weapons have not been used in war since 1945, The disproportion
between the vast devastation nuclear weapons can inflict and any
reasonable political goals has made leaders of states understandably
loath to employ them. So the ultimate form of military force is for
all practical purposes too costly—in terms of both a moral taboo
and risk of retaliation—for national leaders to use in war."!

This does not mean that nuclear weapons play no role in world
politics. Indeed, terrorists may not feel bound by the nuclear
taboo.'? And even if it is difficult to use nuclear weapons to compel
others, deterrence remains both credible and important. It includes
the ability to extend deterrence to others, for example, by the
United States to allies such as Europe and Japan. Smaller states such
as North Korea and Iran seek nuclear weapons to deter the United
States and to increase their regional influence and global prestige,
but they are not equalizers in world politics. And under some con-
ditions, if they trigger decisions by other countries to Eroliferate,
they may reduce security by increasing the prospect of a nuclear
weapon being released without full central control or falling into
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30 THE FUTURE OF POWER

the hands of terrorists. Thus far, however, the taboo against state
use of nuclear weapons has lasted for six decades. Nuclear weapons
remain important in world politics, but not for war-fighting.

A second reason is that conventional force has become more
costly when used to rule nationalistic and socially mobilized popu-
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not obsolete, and terrorist nonstate actors are less constrained than
states by such moral concerns, but force is more costly and more
difhicult for most states to use than in the past.

Finally, a number of issues simply do not lend themselves to
forceful solutions. Take, for example, economic relations between
the United States and Japan. In 1853, Commodore Matthew Perry
sailed into the Japanese port of Shimoda and threatened bombard-
ment unless Japan opened its ports to trade. This would not be a
very useful or politically acceptable way to solve current U.S.-Japan
trade disputes. Today, China has become the leading greenhouse
gas producer and is adding a new coal-burning plant each week. But
the idea of threatening to use bombs or cruise missiles to destroy
such plants lacks credibility, even though their output can be harm-
ful to other countries. The scope and scale of economic globaliza-
tion and complex interdependence are very different today from
the nineteenth century.

Even though force remains a critical instrument in international
politics, it is not the only instrument. The use of economic interde-
pendence, communication, international institutions, and transna-
tional actors sometimes plays a larger role than force. Military force
is not obsolete as a state instrument—witness the fighting in Af-
ghanistan, where the United States removed the Taliban govern-
ment that had sheltered the terrorist network that carried out the
September 2001 attacks on the United States, or the American and
British use of force to overthrow Saddam Hussein in 2003. But it
was easier to win the initial war against a government than to win
the peace against nonstate insurgents in either instance. Moreover,
military force alone is not sufficient to protect against terrorism. Be-
fore 9/11, a key Al Qaeda cell existed in Hamburg, but bombing
Hamburg was not an option. Although military force remains an
important instrument in international pt:rliticsJ Changcs in its cost
and effectiveness make today’s calculations of military power more

complex than in the past.
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THE CHANGING SHAPE OF WAR
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Although there were other causes in addition to nuclear weapons,°
and the effects were not fully understood for some time, total war
soon gave way to limited wars such as the Korean War. Harry Tru-
man, who used a nuclear weapon to end World War II, decided not
to do so in Korea, and although Dwight Eisenhower hinted at the
prospect of nuclear use, he also proved reluctant to do so. The age
of total war seemed over.?’ Equally remarkable, even limited inter-
state wars “were becoming quite rare.” Van Creveld counts a mere
twenty in the half-century after 1945,

Armed conflict did not disappear, however. Interstate war has
become less common than intrastate and transnational wars involv-
ing nonstate actors. Of 226 significant armed conflicts between
1945 and 2002, less than half were fought between states and
armed groups in the 1950s, but by the 1990s that was the dominant
form of armed conflict.Z2 Such groups can be divided into insurgents,
terrorists, militias, and criminal organizations, though the categories
can overlap and blur with time.?® For example, Revolutionary
Armed Forces of Colombia guerrillas formed alliances with nar-
cotics cartels in that country, and in Afghanistan some Taliban
groups have close ties with transnational Al Qaeda terrorists,
whereas others are more local in orientation. Some are supported
by states, but many are not.

Such groups see conflict as a continuum of political and violent
irregular operations over a long period that will provide coercive
control over local populations. They benefit from the fact that
scores of weak states lack the legitimacy or capacity to effectively
control their own territory. The result is what General Sir Rupert
Smith, former British commander in Northern Ireland and the
Balkans, calls “war among the people.”?* Rarely are such conflicts
decided on conventional battlefields by traditional armies. They be-
come hybrid wars—"a fused mix of conventional weapons, irregular
tactics, terrorism, and criminal behavior in the battlespace.”* For
example, in a thirty-four-day battle with Israel in Lebanon in 2006,
the armed political group Hezbollah used well-trained cells that
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mixed propaganda, conventional military tactics, and rockets
launched from densely populated civilian areas to achieve what
many in the region considered a political victory. In Gaza, two years
later, Hamas and Israel fought by air and land in a densely populated
area. In hybrid wars, conventional and irregular forces, combatants
and civilians, physical destruction and information warfare become
thoroughly intertwined. Moreover, with cameras in every cell
Fhune and Photoshop on every computer, A
15 ever present.2®
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hope to compete head-on with a major government. Instead, as
mentioned in Chapter 1, they follow the insights of jujitsu to lever-
age the strength of a powerful government against itself. Terrorist
actions are designed to outrage and provoke overreactions by the
strong. For example, Osama bin Laden’s strategy was to provoke
the United States into reactions that would destroy its credibility,
weaken its allies across the Muslim world, and eventually lead to
exhaustion. The United States fell into that trap with the invasion
of Iraq and its concomitant failure to follow up its early success in
Afghanistan. Al Qaeda follows a tactic of “inciter-in-chief” rather
than “commander-in-chief.”® This allows the organization great
flexibility as local groups self-recruit to its network.

The United States was slow to adapt to these changes. With the
collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States was the only military
power with global capabilities, it had a military budget equal to that
of all other countries combined, and it was at the forefront of an
information economy that was producing a “revolution in military
affairs.” In the 1990s, U.S. military strategy focused on the ability
to fight and win two conventional wars simultaneously (for exam-
ple, against North Korea and Iraq) and the development of tech-
nologies that would maintain the “dominant battle space awareness”
that had been demonstrated in Desert Storm. Other uses of military
forces were considered not as war-fighting but as lesser-included
cases of “military operations other than war.” When Donald Rums-
feld became secretary of defense in 2001, he pursued a military
transformation that relied on new technologies. A combination of
high-tech airpower and limited special forces allied to Afghan fight-
ers on the ground initially worked well in Afghanistan, and the
quick success of the March 2003 invasion of Irag, with only thirty-
three casualties, showed both the strength and weakness of this ap-
proach.® Americans were not mistaken to invest in the revolution
in military affairs; they were wrong to think it was sufficient.

Technology has always had important effects on military power,
and “revolutions in military affairs” are not new. Indeed, identifying

e ————————TTTIETENNE |~ [



36 THE FUTURE OF POWER

them is somewhat arbitrary, and a variety of lists of major techno-
logical changes can be constructed.>! Max Boot identifies four: the
gunpowder revolution in early-modern Europe, the Industrial Rev-
olution of the nineteenth century, the Second Industrial Revolution
of the early twentieth century, and the current Information Revo-
lution. He adds that “history is full of examples of superpowers fail-
ing to take advantage. . . . The Mongols missed the Gunpowder
Revolution; the Chinese, Turks and Indians missed the Industrial
Revolution; the French and British missed major parts of the Second
Industrial Revolution; the Soviets missed the Information Revolu-
tion.”” The costs were clear. Less obvious are the costs of putting
too much faith in technology.

For one thing, technology is a double-edged sword. It eventually
spreads and becomes available to adversaries that may have more
primitive capabilities but also are less vulnerable to
advanced technologies. American military theoris
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much focus on high technology can lead to failure to invest in the
training, military police, linguists, and other dimensions that in-
fantry need for dealing with insurgencies.

By 2006, the American military was rediscovering the lessons of
counterinsurgency that had been almost deliberately forgotten after
Vietnam, then obscured by the focus on high-tech warfare, and fi-
nally relegated primarily to the branch of special forces.* The U.S.
Army/Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual supervised by
General David Petraeus adopted lessons from British, French, and
Vietnam experience to make securing the civilian population, rather
than destroying the enemy, the top priority. The real battle became
one for civilian support to deny the insurgent “fish” the cover of the
civilian “sea” to swim in. Counterinsurgency, commonly called
“COIN,"” downplayed offensive operations and emphasized winning
the hearts and minds of the civilian population.

Soft power was integrated into military strategy. Hard power
was used to clear an area of insurgents and to hold it, and the soft
power of building roads, clinics, and schools filled in behind. As
Sarah Sewall says in her introduction to the new manual, “It is a
stark departure from the Weinberger-Powell doctrine of over-
whelming and decisive use of offensive forces. . . . Sometimes the
more force is used, the less effective it is.” Instead of calculating
necessary troop levels in terms of opposing fighters, the COIN man-
ual focuses on inhabitants and recommends a minimum of 20 coun-
terinsurgents per 1,000 residents.’® As the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff described the campaign for Marja in Afghanistan,
“We did not prep the battlefield with carpet bombing or missile
strikes. We simply walked in, on time. Because, frankly, the battle-
field isn't necessarily a field anymore. It's in the minds of the
people.”” Nor is this trend uniquely American. The president of
the Russian republic of Ingushetia says that “counterterrorism is
mainly a matter of soft power. The most severe punishment, that
should make up 1 percent. Ninety-nine percent should be persua-

sion, persuasion, persuasion.”®

’ﬁ_

1



38 THE FUTURE OF POWER

At the same time, counterinsurgency is not a solution to all mil-
itary problems. Despite best efforts, civilian casualties are inevitable.
In Afghanistan, “the persistence of deadly convoy and checkpoint
shootings has led to growing resentment . . . a friction that has
turned villages firmly against the occupation.”™ [n addition, private
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dersecretary of defense for policy declared about strategic planning,
“I think hybrid will be the defining character. The traditional, neat
categories—those are types that really don't match reality any
more."* In 2010, the Pentagon's Quadrennial Defense Review Report
underscored the importance of maritime piracy, nuclear prolifera-
tion, international crime, transnational terrorism, and natural disas-
ters as well as interstate wars as threats to national security.*” And
U.S. Army planners preparing their new capstone doctrine down-
played faith in technology, linear planning, and centralization. In-
stead, they stressed assumptions about uncertainty, decentralization,
and a spectrum of conflicts. In the words of General H. R. McMas-
ter, the new doctrine explicitly rejects “the belief that technological
capabilities had essentially lifted the fog of war . . . and that the de-
velopment of these technological capabilities would substitute for
traditional elements of combat power, fighting power, especially on
land."*® That makes the task of deciding how to train forces and in-
vest limited resources in a military budget more complex than ever.®

HOW MILITARY RESOURCES FRODUCE
BEHAVIORAL OUTCOMES

Military planners and analysts constantly measure and compare the
resources and capabilities of opposing forces. A country’s popula-
tion, for example, is a basic resource that can be shaped into a spe-
cific tool such as infantry, which can be subdivided into combat
specialties. In general, analysts look at strategic resources such as
budgets, manpower, military infrastructure and institutions, defense
industries, and inventories. They then look at factors that affect con-
version capability such as strategy, doctrine, training, organization,
and capacity for innovation. Finally, they judge combat proficiency
in detailed dimensions of ground, naval, air, and space forces. But
even those planners who believe that “the ultimate yardstick of na-
tional power is military capability” admit that a capability-based
methodology cannot predict combat outcomes.>® As we have seen
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earlier, we still have to specify what enables power resources to pro-
duce preferred behavioral outcomes. As military analyst Stephen
Biddle concludes, “No single, undifferentiated concept of ‘military
capability’ can apply to all conflicts in all places and times.”" Force
employment is crucial. Strategy, the skill in combining resources to
accomplish goals, is the key to smart military power.

At a more basic level, we must realize that military resources are
relevant to all three aspects or faces of relational power discussed
in Chapter 1. Regarding the first face of power, force can threaten
or compel others to change their initial preferences and strategies.
Military resources also affect the agenda-framing that characterizes
the second face of power. When a small country knows that it can-
not possibly defeat a stronger country, attack is less likely to be on
its agenda.** Mexico might wish to recover the territories that the
United States took in the nineteenth century, but military recon-
quest is not on the twenty-first-century agenda. More subtly, suc-
cess in war can produce institutions that set the agenda for
subsequent periods—witness the institutions created in the after-
‘;:if:l?’ii::;ﬂ;:ﬁ I1. Th_te dominance_ c.'f American military
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know, you never defeated us in a kinetic engagement on the battle-
field.” And his Vietnamese counterpart, Colonel Tu, accurately
replied, “That may be so. But it is also irrelevant because we won
the battle of strategic communication and therefore the war."*

Military resources can implement four types of actions that are
the modalities or currencies of military power. Military resources
can be used to (1) physically fight and destroy; (2) back up threats
in coercive diplomacy; (3) promise protection, including peace-
keeping; and (4) provide many forms of assistance. When these ac-
tions are performed well, they produce preferred behavioral
changes in the targets. But whether they are effective in producing
preferred outcomes depends on special qualities and skills used in
the conversion strategies. Successful strategies must take into ac-
count the context of the targets of power, the conditions or envi-
ronment of the action, and whether targets are likely to respond by
acceptance or resistance. As Biddle concludes about military power,
“Capability is not primarily a matter of material. It is chiefly a prod-
uct of how states use their material resources. . . . Different military
tasks are very dissimilar—the ability to do one (or several) well does
not imply the ability to master others.”*

The four major actions that constitute the modalities of military
power are displayed in Table 2.1.

Fighting

Success in the first modality, fighting, depends upon a strategy iy
involves both competence and legitimacy. Competence in the abil-
ity to fight is obvious, but it requires a specification of “to fight
what?” It involves orders of battle measured in terms of manpower,
weapons, technology, organization, and budgets, as well as training
and tactics exercised in war gaming and the e S
the home front. Competence in the ability to fight has a broad di-
mension that calls for a strategic knowledge base, insight into polit-
ical objectives, and a doctrinal base that covers a wide spectrum of
potential conflicts. Too myopic a focus in the application of force
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TABLE 2.1 Dimensions of Military Power
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the use of force. Legitimacy depends in part upon traditional just-
war norms, such as a perceived just cause, as well as a sense of pro-
portion and discrimination in the way the force is used.
Perceptions of legitimacy are also affected by the vagaries of po-
litical maneuvering in the United Nations, competitive interpreta-
tions of humanitarian law by nongovernmental organizations
(NGOQs), and the narratives created by the media, bloggers, and cell
phones. The Iraq War in 2003 demonstrated great American com-
petence in the invasion and capture of Baghdad, but suffered from
a perceived lack of legitimacy in the absence of a second UN reso-
lution. Moreover, the failure to prepare adequate forces to suppress
looting, sectarian violence, and the subsequent insurgency eventu-
ally undercut the sense of competence. Some of these lessons car-
ried forward to Afghanistan. In the words of General Stanley
McChrystal, the former commander of allied forces there, “The
biggest thing is convincing the Afghan people. This is all a war of
perceptions. This is not a physical war in terms of how many people
you kill or how much ground you capture, how many bridges you
blow up. This is all in the minds of the participants.™"
Sophisticated military men have long understood that battles are
not won by kinetic effects alone. In the words of General Petraeus,
“We did reaffirm in Iraq the recognition that you don't kill or cap-
ture your way out of an industrial-strength insurgency.”’ Or as Mc-
Chrystal notes, when we resort to expedient measures, “we end us
paying a price for it ultimately. Abu Ghraib and other situations
like that are non-biodegradable. They don’t go away. The enemy
continues to beat you with them like a stick.”® In Afghanistan, the
Taliban has “embarked on a sophisticated information war, using
modern media tools as well as some old-fashioned ones, to soften
their image and win favor with local Afghans as they try to counter
the Americans’ new campaign to win Afghan hearts and minds.™
As Australian COIN expert David Kilcullen notes, “This implies
that America’s international reputation, moral authority, diplomatic
weight, persuasive ability, cultural attractiveness and strategic cred-
ibility—its ‘soft power'—is not some optional adjunct to military
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strength. Rather, it is a critical enabler for a permissive operating
environment . . . and it is also the prime political competence in
countering a globalized insurgency."®

Similarly, in terms of fighters killed and buildings destroyed, Is-
rael outfought Hezbollah in Lebanon in 2006, but the latter’s clever
use of televised civilian casualties (partly caused by its siting of mis-
siles in close proximity to civilians) as well as it ability to persuade
the population and third parties that Israel was the aggressor meant
that Hezbollah was widely regarded as the victor after Israel finally
withdrew.®' In 2008, Russia had little difficulty in defeating Georgia
and declaring the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, but
Russia had a much more difficult time in winning international
recognition for its new protéges, Russian complaints that it was
merely repeating what NATO did with Kosovo missed the point
that even though the Kosovo war lacked UN approval, it was widely
regarded as legitimate.

Legitimacy is particularly important in co
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upon the credibility and cost of the threat. A threat of force can be
used to compel or to deter, but the latter is often more credible. If
a threat is not credible, it may fail to produce acceptance and it may
lead to costs to the reputation of the coercing state. In general,
threats are costly when they fail, not only in encouraging resistance
in the target, but also in negatively influencing third parties observ-
ing the outcome.

The deployment of ships and planes is a classic example of coercive
diplomacy, and naval resources benefit from the flexibility of move-
ment in the ocean commons. In one study of 215 cases in which the
United States used “force without war” in the mid-twentieth century,
half involved only the movement of naval units, whereas others in-
volved the alerting or moving of ground or air units as well.* Force
need not be threatened explicitly. Military forces can be used to
“show the flag” or “swagger.” At the beginning of the twentieth cen-
tury, President Theodore Roosevelt sent his newly constructed
“great white fleet” on an around-the-world cruise to signal the rise
of American power. Some countries stage elaborate military parades
on national holidays for the same purpose.

More recently, when China destroyed one of its own satellites in
low earth orbit, many observers regarded it as a coercive reminder
to the United States that it could not count on uncontested control
of the space commons. And in the cyberage, coercive diplomacy
can be practiced indirectly with attribution left ambiguous. For in-
Stance, in 2008, when sporadic diplomatic spats over access to re-
sources in the South China Sea became serious, what purported to
be Chinese invasion plans for Vietnam were posted on major Web-
sites in China, including the market leader, sina.com.” As we will
see in Chapter 5, the prospect of cyberwar adds an interesting new
dimension to coercion and threats.

Protection

The third modality, providing protection, is at the heart of alliance
relations but can be extended to other states as well. Again, the
key to a successful strategy involves credibility and whether that
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produces trust in the targeted country. For example, when Russia
held military exercises in the fall of 2009, an American warship
toured the Baltic, six senior generals visited Latvia over the course
of twelve months, and further bilateral military exercises were
planned.® NATO military forces and personnel were used to reas-
sure Latvia and remind Russia that Latvia’s security was guaranteed
by its membership in the NATO alliance.

Credibility is often costly to create but sometimes not.
ample, in the wake of North Korea's 2006 nuclear explosion, the
B of American troops in Japan enhanced credibility at ;-ela-
tively low cost because Japan paid for their support. The ability to
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nomic benefits as the Saudi government has sometimes modified its
energy policies to accommodate American demands.’

Peacekeeping operations are another aspect of the protective
modality of military resources that does not generally involve active
hghting. In recent operations, peacekeepers sometimes kill or are
killed, but their general purpose is deterrence and reassurance to
provide stability. Here again the key to whether the military re-
sources produce preferred outcomes depends upon a mixture of
hard and soft power. Competence in this military skill can be dif-
ferent (and require different training) from war-fighting, yet in
modern military interventions soldiers may be required to simulta-
neously conduct full-scale military action, peacekeeping operations,
and humanitarian aid within the space of three contiguous blocks.®
This requires that broad capabilities be built into many units if they
are to have an effective force. Careful performance of these func-
tions determines the reaction of the target as well as the effects on
third parties.

Assistance

Finally, military forces can be used to provide assistance. This
modality can take the form of training foreign militaries, engaging
in international military education, undertaking regular exercises,
or providing humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. Such assis-
tance can enhance both hard and soft power. In training Iraqi or
Afghan forces, for example, the United States is trying to enhance
their capabilities for fighting insurgencies. But if the training, edu-
Cation, or humanitarian assistance also leads to attraction, then the
military resources are producing soft power. The U.S. Navy recently
developed A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, which
focuses on the navy's role in partnering with other states to maintain
freedom of the seas and building collective arrangements that pro-
Mmote mutual trust.®® This strategy involves joint training and tech-
nical assistance, as well as capacities for delivering humanitarian
dssistance.
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Not only neighbors such as the United States and Brazil, but also
countries as distant as Israel and China sent military units to help
Haiti after the devastating 2010 earthquake. Whether the currency
of assistance is successfully converted into a strategy that produces
preferred outcomes depends upon such qualities as competence and
perceived benignity. Competence is again obvious, but benignity
enhances attraction, and its absence can lead to negative reaction
in the target. Aid programs that are seen as cynical, manipulative,

or helping a small minority against another part of a population can
actually produce negative reactions.

In short, military resources can produce both hard and soft power,
and the mix varies with which of the four modalities are em-
ployed.™ The important point is that the soft power that arises from
qualities of benignity, competence, legitimacy, and trust can add
leverage to the hard power of military force. Strategies that combine
the two successfully represent smart military power.

THE FUTURE OF MILITARY POWER
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This leads to a larger point about the role of military force in
world politics that relates to the second face of power: shaping the
agenda. Military force remains important because it helps to struc-
ture world politics. Some theorists argue that military power is of
such restricted utility that it is no longer “the ultimate measuring
rod to which other forms of power should be compared.””? But the
fact that military power is not always sufficient to decide particular
situations does not mean that it has lost all utility.” Even though
there are more situations and contexts where it is difficult to use,
military force remains a vital source of power in this century be-
cause its presence in all four modalities structures expectations and
shapes the political calculations of actors.

As we shall see in the next chapter, markets and economic power
rest upon political frameworks. In chaotic conditions of great un-
certainty, markets fail. Political frameworks rest upon norms and
institutions, but also upon the management of coercive power. A
well-ordered modern state is defined in terms of a monopoly on the
legitimate use of force, and that allows domestic markets to operate.
Internationally, where order is more tenuous, residual concerns
about the coercive use of force, even if a low probability, can have
important effects. Military force provides the framework (along
with norms, institutions, and relationships) that helps to provide a
minimal degree of order. Metaphorically, military power provides
a degree of security that is to order as oxygen is to breathing: little
noticed until it begins to become scarce. Once that occurs, its ab-
sence dominates all else. In this sense, the role of military power in
Structuring world politics is likely to persist well into the twenty-
first century, Military power will not have the same utility for states
that it had in nineteenth and twentieth centuries, but it will remain
4 crucial component of power in world politics.



CHAPTER 3

Economic Power

At the end of the Cold War, some analysts proclaimed that “geo-
economics” had replaced “geopolitics.” Economic power would be-
come the key to success in world politics. Carrots were becoming
more important than sticks. As one scholar put it, “In the past it
was cheaper to seize another state’s territory by force than to de-
velop the sophisticated economic and trading apparatus needed to
derive benefit from commercial exchange with it.”! Many people
thought this would usher in a world dominated by Japan and Ger-
many. Today some equate the rise in China's share of world product
as a fundamental shift in the balance of global power without con-
sidering other dimensions of power.

Political observers have long debated whether economic power
or military power is more fundamental. Marxist tradition casts eco-
nomics as the underlying structure of power and political institu-
tions as a parasitic superstructure. Nineteenth-century liberals
believed that growing interdependence in trade and finance would
make war obsolete. Realists reply that Britain and Germany were
each other’s leading trade partners in 1914, but that did not prevent
a conflagration that set back global economic integration for a half-
century. They note that markets depend upon a political structure

5l
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to keep order. What was called “free trade” in the nineteenth cen-
tury rested upon British naval preeminence.? Moreover, the work-
ings of markets are often slower and less dramatic than the exercise
of military force.

Both sides have a point, but as we saw in Chapter 1, whether
one or another type of resource produces power in the sense of de-
sired behavior depends upon the context. A carrot is more effective
than a stick if you wish to lead a mule to water, but a gun may be
more useful if your aim is to deprive an opponent of his mule. Mil-
itary force has been called “the ultimate form of power” in world
politics,® but a thriving economy is necessary to produce such
power. Even then, as we have seen, force may not work on many
crucial issues, such as financial stability or climate change. Relative
importance depends on context.

Economic resources can produce soft power behavior as well as
hard. A successful economic model not only produces the latent
military resources for exercise of hard power, but it can also attract
others to emulate its example. The soft power of the European
Union (EU) at the end of the Cold War and the soft power of China
today are enhanced by the success of their economic models. A
large successful economy produces not only hard power resources,
but alsu‘ the soft power gravitational pull of attraction. The basic

economic resources that underlie both hard and soft power are such
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are freely struck between buyers and sellers under perfect compe-
tition, there is a joint gain from the trade rather than a power rela-
tionship. But it is a mistake to focus only on the absolute gain in
economic relationships. Absolute gain can enhance the capabilities
of both parties, but in traditional political competition, states have
often worried about relative gains more than joint gains.® Nineteenth-
century France may have benefited from trade with a growing Ger-
man economy, but it also feared the military threat that enhanced
economic growth was producing across the Rhine. Moreover, few
markets are perfect, and power relationships may affect the division
of the joint gain. Economic growth produces a bigger pie to be di-
vided, but relative power often determines who gets the largest
slice.

Other economists accept the reality of economic power as “eco-
nomic strength used so as to achieve domination or control.” Some
see it as “the capability decisively to punish (or to reward) another
party” but still remain skeptical about its utility. “Apart from its
possible connection to national military power through a country's
tax base, [economic power] is largely local or ephemeral or both. It
is difficult to wield on a global scale. The basic reason is that the
locus for most economic decision-making is households and firms,
and is thus highly diffuse. . . . Firms are subject to competitive pres-
sures which penalize them, possibly severely, if they deviate too far
from what the ‘market’ will permit.”® Some even argue that eco-
nomic power is based on monopoly (being the only buyer) or
monopsony (being the only seller), and such power is held by non-
state actors such as individuals and businesses, not by states.” Al-
though it is true that governments often have difficulty using
potential economic power because of resistance from domestic in-
terests, transnational corporations, linkages among issues, and in-
ternational institutional constraints such as membership in the
World Trade Organization (WTQ), it does not follow that states
lack economic power. But, again, how much power depends on the
context, particularly the nature of the market.
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In a perfect market, buyers and sellers are price takers who feel
the structural power of market forces of supply and demand that
are beyond their control. But if they can differentiate their product
enough to create an imperfect market, they can gain pricing power
and become price makers rather than takers. Advertising that cre-
ates a brand loyalty is a case in point. A key aspect of hard economic
power behavior is efforts by actors to structure markets and thus
increase their relative position. This is close to the second face of
power described earlier. The other key modality of economic hard
power is illustrative of the first face of power—the provision (or
withdrawal) of payments that comprise positive and negative sanc-
tions. The long list of instruments that states use to structure mar-
kets and make payments includes tariffs, quotas and rules that
control access to their markets, legal sanctions, manipulation of ex-
change rates, creation of natural resource cartels, “checkbook diplo-
macy,” and aid for development among others.'® We shall look at 2
few of the more significant here, but an important underlying di-
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A high level of sensitivity, however, is not the same as a high
level of vulnerability. “Vulnerability” refers to the relative costs of
changing the structure of a system of interdependence. Vulnerabil-
ity produces more power in relationships than does sensitivity. The
less vulnerable of two countries is not necessarily the less sensitive,
but rather the one that would incur lower costs from altering the
situation. In 1998, the United States was sensitive but not vulnera-
ble to East Asian economic conditions. The financial crisis there cut
0.5 percent off the U.S. growth rate, but with a booming economy
the United States could afford it. Indonesia, in contrast, was both
sensitive and vulnerable to changes in global trade and investment
patterns. Its economy suffered severely, and that in turn led to in-
temal political conflict. Vulnerability involves degree. In 2008, given
the bubble conditions in the country’s subprime mortgage market
and its growing deficits, the United States proved more vulnerable
than it had been when its market was flourishing a decade earlier.

Vulnerability depends on more than aggregate measures, and this
is where the earlier cautionary remarks apply to economic power.
It also depends on whether a society is capable of responding
quickly to change. For example, private actors, large corporations,
and speculators in the market may each look at a market situation
and decide to hoard supplies because they think shortages are going
to grow worse. Their actions will drive the price even higher be-
cause they will make the shortages greater and put more demand
on the market. Governments often find it difficult to control such
market behavior.

“Symmetry” refers to situations of relatively balanced versus un-
balanced dependence. Being less dependent can be a source of
pPower. If two parties are interdependent but one is less so than the
other, the less dependent party has a source of power as long as
both value the interdependent relationship. Manipulating the asym-
Metries of interdependence is an important dimension of economic
Power. Perfect symmetry is quite rare, so most cases of economic
mterdepeﬂdﬂnte also involve a potential power relationship.
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In the 1980s, when President Ronald Reagan cut taxes and raised
expenditures, the United States became dependent on imported
Japanese capital to balance its federal government budget. Some ar-
gued that this gave Japan tremendous power over the United States.
But the other side of the coin was that Japan would hurt itself as
well as the United States if jt stopped lending to the Americans. In
addition, Japanese investors who already had large stakes in the
United States would have found their investments devalued by the
damage done to the American economy if Japan suddenly stopped
lending to the United States. Japan's economy was little more than
half the size of the American economy, and that meant the Japa-
nese needed the American market for their exports more than vice

versa, although both needed each other and both benefited from
the interdependence.
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terdependence in which the United States and the Soviet Union
each had the potential to destroy the other in a nuclear exchange
but never did. In February 2010, angered over American arms sales
to Taiwan, a group of senior Chinese military officers called for the
Chinese government to sell off U.S. government bonds in retalia-
tion, but their suggestion was not heeded.!* Instead, Yi Gang,
China's director of state administration of foreign exchange, ex-
plained that “Chinese investments in US Treasuries are market in-
vestment behavior and we don’t wish to politicize them."”'s If they
did, the pain would be mutual.

Nonetheless, this balance does not guarantee stability. Not only
is there the danger of accidents with unintended consequences, but
also both countries maneuver to change the framework and reduce
their vulnerabilities. After the 2008 financial crisis, the United
States pressed China to let its currency float upward as a means of
reducing the American trade deficit and the dollar imbalance. At
the same time, officials of China’s Central Bank began making state-
ments about America’s need to increase its savings, reduce its
deficits, and move toward a long-term future in which the dollar
would be supplemented by International Monetary Fund (IMF)-
issued special drawing rights as a reserve currency. But China’s
growl was louder than its bite. Despite dire predictions about the
power of creditors, China’s increased financial power may have in-
creased its ability to resist American entreaties but had little effect
on its ability to compel the United States to change its policies.'®
Even though China took minor measures to reduce the increase in
its holdings of dollars, it was not willing to take the risks of making
its currency fully convertible because of domestic political reasons.
Thus, the yuan is unlikely to challenge the dollar's role as the largest
component of world reserves (more than 60 percent) in the next de-
cade. Nonetheless, as China gradually increases domestic consump-
tion rather than relying on exports as its engine of economic growth,
Chinese leaders may begin to feel less dependent than they are now
On access to the American market as the source of employment that
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is crucial for their internal political stability. Political bargaining may
then reflect perceived marginal shifts in the degree of symmetry.

Asymmetries in currency markets are a particularly important
and efficient aspect of economic power because they underlie the
vast systems of trade and financial markets. Monetary power can
come from currency manipulation, a fostering of monetary depen-
dence, and a capacity to disrupt the system.!” By limiting the con-
vertibility of its currency, China avoids discipline over domestic
economic decisions that could come from international currency
markets, while creating a competitive trade advantage.

When a currency is widely held as a means of exchange and a
store of value, it becomes known as a world reserve currency, and
this can convey a degree of power. Compare, for example, the dis-
cipline that international banks and the IMF were able to impose
on Indonesia and South Korea in 1998 with the relative freedom
that the United States had in adjusting during the 2008 financial
crisis because American debts were denominated in the country's
own currency. Rather than collapse, the do]lar appreciated as in-
vestors regarded the underlying strength of the United States as a
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in hand in a world that is insecure and at the same time places a
high value on security and growth.”?! The military strength of the
United States reinforces confidence in the dollar as a safe haven. As
one observer puts it, “The combined effect of an advanced capital
market and a strong military machine to defend that market, and
other safety measures such as a strong tradition of property rights
protection and a reputation for honoring dues, has made it possible
to attract capital with great ease."?

We should not overestimate, however, the economic power that
a country gains from having its currency held as a reserve by other
countries. Seignorage (the gap between the cost of producing
money and its face value) applies only to the $380 billion of bank-
notes held internationally, not to Treasury obligations that must pay
competitive interest rates (although confidence in the dollar can
allow Treasury to issue bonds at lower interest rates than would
otherwise be the case). Before fiscal problems in Greece and other
Countries caused a loss of confidence in Europe in 2010, “simply by
enhancing the size and liquidity of financial markets the euro may
have helped to lower real interest rates across Europe, and not just
for government borrowers,"?

Against the ease of adjustment and financing deficits described
Previously, there are potential costs. For example, Treasury is con-
strained by international opinion about the dollar when it formu-
lates policies. In addition, to the extent that demand for the reserve
currency is raised by its international role, the currency’s value rises
and producers in the reserve currency country may find their prod-
ucts less competitive in world markets than would otherwise be the
case. Many American producers would welcome a diminished role
for the dollar. Because of the scale of the American economy and
the comparative depth and breadth of its financial markets, the dol-
lar is likely to remain a major international reserve currency for the
fext decade or longer, but the economic power that comes from

Ing a reserve instrument in currency markets should not be ig-
nored or, as is more often the case, exaggerated.”
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Even though neither the United States nor China is willing to de-
stroy the balance of asymmetries that locks them together, the
United States has allowed a gradual increase in Chinese influence
in international forums (as well as greater influence for other emerg-
ing economies). Thus, the G-8 forum (where four of the eight coun-
tries are European) has been effectively supplemented by a G-20
summit that includes economies representing 80 percent of world
product. Such meetings have discussed the need to “rebalance” fi-
nancial flows, altering the old pattern of U.S. deficits matching Chi-
nese surpluses. Such changes would require politically difficult shifts
in domestic patterns of consumption and investment, with America
increasing its savings and China increasing domestic consumption.
Such changes are not likely to occur quickly, but, interestingly, the
G-20 has already agreed that Europe should reduce the weight of
its votes in the IMF and that China and other emerging economies
should gradually increase their weight.

This again shows the importance of the limitations on economic
power. Although China could threaten to sell its holdings of dollars
and damage the American economy, a weakened American econ-
omy would mean a smaller market for Chinese exports, and the
American government might respond with tariffs against Chinese
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create linkages between the tables. Therefore, much of the political
conflict over economic interdependence involves the creation or
prevention of linkage. States want to manipulate interdependence
in areas in which they are strong and avoid being manipulated in
areas in which they are relatively weak.

By setting agendas and defining issue areas, international institu-
tions often set the rules for the trade-offs in interdependent rela-
tionships. States try to use international institutions to set the rules
that affect the transfer of chips among tables. Membership in the
WTO, for example, restricts certain policy instruments that states
might use and subjects others to a dispute resolution mechanism.
Ironically, given the rhetoric of antiglobalization protesters, inter-
national institutions can benefit the weaker players by keeping some
of the conflicts in which the poorer states are relatively better en-
dowed separated from the tables where strong states dominate. The
danger remains, however, that some players will be strong enough
to overturn one or more of the tables. In 1971, for example, as the
American balance of payments worsened, President Nixon abruptly
announced that the United States would no longer convert dollars
into gold, thus overturning the Bretton Woods monetary system
that had been created by a multilateral agreement in 1944,

The largest state does not always win in the manipulation of eco-
nomic interdependence. If a smaller or weaker state has a greater
concern about an issue, it may do quite well. For instance, because
the United States accounts for nearly three-quarters of Canada's
toreign trade, whereas Canada accounts for about one-quarter of
America’s foreign trade, Canada is more dependent on the United
States than vice versa. Nonetheless, Canada has often prevailed in
3 number of disputes with the United States because Canada was
willing to threaten retaliatory actions, such as tariffs and restrictions,
that deterred the United States.2® The Canadians would have suf-
fered much more than the Americans if their actions had led to a
full dispute, but Canada felt it was better to risk occasional retalia-
tion than to agree to rules that would always make Canada lose.
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Deterrence via manipulation of economic interdependence is some-
what like nuclear deterrence in that it rests on a capability for effec-
tive damage and credible intentions. Small states can often use their
greater intensity, greater focus, and greater credibility to overcome
their relative vulnerability in asymmetrical interdependence. In
terms of the concepts discussed in Chapter 1, they may develop a
greater power-conversion capability. The asymmetry in resources is
sometimes balanced by an opposite asymmetry in attention and will.

NATURAL RESOURCES

Sometimes people equate a rich endowment in natural resources
with economic power, but the relationship is complicated. Japan,
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tried to overturn the oligopoly “by encouraging Chinese customers
to negotiate purchases in unison, by hunting for alternate supplies
and even by buying a stake in Rio, all to little effect.”?® In this case,
buoyant demand and limited supply restricted Chinese government
power to restructure the market, though China later brought
bribery charges against officials of Rio Tinto.?® In other cases, which
depend upon direct investment or access to the internal Chinese
market, the situation is reversed, and the government has wielded
its economic power. And in September 2010, after a maritime dis-
pute, China curtailed its export of rare earth minerals to Japan.

Even where natural resources are scarce within a nation’s bor-
ders, their absence is not an index of low economic power. Much
depends on a country’s vulnerability, and that depends on whether
substitutes are available and whether there are diverse sources of
supply. For example, in the 1970s some analysts expressed alarm
about the increasing dependence of the United States on imported
raw materials and therefore its vulnerability. Of thirteen basic in-
dustrial raw materials, the United States was dependent on imports
for nearly 90 percent of aluminum, chromium, manganese, and
nickel. The ability of oil producers to form a cartel (OPEC) was
taken as a harbinger for other commodities. Power was seen as
shifting to the producers of natural resources. But over the next
d(‘CadE, raw materials prices went down, not up. What happened
to the prediction? In judging vulnerability, the analysts failed to
consider the alternative sources of raw materials and the diversity
of sources of supply that prevented producers from jacking up
Prices artificially. Moreover, technology improves over time. PI_‘D-
Jections of U.S. vulnerability to shortages of raw materials were in-
accurate because they failed to adequately consider technology and
alternatives,

OIL, GAS, AND ECONOMIC POWER

Mao Zedong once said that power comes out of the barrel of a g:m,f
but many people today believe that power comes out of a barrel o
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planation is that the oil-producing countries banded together and
formed OPEC, but OPEC was formed in 1960 and the dramatic
change did not occur until more than a decade later in 1973. In
1960, half the OPEC countries were colonies of Europe; by 1973,
they were all independent. Accompanying the rise in nationalism
was a rise in the costs of military intervention. It is much more ex-
pensive to use force against a nationalistically awakened and decol-
onized people. When the British and Americans intervened in Iran
in 1953, it was not very costly in the short term, but if the Ameri-
cans had tried to keep the shah on his throne in 1979 in the face of
the Iranian Revolution, the costs would have been prohibitive.

The relative symmetry of economic power in oil markets also
changed. During the two Middle East wars of 1956 and 1967, the
Arab countries tried an oil embargo, but their efforts were easily
defeated because the United States was producing enough oil to
supply Europe when it was cut off by the Arab countries. Once
American production peaked in 1971 and the United States began
to import oil, the power to balance the oil market switched to such
countries as Saudi Arabia and Iran. The United States was no longer
the supplier of last resort that could make up any missing oil.

The “seven sisters” gradually lost power over this period. One
reason was their “obsolescing bargains” with the producer coun-
tries.’) When a transnational corporation goes into a resource-rich
country with a new investment, it can strike a bargain in which the
multinational gets a large part of the joint gains. From the point of
view of the poor country, having a multinational come in to develop
its resources will make the country better off. At the early stages
when the multinational has a monopoly on capital, technology, and
access to international markets, it strikes a bargain with the poor
country in which the multinational gets the lion's share. But over
time, the multinational inadvertently transfers resources to the poor
Country and trains locals, not out of charity but out of the normal
process of doing business. Eventually, the poor country wants a bet-
ter division of the profits. The multinational could threaten to pull
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out, but now the poor country can threaten to run the operation
by itself. So over time, the power of the transnational company to
structure a market, particularly in raw materials, diminishes in terms
of its bargaining with the host country. The seven sisters were joined
by “little cousins” when new transnational corporations entered the
oil market. Although they were not as large as the seven sisters, they
were still big, and they began to strike their own deals with the oil-
producing countries, That competition further reduced the power
of the largest transnational corporations to structure the market.
Today, the six largest transnational corporations control only 5 per-
cent of world oil reserves; state-owned companies control the rest.”
There was also a modest increase in the effectiveness of OPEC
a? a cartel. Cartels restricting supply had long been typical in the
:;]El:j:ﬂ;t 12'::: iré:rh;;:ast they had been private arrangements ?f
- generally have a problem because there is

a tendency to cheat on production quotas when markets are soft
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cent. However, oil companies made sure that no one country suf-
fered much more than any other. They redistributed the world's
traded oil. When the United States lost 25 percent of its Arab oil
imports, the companies shipped it more Venezuelan or Indonesian
oil. They smoothed the pain of the embargo so that the rich coun-
tries all lost about 7-9 percent of their oil, well below the strangu-
lation point. The companies, acting primarily out of their own
interest in maintaining stability, helped prevent the economic con-
flict from becoming a military conflict.®

How powerful was oil as an economic weapon at the turning
point of 1973? By cutting production and embargoing sales to coun-
tries friendly to Israel, Arab states were able to bring their issues to
the forefront of the U.S. agenda. The oil weapon encouraged the
United States to play a more conciliatory role in arranging the set-
tlement of the Arab-Israeli dispute in the aftermath of the Yom
Kippur War. However, the oil weapon did not change the basic pol-
icy of the United States in the Middle East.

Why was the oil weapon not more effective, and what are the les-
sons for today? Part of the answer is symmetry in overall interdepen-
dence. Saudi Arabia, which became the key country in oil markets,
had large investments in the United States. If the Saudis damaged the
U.S. economy too much, they would also hurt their own economic
interests. In addition, Saudi Arabia depended on the United States
in the security area. In the long run, the United States was the only
country able to keep a stable balance of power in the Persian Gulf
region. The Saudis knew this, and they were careful about how far
they pushed the oil weapon. At one point, they quietly made sure
that the American Sixth Fleet in the region was supplied with oil.*
The Saudis were benefiting from the long-run security guarantee pro-
vided by the United States. There was an indirect linkage between
the security interdependence and the oil interdependence. Force w:la,s
100 costly to use overtly, but it played a role as a power resource in
the background. In other words, the outcome of the crisis involved
aSymmetries caused by changes in the structure of the market, but
the outcome was not determined by economic power alone. This
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FIGURE 3.1 Real Domestic Crude Oil Prices [1946-2008)*
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producing regions, such as the Persian Gulf, will still play an im-
portant role in world politics. Because Saudi Arabia is the world’s
number one producer and source of reserves, any major changes in
its political stability could have widespread consequences.

It is interesting to compare the markets in oil and natural gas.
Russia is a major producer of both, but Russia's efforts to gain
power by structuring market asymmetries is more obvious in the
area of natural gas than in oil. As we have seen, oil is a relatively
fungible commodity with multiple sources of supply and relative
ease of transport, whereas until recently gas has been regarded as
scarce and more dependent upon fixed pipelines for supply. Al-
though this may change in the future because of liquefied natural
gas shipments and new technologies for producing gas from plenti-
ful fields of shale rock, until now Russia has been a major supplier
of natural gas to Europe. The Russian government has consolidated
ownership of gas fields and pipelines in one company, Gazprom,
and used it to structure markets in Russia’s favor. When Russia had
disputes with neighbors such as Ukraine over gas prices, it did not
hesitate to cut off gas supplies as a form of economic power. Later,
when a more sympathetic government came to power in Ukraine,
Russia used the lure of heavily discounted gas prices to obtain the
€xtension of its lease of a naval base in Ukraine, thus complicating
the prospect that Ukraine might one day join NATO.*

Germany depends on Russia for a third of its natural gas, but the
German government claims not to be overly concerned because it
regards the interdependence as symmetrical * In German eyes, Ger-
Man customers are such a large group that Russian income depends
on the security of German demand just as much as German cus-
‘omers depend on the security of Russian supply. Thus, when the
European Union has tried to stimulate interest in a pipeline to route
Caspian gas to Europe without crossing Russian territory, Germany
has expressed less interest. Instead, Germany supported a pipeline
under the North Sea that will increase its dependence on Russian
*4PPly and allow Russia to bypass Ukraine and Poland.
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This will increase the vulnerability of Ukraine and Poland. In the
past, those states had bargaining power based on their ability to stop
gas flowing through pipelines that crossed their territory. The pain
this caused in Germany added to Ukraine and Poland's bargaining
power with Russia. In short, Russia has used its pipeline diplomacy
to increase its economic power. It has an incentive to keep its prom-
ise to be a reliable supplier to large customers such as Germany,
but Russia can wield its asymmetrical advantage over smaller cus-
tomers such as the Baltics, Georgia, Belarus, and Ukraine in what
Russia sees as its sphere of influence. Similarly, Russia has tried to
contract for gas from the Central Asian republics to be routed to
Europe through Russian pipelines, but this market structuring 1s
being countered by Chinese efforts to construct pipelines eastward
from Central Asia. Even more important were the recent discovery
and exploitation of technologies to unlock the massive amounts of
gas trapped in shale rock in the United States and elsewhere. Proj-
ects designed to liquefy natural gas and ship it to the United States
were no longer competitive in American markets, As this gas began

to be shipped instead to European markets, it reduced the power

that Russia could develop through its pipeline diplomacy.”

Willalt these oil and gas examples show is that even though raw ma-
Fe?a iy less crucial in the so-called lightweight economies of the
information age than they were in the industrial age, oil and gas still
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kets (though sanctions sometimes involve manipulating control over
market access). “Sanctions” are defined as measures of encourage-
ment or punishment designed to reinforce a decision or make a pol-
icy authoritative. They can be both negative and positive. As
Thomas Schelling once pointed out, “The difference between a
threat and a promise, between coercion and compensation, some-
times depends on where the baseline is located. We originally of-
fered our children a weekly allowance on condition they make their
own beds and do a few other simple chores. . . . But once it became
standard practice and expectation that the weekly allowance would
be paid, withholding it for nonperformance became in the chil-
dren’s eyes a punishment.”* Perceptions affect how sanctions are
experienced.

David Baldwin lists eleven examples of negative trade sanctions
ranging from embargos to preclusive buying and seven capital sanc-
tions that include freezing of assets, unfavorable taxation, and sus-
pension of aid. Among a dozen positive sanctions, he includes tariff
reductions, favorable market access, provision of aid, and investment
guarantees.* Other recent examples of sanctions include travel bans
and arms embargoes. Sanctions can be applied by and against both
state and nonstate actors. What sanctions all have in common is the
manipulation of economic transactions for political purposes.

States restrict access to their markets for protectionist purposes
Ina competition to secure a greater share of the gains from trade or
to favor a politically important domestic group, but many protec-
tionist measures are also designed to generate power. For example,
When the European Union granted preferential trade access to its
market for jts ex-colonies, it could be seen as righting a historical
injustice (and thereby seeking to generate soft power) or as exer-
€ising a means of neocolonial control (hard power), but the pur-
Poses were political.

States with large markets often use threats of restructuring mar-

access to extend their regulatcry power bE}"Dﬂd their territory.
In the area of privacy regulations, for example, Brussels has taken
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the lead in establishing global standards because no firm wishes to
be excluded from the European market. Similarly, because of the
importance of the American and European markets, transnational
firms adhere to the strictest set of antitrust regulations. Even when
the American Justice Department approved GE's acquisition of
Honeywell (both American companies), GE abandoned the deal
after the European Union objected. And companies that want ac-
cess to China’s market find they have to agree to minority owner-
ship rules, transfer of proprietary technology, and restrictive rules
on communication. As its market size increases, China has been
making stricter demands that in effect force suppliers to share their
technology and adopt Chinese technical standards “as a conscious
strategy to use China’s economic girth to shift technology standards
by making it too costly for the industry not to adapt.”*" Foreign in-
vestors have warned China about policies that undercut the climate
of confidence of investment, but to little avail. During a visit to
Brussels in 2009, Chinese vice premier Wang Qishan asked the Eu-
ropean Union to keep its markets open, lift its arms embargo, and
grant more visas to Chinese citizens. When the Europeans de-
murred, “Mr. Wang's response was dismissive: whatever you tell
me doesn't really make a difference. You are going to invest in
China anyway."! Not surprisingly, states with larger markets are
better placed to control market access and to apply sanctions.

As the world’s largest economy, the United States has often taken
tl_';e lead in applying sanctions. The United States alone applied
eighty-five new sanctions on foreign states between 1996 and
2(]1‘.1?1:’-2 and some wags complained that the country had sanctions
agams_t l'_mlf of Elumankmd. Yet the conventional wisdom of most
E:‘}f’;niti‘::ﬁﬁzz;?:sthdfr;; work."” This judgrnen?: is reinfm_ccd
to stop Italian aggression in E'i.lt_}:re ?f Leagu? ¥ Mo RN
tade embeare iy ATy Pty CmPla. the failure of the ﬁmerlc?n

astro for half a century, or the fail-

ure of t;ancnuns to rf:mave Saddam Hussein from power in Irag.
Why, then, are sanctions so often used?
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The answer may be in part that the judgment of failure is over-
stated. A careful study of 115 uses of economic sanctions by major
countries from 1950 to 1990 concluded that in about a third of the
cases, sanctions made at least a modest contribution to obtaining
the goals of those using them. The study found that sanctions were
most likely to be successful when the objective was modest and
clear, the target was in a weakened position to begin with, economic
relations were great, sanctions were heavy, and the duration was
limited.** Others have challenged these results, with one scholar
claiming that sanctions were effective in only 5 of the 115 cases,
but the successes included significant instances such as South Africa
and Libya

Baldwin points out that judgments about effectiveness relate only
to outputs, unlike judgments about efficiency or utility, which relate
instruments and outputs. The important question in any situation
is, What is the alternative to sanctions? Even if the probability of
reaching a desired end through economic sanctions is low, the rel-
€vantissue is whether it is higher than for alternative policy options.
Military power is sometimes more effective, but its costs may be so
high that it is less efficient. Take the case of sanctions against the

Castro regime in Cuba. As the Cuban Missile Crisis showed, the
costs of using military means to remove Castro were potentially
Efmrmnus, including the risks of nuclear war. At the same time,
Biven the bipolar Cold War, doing nothing would have been costly
for America’s political competition with the Soviet Union. Al-
though it is true that sanctions were not effective in removing Cas-
tro, they were an efficient means of imposing costs and containing
C-Iastm_ Military action might (or might not—witness the Bay of
Pigs failure) have removed Castro, but given the potential military
€OSts, sanctions might have been the most efficient policy choice

available 45
Like all forms of power, efforts to wield economic sanctions de-
;i’;ddizi-n the conftext, purposes, and skill _in cunw:-rting resou::f
ed behavior. Judging success requires clarity about goals,
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and both actors and observers sometimes mix the goals together.
The major goals of sanctions include behavioral change, contain-
ment, and regime change in another country.*® Alternatively, the
goals can be described as coercing, constrainin g, and signaling. Co-
ercion is an effort to make the target do something, prevention
means making it costly for a target to do something, and signaling
indicates commitment—to the target, to domestic audiences, or to
third parties.”” One study concluded that trade sanctions rarely
force compliance or subvert the target government and have limited
deterrent value, but they often succeed as international and domes-
tic symbols.#

To go back to the famous Cuban “failure,” although sanctions did
not remove Castro and only somewhat inhibited his international
“I‘P"’bﬂiﬁfs (because he received countervailing Soviet aid), they
did allow American policymakers to signal to a domestic audience
and to other countries that alliance with the Soviet Union could be
s b s
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had overseas financial assets frozen. In 2007, the effectiveness of
the American Treasury Department's freezing of North Korean as-
sets in a Macao bank is credited with helping to bring Pyongyang
back to the bargaining table. In addition, policymakers began to re-
alize that sanctions should be regarded as one tool among many,
rather than an all-or-nothing condition, and used flexibly in a bar-
gaining relationship. For example, as America began to repair its re-
lations with Vietnam in the 1990s, a gradual relaxation of sanctions
was part of the process, along with other diplomatic tools. More re-
cently, in relation to Burma, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham
Clinton announced that “engagement versus sanctions is a false
choice . . . so going forward, we will be employing both these
tools. "+

The signaling role of sanctions has often been dismissed as
“merely symbolic.” But if we consider legitimacy and soft power,
we see clearly that signaling can impose real costs upon a target.
Naming and shaming campaigns are important ways in which non-
governmental actors try to affect the policies of transnational cor-
porations by attacking the equity they have built up in their brands.
NGOs also try to shame states into action by attack on national rep-
utation, and states themselves compete to create narratives that in-
Crease their soft power and reduce that of their opponents.
Sometimes the campaigns fail and sometimes they succeed, but le-
gitimacy is a power reality, and struggles over legitimacy involve
real costs. Some observers believe that the main effect of anti-
3partheid sanctions that eventually led to majority rule in South
Africa in 1994 lay not in the economic effects, but in the sense of
solation and doubts about legitimacy that developed in the ruling
white minority. Similarly, the success of UN sanctions in helping
to bring about a reversal in Libyan policies of support for terrorism
and development of nuclear weapons were related to Libyan con-
cemns about legitimacy as much as economic effects.” Because of
their valye in signaling and soft power, and because they are often
the only relatively inexpensive policy option, sanctions are likely
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to remain a major instrument of power in the twenty-first century
despite their mixed record.

Payments, aid, and other positive sanctions also have both a hard
and a soft power dimension. As noted earlier, providing a payment
and removing a payment are two sides of the same coin. Providing
aid and cutting off aid are the positive and negative aspects of a sim-
ilar sanction., Providing payments to secure the support of other
countries has a long history in cabinet diplomacy, and it persists in
today's democratic age. Indeed, the score of small countries that
continue to recognize the Republic of China government in Taipei
rather than Beijing receive significant economic aid from Taiwan.
Similarly, if we try to understand why some nonwhaling countries
vote with Japan in internationa] forums on issues related to whaling,
We must note that they receive aid from Japan.

g countries such as Russia, Venezuela,
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or airport terminal. According to some experts, “China, which is
not a member of the OECD [Organization for Economic Cooper-
ation and Development), is operating under rules that the West has
largely abandoned. It mixes aid and business in secret government-
to-government agreements."*? The Chinese approach, which avoids
good governance or human rights conditions, is often welcomed by
authoritarian states. Rwandan president Paul Kagame compares it
favorably to the Western approach.® Nor is China alone. India and
Brazil are other emerging economies that both receive and give aid
at the same time. “None of the new donors (all of which except
Russia, still get aid themselves) publishes comprehensive, or even
comprehensible, figures.”>*

Russian aid is designed to increase Russian influence in what Rus-
sia calls “the near abroad” of former Soviet states. Some countries,
such as Great Britain, devote a large portion of their aid to devel-
opment and separate its administration in a special bureaucracy—
in Britain, the Department for International Development rather
than the Foreign Office. When we look at American assistance pro-
grams, less than half are administered by the Agency for Interna-
tional Development (AID) and devoted to development.®® As a
superpower, the United States has many objectives for assistance
that are not directly related to development. A quarter of American
aid is administered by the Pentagon.

Even when aid is designated for development only, it can still be
used to create hard economic power, for example, by building up
the economic and administrative capabilities of an allied country.
‘Nation-building” can develop the hard power of an ally. The Mar-
shall Plan, in which the United States contributed 2 percent of its
gross domestic product to restore the economies of Europe that had
been devastated by World War I, is an important case in point. By
festoring growth and prosperity to Western Europe, the United
States succeeded in strengthening resistance to communism and the
Soviet Union—a major foreign policy goal. The Marshall Plan also
helped to develop a sense of gratitude in Europe and enhanced
American soft power among the recipient countries.
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TABLE 3.1 U.5. Aid Program Composition (2008)'

PERCENTAGE OF

CATEGORY TOTAL AID
Bilateral development 35.5
Economic, political,

security 27.1
Military 17.5
Humanitarian 14.4
Multilatera| 5.5
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the degree of uncertainty about development and nation-building
sets limits on the way that aid can be used to generate economic
power by building up allies. This does not mean that aid is always
ineffective, only that we exercise caution in taking at face value
overly optimistic estimates about development-oriented aid as a
source of hard economic power. Indeed, when donors have strate-
gic goals, they may lose the leverage to impose growth-promoting
reforms. 5

Aid programs may also be used for humanitarian purposes, and
if properly administered, they can generate soft power. But such
soft power effects are not guaranteed. Although assistance may
curry favor among elites, if it leads to corruption and disruption of
existing power balances among social groups, it can also engender
fesentment, rather than attraction, among the general populace.
Moreover, conditionality designed to restrict local elites can back-
fire. For example, when the United States unveiled its $7.5 billion
aid budget for Pakistan in 2009, it set conditions that restricted some
parts for civilian development purposes, but the restrictions raised a
nationalist furor in the Pakistan press.® Similarly, a study of aid proj-
eCts in Afghanistan found that sometimes aid was not merely inef-
fectual but was counterproductive in terms of soft power. By
disturbing Jocal political balances and stimulating corruption, large
ad projects often generated jealousy, conflict, and resentment
4mong local groups. As one observer concluded, “If there are lessons
to be drawn from the still tentative successes here, they are that
small projects often work best, that the consent and participation of
loca] People are essential and that even baby steps take years."® Like
fiegative sanctions, positive sanctions of payment and assistance have
“ Mixed record as generators of both hard and soft power.

THE FUTURE OF ECONOMIC POWER

Bm_‘gai"ing and power struggles occur among states, private corpo-
ations, and hybrids of the two. “Wherever you look you can see
proliferation of hybrid organizations that blur the line between
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the public and private sector. These are neither old-fashioned na-
tionalized companies, designed to manage chunks of the economy,
nor classic private-sector firms that sink or swim according to their
own strength. Instead they are confusing entities that seem to flit
between one world and another to suit their own purposes.”® Rus-
sian firms like Gazprom, Chinese state-owned enterprises, and sov-
ereign wealth funds like Dubai World complicate market behavior
and increase the opportunities for political manipulation.

A robust and growing economy provides the basis for all instru-
ments of power. In addition, economic tools like sanctions and aid
will be crucial in this century because they are often the most effi-
cient instruments in terms of relative costs. But it is a mistake to
argue that the twenty-first century will be the age of geoeconomics.
The diffusion of POWeTr to nonstate actors, including transnational
corporations, sets limits on state strategies to use economic instru-
ments. States will often find economic power difficult to wield both
because market actors are difficult to control and because market
conditions are variable. But even as it is a mistake to make general-
izations about the dominance of economic power over military
power in the twenty-first century, it is equally important to under-
stand the full range of €conomic policy instruments. Structuring
“?arkm s more important than imposing sanctions and providing
a1.d_ ‘l’r“er}' often, policies that promote open market structures and
fiwers:ﬁcatiun of sources of supply will turn out to be more effective
Wer to suppliers than mercantilist efforts to
h ownership, Economic power will be one

: implements in the toolbox of smart power
but policy answers will often depend on the context of
ket and its asymmetries of vulnerability.
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CHAPTER 4

Soft Power

Soft power is an academic concept that has migrated to the front
Pages of newspapers and been used by top leaders in China, Indone-
sia, Europe, and elsewhere. However, wide usage has sometimes
Meant misuse of the concept as a synonym for anything other than
military force.! Moreover, because soft power has appeared to bre
an alternative to raw power politics, it is often embraced by Etbl‘
cally minded scholars and policymakers. But soft power is a descrip-
tive, rather than a normative, concept. Like any form of power, it
ca b wielded for good or bad purpeses. Hitler, Stalin, and Mao
all possessed a great deal of soft power in the eyes of their acclﬂﬁS.
but that did not make it good. It is not necessarily better to twist
minds than to twist arms.?

Skeptics have dismissed soft power as “one of those beautiful ac-
ademic ideas that failed a lot of foreign policy tests” and argu Edl thi::
B verer's stopped by even the deepest cultural affinity.
Thnugh the concept of soft power is recent, the behavior it denotes
is a5 old as human history. It is implicit in Lao-tzu's comment that
aleader is best not when people obey his commands, but when vaih
Iaare]F know he exists. In eighteenth-century Europe, the spread of
French language and culture enhanced French power. In 1762,

Bl
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when Frederick the Great of Prussia was on the brink of defeat, he
was saved by his personal soft power when “Czarina Elizabeth died
and was succeeded by her son Peter, who idolized the soldier-
| 4 king . .. and ordered home the Russian armies.” During the Amer-
i ican Civil War, some British statesmen considered supporting the
| South, but despite their obvious commercial and strategic interests,
British elites were constrained by popular opposition to slavery and
attraction to the cause of the North. Before World War [, when the
United States wrestled with the choice of going to war with Ger-
many or Britain, “Germany's primary disadvantag{-. in 1914 was not
its record in American opinion, but the absence of a record. So little
existed to counteract the natural pull toward Britain . . . which
dominated the channels of transatlantic communication.” Contrary
to the skeptics, soft power has often had very real effects in history,
including on the movement of armjes,
B?HUSE it ls a form of power, only a truncated and impoverished
;:rr;g};gﬂf realism 1g;nDrES s-:.nft power.® Traditional realists did not.
, noted British realist E, | Carr described international
power in three categories: military power, economic power, and
POWer over opinion. As we have seen, much of this subtlety was
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Not just states are involved. Corporations, institutions, NGOs,
and transnational terrorist networks often have soft power of their
own. Even individual celebrities are able to use their soft power “by
making ideas, palatable, acceptable, colorful. Or as the singer Bono
putit . .. his function is to bring applause when people get it right,
and make their lives a misery when they don't."™ In 2007, in the
run-up to the Beijing Olympics, Steven Spielberg sent an open let-
ter to President Hu Jintao asking China to use its influence to push
Sudan to accept a UN peacekeeping force in Darfur. “China soon
dispatched Mr, Zhai to Darfur, a turnaround that served as a classic
study of how a pressure campaign, aimed to strike Beijing in a vul-
nerable spot at a vulnerable time, could accomplish what years of
diplomacy could not.”®

Incorporating soft power into a government strategy is more dif-
ficult than may first appear. For one thing, success in terms of out-
comes is more in the control of the target than is often the case
with hard power. A second problem is that the results often take
along time, and most politicians and publics are impatient to see
4 prompt return on their investments. Third, the instruments of
soft power are not fully under the control of governments. Al-
though governments control policy, culture and values are embed-
ded in civil societies. Soft power may appear less risky than{
economic or military power, but it is often hard to use, easy to IGSE-J
and costly to reestablish.

Soft power depends upon gredibilityrand when governments are
Perceived as manipulative and information is seen as propaganda,
credibility js destroyed. One critic argues that if governments es-
chew imposition or manipulation, they are not really exercising soft
Power, but mere dialogue.!! Even though governments face a diffi-
cult task in maintaining credibility, this criticism underestimates the
"mportance of pull, rather than push, in soft power interactions.
The best Propaganda is not propaganda.

f course, it is important not to exaggerate the impact of soft
(or any other form of) power. There are some situations where soft
POWer provides very little leverage. It is difficult, for example, to
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see how soft power would solve the dispute over North Korea's nu-
clear weapons. Some critics make the mistake of assuming that be-
cause soft power is often insufficient, it is not a form of power. But
that problem is true of all forms of power. Nevertheless, when a
government is concerned about structural milieu goals or general
value objectives, such as promotion of democracy, human rights,
and freedom, it is often the case that soft power turns out to be su-
perior to hard power. And in a century marked by global informa-
tion and a diffusion of power to nonstate actors, soft power will
become an increasingly important part of smart power strategies.

SOURCES OF SOFT POWER

]
ijf'he soft power of a country rests heavily on three basic resources:
| its culture (in places where it js attractive to others), its political
zv?]ues {‘I-Vhen it lives up to them at home and abroa d), and its for-
(eign policies (when others see them as legitimate and having moral
Jau[:hurit}f]- The parenthetica] conditions are the key in determining
;::::t?;:ﬂﬂﬁ 1 Sﬂﬁ.: POWer resources translate into the behavior
With soft power i:ﬁ mgi‘EﬂEE others toward favorable outcomes.
and the targets l':‘latt at the target thinks is particularly important,
er as much as the agents. Attraction and per-

Suasion are socially constry :
cted. Soft power i res
partners. ft power is a dance that requi

In some contexts cul
» Clltuy
“Culture” is the i
k]"DWlE‘dge and

important power resource.
Pattern of social behaviors by which groups transmit

values, and it exists at multiple levels.!? Some as-
S universal, some are national, and others
classes or small groups, Culture is never
tures interact in different ways. More re-
on the connection between culture and

ample, can Western cultural attraction re-
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state of Iran. Western music and videos are anathema to the ruling
mullahs, but attractive to many of the younger generation.

Sometimes, a third party helps with cultural intermediation. In
China, many American and Japanese cultural ideas are proving more
attractive when they arrive via South Korea. As a university student
puts it in discussing television shows, “American dramas also show
the same kind of lifestyle. We know that South Korea and America
have similar political systems and economies. But it is easier to ac-
cept the lifestyle from South Koreans because they are culturally
closer to us. We feel we can live like them in a few years."3

But direct cultural contacts can also be important. As the son of
China's foreign minister described Chinese students in the United
States: “Our experiences made us see that there are alternative ways
for China to develop and for us to lead our personal lives. Being in
the United States made us realize that things in China can be dif-
ferent.”* Over time, cultures influence each other. For example,
the American University in Beirut originally enhanced American
soft power in Lebanon, but studies show that it later enhanced
Lebanon’s soft power in America.'®

Culture, values, and policies are not the only resources that pro-
duce soft power. As we saw in the last chapter, economic resources
can also produce soft as well as hard power behavior. They can be
used to attract as well as coerce. Sometimes in real-world situations,
itis difficult to distinguish what part of an economic relationship is
composed of hard power and what is made up of soft power. Euro-
Pean leaders describe the desire by other countries to accede to the
European Union as a sign of Europe’s soft power.' It is impressive,
for example, that former communist countries in Central Europe
oriented their expectations and revised their laws to comply with
Brussels's framework. Turkey has made changes in its human rights
Policies and laws on similar grounds. But how much are the
changes the result of the economic inducement of market access,
and how much is the result of attraction to Europe’s successful eco-
fomic and political system? The situation is one of mixed motives,
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and different actors in a country may see the mix in different ways.
Journalists and historians must trace particular processes in detail
to disentangle causation.

A number of observers see China's soft power increasing in Asia
and other parts of the developing world, particularly after the 2008
global financial crisis that started in the United States.!” According
to the People’s Daily, “Soft power has become a key word. . . . There
Is great potential for the development of China’s soft power."* [n
parts of the developing world, the so-called Beijing Consensus on
authoritarian government plus a successful market economy has be-
come more popular than the previously dominant Washington Con-
sensus of liberal market economics with democratic government.
But to what extent are Venezuelans and Zimbabweans attracted to
the Beijing Consensus, admire China's doubling of its gross domes-
tic product over a decade, or are induced by the prospect of access
to a large and growing market? Moreover, even if the authoritarian
growth model produces soft power for China in authoritarian coun-
tries, it does not produce attraction in democratic countries. What
attracts in Caracas may repel in Parjs_ 1

We also saw that military resources can sometimes contribute to
soft power. Dictators often cultivate myths of invincibility to struc-
ture expectations and attract others to join their bandwagon. Some
people are generally attracted to strength. As Osama bin Laden has
said, people are attracted to a strong horse rather than a weak horse.

A 3 =
well-run military can be 4 source of attraction, and military-to-

nluhtal'}f cooperation and training programs can RRRILE o ety
tional networks that

tun ; EﬂhaHCE a CGLIHH}"S Sﬂ& P,Dwear_ ﬁt the SE.I'HE
I s -
tary resources can undercut soft power. Indif-
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Brazil, and others all increased their soft power by using military
resources for earthquake relief in Haiti in 2010.

SOFT POWER AND AMERICAN HEGEMONY

Some analysts see soft power in the twenty-first century as a form
of cultural imperialism and argue that American culture has created
a hegemonic liberal dialogue.?® Global politics involves “verbal fight-
ing" among competing narratives, and these analysts argue that the
ability of the United States to frame global politics after 9/11 as a
“global war on terror” channeled arguments and actions into an
American framework.?' But to describe American dominance over
contemporary communications as coercive is an odd use of the word
‘coercion.” As Steven Lukes argues, there are rational and nonra-
tional modes by which the third face of power operates and em-
powering and disempowering ways by which agents influence
targets’ formulation of their preferences and self-interest. Mthul{gh
not always easy, we can distinguish indoctrination from free choice
in most instances. 22

American values are not universal in some absolute sense, but
many are similar to the values of others in an information age where
more people want participation and freedom of expression. When
values are widely shared, they can provide a basis for soft P’Jr""’f—'r
that works in multiple directions, both to and from the United
States. Americans may benefit but simultaneously find themselves
constrained to live up to values shared by others if the United Srtatfl's
Wishes to remain attractive. Given the political diversity fmd f“s'“'
tutional fragmentation of global relations, those who believe in an
American hegemony over discourse have a difficult case o make.
Many countries and groups have different values. Dthe?'wlsea thf—'ff"f
would be far more uniformity of views than now exists in g]:}bal vl
fairs. Local cultures continue to command loyalty because pEﬂfPII‘E
e involved in networks of status and caste, and they pursue reli-
8ious and communal markers of identity."®
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Tﬂ. put the question of American soft power hegemony in per-
i;p;c;l.re, t: h:IIps toﬁluuk at Chi::a, T.here b m0 Jnck of Chinee o8
: in the idea of “soft power.” A Singaporean analyst argues that

soﬁ. power is central to China’s strategic vision and underlines its
sensitivity to external perceptions.”?* Since the early 1990s, hun-
dreds of essays and scholarly articles have been published Jin the
People’s Republic of China on soft power. The term has also en-
tl::ler::h Chm.a s official language. In his keynote speech to the Seven-
nth National Congress of the Communist Party of China (CPC)
::; {hjcmb-er 15, 2007, President Hy Jintao stated that the CPC must
of g::if:;fﬁs part of the soft power of our country . .. a factor
ot cance in the competition in overall national
it lfeh;nt:nl::: i::::h]::d;ﬂ attractive traditional culture, but now
1.4 million Chines of global popular culture as well. A total of
2008, and in 2009 ezf'zmdfnts studied abroad between 1978 and
universities, Chin : U:ﬂqﬂ foreign students enrolled in Chinese
500,000 h}'PE[}Z[} fﬁs Eﬂfﬁclals expect the number to increase to
Institutes around th hina has created several hundred Confucius
while the Voice of ,a;wctrld o teach its language and culture, and
nineteen to fourteen ©TiCa was cutting its Chinese broadcasts from
creasing its broadense 1 ¢, China Radio International wasin-
2009-2010, Ching ; in English to twenty-four hours a day.? In
: 3 invested $8.9 billion in “external publicity

work,"” includin
= g a twenty-four. 5
deﬁgl?ed to imitate A] Ja;yeeiuzrs hour Xinhua cable news channel
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latest example. This new diplomacy helped to alleviate fears and
reduce the likelihood of other countries allying to balance a rising
power.” According to one study, “The Chinese style emphasized
symbolic relationships, high-profile gestures, such as rebuilding the
Cambodian Parliament or Mozambique Foreign Affairs Ministry."
But there are limits to Chinese as well as American soft power.

In 2006, China used the anniversary of the naval explorations of
its great Ming Dynasty admiral Zheng He to create a narrative that
justified its modern naval expansion into the Indian Ocean, but that
did not produce soft power in India, where suspicions of Chinese
naval ambitions led to a climate of mistrust.”’ Similarly, China tried
to enhance its soft power by the successful staging of the 2008
Olympics, but shortly afterward its domestic crackdown in Tibet,
in Xianjiang, and on activists like Liu Xiaobo (who later received
the Nobel Peace Prize) undercut the country’s soft power gains. In
2009, Beijing announced plans to spend billions of dollars to develop
global media giants to compete with Bloomberg, Time Warner, and
Viacom “to use soft power rather than military might to win friends
abroad.” But China’s efforts were hindered by its domestic political
censorship. For all the efforts to turn Xinhua and China Central Tel-
evision into competitors for CNN and the BBC, “there is no inter-
national audience for the brittle propaganda.” India’s Bollywood
hlms command far greater international audiences than do Chinese
films. “When Zhang Yimou, the acclaimed director, was asked re-
cently why his films were always set in the past, he said that films
about contemporary China would be neutered by the censors.”™

Thus, it is not surprising that a poll taken in Asia late in 2008
found China’s soft power less than that of the United States, and
concluded that “China’s charm offensive has thus far been ineffec-
tive.” This was confirmed by a 2010 BBC poll of twenty-eight
countries that showed a net positive image of China only in Pakistan
and Africa, whereas in Asia, the Americas, and Europe the modal
OPinion was neutral to poor.” Great powers try to use culture ‘rmfd

Narrative to create soft power that promotes their advantage, but it




80 THE FUTURE OF POWER

is not always an easy sell if the words and symbols are inconsistent
with domestic realities.

Soft power can be used for both zero-sum and positive-sum in-
teractions. As we have seen, it is a mistake to think of power—the
ability to affect others to obtain preferred outcomes—simply as
“power over” rather than “power with” others. Some observers have
expressed alarm over the potential increase in Chinese soft power.
Whether this will be a problem for other countries or not will de-
pend on the way the power is used. If China uses its soft power to
manipulate the politics of Asia to exclude the United States, its
strategy will cause friction, but to the extent that China adopts

the attitude of a rising ‘responsible stakeholder” in international af-
fairs, its combination of hard and soft
contribution.

China is far from America’s or Europe's equal in soft power, but
it would be foolish to ignore the gains China is making. Fortunately,
these gains can be good for Chinga and also good for the rest of the
world. Soft power need not be 3 ze
try's gain is necessarily another country's loss. If China and the
United States, for example, both become more attractive in each
other’s eyes, the prospects of damaging conflicts will be reduced. If

the rise of China’s soft Power reduces the likelihood of conflict, it
can be part of 3 positive-sum relationship.

power can make a positive

ro-sum game in which one coun-

SOFT POWER BEHAVIORS: AGENDA.SETTING,
ATTRACTION, AND PERSUASION
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TABLE 4.1 Three Faces of Power Behavior

FIRST FACE
[DAHL: INDUCING OTHERS TO DO
WHAT THEY OTHERWISE WOULD NOT DO)

Hard: A uses force/payment to change B's existing strategies.
Soft: A uses attraction/persuasion to change B’s existing preferences.

SECOND FACE
[BACHRACH AND BARATZ: FRAMING AND SETTING AGENDA)

Hard: A uses force/pay to truncate B's agenda [whether B likes it or
not).

Soft: A uses attraction or institutions so that B sees the agenda as
legitimate.

THIRD FACE
ILUKES: SHAPING OTHERS' PREFERENCES]

Hard: A uses force/pay to shape B's preferences | “Stackholm
syndrome").

Soft: A uses attraction and/or institutions to shape B's initial
preferences,

preference about smoking (soft power). Under the second dimen-
sion, the principal could ban cigarette vending machines (a hard as-
pect of agenda-setting) or use public service advertisements about
“ancer and yellow teeth to create a climate in which smoking bfl"
comes unpopular and unthinkable (soft power). Under the third di-
mension of power behavior, the principal could hold a school
assembly in which students discuss smoking and vow not to smc-ll-:e
(soft power) or go further and threaten to ostracize the minority
who smoke (hard power). In other words, the principal can use her
hard power o stop students from smoking or use the soft power of
ing, persuasion, and attraction. The success of her soft ]?Dl‘-ﬁl’ﬂf
orts will depend upon her ability to attract and create credibility
and trust,
Attraction is more complex than it first appears. It can refer to

positive or.negative—as well as creating
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alllunng Or positive magnetic effects. Like magnetism or gravita-
tional pull, attention ma

vy be welcome or unwelcome, depending
on the context,

Lawyers refer to some things as an “attractive nu-
sance.” I,f attraction is asymmetrical and leads to a hard power re-
:z;sl :l: fﬁ;ﬁﬁ vulneTaljrili_ty rather than power. For example,
led to colonial sjlj‘ . B_ﬂtﬂm i the nincteenth century, and tim.
M : J"I-igatmn, rather than soft power, for India.®
. (:JI;E'D'-'EI‘_. attention is often asymmetrical. The bigger the problem
:n ge airrr:n:::i ;Eu:; it i? likely to attract, A smaller or weaker party
stronger part}r'—:itnem,f <t focus compared to the larger or
Vietnam., But this t 5; fe Urutetd St?tes and Canada or China and
relies on positive aim? ﬂ'r:tractmn is not soft power. Soft power
What generat e ﬂle‘smse of “alluring.”

those whgn are S;Il::stfw attr?ctmn? Psychologists tell us we like

us or with whom we share group member-

shi

shapr;dazc:u?:::;]f:t::ﬁqd by physical characteristics as well as

suggests three cluste :‘ WE]_“rf states, Alexander Vuving usefully

central to attraction. ]l;,s = ql:lalmes of the agent and action that are
on: benignity, competence, and beauty (charisma).

"Benl'.g]‘iit}"" iS an as
pect of :
ceived ag bem'gn tends t'::- iy g Ywstooden. o

dcquiescence, *‘Bﬁlliance”gjf t:;‘ate sympaﬂ:y: trust, credibility, and
does things, and it X adﬂrﬂ[:rpetf-.nce refers to how an agent
“Beauty” or “charismg” i an ration, respect, and emulation.
values, and vision, and j tm;:pe':t of an agent's relation to ideals,
ence.® These clusters of qual; FD Produce inspiration and adher-
sources (such as cys 1es are crucial for converting re-

With ure, values, ang policies) into power behavior.
, Qualities, a given resource may produce
duction of soft poyer by alunﬁrhe oPposite of soft power. The pro-
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cultural artifact, such as a Hollywood movie that portrays liberated
women acting independently, may produce positive attraction in
Rio but revulsion in Riyadh. An aid program that is seen as manip-
ulative may undercut soft power, and a slick television production
that is perceived as pure propaganda may produce revulsion.

Persuasion is closely related to attraction. It is the use of argu-
ment to influence the beliefs and actions of others without the
threat of force or promise of payment. Persuasion almost always in-
volves some degree of manipulation, with some points being em-
phasized and others neglected. Dishonest persuasion may go so far
3 to involve fraud. In persuasion, rational argument appealing to
facts, beliefs about causality, and normative premises are mixed
with the framing. of issues in attractive ways and the use of emo-
tional appeals.® That is why attraction, trust, and persuasion are
closely related. Some rational arguments are self-executing. An el-
egant proof in pure math can convince on its own internal merit
even if propounded by an enemy. But most arguments involve as-
sertions about facts, values, and framing that depend upon some
degree of attraction and trust that the source is credible. Take, for
instance, the anecdote about the French nuclear sale to Pakistan at
the I}Egiﬂning of this book. The American argument appealed to
€ommon interests in nonproliferation shared by France and the
United States, but without some attraction between the French and
American governments and trust that the Americans were not lying
and that the intelligence was accurate, the effort at persuasion
Wwould have fajled.

In turn, framing of an agenda is closely related to persuasion.”
An attractively framed argument seen as legitimate by the target is
more likely to be persuasive. Moreover, much persuasion is indirect,
Mediated through mass audiences rather than elites. Perceptions of
IEgi“maCY can also involve third-party audiences. Indirect attempts
# Persuasion often involve efforts to persuade third parties v,'rith
“Motional appeals and narratives rather than pure logic. Narratives
are parﬁcu]_ar[}r important in framing issues in pEFSuasivE ways so
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that some “facts” become important and others fall by the wayside.
Yet if a narrative is too transparently manipulative and discounted
as propaganda, it loses persuasive power. Again, it is not just the in-
fluence effort by the agent, but also the perceptions by the targets
that are critical for the creation of soft power,

HOW SOFT POWER WORKS

Sometimes attraction and the resulting soft power it engenders re-
quire little effort. As we saw earlier, the effects of an actor's values
can be like the light shining from “a city on the hill.” This attraction
b!rf example is the Passive approach to soft power. At other times,
an actor makes active efforts to create attraction and soft power b}’
a variety of programs, such as public diplomacy, broadcasting, ex-
changes, and assistance. There are, then, two models of how soft
power affects its targets: direct and indirect. In the direct form, lead-
ers may be attracted and persuaded by the benignity, competence,
or charisma of other leaders—witness the example of Czar Peter

and Frederick the Great cited previously or an account of the per-
suasive effect of President Obama’

crease in donations at a G-2( meetin

often play an important role. Mor
step model

s arguments leading to an in-
g."! Elite relations and networks
: : e common, however, is a two-
P o f;'r hich publics and third parties are influenced, and
Y in turn affect the leaders of other countries. In this case, soft
power has an important indirect effect by creating an enabling en-
M s for decisions, Alternatively, if an actor or action is per-
CEI;-'Bd as repulsive, it creates 5 disabling environment
tracing of the snn: :hatg;I I::g-aglr?{:t c?usaﬁﬂn requires careful process-
difficulties of sortin : hﬁt?nans EEE e posrith all the
b 8 out multiple causes, In the second model,
Judging indirect causation also requires : -
careful process-tracing be
ctors are involved, but here public opinion

Cause multiple caysa] f,
polls and care i
ful content analysis can help provide a first estimate
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FIGURE 4.1 Soft Power: Direct and Indirect Causal Models

MODEL 1
DIRECT EFFECTS

Resources - government elites - attraction =
elite decision and outcome

MODEL 2
INDIRECT EFFECTS

Resources -3 publics = attract/repel =
enabling or disabling environment = elite decision

of the existence of an enabling or a disabling environment. Even
though polls can measure the existence and trends in potential soft
Power resources, they are only a first approximation for behavioral
change in terms of outcomes. Correlations, such as a study of 143
pairs of countries that found a greater incidence of terrorism where
polls showed people of one country disapproving of the leadership
of another country, are suggestive but do not prove causation.*
Where opinion is strong and consistent over time, it can have an ef-
fect, but the impact of public opinion in comparison to other vari-
ables can be determined only by careful process-tracing. This is
f’&en difficult to catch in the short term and is sometimes best
ludged by historians able to sort causes well after the events.
Some skeptics discount polls completely. They argue that “the
that the state controls public opinion rather than being con-
tolled by it in the realm of foreign policy is a fact that undermines
¢ logic of soft power,"#? This argument is wrong, however, be-
Faus'e it ignores direct effects, matters of degree, types of goals, and
Mteractions with other causes. Moreover, public opinion sometimes
m,s # a constraint on authoritarian leaders, and in many authori-
ta::mn States where internal dissent is muted, international oppro-
"M has an effect. Even if it is true that many governments iln
Many contexts are only weakly constrained by public opinion, it
not follow that soft power is irrelevant.
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Regarding specific goals, sometimes there is a one-step model
with direct effects on policymakers that does not go through public
opinion. Student and leadership exchanges are a good example.
Forty-six current and 165 former heads of government are products
of U.S. higher education. Not all of the nearly 750,000 foreign stu-
dents who come to the United States annually are attracted to the
country, but a large majority are. “Research has consistently shown
that exchange students return home with a more positive view of
the country in which they studied and the people with whom they
interacted,” and foreign-educated students are more likely to pro-
mote democracy in their home country if they are educated in dem-
ocratic countries.* Moreover, such programs can have beneficial
“ripple effects” on indirect participants.*® The results can be dra-
matic. For example, Mikhail Gorbachev's embrace of perestroika
and glasnost was influenced by ideas learned in the United States
by Alexander Yakovley decades earlier. And even though the end
of the Cold War involved multiple causes, there is ample testimony
by former Soviet elites about how ideas interacted with their eco-
nomic decline. As former Soviet official Georgi Shaknazarov puts
it, "Gorbachev, me, all of us were double thinkers. "

% E:::hrghmﬂlixl{;:mp m?kl, %:-ub]ic cl'-pinion often affer:‘ts elites
PRI g 4 Exmg;l‘la _Isabhng environment for spECIﬁC pol-
Pl€, in regard to Iraq in 2003, Turkish of-

iR Simﬂus:'l admi:?istratinn’s lack of soft power hurt
N sy i, !r’:v::“[':xlcan president Vicente Fox wished
olution authorizip o 3 Bush by supporting a second UN res-
option; Whes; bet ng Invasion, l_mt he was constrained by public
lic opinion has an e’g? Pm-mnl?l:lcan is a political kiss of death, pub-
sition does nog €cton policy that the skeptics' simple propo-

Capture. Even Britain, a close ally, when reacting t

Bush administration irsall:
have to work withm:]-:‘: o standards decided that “we still

ferent fashion "~ but we work with them in a rather dif-
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It is often easier to see causation in these negative cases where a
“veto” is relatively easy to identify. In positive cases, the impact of
soft power among multiple variables is more difficult to isolate and
prove. One study suggests three necessary conditions for effective
state use of soft power via the second model of public opinion: com-
municating to an intended target in a functioning marketplace of
ideas, persuading the target to change its attitude on a political
issue, and ensuring the new attitude influences political outcomes. *®
Analyzing each of these steps is helpful in addressing the efforts of
a government to change another government’s policy through soft
power. However, it misses not only the first model of direct effect
but also another dimension of the second model: creating an en-
abling environment through long-term attraction. Such a climate
may be the product of civil society and nonstate actors, often seen
a5 more credible, rather than direct governmental efforts. Instead
of focusing solely on government agents and targeted efforts to
change specific policies, we must also consider the city on a hill ef-
fect and attraction by example. To the extent that one society is at-
tractive to another, it can create an enabling environment for
general milieu goals as well as specific elite decisions.

Here the target of soft power is broad public opinion and cultural
attitudes. Most historians who have studied the period agree that
in addition to troops and money, American power to promote such
goals in postwar Europe was strongly affected by culture and ideas.
Even though governmental programs such as the Marshall Plan
"ere important, historians of the period stress the impact of non-
*tate actors as well. “American corporate and advertising executives,
% well as the heads of Hollywood studios, were selling not only
their products but also America’s culture and values, the secrets of
1ts success, to the rest of the world.”* As one Norwegian scholar
“'8ues, “Federalism, democracy, and open markets represented core

erican values. This is what America exported.” That made it
Much easier to maintain what he calls an “empire by invitation.”

Such general goals remain important today. For example, many acts

terrorism are Jess designed to overthrow a particular government
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than to create a climate of polarization in which an extremist nar-
rative can spread to wider parts of the Muslim world. An interesting
study of the impact of the American University in Beirut and the
American University in Cairo, both nongovernmental, found that
they were successful in promoting their own (and indirectly Amer-
ican government) milieu goals of liberal, secular, private education
despite perilous times in their host societies, but they did not con-
tribute to acceptance of the specific goals of unpopular American
foreign policies.5!

The passive city-on-the hill effect of soft- power should not be ex-
aggerated, however, particularly in its impact on specific short-term
goals. European soft power had an important impact on achieving
the long-term milieu goals of democratization of Central Europe
after the Cold War, but when Europeans went to the 2009 Copen-

hagen climate summit, the soft power of their superior domestic
example on climate was not effec

tive. “Europe’s strategy was to
press others to match its o

Wn concessions on carbon emissions. But
the EU barely existed at the talks” because its lofty aspirations were
too f:-llt from the limited bargains being struck by other countries.”
_ An interesting “natural eXperiment” can be seen in the 2008 elec-
n;:m alf Barack Dblama, which helped to dispel negative stereotypes
:?; ,-:i ;: ﬂdsed Arrnencan political system based solely on money and
hmezca?;nga]sut;:~ln zﬂqg_ polls showed an impressive “revival of
dence in the newmag::lm n:':;l Y parts of the world reflecting confi-
values even sy EI::EZI €nt.™ One poll-based assessment of brand
brand equity 5“&; 2{?:«!.']11:[%E Obama effect was worth $2 trillion in
risen in Eurul_::.e RF Yilthe popularity of the United States had
in areas such as Paz::nmj China but had declined in Egypt,* and
ican policies were yp > ﬂ.:.e P‘aiesﬁnian territories where Amer-
ally better than th p]l;ptd 8. m_tmgs of Obama were only margin-
i © abysmal ratings accorded to Bush.”* And on
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results were better, but only modestly so, than those that had been
achieved by Bush. In other words, the Obama effect was positive,
but of limited magnitude in the short term.

Not only do actors try to influence each other directly and indi-
rectly through soft power; they also compete to deprive each other
of attractiveness and legitimacy, thus creating a disabling environ-
ment either in public opinion in the other country and/or in the
eyes of relevant third parties. For example, after the U.S. Senate
passed a $30 million bill to document and publicize human rights
violations in Iran, the Iranian parliament created a $20 million fund
to expose human rights violations in the United States.”” Some-
times leaders are prepared to ignore the opinion of third parties
(somewhat misleadingly labeled “world public opinion”), but at
other times their concerns about diplomatic isolation can inhibit
their actions.

In 2008, after invading Georgia, Russia carefully controlled its do-
mestic media, but seemed ill prepared to press its case internation-
ally. Georgian president Mikhail Saakasvili used his fluency in
English to dominate coverage in the rest of the world. “The Krem-
lin's reluctance to muster support for its position with the same in-
tensity that it sent tanks into Georgia offers an insight into its
worldview. " Ryssian military power dominated, but Russia was not
3 adept in wielding soft power to consolidate its military victory.

As we have seen, there are a wide variety of basic resources that
can be converted into soft power by skillful conversion strategies.
Basic resources include culture, values, legitimate policies, a positive
domestic model, a successful economy, and a competent military.
Sumatirnes these resources are specially shaped for soft power pur-
Poses. Such shaped resources include national intelligence services,
nformation agencies, diplomacy, public diplomacy, exchange pro-
S1ams, assistance programs, training programs, and various other
[neasures. Shaped resources provide a wide variety of policy tools,

Ut Whether they produce positive or negative responses in the tar-
868 (and thus preferred outcomes) depends upon the context, i3
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FIBURE 4.2 Conversion of Soft Power Resources to Behavior [outcomes)

Resources [cuLty RE, etc.)
€

Policy tools [QUALITIES)
b

Conversion skills
4

Target response (ros /nEs)

Outcome (speciFic OR GENERALJ

target, and the qualities of the power-conversion strategies. This

conversion process is illustrated in Figure 4.2,

th:: r;?::;e:]t: ;?& imwer resources and tools into outcomes requir "

S benigm;_-;}r O Create in the target perceptions of such quali-

be false (as in th;ﬁpet?nce, and charisma. The perception ma}r

whether the target be1'-:t Ot some propaganda), but what matters is
'€ves it and responds positively or negatively.

WIELDING SOFT POWER

THROUGH PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

is difficult for governments to wield.
Practice with valyes, Goin Ety on a hill—requires consistency of
agendas, and Persuade ot} & Ll'ther to project attraction, frame
seen, the causal paths o 'S even more difficult. As we have

i baths are often indirect, the effects often take time
80als to which soft power is directed
apters 2 andaf rarely in full control of all the in-
tes of = We saw some of the potential but
ate soft power Iu.smg military and €Conomic resources to Cre-
true of efforts to create soft power
lic diplomacy, The policy difficulty
of available information, the im-

ents of pub
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portance of networks, and changing leadership styles in democratic
societies. But the fact that creating soft power through public diplo-
macy is often difficult does not mean that it is unimportant.

To be credible in a century where power is diffusing from states
to nonstate actors, government efforts to project soft power will
have to accept that power is less hierarchical in an information age
and that social networks have become more important. To succeed
in a networked world requires leaders to think in terms of attraction
and co-option rather than command. Leaders need to think of
themselves as being in a circle rather than atop a mountain. That
means that two-way communications are more effective than com-
mands. As a young Czech participant at a Salzburg seminar ob-
served, “This is the best propaganda because it's not propaganda.”

Soft power is generated Cll'll}’ in part b},r what the government
does through its policies and public diplomacy. The generation of
soft power is also affected in positive (and negative) ways by a host
of nonstate actors within and outside a country. Those actors affect
both the general public and governing elites in other countries and
(reate an enabling or a disabling environment for government poli-
cies. As mentioned earlier, in some cases, soft power will enhance
the probability of other elites adopting policies that allow us to
achieve our preferred outcomes. In other cases, where being seen
a friendly to the U.S. administration is seen as a local political kiss
of death, the decline or absence of soft power will prevent Ameri-
€ans from obtaining particular goals. But even in such instances, the
teractions of civil societies and nonstate actors may help to further
8eneral milieu goals such as democracy, liberty, and development.

Classical diplomacy, sometimes called “cabinet diplomacy,” in-
*-'ruiv@.:] messages sent from one ruler to another, often in confiden-
tial ©mmunications, In terms of the first model in Figure 4.3,
SOvernment A communicated directly with government B. But
BOvernments also found it useful to communicate with the publics
o' Other countries in an effort to influence other governments
thmugh the indirect model in Figure 4.3. That indirect form of
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FIGURE 4.3 Two Models of Diplomacy

5] it (13

G1 G2

S1 S2
S1 S2

Key: G = government; S = society; 10 = international organization.

diplomacy became known as public diplomacy. Efforts to affect the
publics of other countries have long roots. After the French Revo-
lution, the new French government sent agents to America to try
to directly affect public opinion. In the late nineteenth century,
after France's defeat in the Franco-Prussian War, the French gov-
ernment created the Alliance Frangaise to popularize its culture and
restore national prestige, During World War I, the American gov-
ernment organized tours and persuaded Hollywood to make films
that portrayed the United States i a positive light.®
With the new technology of radio, broadcasting became the
dominant model of public diplomacy in the 19205, The BBC was
founded in 1922, and the totalitarian governments perfected the
form .of ;‘mapaganda broadcasts and films in the 1930s. Broadcasting
remains important to this day, but in the age of the Internet and in-
expensive air travel, and with the development of intergovernmen-
t{::l and transnational Organizations, the diffusion of power away
& :ﬂn nf:;s::ias made public dipluma::y more complex. The lines of
O are no longer a straight bar between two govern-
mem_'.s, but {ncfre like a star that includes lines among governments,
pu:Jhcs, societies, and nongovernmenta] organizations.
=, u‘:‘::;‘t ;T:dbzc:ﬂﬁ other thafl governments are well piacﬁ_‘d
- rvemnment A will try to influence the public in

&.;
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society B, but transnational organizations in society B will also wage
information campaigns to influence government A as well as gov-
emment B. They use campaigns of naming and shaming to influence
other governments as well as to put pressure on other nongovern-
mental actors such as large corporations. Sometimes they will also
work through intergovernmental organizations. The result is a new
set of mixed coalitions of governmental, intergovernmental, and
nongovernmental actors each using public diplomacy for its own
goals. For example, the International Campaign to Ban Landmines
allied smaller governments, such as Canada and Norway, along with
networks created by an activist in Vermont, and the public fame of
Princess Diana to defeat the strongest bureaucracy (the Pentagon)
inthe world's only superpower.

Governments trying to utilize public diplomacy to wield soft
power face new problems. Promoting attractive images of one’s
fountry is not new, but the conditions for trying to create soft power
have changed dramatically in recent years. For one thing, nearly half
the countries in the world are now democracies. In such circum-
Sances, diplomacy aimed at public opinion can become as important
' outcomes as the traditional classified diplomatic communications
“mong leaders. Information creates power, and today a much larger
!:mﬂf the world’s population has access to that power. Technolog-
‘el advances have led to a dramatic reduction in the cost of pro-
Fﬂsiﬂg and transmitting information. The result is an explosion of
ullf““maﬁﬂnl and that has produced a “paradox of plenty.”" Plen-

information leads to scarcity of attention. When people are
“VWhelmed with the volume of information confronting them,
Y have difficulty knowing what to focus on. Attention, rather
.a[.' mfoma‘jﬁﬂr becomes the scarce resource, and those who can
Stnguish valyable information from background clutter gain
Power. Cue-givers become more in demand, and this is a source of
Power for those who can tell us where to focus our attention.
ong editors and cue-givers, credibility is the crucial resource
M important source of soft power. Reputation becomes even
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more important than in the past, and political struggles occur over
the creation and destruction of credibility. Governments compete
tor credibility not only with other governments, but also with a
broad range of alternatives, including news media, corporations,
NGOs, intergovernmental organizations, and networks of scientific
communities,

Politics has become a contest of competitive credibility. The
world of traditional power politics is typically about whose military
or economy wins. As noted earlier, politics in an information age
“may ultimately be about whose story wins."*? Narratives become
the currency of soft power. Governments compete with each other
and with other organizations to enhance their own credibility and
weaken that of their opponents. Witness the struggle between Ser-
bia and NATO to frame the interpretation of events in 2000 in
which broadcasts and the Internet played a key role, or consider the
contest between the government and protesters after the Iranian
elections in 2009 in which the Internet and Twitter played impor-
tant roles in transnational communication.

Information that appears to be propaganda may not only be
scorned, but it may also turn out to be counterproductive if it un-
dermines a country’s reputation for credibility, Exaggerated claims
about Saddam Hussein's weapons of mass destruction and ties to
Al Qaeda may have helped mobilize domestic support for the Iraq
War, but the subsequent disclosure of the exaggeration dealt 2

C'?Sltly blow to British and American credibility. Under the new con-
ditions more than ever, a soft sel]

hard sell. The relative independ
consternation of British

may prove more effective than a
ence of the BBC, sometimes to the
bil N governments, has paid dividends in credi-

ity as indicated by an account of how President Jakaya Kikwete
of Tanzania spends his day: “He rises at dawn, listens to the BBC
World Service, than scans the Tanzanian |::-ress."'53
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public relations campaigns. Conveying information and selling a
positive image are part of it, but public diplomacy also involves
building long-term relationships that create an enabling environ-
ment for government policies.®

The mix of direct government information to long-term cultural
relationships varies with three concentric circles or stages of public
diplomacy, and all three are important.®* The first and most imme-
diate circle is daily communications, which involves explaining the
context of domestic and foreign policy decisions. The first stage
must also involve preparation for dealing with crises. In today's in-
formation age, many actors will rush in to fill any vacuum in infor-
mation that might occur after an event. A rapid response capability
in public diplomacy means that false charges or misleading infor-
mation can be answered immediately. This circle is measured in
terms of hours, days, and weeks.

The second stage or concentric circle is strategic communication,
which develops a set of simple themes much as a political or adver-
tising campaign does. Whereas the first dimension is measured in

ours and days, the second occurs over weeks, months, and even
years. Special events such as the Shanghai Exposition of 2010 or
the World Cup in South Africa fit this description. President Jacob
Zuma justified the expenditures on the World Cup as “the greatest
Marketing opportunity of our time.”® A public diplomacy campaign
plans symbolic events and communications to reinforce central
themes or to advance a particular government policy. Special
themes focus on particular policy initiatives. For example, when the
Reagan administration decided to implement NATO's twu-tréck
'sion of deploying missiles while negotiating to remove existing

et intermediate range missiles, the Soviet Union responded with

# Concerted campaign to influence European opinion and make the
deP]O}"mmt impossible. As former secretary of state George
hig ultz later concluded, “I don't think we could have pulled it off
it hadn'y been for a very active program of public diplomacy. Be-
“4se the Soviets were very active all through 1983 . . . with peace
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movements and all kinds of efforts to dissuade our friends in Europe
from deploying. "5’

The third and broadest circle or stage of public diplomacy is the
development of lasting relationships with key individuals over many
years or even decades through scholarships, exchanges, training,
seminars, conferences, and access to media channels. Over time,
about 700,000 people have participated in American cultural and
academic exchanges, and these exchanges helped to educate such

world leaders as Anwar Sadat, Helmut Schmidt, and Margaret

Thatcher. Other countries have similar programs. For example,

:ﬁapatn has developed an exchange program bringing 6,000 young
roreigners each year from forty countries to teach their languages
in Japanese schools, with ap alumni association to maintain the

bonds of friendship that are developed.®® These programs develop
what Edward R Murrow once called

f: the crucial “last three feet—
ace-to-face tommunications that are

a two-way process character-

ized by the enhanced credibility that reci
Each of these three stages of public dj

role in helping BOvernments to create
try that can improve its
comes. But eyen
product. A comm

an attractive image of a coun-
Prospects for obtaining its desired out-
th:z best adw:rtising cannot sell an unpopular
"nications strategy cannot work if it cuts against
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whether attacking Iran might cause the opposition there to coalesce
around the regime, he said that wouldn’t be a problem because all
that would be needed to avoid such an outcome was an accompa-
nying public diplomacy campaign.®

Under the new conditions of the information age, more than ever
the soft sell proves more effective than the hard sell. Without un-
derlying national credibility, the instruments of public diplomacy
cannot translate cultural resources into the soft power of attraction.
The effectiveness of public diplomacy is measured by minds
changed (as shown in interviews or polls), not dollars spent or slick
production packages produced. When the U.S. Congress asked Sec-
retary of Defense Gates about the 2010 budget for strategic com-
munications, “no one could say because there was no central
communication. The first answer came back at $1 billion, but that
was later changed to $626 million.” Many of these operations “in
the past had been in the purview of the State Department's public
diplomacy section. "

Critics worry that the overmilitarization of foreign policy.under-
cuts credibility. One complains that “tasking the military with
strategic communications . . . is somewhat akin to asking an aid
worker to direct an air strike, or a diplomat to run a field hospital.”
Others argue that what is needed is a new public diplomacy “on
steroids” staffed by diplomats trained in new media, cross-cultural
““Mmunications, granular local knowledge, and networks of con-
tacts with underrepresented groups.”’

The centralized mass media approach to public diplomacy still
Plays an important role. Governments need to correct daily misrep-
fesentations of their policies as well as try to convey a longer-term
?Uategic message. The main strength of the mass media approach
% 1ts audience reach and ability to generate public awareness an#
%€t the agenda, Byt the inability to influence how the message is
Perceived in different cultural settings is its weak point. The sender

OWs what she says, but not always what the target(s) hears. Cul-
tral barriers are apt to distort what is heard.
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Networked communications, in contrast, can take advantage of
two-way communications and peer-to-peer relations to overcome
cultural differences. Rather than a central design and broadcast of
a message across cultural boundaries, “networks first establish the
structure and dynamics for effective communications channels. then
members collaborate to craft the message. Because the messa:ge or
story is co-created across cultures, it is not culture-bound. . . .
barrier or impediment, culture is incorporated
bility is difficuls fﬂrmics.”” This type of dec?ntralizati::rn and flexi-

% governments to accomplish, given their central
accountability structyures.
confined to messai i P‘fbhc diplomacy,” which is “no longer
mental contacts wilgisnpr?mmmt campaigns, or even direct govern-
Itis also about buildip rEiETT publ,m sernr ng foreign policy purposes
PP faf ﬂlz?:ta flanahlps with civil society actors in other
Bt t:f‘lg networks between non-governmental

ome and abroad."” In this approach to public diplomacy,

government policy js a
lmE‘d at romoti iy ¢ :
rather than contro]j promoting and participating in,

10 3 two-way dialogy

€ model tre , 5
ators of meaning and ats publics as peer-to-peer cocre

COmMmunicatign ™

& networked world of the new
g0od deal of thei]: €Y are going to have to learn to relinquish a
control, and thjs runs the risk that nongovern-

i Ctors ar ] : : :
government policies © often not aligned in their goals with
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easy for opposition parliamentarians to score points about disloyal
or ineffective foreign ministry employees failing to protect the na-
tional message and national interest. The same criticisms are leveled
at home-domiciled nongovernmental actors, particularly if they
have access to government facilities or support.

The domestic political problem of the new public diplomacy is
real, but the international effects can be beneficial. The presence of
dissent and self-criticism is likely to enhance the credibility of mes-
sages, as well as create a degree of attraction to the society that is
willing to tolerate dissent. Criticism of government policies can be
awkward for a government, but it can also cast a society in a more
dttractive light and thus help to create soft power. The paradox of
using public diplomacy to generate soft power in a global informa-
tion age is that decentralization and diminished control may be cen-
tral to the creation of soft power.

As public diplomacy is done more by publics, governments find
themselves caught in a dilemma about control. Unruly citizens like
the Florida pastor who threatened to burn the Koran in 2010 can
destroy soft power. But difficult though the new public diplomacy
may be for democracies, it is likely to be even more difficult for the
nternational relations of autocracies such as China. As one observer
notes, if “real soft power comes from a society, not from government,
China’s government continues to muzzle many of its most creative
and diverse elements, while China’s human rights record, its political
¥stem, economic strength, and growing military power all continue
'© negatively afflict its image abroad.”” Wielding soft power s im-
Portant, but it is not always easy, particularly in a cyberage.
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CHAPTER 5

Diffusion and
Cyberpower

Two types of power shifts are occurring in this century: power tran-
fition and power diffusion. Power transition from one dominant
state to another is a familiar historical event, but power diffusion is
@ more novel process. The problem for all states in today’s global
information age is that more things are happening outside the con-
ol of even the most powerful states. In the words of a former State
Department director of policy planning, “The proliferation of in-
formation is as much a cause of nonpolarity as is the proliferation
ﬂfweapﬂﬂff.”] Or as one British analyst puts it, “We face more and
Jore risks, threats and challenges that affect people in one country
bl}t originate mainly or entirely in the other countries . . . financial
ISl organized crime, mass migration, global warming, pandemics
dinternational terrorism, to name but a few. . .. One of the main
T:Easmm for the difficulty is that power has been diffused both ver-
tcally and horizontally. We have not so much a multi-polar world
% an0-polar world "2

me observers welcome this trend as marking the decline ﬂf_ the
Overeign state that has been the dominant global institutions since
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the Peace of Westphalia in 1648,
Revolution

with netwo

They predict that the Information
will flatten bureaucratic hierarchies and replace them
rk organizations. More governmental functions will be
handled by private markets as well as by nonprofit entities. As vir-

. o :
T.ml _q:urﬁn-funltles develop on the Internet, they will cut across ter-
ritorial jurisdictions and develop

States will become much less ce

live by multiple voluntary contr
Mmunities at the click

their own patterns of governance.
ntral to people’s lives. People will
acts and drop in and out of com-
PR gﬂv:fnz:zﬂmm_?. The new pattern of ::rosscutti.ng

e will become a modern and more civ-

ilized analog to the feudal world that existed before the rise of the
modern state 3

INFORMATION REVOLUTION

Such extreme cybertransformations are still

: fanciful, but a new in-
formation revolution :

is changing the nature of power and increasing

€ current period js not the first to be strongly

changes i information technology.

ting, and searching for ;

eighteen months for thirt - Computing power doubled every

years, and by the beginning of the twenty-
of what it had in the early 1970s.
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had over 400 million Internet users and the social network Facebook
has some half a trillion users. Communications bandwidths are ex-
panding rapidly, and communications costs continue to fall even
more rapidly than computing power. As recently as 1980, phone
calls over copper wire could carry only 1 page of information per
second; today a thin strand of optical fiber can transmit 90,000 vol-
umes in a second. In 1980, 1 gigabyte of storage occupied a room;
now 200 gigabytes of storage fit in your shirt pocket. The amount
of digital information increases tenfold every five years.*

The key characteristic of this Information Revolution is not the
speed of communications between the wealthy and powerful: For
more than 130 years, instantaneous communication by telegraph
has been possible between Europe and North America. The crucial
change is the enormous reduction in the cost of transmitting infor-
mation. For all practical purposes, the actual transmission costs have
become negligible; hence, the amount of information that can be
transmitted worldwide is virtually infinite. The result is an explosion
“fmfﬂmlaﬁnn, of which documents are a tiny fraction. By one es-
timate, 161 billion gigabytes of digital information were created and
Gptured in the year 2006 alone (that is about 3 million times the
information in all the books ever written). In 2010, the annual
growth in digital information is expected to increase more than six-
fold to 988 billion gigabytes. At the beginning of the twenty-first
Céntury, computer users sent roughly 25 trillion e-mail messages
Per year. By 2010, 70 percent of all information generated every
¥ear in the world came from e-mails, online videos, and the World
Wide Web, This dramatic change in the linked technologies of com-
Puting and communications is changing the nature of government
and ECCElerating a diffusion of power.

In the midd]e of the twentieth century, people feared that the
-“mputers and communications of the current Information RE\FF!-
lution woylq create the central government control dramatized in
George Orwell’s dystopian novel 1984. Mainframe CﬂmP“tﬂfs
*¥¢med set to enhance central planning and increase the surveillance
POWers of those at the top of a pyramid of control. Government
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television would dominate the news. Through central databases,
computers could make government identification and surveillance
easier,

Instead, as computing power has decreased in cost and computers
have shrunk to the size of smart phones and other portable devices,
their decentralizing effects have outweighed their centralizing ef-
fects. Power over information is much more widely distributed
today than even a few decades ago. Compared with radio, televi-

sion, and newspapers controlled by editors and broadcasters, the In-
ternet creates unlimited co

One to many (via a personal
one (such as Wikipedia), an
many (as in online chat

mmunication one to one (via e-mail),
homepage, blog, or Twitter), many to
d, perhaps most importantly, many to
rooms or social networking sites such as
). Comparing these new methods to previous
advances in communication, we can see the difference is that “in-
fernet messages have the capacity to flow farther, faster, and with

er intermediaries,"s Information can often provide a key power

resource, and more People have access to more information than
ever before.

What this means i that
ince of governments, Asth
comes down, the barriers ¢
vate organizations, ranging
are empowered to play dir
information meang that p
informal networks will u

world politics will not be the sole prov-
€ cost of computing and communication
© entry decline. Both individuals and pri-
from corporations to NGOs to terrorists,
ect roles in world politics. The spread of
ower will be more widely distributed and
ndercut the monopoly of traditional bu-
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nological determinism implies. Some aspects of the Information
Revolution help the small; but some help the already large and pow-
erful. Size still matters. What economists call economies of scale
remain in some of the aspects of power that are related to inf§rma—
tion. Although a hacker and a government can both create infor-
mation and exploit the Internet, it matters for many P‘_HF'DSES th;'t
large governments can deploy tens of thousands of trm?d people
st omputing power to crack codes or intrude into 0t]‘1ler
organizations. In the case of soft power, large ﬂsmeShﬂd erftertam-
ment industries like Hollywood and Bollywood enjoy considerable
economies of scale in content production and distribution. I:fIﬂfE*
over, in the information economy, there are “network efﬁf:cts with
increasing returns to scale. As we know, one telephone is useless.
The next adds value and so forth as the network grows. _

In addition, even though the dissemination of existing mf?rmﬂ-
tion doesn't cost much, the collection and production of new uffzt}r*
mation often require major investment. In many ccl}mpEFl';'lVE_:
Situations, new information matters most. In some situanm'.js. n d;s
Mation is a nonrival public good: One person’s consumption ;
not diminish that of another. Thomas Jefferson used thE:‘ analogy '.J
dcandle: If I give you a light, it does not diminish my 1]131“' B"":;ln
# Competitive situation, it may make a big difference if hlave . :
light first and see things before you do. Intelligence collec;;:un 1;-
#ood example, America, Russia, Britain, China, and France a;e 2
Pabilities for collection and production of intelligence that dw.

0se of most states. ; :

As we saw in Chapter 2, military power remains xmp;)l"tﬂ:utﬂ;:
“itical domains of global politics. Information technology has favor

€cts on the use of force that benefit the small and some ﬂ;:*t 5;1 e
the ﬂiread},r powerful. It is a double-edged sword; 304 ':;sbew
©mmercig] availability of formerly costly military Fechnﬂlﬂgiﬂw L

small states and nongovernmental actors and increases order
nerability of large states. For example, today AR cal;;mgle
satellite images from commercial companies or simply use
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Earth software to see what goes on in other countries at little orno
cost. Global positioning devices that provide precise locations, once
the property of the military alone, are readily available in stores
What's more, information systems create vulnerabilities for rich
states by adding lucrative and easily disrupted targets for terroris
groups. And nongovernmental actors such as Wikileaks collect and
disseminate sensitive information that complicates military cam-
paigns. It's conceivable that a sophisticated adversary (such a2
small country with cyberwarfare resources) will decide it can black
mail large states. There is also the prospect of state-sponsored ‘free
lance” or “privateer” cyberattacks.

Other trends, however, benefit already powerful states. Space-
based sensors, direct broadcasting, high-speed computers, and conr
plex software provide the ability to gather, sort, process, transfe,
and disseminate information about complex events that occur ovef
wide geographic areas. This networking of military systems pro-
duces a powerful advantage (as well as a potential vulnerability)
The key is not possession of fancy hardware or advanced system
but the ability to integrate a system of systems. In this dimensiot
even a small edge makes a difference. The Information Revolutio?

is leading to a diffusion of power, but larger states still have larg
resources.

GOVERNMENTS AND TRANSNATIONAL ACTORS

The debate about the diffusion of power and the fate of the SOV
€1gn state is often oversimplified.? People sometimes think of long
tem-.j challenges to the system of states “only in terms of entities o
4re Institutionally substitutable for the state.”” A better histor!

analogy is the development of markets and town life in the earl
fe.u dal period. Medieval trade fairs were not substitutes for theitr
stitutions of feudal authority. They did not tear down the &%

""'311? or remove the local lord, but they did create new wealth, 1
coalitions, and neyw attitudes,
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Medieval merchants developed the Lex Mercatoria (“Merchant
Law"), which governed their relations largely as a private set of rules
for conducting business. Similarly today, everyone from hackers to
large corporations is developing the code and norms of the Internet
partly outside the control of formal political institutions. These pri-
vate systems, such as corporate Intranets or worldwide newsgroups
devoted to specific issues such as the environment, do not frontally
challenge the governments of sovereign states; they simply add a
layer of relations that sovereign states do not fully control. People
will participate in transnational Internet communities without ceas-
ing to be loyal citizens, but their perspectives will be different.

The real issue related to the diffusion of power is not the contin-
ued existence of the state, but how it functions. Contradictory
movements can occur simultaneously. State-owned enterprises co-
exist and compete with multinational corporations that span hun-
dreds of boundaries. IBM, for example, derives two-thirds of its
revenue from overseas, and only one-quarter of its 400,000-person
workforce is located in the United States.® The United Nations es-
timates there are 214 million migrants across the globe, and many
diasporas stay connected through modern communications.” Politics
becomes more volatile and less self-contained within national shells.
In'a world of global interdependence, the agenda of international
politics is broader, and everyone seems to get into the act.

Some of this transnational activity is not new. Multinational cor-
Porations have a long lineage, transnational religious organizations
80 back centuries, and the nineteenth century saw the founding of
the Socialist International, the Red Cross, peace movementf.
Women's suffrage organizations, and the International Law Associ-
ation, among others, Before World War I, there were already 176
lternational nongovernmental organizations. More recently, how-
ever, there has been an explosion in the number of NGOs, increas-
ng from 6,000 to approximately 26,000 in the last decai.:lf of thle
twentieth century. A few decades ago, rapid communication to.dp
Verse parts of the globe was technically possible but very expensive.
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Now it is available to anyone with the price of entry to an Internet
café. And with Skype, it is free. The cost of creating a transnational
organization or network has become trivial.

Many of these new transnational actors claim to act as a “global
conscience” representing broad public interests beyond the purview
of individual states. Though they are not democratically elected,
these actors sometimes help develop new norms by directly pressing
governments and business leaders to change policies and by indi-
rectly altering public perceptions of legitimacy and what govern-
ments and firms should be doing. In terms of power resources, these
groups rarely possess much hard power, but the Information Rev-
olution has greatly enhanced their soft power. They can mount
“naming and shaming” campaigns against corporate brands or go%
ernments relatively easily.

Not only is there a great increase in the number of transnational
actors, but there has also been a change in type. Earlier transnational
flows were heavily controlled by large formally organized structure,
such as multinational corporations or the Catholic Church, that
'_:Wld profit from economies of scale. Such organizations remain
important, but the lower costs of communication in the Internet
e.ra have opened the field to loosely structured network organiz®”
tions with little headquarters staff and even to individuals. Terrorist
gmupslhave often had a transnational dimension, but now the In-
formation Revolution has made Al Qaeda into a loose network that
spans the globe with its franchise.

% qh;‘;fuur?ii':]:e?‘;thnd of violence with roots stretching far ha::f
chists and other tra Etﬂenrth S s Warism was us?d " a?f a
R Stamﬂsnadtln_t}nal revnlut%unaries who killed i.l:"arl
was triggered in par; ;ﬂ mhthe menF1eth e \ﬁ.lforld hat is
new-iligia e ¥ suc .a tem:tunst—turned-assassm. W .s-'
B nology is putting into the hands of devia™
individuals and groups destructi erve
primarily to governments Th 5 PIGuene ellce 0= cere
roriat o th privatizaﬁm; = at is why some observers refer to i
war. Moreover, technology has m?

"“_
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the complex systems of modern societies more vulnerable to large-
scale attack. “This trend toward increased vulnerability was occur-
ring even before the Internet sped it along.”"”

The current generation of violent Islamist extremists may extol
aseventh-century ideal for Islam, but they are very adept at using
the twenty-first-century Internet. Terrorism, like theater, is a com-
petition for audience. Shocking events are designed to capture at-
tention, polarize, and provoke overreactions from their targets. In
2004, 3 shocking video of Al Qaeda operative Abu Musab al Zar-
qawi decapitating an American in Irag was downloaded millions of
times on the Internet and stimulated copycat beheadings by other
groups,

One of the hardest things for terrorists to do is to organize trust-
worthy cells across borders that cannot be taken down by intelli-
gence and police agencies. By moving from the physical sanctuaries
of the 19905 to the virtual sanctuaries of the Internet, the terrorists
reduce their risk. No longer does recruiting occur only in physical
locations such as mosques and jails. Instead, alienated individuals
inisolated national niches can also make contact with a new virtual
©Mmmunity of fellow believers around the world. Such Websites
not only recruit; thE}r also train. They include detailed instructions
on how to make bombs, how to cross borders, how to plant and ex-
Plode deyices to kill soldiers and civilians. And experts use chat
10ms and message boards to answer trainees’ questions. Plans .
"Stuctions are then sent through coded messages. Of course, .
Websites can be monitored by governments. Some sites are shut

"1, Whereas others are left open so that they can be monitored.”
Ut the cat-and-mouse game between state agencies and transna-
Honal terrorists is a close one.
ﬁ;:r“ﬁsm are only the most dramatic of the m‘n'lﬂ}’ Eewd“a;j::
sy Actors. Even large countries with imPf{':SSWE i ﬂ'i

3 the United States, find themselves sharing the stage Wi
b“:w Actors and having more trouble controlling their borders. (?}'-
TSpace will not mplace gengraphical space and will not abolish
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State sovereignty, but like the town markets in feudal times, it wil
coexist and greatly complicate what it means to be a sovereign state
or a powerful country in the twenty-first century.

CYBERPOWER

Power based on information resources js not new; cyberpower is.
There are dozens of definitions of cyberspace but generally “cyber”
is a prefix standing for electronic and computer-related activities.
By one definition, “cyberspace is an operational domain framed by
use of electronics to . . . exploit information via interconnected sys-

tems and their associated infra structure. "2
We sometimes forget how new cyberspace is. In 1969, the De-
fense Department started a modest connection of a few computers
called ARPANET, and in 1972, the codes for exchanging data
(TCP/IP) were created to constitute a rudimentary Internet capable
of exchanging packets of digital information. The domain name sys-
t'.em of Internet addresses started in 1983, and the first computer
t.rm.tses were created about that time. The World Wide Web began
in 1989; Google, the most Popular search engine, was founded in
1998; and the open source encyclopedia Wikipedia began in 2001.
[ntthe late 1_9935, businesses begin to use the new technology to
glflt P::Cd“‘:t‘lmfl;aﬂd Procurement in complex global supply chains.
nee;;d t'::l}’ HVHE there been the bandwidth and server farms
BYS g pPport dDL.ld computing,” in which companies and in-
uals can store their data and software on the Web. ICANN

S. government began to develop serious
;Yblt;'semrity only since the turn of the century.
€only 1 million users on the Internet; within fif

\ -
];f:ni;;i that hanfl grown to 1 billion. 3 In the Internet's early days,
S proclaimed that “information wants to be free” and por-
“death of djstanzef : the f:nd of government controls and the
- ' Practice, governments and geographical ju-

national plans for
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risdictions continue to play a major role, but the domain is also
marked by power diffusion.'

We can conceptualize cyberspace in terms of many layers of ac-
tivities, but a simple first approximation portrays it as a unique hy-
brid regime of physical and virtual properties.'® The physical
infrastructure layer follows the economic laws of rival resources and
increasing marginal costs and the political laws of sovereign juris-
diction and control. The virtual, or informational, layer has eco-
nomic network characteristics of increasing returns to scale and
political practices that make jurisdictional control difficult.’ Attacks
from the informational realm, where costs are low, can be launched
against the physical domain, where resources are scarce and expen-
sive. But conversely, control of the physical layer can have both ter-
ritorial and extraterritorial effects on the informational layer.

Cyberpower can be defined in terms of a set of resources that re-
late to the creation, control, and communication of electronic and
‘omputer-based information—infrastructure, networks, software,
human skills. This includes not only the Internet of networked com-
Puters, but also Intranets, cellular technologies, and space-based
“Mmunications. Defined behaviorally, cyberpower is the ability to
%btain preferred outcomes through use of the electronically inter-
‘onnected information resources of the cyberdomain. Cyberpower
@nbe used to produce preferred outcomes within cyberspace, or it
“ use cyberinstruments to produce preferred outcomes in other
domaing outside cyberspace.

By analogy, seapower refers to the use of resources in the oceans

Main to win naval battles on the ocean, to control shipping
chokepoints such as straits, and to demonstrate an offshore pres-
E::;- but it also includes the ability to use the oceans to influence

®, commerce, and opinions on land. In 1890, Alfred Thayer
Popularized the importance of seapower in the context of
:E:ﬁET%‘:EiES of steam propulsion, armor, and long-range gi‘:
eodore Roosevelt responded by greatly expanding

ica’s blue water navy and sending it around the world in 1907.
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After the introduction of aircraft in World War I, military men
began to theorize about the domain of airpower and the ability to
strike directly at an enemy’s urban center of gravity without armies
having to first cross borders. Franklin Roosevelt's investments in air-
power were vital in World War I1. After the development of inter-
continental missiles and surveillance and communications satellites
in the 1960s, writers began to theorize about the particular domain
of space power, and John F. Kennedy launched a program to ensure
i American dead in space and to put a man on the moon. Simi-
larly, in 2009, President Barack Obama called for a major new ini-
tiative in cyberpower, and other governments followed suit.!” As
technological change reshapes power domains, political leaders
soon follow.

T.'he cyberdomain is unique in that it is human-made, recent, and
SLth]ECt to even more rapid te::hnalugical changes than other do-
mains. As one observer Puts it, “The geography of cyberspace is
much more mutable than other environments. Mountains and
oceans are hard to move, byt portions of cyberspace can be turned
on and off with the click of 5 Bwiich "8 I ow barriers to entry con:
Eﬁlilqt:izz:l::]i:iu; of power in the cyberdomain. It is cheaper
shigh Ve . ectrons acrclnss Ithe globe than to move lm'gtj?[_
developing multj ko l"ﬁl:lgh the friction of saltwater. The costs 0
S barri:s 4 aETET tatsl;.1 forces =_1nd _sul:-mar_ine fleets creat?
American navya| donﬁ_nan:ry ::th make {t still pnss:1ble to speak_ o
for nonstate actors jp area: : h oigh PITE_IC}' remains a local uptlrﬂn
Sea control remains oyt of :]‘: g ainanile Ma]acc.‘? Sf:raxltf.
even though there are ¢ reach of nonstate actors. Sll'ﬂ:llaffﬁ'.-

1 many private and government actors in the
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characteristics with land warfare—though in even greater dimen-
sions: the number of players, ease of entry, and opportunity for con-
cealment. . . . On land, dominance is not a readily achievable
criterion.””” Even though a few states, such as the United States,
Russia, Britain, France, and China, are reputed to have greater ca-
pacity than others, it makes little sense to speak of dominance in
cyberspace as in seapower or airpower. If anything, dependence on
complex cybersystems for support of military and economic activ-
ities creates new vulnerabilities in large states that can be exploited
by nonstate actors.

Extreme conflict in the cyberdomain, or “cyberwar,” is also dif-
ferent. In the physical world, governments have a near monopoly
on large-scale use of force, the defender has an intimate knowledge
of the terrain, and attacks end because of attrition or exhaustion.
Both resources and mobility are costly. In the virtual world, actors
are diverse, sometimes anonymous; physical distance is immaterial;
and a “single virtual offense is almost cost free.”? Because the In-
ternet was designed for ease of use rather than security, the offense
Currently has the advantage over the defense. This might not remain
the case in the long term as technology evolves, including efforts at
kmmmg" some systems for greater security, but it remains the
“4s¢ at this stage. The larger party has limited ability to disarm or

¥ the enemy, occupy territory, or effectively use counterforce
Sirategies. As we shall see later in the chapter, deterrence is not im-
Possible, but it differs because of problems of attribution of the
*ource of an attack. Ambiguity is ubiquitous and reinforces the nor-
mal fog of war. Redundancy, resilience, and quick reconstitution be-
c?me Crucial components of defense. As one expert summarizes the
*tuation, “Attempts to transfer policy constructs from other forms
of Warfare will not only fail but also hinder policy and planning.”"

Cyberpower affects many other domains from war to commerce.

= an distinguish “intra-cyberspace power” from “extra-cyberspace
POWer," just as with seapower we can distinguish naval power on

oceans from naval power projection onto land. For example,
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carrier-based aircraft can participate in land battles, trade and com-
merce may grow because of the efficiency of a new generation of
container ships, and the soft power of a country may be increased
by the visit of naval hospital ships in humanitarian missions.

As Table 5.1 illustrates, inside the cyberdomain, information in-
struments can be used to produce soft power in cyberspace through
agenda-framing, attraction, or persuasion. For example, attracting
the open source software community of programmers to adhere to
a new standard is an example of soft power targeted within cyber-
space. Cyberresources can also produce hard power inside cyber-
space. For example, states or nonstate actors can organize 3
distributed denial of service attack by using “Botnets” of hundreds
of thousands (or more)? of corrupted computers that swamp 2
company or country’s Internet system and prevent it functioning,
as occurred, for example, to Georgia in 2008. Organizing a Botnet
by infiltrating a virus into unguarded computers is relatively inex-
pensive, and Botnets can be illegally rented on the Internet for 2
few hundred dollars. Sometimes individual criminals do this for
purposes of extortion.

- Other cases may involve “hacktivists,” or ideologically motivated
intruders. For example, Taiwanese and Chinese hackers regularly
f:::e E;ch D'(}I.EI:'S ":r"‘."ebsites with electronic graffiti. In ZI’Jﬂ?‘, Eﬁt
t:t.ribsu E"‘-"df‘ distributed denial of service attack that was widels
aEﬂtUn?fnzzvei:‘::t; hackers” in Russia who were c:ffcml:[fd b]"
b e h:fwmld ‘#I'i"ar 11 monument to Soviet SUF-
ol iian ¥ betore Russian troops invaded, Georgia st
(In both % of service attack that shut down its Internet access
s oo e Rt
forms of hard | € Maintaining plausible deniability.) Oth¢f
: Power within cyberspace include insertions of mali
fmus code to disrupt systems o . Crim-
inal . I to steal intellectual property.
tnal groups do this for profit, and governme ; way of
. ‘ - nts may do it as a way
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TBLE 5.1 Physical and Virtual Dimensions of Cyberpower

TARGETS OF CYBERPOWER

|
|-

INTRA-CYBERSPACE EXTRA-CYBERSPACE

| Hard: denial of service | Hard: attack on SCADA

INFORMATION | attacks | systems
MSTRUMENTS | goft. setting of norms and | Soft: public diplomacy

standards | campaign to sway opinion

Hard: bomb routers or
| Hard: government control of

PHYSICAL | companies ! cutting of cables
INSTRUMENTS | Soft: protests to name -
Soft: software to help [
i e and shame |
[ human rights activists [

cyberproviders

ormotive of such attacks is often very difficult, however, as attackers
can route their intrusions through servers in other countries to make
attribution difficult. For example, many of the attacks on Estonian
nd Georgian targets were routed through American servers.”
Cyberinformation can travel through cyberspace to create soft
Power by attracting citizens in another country. A public diplomacy
“ampaign over the Internet such as described in Chapter 4 is an ex-
“mple. But cyberinformation can also become a hard power re-
source that can do damage to physical targets in another country.
For example, many modern industries and utilities have processes
that are controlled by computers linked in SCADA (supervisory
control and data acquisition) systems. Malicious software inserted
‘810 these systems could be instructed to shut down a process, such
 the Stuxnet worm did to Iranian nuclear facilities in 2010. If a
hacker or a government shut down the provision of electricity in 2
Northern city like Chicago or Moscow in the middle of February,
® devastation could be more costly than if bombs had been
Ped. In some facilities such as hospitals, backup generators can
prwl'de resilience in the case of a disruptive attack, but wid'ESPread
"“8onal blackouts would be more difficult to cope with.
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As Table 5.1 indicates, physical instruments can provide power
resources that can be brought to bear on the cyberworld. For in-
stance, the physical routers and servers and the fiber-optic cables
that carry the electrons of the Internet have geographical locations
within government jurisdictions, and companies running and using
the Internet are subject to those governments’ laws. Governments
can bring physical coercion to bear against companies and individ-
uals—what has been called “the hallmark of traditional legal sys-
tems.” Legal prosecution made Yahoo restrict what it distributed in
France to fit French laws, and Google removed hate speech from
searches in Germany. Even though the messages were protected
free speech in the companies’ "home country,” the United States,
the alternative to compliance was jail time, fines, and loss of access
to those important markets. Governments control behavior on the
Internet through their traditional physical threats to such interme-
diaries as Internet service providers, browsers, search engines, and
financial intermediaries 24

As for investment in physical resources that create soft power,
EOVernments can set up special servers and software designed to
help human rights activists propagate their messages despite the ef-
fh'?ik‘ij:;:;ﬂ governments to create information ﬁrewalls_ »

ges. For example, in the aftermath of the Iranian
govemme_nt’s repression of protests following the election of 2009,
ﬁ:tﬁwn;z‘;;t;:&:e tffpartment inve?ted in software and hardware

Finally, as Table 5 j z'l‘“testﬂs e dlS:SE'minatﬁ'. s messages-r_de
both hard and soft -+ Hustrates, physical instruments can provi L

POWer resources that can be used against the In

of soft POWEr, nonstate actor
demonstrations to name and

that they regard as abusing th

s and NGOs can organize ph}’Si‘:al
shame companies (and governmﬂﬂ“}
e Internet. For example, in 2006 pro-

Ry e
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testers in Washington marched and demonstrated against Yahoo
and other Internet companies that had provided the names of Chi-
nese activists that led to their arrest by the Chinese government.
Another way of looking at power in the cyberdomain is to con-
sider the three faces or aspects of relational power described in
Chapter 1. We can find evidence of hard and soft power behavior
inall three aspects as applied to cyberspace. The first face of power
is the ability of an actor to make others do something contrary to
their initial preferences or strategies. Examples related to hard
power could include the denial of services attacks described previ-
ously, as well as the arrest or prevention of dissident bloggers from
sending their messages. For example, in December 2009, China
sentenced Liu Xiaobo, a veteran human rights activist and blogger,
to eleven years in prison for “inciting subversion of state power”
and introduced new restrictions on registration and operation of
Websites by individuals. As one Chinese Web hosting service
Provider comments, “For nine years I have run a successful and
legal business, and now I have suddenly been told that what I do
makes me a criminal 25
In terms of soft power, an individual or organization might at-
"®mpt to persuade others to change their behavior. The Chinese
Eovernment sometimes used the Internet to mobilize Chinese stu-
dents o demonstrate against Japan when its officials took positions
that offended Chinese views of the 1930s relationship. Al Qaeda
Videos on the Internet designed to recruit people to their cause are
aJJ-I*B‘LI'uer case of soft power being used to change people from their
onginal preferences or strategies. _
The second face of power is agenda-setting or agenda-framing in
Which an actor precludes the choices of others by exclusion of their
ategies. If this agenda-setting is against their will, it is an aspect
hard power, if it js accepted as legitimate, it is an instance of soft
pfmﬂr- For example, on the February 2010 anniversary of the Ira-
Y Revolution, the Iranian government slowed the Internet to pre-=
"1t protesters sending films of protests to be seen on YouTube as
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TABLE 5.2 Three Faces of Power in the Cyberdomain

FIRST FACE
[A INDUCING B TO DO WHAT B WOULD INITIALLY OTHERWISE NOT DOI

Han:!: deni_al of service attacks, insertion of malware, SCADA
disruptions, arrests of bloggers

Soft: jnﬁ:!rmation campaign to change initial preferences of hackers,
recruitment of members of terrorist organizations

SECOND FACE

[A PRECLUDING B'S CHOICE BY EXCLUDING B'S STRATEGIES)
Hard: firewalls, filters, and
ideas
Sul‘: setfl—rnnnituring;‘ of ISPs and search engines, ICANN rules on
0main names, widely accepted software standards

pressure on companies to exclude some

THIRD FACE

A SHAPING B'S PREFERENCE
S50 THA
hsiopbnstrarin, T SOME STRATEGIES ARE NEVER

;I:{::i::lf‘omats to punish bloggers who disseminate censored material
 Information to create preferences [such as stimulation of

nationalism and patriotic hackers), d
: » developrent of narms of
revulsion [such as for child pornography) :

i:mh:itzu ':’(I::S SEJHYthne six months earlier. As one Iranian exile

ﬁﬂhungaéuver::is S thE.Gmens grew up and learned that

Pt o ent as determined as the Islamic Republic of Iran

and emotional Y ?G;E th_an facehﬂﬂk fan pages, Twitter clouds,

nologies be S game of cat and mouse, tech-
B1€s can be used to promote both freedom and repression.

suspect materi i '
erials. Eighteen Countries engage in political censorship,

which the initiatj i
tHative describes as “pervasive” in China, Vietnam, and

Iran and Hre i
than tEirt:-,rsunTmna] in Libya, Ethiopia, and Saudi Arabia. More
tes filter for social reasons, blocking content related t©

topics such ,
many Euf-u g gamblmg_ and drugs. Even the United States and
Pean states dD thlS I'SEIE‘Cﬁ\"f_‘]}'. w7 Sﬂmetimes this biﬂfk'

e
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ing is accepted and sometimes not. If the filtering is secretive, it is
hard for citizens to know what they do not know. First-generation
filtering technologies are installed at key Internet chokepoints and
work by preventing requests for a predetermined list of Websites
and addresses. These technologies are often known to users, but
they have been supplemented by more sophisticated technologies
that are more stealthy, dynamic, and targeted on opponents “just
in time."*® In some instances, what looks like hard power to one
group looks attractive to another. After riots in Xingjian in 2009,
China closed thousands of Websites and censored text messages,
which made communication more difficult for residents of that re-
gion, but it also cultivated homegrown alternatives to foreign-based
Websites, such as YouTube, Facebook, and Twitter, that were at-
tractive in the eyes of nationalistic “patriotic hackers.”” Among
American corporations, when the music industry sued more than
12,000 Americans for intellectual property theft in downloading
music illegally, the threat was felt as hard power by those sued and
by many who were not sued as well. But when a transnational cor-
Poration such as Apple decides not to allow certain applications to
be downloaded to its I-phones, many consumers are not even aware
of the truncations of their potential agendas, and few understand
the algorithms that guide their searches for information.*

The third face of power involves one actor shaping another’s ini-
tial preferences so that some strategies are not even considered.
%&n companies choose to design one code, rather than another,
‘M0 their software products, few consumers notice.”’ Governments
My carry out campaigns to delegitimize certain ideas, such as the
Falun Gong religion in China, and restrict dissemination of those
ideas on the Internet and thus make it difficult for citizens to know
3bout thery, Saudi Arabia makes certain infidel Websites unavail-
bletoits citizens. The U.S. government has taken measures against
:‘:;;:E;d companies to make Internef gambliﬂg 1;13".3‘1;3::;0;:
e [ rance and Germany prevent dis‘:cussmn of a};’!l lthere ¢

nternet. Occasionally, as with child pornography.
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broad cross-cultural consensus on keeping certain ideas and pictures
from being available.

ACTORS AND THEIR RELATIVE
POWER RESOURCES

The diffusion of power in the cyberdomain is represented by the
vast number of actors therein and the relative reduction of power
differentials among them. Anyone from a teenage hacker to a major
modern government can do damage in cyberspace, and as the fa-
mous New Yorker cartoon once put it, “On the internet, no one
knows you are a dog.” The infamous “Love Bug"” virus unleashed by
a hacker in the Philippines is estimated to have caused $15 billion
in damage.* The Pentagon has 7 million computers in 15,000 net-
works, and those networks are approached by outsiders “hundreds
of thousands of times every day." Cybercriminal groups were said
to have stolen more than $] trillion in data and intellectual prop-
erty in 2008.3¢ Qnpe cyberespionage network—GhostNet—was
found to be infecting 1,295 computers in 103 countries, of which
30 percent were high-value governmental targets.” Terrorist
groups use the Web to recruit new members and plan campaigns

Political and environmenta] activists disrupt Websites of companies
and governments,

What is distinctive about

power in the cyberdomain is not that
governments are out of th

, € picture, as the early cyberlibertarians
predicted, but that different actors possess different power re-
sources and that the gap between state and nonstate actors is nar-

rowi i i f
g N many instances. Byt relative reduction of power
differentials is not the same a5 i

three categories: governments

organizations with highly structured
networks, and individuals an

d lightly structured networks. (of

sy .
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TABLE 5.3 Relative Power Resources of Actors in the Cyberdomain

MAJOR GOVERNMENTS

1. development and support of infrastructure, education, intellectual
property ¢

Z. legal and physical coercion of individuals and intermediaries located
within borders

3. size of market and control of access—e.g., EU, China, U.5.

4. resources for cyberattack and cyberdefense: bureaucracy, budgets,
intelligence agencies

3. provision of public goods, such as regulations necessary for
commerce

6. reputation for the legitimacy, benignity, and competence that
produce soft power
Key vulnerabilities: high dependence on easily disrupted complex
systems, political instability, possible reputation loss

ORGANIZATIONS AND HIGHLY STRUCTURED NETWORKS

1. large budgets and human resources, economies of scale

2. transnational flexibility .

3. control of code and product development, generativity of
applications

4. brands and reputation
Key vulnerabilities: legal prosecution, intellectual property theft,
systems disruption, possible reputation loss [name and shamel

INDIVIDUALS AND LIGHTLY STRUCTURED NETWORKS

1. low cost of investment for entry

& virtual anonymity and ease of exit

3. asymmetrical vulnerability compared to governments izl -
organizations d
Key vulnerabilities: legal and illegal coercion by governments an
organizations if caught

: ave
COurse, there are many subcategories, and some gov Emments-h )
i imation.
Much more capacity than others, but this is a first approximati

e ins tied to
Ause the physical infrastructure of the Internet rema}mT tie i
gmmphy and governments are sovereign over geogrﬂphlca Spaces,
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location still matters as a resource in the cyberdomain. Govern-
ments can take steps to subsidize infrastructure, computer educa-
tion, and protection of intellectual property that will encourage (or
discourage) the development of capabilities within their borders.
The provision of public goods, including a legal and regulatory en-
vironment, can stimulate commercial growth of cybercapabilities.
South Korea, for example, has taken a lead on public development
of broadband capabilities. A reputation that is seen as legitimate,
benign, and competent can enhance (or conversely undercut) a gov-
ernment’s soft power with other actors in the cyberdomain.
Geography also serves as a basis for governments to exercise legal
coercion and control. For example, after the Xinjiang riots in 2009,
the Chinese government was able to deprive 19 million residents in
an area twice as big as Texas of text messaging, international phone
calls, and Internet access to all but a few government-controlled
Websites. The damage to business and tourism was significant, but
the Chinese government was more concerned about political sta-
bility* In 2010, when SWIFT, a private company that coordinates
and logs money transfers among banks, moved key computer servers
from the United States to Europe, it needed EU permission to hand
over data voluntarily to the U S, Treasury for antiterrorist purposes.
“Wrihd:r;:;riz;':lﬁgxliiriiammt balked at approval of a EurIOPf'
us to hand o\rer,data fro B wCechnolpid f?:
In a subsequent campmmnn?ur fh'-‘mpﬁaﬂ SRy t-ﬂ - Tfﬂﬂsuﬁ-d
AR e :l? e European P;arhament impose
Bt ns on the data transfers.?’ :
torially. Eumpl:'s tJ'g;: gffVErnmeﬂt can exert its power extraterm
When companies such f?ﬁ Qoo = it Efﬁ-*fts
based on Internet activity i 90 or Dow Jones faced Iegal. e
ty in France or Australia, they decided t
comply rather than walk away fro o '
y from those markets. Obviously, this

is a power reso .
urce available to governments with jurisdiction oVer

la
rge markets, but not necessarily to all governments.

s e
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Governments also have the capacity to carry out offensive cyber-
attacks.® For example, America’s Tenth Fleet and Twenty-fourth
Air Force have no ships or planes. Their battlefield is cyberspace.™
Their troops use computers and the Internet rather than ships or
planes. Unfortunately, news accounts of “millions of attacks” use
the word “attack” loosely to refer to everything from computer port
scanning to hacking (illegal computer trespassing) or defacing Web-
sites to full-scale operations designed to wreak physical destruction.
We should distinguish simple attacks, which use inexpensive tool
kits that anyone can download from the Internet, from advanced
attacks that identify new vulnerabilities that have not yet been
patched, involve new viruses, and involve “zero-day attacks” (first-
time use.) These attacks require more skill than simple hacking
does. Experts also distinguish cyberexploitation for spying purposes
from cyberattack for destructive or disruptive purposes. Govern-
ments carry out activities of both types. Little is publicly confirmed
about cyberespionage, but most reports describe intrusions into
computer systems as ubiquitous and not limited to governments.

There are reports of attacks related to warfare in the cases of
Iraq in 2003 or Georgia in 2008 and sabotage of electronic equip-
ment in covert actions.*” Israel is alleged to have used cybermeans
o defeat Syrian air defenses before bombing a secret nuclear reac-
tor in September 2007.%' Most experts see cyberattack as an im-
Portant adjunct, rather than an overwhelming weapon (unlike
nuclear), in interstate wars. States intrude into each other's cyber-
Sstems in “preparation of the battlefield” for what could be future
conflicts. Both American and Chinese military theorists have dis-
fussed such steps (as we saw in Chapter 2), but little is puh]jcl?r
*tated about offensive cyberdoctrines. A National Research Council
Report concluded in 2009 that “today’s policy and legal framework
. Buiding and regulating the U.S. use of cyber attack is ill-formed,
Undeveloped, and highly uncertain."*? Presumably, many large gov-
“Mments engage in such activity, though the success of such attacks
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would depend upon the target’s vulnerabilities, and thus prema-
ture exercise or disclosure would undercut their value. Zero-day
attacks without prior warning are likely to be the most ef’fectiw;,
and even their effects may depend on measures the target has taken

to develop resiliency, some of which may not be fully known to
the attacker,

Nongovernment Actors with Highly Structured Networks

Cyberattacks that deny service or disrupt systems are also carried
out by nonstate actors whether for ideological or criminal purposes,
but such groups do not have the same capacities as large govern-

;nents, Sophisticated attacks against high-value targets such as de-
€Nse communications systems

that intrude physically (through

involve large intelligence agencies

, supply chains or spies) and/or crack

hi

caihi}' tE]:.Epted .mdes, A teenage hacker and a large government

ek E;k o considerable damage over the Internet, but that does
make them equally powerful in the cyberdomain. Power diffu-

sion is not i
2 the same as power equalization. Some government ex-
perts believe that concerted techn

encryption and identj
at the low end of the
In the words of Mike
ligence,

ological improvements in
ty management could greatly reduce threats
Spectrum within the next five to ten years.”
“The tﬁthnglnhqccﬂnneur former director of national intel-

gies are already available from public and pri-
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buildmmm? A e e 5 dEVEl':"PEd if we have the will to
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Some tr : :
. ansnational corporations haye huge budgets, skilled

uman resources
, and control of proprietary code that give them
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time, to preserve their legal status as well as their brand equity,
transnational corporations have strong incentives to stay compliant
with local legal structures.

No such legal niceties constrain the power of criminal organiza-
tions. Some are small “strike-and-exit” operations, which make their
gains quickly before governments and regulators can catch up.* Oth-
ers have impressive transnational scale and presumably buy protec-
tion from weak governments. Before being dismantled by law
enforcement, the Darkmarket online network had more than 2,500
members across the world buying and selling stolen financial infor-
mation, passwords, and credit cards.*” Up to one-quarter of network-
connected computers may be part of a Botnet, and some Botnets
include millions of computers. Although estimates vary, cybercrime
may cost companies more than $1 trillion a year.* Some criminal
groups, such as the so-called Russian Business Network (RBN), may
have inherited some capabilities of the Soviet state after its dissolu-
tion and are alleged to retain informal connections with the Russian
government. According to a British official, “There were strong in-
dications RBN had the local police, local judiciary and local gov-
emment in St. Petersburg in its pocket. Qur investigation hit
significant hurdles.”*® Moreover, “the hacking skills of criminal
groups may make them natural allies for nation-states looking for a
Wiy to augment their capabilities while denying involvement in
cyber attacks. 5" The scale of some criminal operations is expensive
and costly but apparently profitable. In 2006, the U.S. Gﬂvemmerl_nt
m“““tﬂbﬂit}' Office estimated that only 5 percent of cybercrimi-

Were ever arrested or convicted.”’ ‘

Terrorist gr oups make active use of cybertools, as we saw E‘Efl’llf_‘r,
though cyberterrorism narrowly defined as the direct use of virtual
%ols to wreak destruction (see the top row in Table 5.1) has thus
far been rare. Although there is nothing stopping terrorist groups

°M recruiting able computer specialists or purchasing malware

M criminal groups on the Internet, “cyber attacks appear ,ml.l‘:h
s useful than physical attacks: they do not fill potential victims
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with terror, they are not photogenic, and they are not perceived by
most people as highly emotional events.”s2 Of twenty-two plots dis-
rupted since 9/11, all involved explosives or small arms, and “while
the United States’ critical infrastructure from the electrical grid to
the financial sector is vulnerable to attack through cyberspace, al-
Qaeda lacks the capability and motivation to exploit these vulner-
abilities.”3 Others are not so sanguine. For example, McConnell
believes that the vulnerabilities of financial and electrical systems
present a huge target for any group that wishes to wreak destruc-
tion, and that such groups will develop the capabilities to become
a greater threat than other nation-states. In his words, “When ter-
rorist groups have the sophistication, they'll use it.”"

So far, terrorists seem to have decided that for their purposes ex-
plosives provide a tool with more bang for the buck. But that does
::t sitan ﬂ;t terrorist E:l'f)upf do not use the Internet for promoting
thleml‘m mmn‘;pﬂ;z saw earlier, it has become a crucial tool that allows
s Etm‘-:]t]:mrks of c%ecentra]iz‘ed franchises, create a
als, and rnar;age o ei ﬁErents, b funds, provide training manu-
i et m:ﬂ mz Dns: It 1§ far. safer to send electrons than

and immigration controls. Thanks to cyber-

tools, Al Qaeda has be .
: en able t : . b
zation restricted to 0 move from a hierarchical organi

ther Pakistan nor Ye

; men nor Afghani . : ex-
perience of a virtya] ghanistan . . . but in a solitary
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nymity, and ease of exit. Sometimes they act with government ap-
proval and sometimes against them. For example, before the 2008
Russian attack on Georgia, “any civilian, Russian born or otherwise,
aspiring to be a cyber warrior was able to visit pro-Russia websites
to download the software and instructions necessary to launch de-
nial of service attacks on Georgia."* During student protests in Iran
in 2009, Twitter and social networking sites were crucial for orga-
nizing and reporting demonstrations. “The U.S. government asked
Twitter executives not to take the site down for scheduled mainte-
nance. They were worried that might interfere with how Twitter
was being used to organize demonstrations.” Six months later, how-
ever, an unknown group called the Iranian Cyber Army successfully
redirected Twitter traffic to a Website with an anti-American mes-
sage, and in February 2010 the Iranian government blocked most
dccess to Twitter and other sites.®

Inlight of our discussion in Chapter 3 of the ways in which asym-
metrical interdependence helps to produce power, it is worth noting
that individual actors in the cyberdomain benefit from asymmetrical
"'Ujﬂerabilit}r compared to governments and large organizations.
They have very low investment and little to lose from exit and reen-
try. Their major vulnerability is to legal and illegal coercion by gov-
Mmments and organizations if they are apprehended, but only a
small percent are actually caught. In contrast, corporations have im-
Portant vulnerabilities because of large fixed investments in com-
Plex Operating systems, intellectual property, and reputation.
Similarly, large governments depend on easily disrupted complex
sl'_mﬂﬂi political stability, and reputational soft power. Although

“and-run cyberstrikes by individuals are unlikely to bring govern-
TENts o corporations to their knees, they can impose serious costs
of dimpﬁﬂl'l to operations and to reputations with a miniscule in-
"Stment. Governments are top dogs on the Internet, but smaller

? still bite, and dealing with those bites can lead to a complex
ke
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GOOGLE AND CHINA

This complex interaction of public and private actors is illustrated
by the case of Google, an American company, and the government
'Df Ch:il'l?l_s‘B Earl},r in 2{]]{], GDDE]E ﬂﬂnﬂunced that it was Withdraw-
ing from business in China and thus inflicted a TR D
Chinese soft power. The case involved three issues that were tech-
nically different but became linked politically: alleged efforts by the
Chinese government to steal Google's source code (intellectual
property), intrusion into the G-mail accounts of Chinese activists
(human rights), and, in response, Google's decision to stop com-
Plying with censorship of searches by Google.cn (although Google
had been complying for four years). Technically, pulling out of
China did nothing to solve the first two issues, which did not de-
pend on servers located in China. But Google aspired to be the
cloud provider of chojce (in competition with rivals such as Mi-
r:ru_mft]. and it may have decided that its reputation related to se-
curity and human rights was more valuable than capturing the
search market in China, where Baidu, a Chinese company, was
ahead in market share, Moreover, search in China was not a big
source of revenue for Google.
p air;k;:eifﬁ to steal ﬂ't_e intellectual property of foreign com-
detected a new 1:nmmmun 1n1 China, but after July 2009 experts
i vel of audacity against multiple companies now
Subjectedtuso histi P P
Phisticated new (zero-day) attacks. China seemed to

be upping th . .
choice if Tieye St ik low-tech companies with little

tain the Security reputation of its G-

At this AR mail brand.

the American government became involved-
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tergovernmental level. The Chinese government initially dismissed
the issue as a commercial dispute, but the American government
involvement led to political statements about the need to obey Chi-
nese laws and complaints about American cyberimperialism.*
Other officials referred to American efforts to maintain hegemony
over the Internet. At the same time, other Chinese views were ex-
pressed. Some citizens deposited flowers on Google's logo, and oth-
ers worried that Google's exit would hurt China if Baidu became a
monopoly. “When the Chinese companies go outside of China, they
will find that they fail to understand their competitors as well as
they did when they were competing in China.”® Initially, Google
automatically redirected users in mainland China to its Hong Kong
site, but China rejected this ploy and threatened not to renew
Google's Internet provider license. Google then created a landing
page that offered visitors an optional, rather than automatic, link
to Hong Kong,. Google remained in China, but the Chinese govern-
ment reasserted the supremacy of Chinese laws.”’

The American government, however, had used the case to ask
for new norms on the Internet. At the same time, it failed to say
What the United States would stop doing. For example, would the
American government try to halt private intrusions into Chinese
¥stems? Many intrusions into Chinese and American computer sys-
tems are reciprocal. “Simply put, the United States is in 2 big way
doing the very things that Secretary Clinton criticized. The U.S. is
not, like the Chinese, stealing intellectual property from U.S. firms
 breaking into the accounts of democracy advocates. But it ag-
Bressively uses the same or similar computer techniques for entlis @

worthy."® One survey of cyberexperts found that the United

IStates Was perceived to present the greatest threat ‘Gf iljlt“mi‘ms' fol-
o dme}}’ by China.®* Some intrusions originating from the
fited States were undoubtedly by the government, but others
Were by private hacktivists trying to advance human rights and In-
mn.mt freedom in China and elsewhere in the world. Would the
United States be able or willing to control such hacktivists? It seems
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unlikely in human rights cases, yet China's government sees Tibetan
exiles and Falun Gong hackers as national security threats. In prin-
ciple, we could imagine some areas in which Chinese and American
goals overlap in reality and in perception, but a private company's
initiative linking intellectual property theft and human rights hack-
ing certainly led to a more complex political situation. Companies,
governments, and individual hackers all used various instruments

available to them to struggle for their preferred outcomes in this as-
pect of the cyberdomain.

GOVERNMENTS AND GOVERNANCE

Some see cyberspace as analogous to the ungoverned and lawless
Wild West, but in practice there are many areas of private and pub-
lic governance. Certain technical standards related to Internet pro-
tocol are set (or not) by consensus among engineers involved in the
nongovernmental Internet Engineering Task Force. Whether such
standards are broadly applied often depends upon private corporaté
decisions about their inclusion in commercial products. The non-
governmental World Wide Web Consortium develops standards for
the Web. ICANN has the legal status of a nonprofit corporation
S AR, though its procedures have evolved to include
gmrer‘nment voices (though not votes). In any event, [CANN's man-
date is limited to domain names and routing management, not the
full panoply of cyberspace governance. National governments CO-
le copyright and intellectua] property laws, though they are il
)€€t to negotiation and litigation, sometimes within the fram evorks
of the World Intellectual Property Organization and the World
Trade Organization, Governments also determine national spec-
trum allocation within an international fr = . ted at the
International At ; rr_iauona amework ncgﬂtl% e 7
ernments try to mana [:um::“‘ms Union. Above all, national glﬂ‘rE
within nationa| legal Era problems of security, f:spiunaget and cr@ '
meworks, though the technological volatil
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ity of the cyberdomain means that laws and regulations are always
chasing a moving target. Although there is no single regime for the
governance of cyberspace, there is a set of loosely coupled norms
and institutions that ranks somewhere between an integrated insti-
tution that imposes regulation through hierarchical rules and highly
fragmented practices and institutions with no identifiable core and
nonexistent linkages.5
The cyberspace domain is often described as a public good or a
global commons, but these terms are an imperfect fit. A public good
is one from which all can benefit and none can be excluded, and
even though this may describe some of the information protocols
of the Internet, it does not describe its physical infrastructure, which
is @ scarce proprietary resource located within the boundaries of
sovereign states. And cyberspace is not a commons like the high
seas because parts of it are under sovereign control. At best, itis an
“imperfect commons” or a condominium of joint ownership with-
out well-developed rules.®
Cyberspace can be categorized as what Nobel Laureate Elinor
Ostrom terms a “common pool resource” from which exclusion is
difficult and exploitation by one party can subtract value for other
Parties % Government is not the sole solution to such common pool
tesource problems. Ostrom shows that community self-organization
 possible under certain conditions. However, the conditions that
she associates with successful self-governance are weak in the cy-
berdomain because of the large size of the resource, the large num-
ber of users, and the poor understanding of how the system will
evolve (among others). In its earliest days, the Internet Was like a
Mall village of known users, and an authentication layer of code
“is not necessary, and development of norms was simple. All that
ed with burgeoning growth. Even though He ApEnpee #nd
“eessibility of cyberspace as a medium of communication provide
"aluable benefits to all, free-riding behavior in the form of crime,
#tacks, and threats creates insecurity. The result is a demand for
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protection that can lead to fragmentation, “walled gardens,” private
networks, and cyberequivalents of the seventeenth-century enclo-
sures that were used to solye that era’s “tragedy of the commons."’

Providing security is a classic function of government, and some
observers believe that increasing insecurity will lead to an increased
role for governments in cyberspace. Many states desire to extend
their sovereignty in cyberspace and seek technological means to do
50. As two experts Put it, "Securing cyberspace has definitely en-
tailed a ‘return of the state’ but not in ways that suggest a return to
the traditional Westphalian paradigm of state sovereignty." Efforts
to secure the network help to facilitate its use by burgeoning non-
state actors and often entai] devolution of responsibilities and au-
thority to Private actors.® For example, banking and financial firms
have developed their own elaborate systems of security and pun-
ishment thmugh networks of connectedness, such as depriving re-
peat offenders of their trading rights and slowing speeds and raising
transactions costs for addresses associated with suspect behavior.
Companies that provide Web-hosting services or social media plat-
forms have strong incentives tq remove troublesome or unpopular
users who generate Jit]e revenue but are costly to defend if they
come under attack from other users.® Governments want to protect
the Internet so that their societies can continue to benefit, but at
the same time, they want to protect their societies from what comes

through the Internet, China, for example, is described as developing

1S own compapjes behind its firewall and planning to disconnect
from the Internet

ifit is attacked, 10 Nonetheless, China—and other
Overnments— ] ' ;
fesij oy 1 seeks the economic benefits of connectivity. The
If ::ng tension leads to imperfect compromises.”!
S % t::tl most hacktivism 3s merely a nuisance, there are four
hmlim:y as 3 National security, each with o different time
onage an :rlth different (in Principle) solutions: economic espi-
at th | ' f}'berwar, and c}'hertl‘-‘l‘mrism For the United States
€ Present time, '
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alliances and tactics evolve among different actors, the i.:atﬂg“”t':_
may increasingly overlap. As described by the former director }l:
national intelligence, “Terrorist groups today are.ranked near the
bottom of cyberwar capability. Criminal nrganizanqrtns are more 51::-
phisticated. There is a hierarchy. You go from nation states, w-:
can destroy things, to criminals, who can steal things, to aggravati ﬂgl
but sophisticated hackers. . . . Sooner or later, tferrﬂr_grcupﬁi V;ar
achieve cyber-sophistication. It's like nuclear proliferation, only
easier."72 i

According to President Obama'’s 2009 C},bgn:eﬂm: thi.::h{:t '1:'1{;1;1'
tellectual property by other states (and corporations) was : EI s
estimmediate cost. Not only did it result in CUI‘I'ETllt em!:;.lﬂ:; fzmrt;
but by destroying competitive advantage, it also jeopardiz et
hard power. 73 Every year, an amount of intellectual [:jmpertnyf e
times larger than all the intellectual property in th.e hl?rary tworks
gress is stolen from business, government, and unl'-'ErS‘l'-'Y.s;mpet_'
threatening American military effectiveness and ﬁm:lnca s
itiveness in the global economy.’ As we have already EIEf»!q.n::i as we
triminals are also a significant burden on the e:?c-nnm}'.‘ﬁes 4
look further ahead, as other states develop their capaﬂ- Ameri-
berattack on critical infrastructures and are able to deptr;:ecmm to
can military forces of their information ﬂd"a”tagfsi_m rist groups
American hard power could be significant. And a.s Em do so, they
that wish to wreak destruction develop their .;apaitlmt are quite
could impose dramatic costs. The remedies for eac

different. 3 an be
Cyberwar is the most dramatic of the pﬂtennal[tt;f:; ;tifi'erent
Managed through a form of interstate détﬂrmc;ﬂjtiﬁ and designs
classical nuclear deterrence), offensive capa e f;i]s. At some
for network and infrastructure resilience ifd_ﬂmn:hese steps with
Point in the future, it may be possible to remfmgghﬁng would be
Certain rudimentar}r norms.’ In the caS‘E aii wa;r,nd Pmportiﬂﬂﬂlm"
subject to the classic norms of discrimination 2

b berwar
mﬂﬂlctl but q.’
that are central to the existing laws of armed
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raises new and difficult problems of how to distinguish civilian
o military targets and how to be sure about the extent of col-
lateral damage. For example, an American sencril 5 anii
ing that American planners did not use one particular
cybertechnique to disable the French-made Iraqi air defense net-
work because we “were afraid we were poing 1o teke doioniiill
automated banking machines in Paris.” Moreover, because cyberde-
fense is sometimes analogous to shooting the gun out of an outlaw’s
hand before he can shoot, and it must be handled by machines
working at "netspeed” when an attack is first detected, offense and
defense blur and rules of engagement that maintain civilian control
become difficult to establish 76
Some observers argue that because of the difficulty of attribution
of the source of an attack, deterrence does not work in cyberspace.
However, this common view is too simple. Even though interstate
deterrence is more difficult in the cyberdomain, it is not impossible.
:];'3'0 O&EH.PEDPIE think of deterrence in terms of the nuclear model
e pr;?;j;d for the past half-century, in which the threat of pui
vy :n is so catarstrc?phic that it deters attack. But nuclear
bility and muz;wer this simple. Although a second-strike capa-
attacks on the ho “Sluﬂ:d desn“cﬁﬂn may have worked to prEVEI'lt
low end of the s I:e . thley were never credible for issues at the
these extremes z, ctrum of interests. Lying somewhere in bem'E:En
and defense of m;re elflt Endefi_ deterrence of attacks against ailrlfi
Nuclear deteﬂenc::: € positions such as Berlin in the Cold War-
:-l.sa',ng ﬂfmn::nm‘lpPIEmmted b}* other measures [sucl:l as
in the movement of fa::-r.:1 onal forces), a variety of signaling device
over the decade and led t? and a learning process that occurt .
proliferation to Manageme are;‘? “f agreements ranging from not
Cyberattacks [ack th Nt of incidents at sea.
Weapons attacks, and amzuc.atas,tmphic dimensions of nucljaf
terrence through entangle tion is more difficult, but interstate d€-
the source of an attack ment and denial still exists. Even when
s successfully disguised under a “false
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flag,” other governments may find themselves sufficiently entangled
in interdependent relationships that a major attack would be
counterproductive. Unlike the single strand of military interdepen-
dence that linked the United States and the Soviet Union in the
Cold War, the United States, China, and other countries are entan-
gled in multiple networks. China, for example, would itself lose
from an attack that severely damaged the American economy, and
Vice versa.

In addition, an unknown attacker may be deterred by denial. If
firewalls are strong, or the prospect of a self-enforcing response
seems possible (“an electric fence”), attack becomes less attractive.
Offensive capabilities for immediate response can create an active
defense that can serve as a deterrent even when the identity of the
attacker is not fully known. Futility can also help deter an unknown
attacker. If the target is well protected, or redundancy and resilience
allow quick recovery, the risk-to-benefit ratio in attack is dimin-
shed. Finally, to the extent that false flags are imperfect and rumors
of the source of an attack are widely deemed credible (though not
probative in a court of law), reputational damage to an attacker's
soft power may contribute to deterrence.

Cyberterrorism and nonstate actors are harder to deter. As we
?’“E seen, cyberattacks are not the most attractive route for terror-
S5 today, but as groups develop their capacity to inflict great dam-
“¢ against infrastructure over the coming years, the temptation will
Bow. Because attribution will be difficult, improved defenses such
® Preemption and human intelligence become important. At 3
more fundamental level, many experts believe that the long-term
Solution js 5 program to reengineer the Internet to make such at-
tacks more difficult than under today’s structure, which emphasizes
“4s¢ of use rather than security. One approach is to reduce the vul-
"erability of some sensitive aspects of the national infrastructure I.jy
:E‘duc,ing their connectivity to the Internet. Some suggest special
"PUin” incentives for private owners of critical infrastructure (e-g

ance and electricity) to join secure systems rather than rely on
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the open Internet (which would continue to exist for those with
lower stakes and a willingness to tolerate greater risks).
Cybercrime can also be reduced by similar approaches that make
access to some systems more difficult than they are today. In addi-
tion, it may be possible to develop degrees of international cooper-
aidzion to limit cybercrime that are analogous to efforts to discourage
piracy in an earlier era. At one time, many governments found it
convenient to tolerate some pirates and even charter privateers
(until the Declaration of Paris in 1856), and today some govern-
ments have similar attitudes toward crime on the Internet. Russia
and China, for example, have refused to sign the Council of Europe
Ciltrnventiun on Cyber Crime, which has been signed by more than
thirty countries. But their attitudes may change over time if costs
exceed benefits. For example, “Russian cyber-criminals no longer
fﬂquN hands-off rules when it comes to motherland targets, and
Russian authorities are beginning to drop the laisser faire policy.”
Mth?u.gh the immediate prospects for the convention are not
D omising, itis possible to imagine coalitions of the willing that set

a hi
gher standard and work together to raise the costs for those who

violate a
! €mergent norm, much as occurs with financial money-

launder; regulati
“ll:l;r:;n . : lations or the proliferation security initiative.
new stm;et “sPionage is likely to continue unabated unless there are
i € approaches. Spying is as old as human history and does
at time:te o1 explicit provisions of international law. Nonetheless,
Egpiumgguveénments have established rules of the road for limiting
© and engaged i : =
an incentive for mqg 11? Patterns of tit-for-tat retaliation to create
Public goods games can develop cooper
E er extended iods.”™ E though it is
difficult to env: periods.”™ Even
g aenvrlsage r.enforceable treaties in which governments agree
gage in €Spionage, it is plausible to imagine a process of it-
4g€ in practi tlhat develops rules of the road that could limit
ican ":]"b‘-':;:ilri - In the words of Howard Schmidt, the
ty chief, “Onpe of the key things has been going

ation in Tepeated pla_i,r b

—~l
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back to the countries that it appears it's coming from and saying: if
it's not you, you need to investigate this."™ Failure to respond can
be followed by measured retaliation. Under international legal doc-
trine, proportionate countermeasures can be taken in response to
harm originating from a state even if the government is not behind
that harm. Although less than perfect, efforts can be made to deal
with nonstate actors by holding states responsible for actions that
originate within their sovereign boundaries. To avoid escalation or
“defection lock-in,” it helps to offer assistance and to engage in dis-
cussions that can develop common perceptions, if not fully agreed
norms. Such “learning” is still at an early stage in the cyberdomain,
analogous to what took place in the nuclear era in the early 1950s.*

At this stage, large-scale arms control treaties do not seem prom-
sing without a capacity for verification, though more limited agree-
ments may be possible.®! During the 2000s, the UN General
Assembly passed a series of resolutions condemning criminal activ-
ity and drawing attention to defensive measures that governments
@n take. During that same period, Russia sought a treaty for
broader international oversight of the Internet, banning deception
or the embedding of malicious code or circuitry that could be acti-
Vated in the event of war. But Americans have argued that measures
banning offense can damage defense against current attacks and
%ould be impossible to verify or enforce. Moreover, the United
States has resisted agreements that could legitimize authoritarian
Sovernments' censorship of the Internet. Nonetheless, the United
ates has begun informal discussions with Russia.®? Even advocates
for an international law for information operations are skeptical of a
HI_uI llatera] treaty akin to the Geneva Conventions that could con-
i precise and detailed rules given future technological ”“l“ﬁ]ity’
b they argue that like-minded states could announce self-governing
ules that could form norms for the future.®

Nﬂnnative differences present a difficulty in reaching any bri?lad
Jreements on regulating content on the Internet. As we saw earlller,
the Uniteq States has called for the creation of “norms of behavior
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among states” that “encourage respect for the global networked
commons,” but as Jack Goldsmith argues, “even if we could stop all
cyber attacks from our soil, we wouldn’t want to. On the private
side, hacktivism can be a tool of liberation. On the public side, the
best defense of critical computer systems is sometimes a good of-
fense.” From the American point of view, Twitter and YouTube
are matters of personal freedom; seen from Beijing or Tehran, they
are instruments of attack. Even on the issue of child pornography,
where norms of condemnation are broadly shared, governments are
more likely to unilaterally institute national filtering technologies
rather than issuing a take-down notice to the service provider and
relying on legal prosecution by the hosting state. For example, Aus-
tralia has imposed some of the toughest Internet filters regarding
crime that have been proposed by any established democracy.”
Self-help remains the dominant norm,

The cyberdomain is both a new and a volatile human-made envi-
ronment. The characteristics of cyberspace reduce some of the
power differentials among actors and thus provide a good example
of the diffusion of power that typifies global politics in this century-

The largest powers are unlikely to be able to dominate this domain
as much as they haye others,

demonstrates that diffusion
Power or the replacement of

such as sea or air. But cyberspace also
of power does not mean equality of
governments as the most powerful ac-
the small United Arab Emirates was able

£

in Chij it years to deliver uncensored search results
e m::c, 10 Provider of information services is exempt from the
:’:E ;;e Gmt:; :I::te. 'I']'EE stakes are simply too high for governments
to private interests alone "5 But although comp®"
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nies have an incentive to obey laws, other nonstate actors such as
criminals and terrorists are not similarly constrained.

Although cyberspace may create some power shifts among states
by opening limited opportunities for leapfrogging by small states
using asymmetrical warfare, it is unlikely to be a game changer in
the power transitions that we will turn to in the next chapter. How-
ever, while leaving governments the strongest actors, the cyberdo-
main is likely to see an increase in the diffusion of power to nonstate
actors and network centrality as a key dimension of power in the
twenty-first century.




CHAPTER &

Power Transition

The Question of American Decline

No matter how power is measured, an equal distribution of power
imong states is relatively rare. More often the processes of uneven
Browth mean that some states will be rising and others declining.
When one state is preponderant in resources, observers often refer
1o the situation as “hegemony,” and as far back as ancient Greece,
historians have explained the origin of major wars in terms of hege-
MOnic transition. Thucydides ascribed the cause of the Pelopon-
"esian War (which tore apart the Greek city-state system in the
.h&h century BCE) to the rise in the power of Athens and the fear
: created in Sparta. Similarly, many historians attribute the under-
bing cause of World War I, which destroyed Europe’s centrality in
€ world, to the rise in the power of Germany and the fear it cre-
“edin Britain. As one political scientist puts it, “The outbreaks of
QFEE:TUIHE struggles have most frequently been n'iggert::l by fears
Mate decline and the perceived erosion of power.
Me expect that the rise of China will have similar effects on
{fnthd States in the twenty-first century. One Sinologist argues
att *0oner or later, if present trends continue, war is probable in
it 8 Ch-i-l'lﬂ tnda}r is ar:tivel},r seeking to scare the Unjted States
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away from East Asia rather as Germany sought to frighten Britain
before World War 1.” Similarly, columnist Robert Kagan claims,
“The Chinese leadership views the world in much the same way
Kaiser Wilhelm II did a century ago. . . . Chinese leaders chafe at
the constraints on them and worry that they must change the rules
of the international system before the international system changes
them.” University of Chicago political scientist John Mearsheimer
asserts, “To put it bluntly, China cannot rise peacefully.” Two more
cautious analysts argue, “It is hardly inevitable that China will bea
threat to American interests, but the United States is much more

likely to go to war with China than it is with any other major
power,"

HEGEMONIC TRANSITIONS

There is nothing inevitable, however, about war between a state
with preponderant resources and a rising power. In the 18905,
Britain successfully accommodated the rise of American power de-
*Pite opportunities for war ,* and of the nine general or “world wars’
since 1500, not all were hegemonic.5 Moreover, the word “hege
mony” is used in diverse and confused ways. There is no general
agreement on how much inequality and what types of power re
sources constitute hegemony. Some writers use the word inter
changeably with “imperial” and refer to nineteenth-century Britain
as hegemonic even though Britain ranked third (behind the United
Stfitﬂ and Russia) in GDP and third (behind Russia and France) if
mitary expenditures even at the height of its power in 1870

ﬂtﬁ.:;fhui:jd 1';1"3: I, when the United States represented more
derance in nuciu world product and had an overwhelming prepor
but nunﬂhde;:]; WEa]?gmr many considered it a global hegEInﬂﬂl-l
of China, roll b l:: United States was unable to prevent the 10:»5'
mate in t'he K Ack communism in Eastern Europe, prevent sta _f
lodge the Ca:em Wrar , stop the “loss” of North Vietnam, or di¥

f0 regime in Cuba. Even in the era of alleg
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American hegemony, only one-hfth of its efforts to compel change
in other countries through military threats and one-half through eco-
nomic sanctions were successful.” As we saw in Chapter 1, power
measured in resources does not mean power measured in preferred
outcomes. Context, scope, and domain must be specified, and there
is the danger of allowing the golden glow of the past to color the ap-
praisal of history. Vague definitions and arbitrary history should
cause us to be wary of grand theories of hegemony and decline.
Many believe that America’s current preponderance in power re-
sources is hegemonic and will decline like that of Britain before it.
Some Americans react emotionally to the idea of decline because it
touches a raw nerve in politics, but it would be counterintuitive and
shistorical to believe that the United States will have a preponderant
share of power resources forever. However, the word “decline” mixes
up two different dimensions: absolute decline in the sense of decay
or the loss of ability to use one's resources effectively and relative
decline in which the power resources of other states grow greater or
are used more effectively. For instance, seventeenth-century Nether-
lands flourished domestically but declined in relative power as other
tates grew in strength. Conversely, the Western Roman Empire
did not succumb to the rise of another state but rather to internal
“dt':a? and swarms of barbarians. As one British historian warns,
D““"""mcrngf:rs conjure with Roman and British analogies in order
¥ trace the decay of American hegemony. In so doing they ignore
Gibbon'’s warning about the danger of comparing epochs remote
from one another.” Rome was an agrarian society torn by in-
emecine strife; the British Empire, based on a tiny island, was "an
tree in a plant pot.”® ;
The historical analogy with British decline is popular but mis-
®ading, Britain had an empire on which the sun never set, ruled
OVer one-quarter of hum ankind, and enjoyed naval supremacy, Put
'© Were major differences in the relative power resources of im-
Perial Britain and contemporary America. By the time of anr_]d
ar I, Britain ranked only fourth among the great powers in 1ts
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share of military personnel, fourth in GDP, and third in military
spending.® The costs of defense ranged from 2.5 to 3.4 percent of
GDP, and the empire was ruled in large part through local troops.
In 1914, Britain’s net export of capital gave it an important financial
kitty to draw upon (though some historians consider that it would
have been better to have invested in home industry), and of the 8.6
million British forces in World War I, nearly one-third were pro-
vided by the overseas empire.'’ But with the rise of nationalism, it
became increasingly difficult for London to declare war on behalf
von AR A protecting the empire became more of a burden
than an asset, In contrast, America has had a continental-scale econ-
>y immune from nationalist disintegration since 1865. For all the
loose talk of American empire, the United States is less tethered
:ai:ld has more degrees of freedom than Britain had. And the geopol-
I1t|-::s of the two states differs. Whereas Britain faced rising neighbors
in Germany and Russia, America benefits from two oceans and
weaker neighbors.
: Df_‘?pite these differences, Americans are prone to cycles of belief
in their decline. Some see the American problem as imperial over-
stretch, some see it as relative decline caused by the rise of others
Irmd‘some See it as a process of absolute decline or decay. Such pro-
.::;::.2 a;:;;:fw' T;m Founding Fathers worried about compar-
pessimism is shnp]nev: s Rc.-man republic. A strand D,f cultural
Charles Dickens 'UESE r};:men{-ana extending back to Puntartl 1'00151
citizens, to a iy Cef]tur}' and a half ago, “If its individua
Tam, are to be believed, [America] always is depressed,

U“I:::lr?a::::}; ';S‘puus.ﬂ%ﬂwe{! a belief in decline after the Soviet
ments and the o] p}:{mlk _m 1957, after Nixon's economic adjust-
belt industries andsthOCks e 1970s, and after the closing of rust
in the 1980s. At t © budget deficits of the Reagan administration
Wiy m. e Er.]d of that decade, the American people be-

untry was in decﬁnt; vet within a decade t]‘le’y bEIiE‘-’E'd
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that the United States was the sole superpower, and now many be-
lieve in decline again.'? Cycles of declinism tell us more about psy-
chology than about underlying shifts in power resources.'? Rather
than relying on questionable historical analogies, or projections from
short-term cycles, the next two sections will examine the issue of
American power by looking first at decline relative to the power of
other countries and then at absolute decline based on domestic
change.

THE DISTRIBUTION OF POWER RESOURCES

The twenty-first century began with a very unequal distribution of
power resources. With 5 percent of the world's population, the
United States accounted for about a quarter of the world's product,
nearly half of global military expenditures, and the world's most ex-
tensive cultural and educational soft power resources. According to
two scholars, “No system of sovereign states has ever contained one
State with comparable material preponderance.”* As we saw earlier,
however, power resources do not always translate into power out-
‘omes, and even in the period after World War II, a preponderant
United States was frequently thwarted in achieving its preferred
outcomes. However, in relative power resources, the twenty-first
®entury began with a distribution of power resources in which no
country was in a position to balance the United States in terms of
the classical realist understanding of the term. There was Americap
Primacy in the distribution of POWEr resources, though not in all di-
Mensions. As Table 6.1 shows, America ranked fourth in its share
* world population, and the European Union had a slightly larger
*Conomy,

The future of this American primacy in the share of world re-
rources is hotly debated. Although it is a mistake to project long-
" trends from short-term events, the conventional wisdom at
"edia events such as the Davos World Economic Forum in 2010
Merpreted the global financial crisis as proof that the balance of
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confidence, and German chancellor Angela Merkel warned that if
the Euro fails, “then not only the currency fails. . . . Europe will
fail, and with it the idea of European unity."1?

In military terms, Europe spends less than one-half of what the
United States does on defense but has more men under arms and
includes two countries that possess nuclear arsenals. In soft power,
European cultures have long had a wide appeal in the rest of the
world, and the sense of a Europe uniting around Brussels has had a
strong attraction for its neighbors. Europeans have also been impor-
tant pioneers and played central roles in international institutions.
The key question in assessing Europe’s resources is whether Europe
will develop enough political and social-cultural cohesion to act as
one on a wide range of international issues, or whether it will remain
a limited grouping of countries with strongly different nationalisms,
polit.:icai cultures, and foreign policies. In other words, what is Eu-
rope's power-conversion capability?

The answer varies with different issues. On questions of trade
and influence within the World Trade Organization, Europe is the
equal of the United States and able to balance American power.
The creation of the European Monetary Union and the launching
of the Euro at the beginning of 1999 made Europe's role in mone-
tary affairs and the International Monetary Fund nearly equal to
;hefti the United States (though the 2010 crisis over Greek debt
uamm{:?f::ﬂgﬂ in the Euro). On antitrust issues, the size and at-
meking to mer :rlfpean rnarkm have A that mnerican ﬁrms
Commission asg'.-vella:t_]-lhad ¥ Wﬁk‘appm‘val e the U
world, the EU is settin the U]& Rt Pepaciment. T the qu?ﬂ‘

At the same time Eir RO STam.:lards e pﬁvac}f pr‘:m:mcmilr
ety Niina: iden;;iti ope f»?llces significant limits on its degree ©
identity, despite six d:a;em 8 $Hixiie than o commeon Europest
although subdued in co s of integration, and national interests

Mparison to the past, still matter.? The en-

largement
¥ of the European Union to include twenty-seven states

Power Transition 161

(with more to come) means that European institutions are likely to
remain sui generis and unlikely to produce a strong federal Europe
or a single state. None of this is to belittle European institutions and
what they have accomplished. Legal integration is increasing, and
European Court verdicts have compelled member countries to
change policies. However, legislative and executive branch integra-
tion has lagged, and even though Europe has created a president
and a central figure for foreign relations, the integration of foreign
and defense policy is still limited. In the words of Lord Patten, a
former member of the European Commission, “Unlike the US we
do not matter everywhere.”!

Over the decades Europe has seen alternations between excessive
optimism and bouts of “Euro-pessimism” such as characterize the
current period. As one journalist reported in 2010, “Europe is start-
ing to look like the loser in a new geopolitical order dominated by
the US. and emerging powers led by China. . . . No Europeans were
ivited when U.S. President Barack Obama and Chinese Premier
Wen Jiabao held the make-or-break meeting on Dec. 18 that bro-
kered the modest Copenhagen accord. The Chinese invited the lead-
ers of India, Brazil and South Africa. That meeting and Europe’s
absence was the ‘seminal image’ of 2009."22 Moreover, after the 2008
financial crisis, the fiscal problems of several EU members, particu-
larly Greece, exposed the limits of fiscal integration in the Eurozone.

As The Economist noted, “Talk of Europe’s relative decline seems
1 be everywhere just now. . . . You may hear glum figures about
Europe’s future weight and with some reason. In 1900, Europe ac-
counted for a quarter of the world's population. By 2060, it may
#count for just 6%—and almost a third of these will be more than
65 years old.» Europe does face severe demographic problems, but
:'he size of a population is not highly correlated with power, and

Predictions of Europe’s downfall have a long history of failing to
Materialize "2 [ the 1980s, analysts spoke of Euro-sclerosis and
* crippling malaise, but in the ensuing decades Europe showed
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impressive growth and institutional development. “The EU's modus
operandi—sharing power, hammering out agreements, resolving
conflict by endless committee—can be boring and even frustrating
to watch. But in an increasingly networked and interdependent
world, it has become the global standard.”* As the director of the
El:Jropean Council on Foreign Relations puts it, “The conventional
lflsjiﬂm is that Europe’s hour has come and gone. Its lack of vision,
dl?"lLSfl‘.}l'l,S, obsession with legal frameworks, unwillingness to project
military power, and sclerotic economy are contrasted with a United
States more dominant even than Rome. . . . But the problem is not
Eurap.e—-it is our outdated understanding of power."?

Political scientist Andrew Moravesik makes a similar argument
that European nations, singly and collectively, are the only states
:hthff than the United States able to “exert global influence across
re:ﬂjf::l:npe;trmr? from ‘hard’ t.D 'soft’ power. Insofar as the term
over the fireszn ll)nl& f:]h : w{f \d s bipolar, and is fkely toganaing
ey able tmTE. The pessimistic prognosis is based on
o et entury realist view in which “power is linked to the

€ share of aggregate global resources and countries are en-
E‘E'ﬂd 111 constant zero-sum rivalry,
ui':-‘ftzléi Ii :i:;w{zlii's second llargest military power, with 21 percent
i Russ::g spending c::-rnp_:ared to 5 percent for Chm.a.
Tens of thousands t;f tIP‘ErCEﬂl: IR il s positimig
countries in Sierra Lenn:ﬂ (I?_:) S s wlarcd uiadnal hﬂmj
Afghanistan_ I 29 ofj ﬂED,.Imr}' Coast, Chad, Lebanon, anr
largest market and repm:c““'amlt power, Europe has the world's
t0 12 percent for the Uni::lssl 7 percent of world trade corflpﬂfed
tates, and Europe dispenses 50 per-

cent Gf t-hE' wnrld, : i
the United States * foreign assstance compared to 20 percent for

In terms of re],
ferences and end
United States ina

"% Moreover, as he points out,

tive power, if the EU overcame its internal dif-
E"Vﬂrﬂtd to become a global challenger to the
traditional realist balance of power, these assets
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might counter American power. But if Europe and America remain
loosely allied or even neutral, these resources could reinforce each
other. As The Economist speculated a decade ago, in terms of mili-
tary security, it is possible that “by about 2030, both Europe and
America will be having the same trouble with some other part of
the world,” such as Russia, China, and Muslim southwest Asia.*’

Nor is economic divorce likely. New technology, flexibility in
labor markets, strong venture capital, and an entrepreneurial culture
make the American market attractive to European investors. The
United States spends 2.7 percent—twice as much as Europe—on
universities and R&D. Direct investment in both directions is higher
than with Asia and helps knit the economies together. More than
one-third of trade occurs within transnational corporations. More-
over, even though trade inevitably produces some degree of friction
in the domestic politics of democracies, it is a game from which
both sides can profit if there is a will to cooperate, and U.S. trade
with Europe is more balanced than U.S. trade with Asia.

At the cultural level, Americans and Europeans have sniped at
and admired each other for more than two centuries. For all the
complaints about Hollywood films or McDonald'’s, no one forces
Europeans to eat there, though millions do each year. And despite
the frictions between parts of Europe and the George W. Bush ad-
Ministration, Barack Obama became almost a cult figure in his pop-
ularity in much of Europe. In some ways, the inevitable frictions

een the two continents show a closeness rather than a distance.
Andin o larger sense, Americans and Europeans share the values of

ocracy and human rights more with each other than with other
"%8i0ns of the world. Even in a traditional realist assessment of I:-a].-
afn.:e of power resources, neither the United States nor EurGIPE 12
ikely 1o threaten the vital or important interests of the r::-ther‘mde.*
Power struggles over conflicting interests are likely to remain chia
"0 mundane level. And on issues that require Pﬂwm‘w“h rather

over others, the Europeans have impressive capacity.
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Japan

Japan's economy has suffered two decades of slow growth because
of poor policy decisions that followed the bursting of a speculative
bubble in the early 1990s. In 201 0, China’s economy passed Japan's
in total size as measured in dollars, though it is only one-sixth of
Japan’s in per capita terms (measured in purchasing power parity).®
In 1988, eight of the top ten companies in the world by market cap-
italization were Japanese; today none are J apanese.” Despite its re-
cent performance, Japan retains impressive power resources. [t
possesses the world's third largest national economy, highly sophis-
ticated industry, and the most modern military in Asia. Although
China has nuclear weapons and more men under arms, Japan's mil-
itary is better equipped. It also has the technological capacity to de-
velop nuclear weapons quite quickly if it chooses to do so.

Only two decades ago, many Americans feared being overtaken
by Japan after Japanese per capita income surpassed that of the
United States. A 1989 Newsweek article put it succinctly: “In board-
T and government bureaus around the world, the uneasy ques-
tion is whether Japan is about to become a superpower, supplanting
America as the colossus of the Pacific and perhaps even the world's
No. 1 nation.”! Books predicted a Japanese-led Pacific bloc that
would exclude the United States and even an eventual war between
i;l::«’;:fithﬁulllnited States. 2 Futurologist Herman Kahn forecast
sition iI:i Ia::n'sdrhrmme : nUCI‘.Ear s,uPErPUWEF and that the 3t
European and wuzs wf? ?ld b  eelis changs b‘m g abm.'lt l::
D UI;E ;us n the IIS?DS by the rise of Pmss:; .
Sl uszful an impressive Japanese record, butt : "
ihaas ! reminder about the danger of linear projec-

On th on rapidly rising power resources.*

i w:rldei]f;;(:;:rnrld Walr I, Japan had accounted for 5 percent
. Production. Devastated by the war, it did not
regain that leve] ynt 2 .
evel until 1964, From 1950 to 1974, Japan averaged 3
remarkable 10 percent I » kirg had
become the world's seu::}nnua REe by the 1980s Japa_n 3
nd largest national economy, with 15 per

FPower Transition 165

cent of world product.®® It became the world's largest creditor and
largest donor of foreign aid. Its technology was roughly equal with
that of the United States and even slightly ahead in some areas of
manufacturing. Japan armed only lightly (restricting military expen-
ditures to about 1 percent of gross national pmduct] and focused on
economic growth as a highly successful strategy. Nonetheless, as
mentioned, it created the most modern and best-equipped conven-
tional military force in East Asia.

Japan has an impressive historical record of “reinventing itself"
twice. A century and a half ago, Japan became the first non-Western
country to successfully adapt to modern globalization. After cen-
turies of isolation, Japan's Meiji Restoration chose selectively from
the rest of the world, and within a half-century the country be-
came strong enough to defeat a European great power in the Russo-
Japanese War. After 1945, it rose from the ashes of World War IL.
In 2000, a prime minister’s commission on Japan’s goals in the
Wwenty-first century called for a new reinvention.* Given the weak-
ness of the political process, the need for further deregulation, the
%ing of the population, and the resistance to immigration, such
change will not be easy.?” Japan faces severe demographic problems,
With its population projected to shrink to 100 million by 2050, and
its culture s resistant to accepting immigrants.*® But Japan retains
high standard of living, a highly skilled labor force, a stable society,
and areas of technological leadership and manufacturing skills.
Moreover, its culture (both traditional and popular), its overseas
d“'flﬂpment assistance, and its support of international institutions
Provide some resources for soft power.

Could a revived Japan, a decade or two hence, become 2 global
Chaufmge" to the United States, economically or militarily, as was
MﬂEd a decade ago? It seems unlikely. Roughly the size of Cak-
tfornig, Japan will never have the geographical or population scale

the United States. Its success in modernization and democracy
0 its popular culture provide Japan with some soft PP ,bm
“hnocentric attitudes and policies undercut it. Some politicians
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have started a movement to revise Article 9 of the Constitution,
which restricts Japan's forces to self-defense, and a few have spoken
of nuclear armament. If the United States were to drop its alliance
with Japan, this could produce a sense of insecurity that might lead
Japan to decide it had to develop its own nuclear capacity, but even
so Japan would be far from a peer competitor.

Alternatively, if Japan were to ally with China, the combined re-
sources of the two countries would make a potent coalition. In 2006,
China became Japan’s largest trade partner, and the new government
formed by the Democratic Party of Japan in 2009 sought improved
relations with China. However, a close alliance seems unlikely. Not
only have the wounds of the 1930s failed to heal completely, but
also China and Japan have conflicting visions of Japan's proper place
in Asia and in the world. China would want to constrain Japan, but
Japan might chafe at the restraints. In the highly unlikely prospect
that the United States were to withdraw from the East Asian region,
Japan might join a Chinese bandwagun, But given Japanese concerns
about the rise of Chinese power, continued alliance with the United
States is the more likely outcome. In terms of traditional balance of
POWer resources, Japan is more likely to seek American support t0
!:-resenfe_ii:-.s independence from China, and this enhances the Amer-
l;i“i:‘lm{m An allied East Asia is not a plausible candidate to be

enger that displaces the United States.

In short, the two oth

€r entities in the world with per capita incomeé
and sophisticated St

both allied economies similar to the American economy ar¢
ances Q;Epmt: the United States. In traditional realist terms of bal-
°f resources, that makes o large difference for the net

view of En;:n Power. In addition, in a more positive-sum
pUWE‘r Wi ra - d.
r than over i urope an
Japan provide the other countries, Europ

MOon transnationg| Pools of resources for dealing with com”
identical to thnna Problems. Even though their interests are not
4 oy United States, the large amount of overlap
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of social and governmental networks among these societies provides
opportunities for cooperation on joint gains.

BRICs

The so-called BRICs are a different situation. Goldman Sachs
coined the term in 2001 to call attention to profitable opportunities
in what the investment firm considered “emerging markets.” The
BRICs' share of world product rose rapidly from 16 to 22 percent
between 2000 and 2008, and collectively they did better than av-
erage in the global recession that began in 2008. Together, they ac-
counted for 42 percent of world population and 33 percent of world
growth in the first decade of the century.*® Apart from the United
States (which ranks third), of the four most populous countries of
the world, China, India, Indonesia, and Brazil all had solid economic
growth rates above 5 percent in the first decade of the century.*' In
contrast, the U.S. growth rate of 1.9 percent in the first decade was
below its long-term average. China showed by far the best perfor-

mance, and Russia performed poorly after the recession began.
Ironically, an economic term took on a political life of its own
despite the fact that Russia fit poorly in the category. As the Beijing
Review commented, “When Goldman Sachs created the acronym
BRIC in 2001, neither the economists nor the rest of the world
imagined that Brazil, Russia, India and China would finally sit to-
Eether to build up a substantial platform one day."** In June 2009,
the foreign ministers of the four countries met in Yekaterinburg,
Russa, 1o transform “a catchy acronym into an international force
©be reckoned with, " The BRICS held $2.8 trillion, or 42 percent,
of global foreign reserves (though most of that was Chinese). Rus-
an president Medvedev stated that “there can be no successful
currency system if the financial instruments that are used are
Minated in only one currency,” and after China eclipsed the
fited States as Brazil's largest trading partner, Beijing and Sf“:'
Fedo Announced plans to settle trade in their national currencies
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rather than dollars. Although Russia accounts for only 5 percent of
China’s trade, the two countries announced a similar agreement.*

After the recent financial crisis, Goldman Sachs upped the ante
and projected that “the combined GDP of the BRICs might exceed
that of the G7 countries by 2027, about 10 years earlier than we
initially believed."** Whatever the merits of this linear economic
projection, the term makes little political sense for long-range as-
sessments of power resources. Although a meeting of BRICs may
be convenient for short-term diplomatic tactics, it lumps together
countries that have deep divisions, and including Russia, a former
superpower, with the three developing economies makes little
sense. Of the four, Russia has the smallest and most literate popu-
lation and a much higher per capita income, but, more importantly,
many observers believe that Russia is declining while the other three
are rising in power resources. Just two decades ago, “Russia was 2
scientific superpower, carrying out more research than China, India
and Brazil combined. Since then it has been left behind not only by
the world-beating growth of Chinese science but also by India and

Brazil."*® As we shall see, the heart of the BRIC acronym is the ris¢
in the resources of China.

Russia

In the 19505, many Americans feared that the Soviet Union would
surpass the United States as the world's leading power. The Soviet
Union had the world's largest territory, third largest population, and
second largest economy, and it produced more oil and gas than
Saudi Arabia. It possessed nearly one-half the world’s nuclea
weapons, had more men under arms than the United States, and
had the highest number of people employed in research and devel
it e It exploded a hydrogen bomb only one year after -
.Ummd States did in 1952, and it was the first to launch a satelli®
into spar.‘.e m 1957. In terms of soft power, following World War y
communist {deu]ngy was attractive in Europe because of its resis’
rance to fascism and in the Third World because of its identification

Fower Transition 169

with the popular movement toward decolonization. Soviet propa-
ganda actively fostered a myth of the inevitability of the triumph
of communism.

Nikita Khrushchev famously boasted in 1959 that the Soviet
Union would overtake the United States by 1970 or by 1980 at the
latest. As late as 1976, Leonid Brezhnev told the French president
that communism would dominate the world by 1995. Such predic-
tions were bolstered by reported annual economic growth rates
ranging between 5 and 6 percent and an increase in the Soviet share
of world product from 11 to 12.3 percent between 1950 and 1970.
After that, however, the Soviet growth rate and share of world
product began a long decline. In 1986, Gorbachev described the
Soviet economy as “very disordered. We lag in all indices.”” A year
later, Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze told his officials, “You
ind [ represent a great country that in the last 15 years has been
more and more losing its position as one of the leading industrially
d‘-“'"'&lﬂped nations."*® What is surprising in retrospect is how wildly
inaccurate were the American assessments of Soviet power. In the
4te 19705, a “Committee on the Present Danger” argued that Soviet
Power was surpassing that of the United States, and the 1980 elec-
tion reflected such fears.

The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 left a Russia signifi-
cantly shrunken in territory (76 percent of the USSR), population
(50 percent of the USSR), economy (45 percent of the USSR), and
military personnel (33 percent of the USSR). Moreover, the soft
Power of communist ideology had virtually disappeared. Nonethe-
less, Russia had nearly 5,000 deployed nuclear weapons, and more
Eﬁl million persons under arms, though its total military ﬂfxlael;
i = as 0_“11" 4 percent of the world total (10 percent of the ch-

‘are]r and its global power projection capabilities had greatly
"fished. In economic resources, Russia’s $2.3 trillion gross d_‘:"
MeStic product was 14 percent that of the United States, and its
PET Capita income (in purchasing power parity) of $16,000 was
Oughly 33 percent that of the United States. Its economy Was
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heavily dependent on export of cil and gas, with high-tech exports
representing only 7 percent of its manufactured exports (compared
to 28 percent for the United States). In terms of soft power, despite
the attractiveness of traditional Russian culture, Russia has little
global presence. In the words of one Russian analyst, Russia has to
use “hard power, including military force, because it lives in a much
more dangerous world and has no one to hide behind from it, and
because it has little soft power—that is, social, cultural, political
and economic attractiveness,”*

Russia is no longer hampered by communist ideology and a cum-
bersome central planning system, and the likelihood of ethnic frag-
mentation, though still a threat, is less than in the past. Whereas
ethnic Russians were only 50 percent of the former Soviet Union,
they are now 81 percent of the Russian Federation. The politica
institutions for an effective market economy are largely missing, and
corruption is rampant. Russia’s robber baron capitalism lacks the
kind of effective regulation that creates trust in market relation-
ships. The public health system is in disarray, mortality rates have
increased, and birthrates are declining. The average Russian male
dies at fifty-nine, an extraordinarily low number for an advanced
economy.”® As President Medvedev puts it, “Every year there ar¢
fewer and fewer Russians.”! Midrange estimates by UN demogr
phers suggest that Russia’s population may decline from 145 million
today to 121 million by midcentury.5? In the view of one exper
Russia will have to import 12 million immigrants by 2020 just ¥
stand still demagraphicall}r, and this seems unlikely.*

Many Russian futures are possible. At one extreme are those who
Pfﬂieﬂ decline and see Russia as a “one-crop economy” with corrupt
institutions and insurmountable demographic and health problems
Others argue that with reform and modernization, Russia will
_ablﬁ to surmount these problems and that the leadership is he2
b this direction. Late in 2009, President Medvedev issued a SWeeP”
ing call *for Russia to modernize jts economy, wean itself from 2 hr
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miliating dependence on natural resources and do away with Soviet-
style attitudes” that he said were “hindering its effort to remain a
world power.”s* But some critics argue that Russian leaders’ concept
of modernization is too state led and problematic because public
institutions function so badly. “An innovative economy needs open
markets, venture capital, free thinking entrepreneurs, fast bank-
ruptey courts and solid protection of intellectual property.” Instead
there are “wide-spread monopolies, ubiquitous corruption, stifling
state-interferences, weak and contradictory laws."

Dysfunctional government and pervasive corruption make mod-
emization difficult. Peter Aven, president of Alfa Bank, argues that
‘economically, it looks like the Soviet Union more and more. There
52 huge dependency on oil, a need for capital, a need for serious
reforms, while the social burden is very strong. Stagnation is the
main threat.”s6 A Russian economist says flatly that “there is no con-
sensus in favor of modernization.”’ Whatever the outcome, because
of its residual nuclear strength, its great human capital, its skills in
cybertechnology, its proximity to Europe, and the potential of al-
liance with China, Russia will have the resources to cause problems
for the United States, even if it no longer has the capacity to balance
American power that it had in the Cold War.

What are the prospects for a Russia-China axis? Traditional bal-
ance of power politics might predict such a response to American
Primacy in power resources. And there is historical precedent for
such a union: In the 1950s, China and the Soviet Union were allied
2gainst the United States. After Nixon’s opening t0 China in 1972,
the triangle worked the other way, with the United St
China cooperating to limit what both saw as a threatening
Power. That alliance ended with the collapse of the Soviet U :
In 1992, Russia and China declared their relations a "':Dns,m:mvj
Partnership”; in 1996, they called it a “strategic partnership ; 20C
In -TUJ}F 2'["}1, thﬁ'j-" signed a treaty of "fﬁendﬁhip and Cﬂupfrﬂﬁﬂﬂr;t
One theme of this partnership is common opposition t© thiegurmes

ates and
Soviet
nion.
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(U.S.-dominated) “unipolar world.”** Some Russians believe that
“Russia is drifting fast towards prioritizing cooperation with
China—even if as a ‘younger brother.””®

Despite the rhetoric, there are serious obstacles to an alliance be-
tween China and Russia that goes much beyond tactical diplomatic
coordination. As a French analyst summarizes, “Despite some sig-
nificant successes, their bilateral engagement continues to be partial
and ambivalent. . . . Russia and China have contrasting world-views,
different approaches to foreign policy and sometimes conflicting pri-
orities.”™ The demographic situation in the Far East, where the pop-
ulation on the Russian side of the border is 6 million and on the
China side is up to 120 million, creates a degree of anxiety in Mos-
cow. Russia’s economic and military decline have increased its con-
cern about the rise of Chinese power. As President Medvedev says,
“If Russia does not secure jts presence in the Far East, it could even-
tually ‘lose everything’ to the Chinese. ™! In 2009, Russia announced
a new military doctrine that explicitly reserved the right to first use
of nuclear weapons, and it continued to hold a large number of
short-range tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, the
United States used a similar nuclear posture to counter Russian con-
ventional military superiority in Europe. Many military observers
believe the new Russian doctrine is a similar response to Chinese
conventional superiority in East Asia. A traditional realist might
EVEN expect an improvement in Russian-Indian, Russian-Japanese,
and even Russian-American relations as Chinese power grows.
befmlé mﬂ POses a potential threat to the United States, largely
hﬂ;:i?;;:rh: Dthne E‘-"“ﬂt"}" with enough missiles and nucIe:lar “;*;
i A cnu: € United States, and Russia's relative decline
s Pmt:smure reluctant to renounce its nuclear staEJ:
skilled scientists ar::S En.n P a0 educetad Pﬂpulaut itl
seems unlikely that ;“EIFEEFS. and vast natural resources. Bu #
present the same sort 0‘;5:1“ P i pomen che resourﬂfsliﬂ
Union presented during iy 1 -, \Terican power that the So

uring the four decades after World War II.
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India

India is often mentioned as a future great power, and its population
of 1.2 billion is four times that of the United States and is likely to
surpass that of China by 2025. Some Indians predict a tripolar
world by midcentury: the United States, China, and India.®? One
economist argues that “if we extrapolate present trends, India will
have the world's third largest national income (after the U.S. and
China) within 25 years from now."s3

For decades, India suffered from what some called the “Hindu
rate of economic growth” of a little more than 1 percent per
capita. After independence in 1947, India followed an inward-
looking policy focused on heavy industry. But the rate of economic
growth turned out to owe less to Hindu culture than to imported
British Fabian (and other) socialist economic planning. After market-
oriented reforms in the early 1990s, the pattern changed, and
wowth rates rose to 7 percent overall growth, with projections of
d':“1]31'~!-1:|igit rates in the future. British columnist Martin Wolf calls
India a “premature superpower,” meaning a country with low living
tandards but a huge economy. He thinks that the Indian economy
will be bigger than Britain's in a decade and bigger than Japan's in
Wo.* India has an emerging middle class of several hundred mil-
lon, and English is an official language spoken by some 50-1 00 mil-
ion people. Building on that base, Indian information industries :Iarc
ible to play a major role in global markets, and India has an active
*Pace program,

India has significant military power resources, with an estimated
80-70 nuclear weapons, intermediate-range missiles, a space prc?-
#am, 1.3 million military personnel, and annual military expendi-
h"mfn“ﬂ}" $30 billion, or 2 percent of the world total. In terms

soft Power, India has an established democracy and a vibrant pctp—

Culture with transnational influence. India has an influential d.l'
“Pora, and jts motion picture industry, Bollywood, is the largestin

World in terms of the number of films produced :fﬂ‘ﬂflz'; out-
mmpetmg Hollywood in parts of Asia and the Middle East.
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At the same time, India remains very much an underdeveloped
country, with hundreds of millions of illiterate citizens living in
poverty. “Around a third of India’s 1.1 billion people live in condi-
tions of acute poverty, and around a third of the world’s poor live
in India." India’s GDP of $3.3 trillion is little more than 33 percent
of China's $8 billion and 20 percent that of the United States.
India’s per capita income of $2,900 (in purchasing power parity) is
50 percent of China’s and less than 7 percent of the United States'
Even more striking, whereas 91 percent of the Chinese population
is literate and 43 percent urban, the numbers for India are only 6]
percent and 29 percent, respectively. Each year, India produces about
twice as many “engineering and computing geeks as America . ..
but only 4.2 percent are fit to work in a software product firm, and
just 17.8 percent are employable by an IT [information technology]
services company, even with six months training.””” A symptom of
this is India’s poor performance in international comparisons of uni-
versities: “The 2009 Asian University Rankings, prepared by the
higher education consultancy QS, shows the top Indian institution
to be the IIT Bombay at number 30; 10 universities in China and
Hong Kong are higher."® India’s high-tech exports are only 5 per-
cent of its total €xports compared to 30 percent for China.

India is unlikely to develop the power resources to become 2
global challenger to the United States in the first half of this century,
th it has considerable assets that could be added to the scales of 3
::;?;i;:n:iitiun. Ee:came of the rapid growth and increased
“Chindia” to ¢ f: countries, some observers began to use the If"_f;'
fi i the combination of them, but enormous dif-

crences remain.® The likelihood that such a coalition would be-
come a serious anti-American alliance is small. Just as there i
ET;H:VZ‘:}?L‘:: # the,si“‘}'RUSSian relationship, so there is @
§ een India and China, Even though the two CO";:]'

Nts in 1993 and 1996 that promised peace
:‘::]:?:n_;:fd]ﬂl: h':}rder dispute that had led them to war in 19!_32'
oting that India’s defense minister labeled Chin?
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asIndia’s “potential enemy number one"” just prior to India’s nuclear
tests in March 1998, and the border dispute became controversial
again in 2009. Even though Indian officials have become more dis-
crete in public about relations with China, their concerns remain
intense in private.”” Rather than becoming an ally, India is more
likely to become part of the group of Asian nations that will tend
to balance China.

Brazil
Brazilians sometimes joked that “we are a country with a great fu-
twre—and always will be!"”' Former president Ignacio Lula da Silva
said, "Brazil always behaved like a second-class country. We always
told ourselves we were the country of the future, but we never trans-
formed these qualities into something concrete.””? After Brazil gained
independence from Portugal in 1825, real income remained stagnant
throughout the century. A growth spurt in the mid-twentieth cen-
try was financed with foreign debt within a semiclosed economy,
which collapsed among the oil shocks of the 1970s. Two volatile
decades of rampant inflation followed, reaching more than 700 per-
€0t a year by the early 1990s. In 1994, Brazil introduced a new
floating exchange rate, instructed the Central Bank to target infla-
tion, and stabilized government finances.
Brazil's future is a joke no longer. When the BRIC acronym was
invented, some observers objected that “a country with .
Sowth rate as skimpy as its swimsuits, prey to any financial crisis
ﬂ?“ Was around, a place of chronic political instability, whose infi-
'€ Capacity to squander its obvious potential was as legﬂndﬂf‘j’l as
' talent for football and carnivals, did not seem to belong with
T].lm emerging titans.” As The Economist further commented, nml'hr
S0me ways, Bragil outclasses the other BRICs. Unlike China, it
h.s? dem““"":% Unlike India, it has no insurgents, no ethnic and re-
conlicts nor hostile neighbors. Unlike Russia, it P mc:-r;‘
" 0il and arms and treats foreign investors with respect. Brazi
; Hiracting foreign investment, and “has established some strong




176 THE FUTURE OF POWER

political institutions. A free and vigorous press uncovers corrup-
tion—though there is plenty of it, and it mostly goes unpunished.”

Since curbing inflation and instituting market reforms in the
1990s, Brazil has shown an impressive rate of economic growth in
the range of 5 percent in the 2000s, which some analysts believe
might increase in the future.”* With a territory nearly three times
the size of India’s, 90 percent of its 200 million people literate, 3
32 trillion GDP equivalent to Russia’s, and per capita income of
$10,000 (three times India’s and nearly twice China's), Brazil has
impressive power resources. In 2007, the discovery of massive off-
shore oil reserves promised to make Brazil a significant power in the
energy arena as well. Brazil's military is much smaller, and unlike
the other BRICs, the country has no nuclear weapons. But it is the
largest state on its continent and has no real peer competitors among
its neighbors. In soft power terms, Brazil's popular culture of car-
nival and football has transnational appeal, and it has adopted a for-
eign policy designed to project a positive image in Latin America
and beyond.

Brazil also faces serious problems. Its infrastructure is inadequate,
its legal system is overburdened, it has a very high murder rate, and
corruption abounds. It ranks 75th out of 180 countries on Trans-
parency International’s corruption perceptions index (compared t0
79th for China, 84th for India, and 146th for Russia). In economic
competitiveness, the World Economic Forum ranks Brazil as 56th
among 133 countries (compared to 27th for China, 49th for India,
and 63rd for Russia). Brazil spends less than the OECD average 0
research and develﬂpment; and South Korea, with a population 25
percent of Brazil's, registers about thirty times more patents. Pro-
ductivity growth is sluggish, and although Brazil is the home of
some successful transnational corporations, as one Brazilian ma™
- E":::i'];: ab:hiizgt;ing to hav?: a Harvard or a G?ggle ]1_er€- :

at they will not be able to raise their P

ductivi . :
cvity rate unless they increase their savings and invest more 1f
education,’
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Poverty and inequality have been a serious problem for Brazil.
The nation has a Gini coefficient index of 0.55 (1.0 is perfect in-
equality, with one person receiving all income) compared to 0.45
for the United States, 0.42 for China, 0.37 for India, and 0.42 for
Russia. Brazil has recently taken a number of steps to reduce
poverty and inequality. It reduced extreme poverty by 50 percent
between 2003 and 2008, and inequality dropped by 5.5 percent.”
The number of people living in poverty fell from 28 percent of the
total population in 2003 to 16 percent in 2008.7

In terms of foreign policy objectives, “Brazil is just starting to re-
alize the weight it has,” and it has resisted a number of entreaties
from the United States to alter its policy toward countries such as
Iran and Venezuela.” But Brazil has not made notable progress on
the three foreign policy objectives it set for itself in 2003: a perma-
ient seat on the UN Security Council, a world trade deal in the
Doha Round of WTO talks, and creation of a powerful South
American block ® And when China’s artificially pegged exchange
fates began to create problems for Brazil in 2010, “unfortunately,
Brazil has no stomach for arguments with China. Its diplomats prize
solidarity among the emerging BRIC nations . . . even when that
solidarity could threaten the growth on which Brazil's BRIC status
s premised "1 Only belatedly did Brazil say that it would prefer a
Chinese revaluation. It is also the case that, although the new Brazil
Tﬁill complicate American diplomacy compared to the past, Brazil
Smot likely to try becoming a peer competitor to the United States
i this century. That role will be left to China.

Ching
hm“nﬁ the BRICs, China is by far the giant, with a population and
1 economy equal to those of the other three countries combined.
"Oreover, it has the largest army, the largest military budget, the
rate of economic growth, and the most Internet users “fﬂ‘n;
-mn' China lags behind Russia and Brazil 11.1 income [?Ef -:a[lutlzia:1
temnet and mobile phone users per capita, but this may ¢ ge
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if China maintains its recent high growth rates. At any figure above
7 percent per year, the Chinese economy will double in a decade.
China recovered quickly from the 2008 economic crisis, and a
mentioned previously, Goldman Sachs expects the total size of the
Chinese economy to surpass that of the United States in 2027. One
Nobel Laureate economist looks even further into the future and
estimates that by 2040, China will produce 40 percent of global
GDP.*

China is another of Wolf's premature superpowers. China's cur-
rent reputation for power benefits from projections about the fu-
ture. In one poll, 44 percent of respondents mistakenly thought that
China already had the world's largest economy, compared to 27
percent who accurately picked the United States (which is three
times larger).® For more than a decade, many have viewed China
as the most likely contender to balance American power or surpas
it.* One recent book is even entitled When China Rules the World:
The End of the Western World and the Birth of a New Global Order
Already in the 1990s, polls showed that 50 percent of the America®
public thought China would pose the biggest challenge to US
world power status in the twenty-first century (compared with 8
percent for Japan and 6 percent for Russia and Europe).*

Although most projections of Chinese power are based on the
rapid growth rate of the nation's GDP, China has other significant
Power resources. In terms of basic resources, its territory is equil
to that of the United States and its population is four times greatel-
It has the world's largest army, about 200 nuclear weapons, 3%
modern capabilities in space and cyberspace (including the worlds
largest number of Internet users). In soft power resources, & g
saw in Chapter 4, China still lacks cultural industries able to €™
pete with Hollywood or Bollywood, its universities are not ¥ e
equal of America’s, and it lacks the many NGOs that generd®
much of America’s soft power. However, China is making maiﬂ'
efforts to increase it soft power. China has always had an Htt"“tl_i"e
traditional culture, and it has created several hundred Confuci®®
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Institutes around the world to teach its language and culture. China
has also adjusted its diplomacy to use more multilateral arrange-
ments to alleviate fears and reduce the likelihood of other countries
allying to balance a rising power.

China does have impressive power resources, but we should be
skeptical about projections based primarily on current growth rates
and political rhetoric. In both China and the United States, percep-
tions of the other country are heavily colored by domestic political
struggles, and there are people in both countries who want to see
the other as an enemy. Even without such distortions, the military
on both sides would be seen by its countrymen and -women as
derelict in its duties if it did not plan for all contingencies. As for
the historical analogies mentioned earlier, remember that by 1900
Germany had surpassed Britain in industrial power and the kaiser
was pursuing an adventurous, globally oriented foreign policy that
was bound to bring about a clash with other great powers. In con-
trast, China still lags far behind the United States economically and
has focused its policies primarily on its region and on its eccmamf'c
development. Even though China’s “market Leninist” economic
model (the so-called Beijing Consensus) provides soft power in au-
thoritarian countries, it has the opposite effect in many demuc_rﬂ-
cies.*’ Nonetheless, the rise of China recalls Thucydides's T
that belief in, the inevitability of conflict can become one of its main
Causes.* Each side, believing it will end up at war with the other,
makes reasonable military preparations, which then are read by the
other side a5 confirmation of its worst fears.

In fact, the rise of China is a misnomer. Reemergence W““the
more accurate, because by size and history the Middle Kingdom ﬂf
long been major power in East Asia. Technically and ecnnﬂﬂ;
ally, China was the world's leader (though without global 1::5;

500 to 1500. Only in the last half-millennium
by Europe and America, which were first to bene
dustia] Revolution. After Deng Xiaoping's market
€arly 19805, China's high annual growth rates of 8-9 PErce

was it ove
fit from the In-
reforms in the
nt led to
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a remarkable tripling of its GNP in the last two decades of the twen-
tieth century, and this pragmatic economic performance, along with
its Confucian culture, enhanced China’s soft power in the region.

China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the
United States and still faces many obstacles to development. At the
beginning of the twenty-first century, the American economy was
about twice the size of China'’s in purchasing power parity and more
than three times as large at official exchange rates. All such com-
parisons and projections are somewhat arbitrary, however. For ex-
ample, purchasing power parity is an estimate that economists make
to judge the equivalence in welfare in different societies. A few
years ago, when World Bank economists revised their methodology,
China’s GDP at purchasing power parity dropped 40 percent at the
stroke of a pen or, more likely, the click of a mouse.® Meanwhile,
comparisons in terms of current exchange rates (by which the
United States is much further ahead) depend on fluctuations in cur-
rency values, and China has used an artificially low exchange rate
as @ means to subsidize its exports. Nonetheless, exchange rate com
parisons are often more accurate in estimating power resources. The
price of a meal or a haircut or a house is best compared by using
purchasing power parity, but the cost of imported oil or an ad-
vanced fighter aircraft is better judged at the exchange rates that
must be used to pay for it

Even if overall Chinese GDP passes that of the United States
around 2030, the two economies would be equivalent in size but
not equal in composition. China would still have a vast underde
EL“SPE‘E} Cﬂ:ﬁltr?side, and it will begin to face demographic F'mt_'_
Enforcedmm t;dEla}rEd- effects of the one child per cc,upl_ﬂ F:Dlllql;;:
in 2016. Moreo ning in 2['-”: 1, and China’s labor force wi P‘;m
e s'i':::r al.} countries develop, there is 2 tendencsand
b J‘\mer.i We assume a 6 percent Chinese growt "
the United Stytee: can grm-.rth after 2030, China wnjlld not eq

1N per capita income until sometime in the seco?
half of the ; e until so T
e (dependmg on the measures of camP“”m"} :
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Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an
economy. In other words, China's impressive growth rate combined
with the size of its population will likely lead it to pass the Ameri-
can economy in total size at some point. This has already provided
China with impressive power resources, but that is not the same as
equality. And because the United States is unlikely to be standing
still during that period, China is a long way from posing the kind of
challenge to American preponderance that the kaiser's Germany
posed when it passed Britain at the beginning of the last century.
Even if fuzzy hegemonic transition theory were more clearly spec-
ified than it is, the facts do not at this point justify alarmist predic-
tions of a coming war.*2

Moreover, linear projections of economic growth trends can be
misleading. Countries tend to pick the low-hanging fruit as they
benefit from imported technologies in the early stages of economic
takeoff, and growth rates generally slow as economies reach higher
levels of development. At per capita incomes above $10,000, rates
of growth slow down. In addition, the Chinese economy faces seri-
ous obstacles of transition from inefficient state-owned enterprises,
Erowing inequality, massive internal migration, an inadequate social
safety net, corruption, and inadequate institutions that could foster
political instability. The north and east of the country have out-
Paced the south and west. Only ten of thirty-one provinces have
Per capita income above the national average, and underdeveloped
Provinces include those with higher proportions of minorities, such
3 Tibet and Xinjiang. Almost alone among developing countries,
China is aging extraordinarily fast. By 2030, China will have “more
Clderly dependents than children,” and some Chinese demographers
“orry about “getting old before getting rich.””

During the 2000s, China moved from being the ninth largest €x-
Porter to the largest in the world, but China’s export-led develop-
Ment mode] il probably need to be adjusted as global trade and
Cial balances become more contentious in the aftermath of the
2008 financia] crisis. World Bank president Robert Zoellick ——

* China's export-led growth model is unsustainable over ume,
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because to maintain 8 percent growth would require a doubling of
China’s share of exports by 2020. Reducing saving and increasing
consumption are the obvious but not easy answers, because an
aging population may keep household savings high, and high cor-
porate savings reflect special interests and limited competition in
some sectors. %

In 2010, China was home to the two largest and four of the ten
!al‘gﬂst banks in the world, though rankings by size can be mislead-
ing until China cleans up the many financial institutions that remain
In government hands and enforces commercial discipline and trans-
parency.® Some economists think China could experience a painful
financial contraction but a collapse is unlikely: “Chinese growth wil
a]m-::?st certainly slow dramatically, but the country will nonetheless
continue to grow faster than the rest of the world."”® And although
China ?mlds huge foreign currency reserves (as we saw in Chapter
llg;d?:ma will hzlwvj difficulty increasing its financial leverage by

B Overseas in its own currency. “Until China has a deep and
open bond market where interest rates are set by the market and
“"’ft ﬂ'.lﬁ government, there will be only limited takers for such ren-
minbi assets "7
pmi]‘il;r: s au:nritariardi political system has thus far shown an im-
for exam?:;:t];:m:;mmn capability in relation to specific targets—
high-speed Iiail P:n‘;ti to stage a slrp:cessful Olympic Games, build
from the global ﬁnIm % ]Dr even stimulate the economy _m ru_ecm't?f
capability over the | e, j“”"rhEther China can maintain this
to Chinese lead 1_? n.ger term is a mystery both to outsiders an_d
Constitution ChE:; }-:;];ke India, which was born with a democratic
of demands ]?Or pq]ajti al iz Yﬂ folund a way to solve the pr-:::blt?t::jl
to accompany rising cerparn_ﬂpfltmﬂ (if not democracy) that ten
nism is long gone anz thcaplt‘a . The ideology of commu-
Upon economic gl'::lwth € legitimacy of the ruling party depends
Bues that the Chinese a{:d ethnic Han nationalism. One expert ar°
@ high leve] of cﬂm;pﬁ]?; tl:cai system lacks legitimacy, suffers from

» Nas no clear vision for self-improvement,
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and is vulnerable to political unrest should the economy falter. “De-
spite its economic successes and growing defense capabilities,
China's international influence will remain limited as long as it fails
to evolve an attractive political system."® Another expert believes
that economic change will bring political change, and by 2020,
when per capita GDP will reach $7,500 (in purchasing power parity
[ppp]), China will join countries such as Singapore that are rated
by Freedom House as “partly free.” Singapore’s senior leader, Lee
Kwan Yew, believes that political change may come in ten or fifteen
years when a younger overseas-educated generation rises to power.
“They understand the problems of the system, and while bargaining
hard for Chinese interests, will have a broader view of change.”®
Whether China can develop a formula that can manage an expand-
ing urban middle class, regional inequality, and resentment among
ethnic minorities remains to be seen. The basic point is that no one,
including the Chinese, knows how China’s political future will
evolve and how that will affect its economic growth.!”
Cyberpolitics presents another complication. As we saw in the
Previous chapter, with over 400 million users, China has the largest
Internet population, as well as a highly developed system of gov-
emmental controls and filters. Not only are many Internet users in-
tensely nationalistic, but also minority liberal views are filtered out
and dissent is punished. Nonetheless, some leakage of information
Sinevitable. Coping with greatly increasing flows of information at
*time when restrictions can hinder economic growth presents a
sharp dilemma for Chinese leaders. Indeed, some observers fear in-
Stability caused by a collapsing, rather than a rising, China. In the
Words of Ching expert Susan Shirk, “It is China's internal fragility,
rmlij‘"" Browing strength, that presents the greatest danger. The weak
*Bitimacy of the Communist Party and its leaders’ senif :’f vul-
::::ii:i ?u]d cause China to behave rasl:lllr’ in Et‘:ri:i:;;ﬂl: forr::
s ill Clinton put it in 1:999,“ while m{:; pEt I
i E thallenge of a strong China, ?et us n?t AR ¥
hina, beset by internal conflict, social dislocation a
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criminal activity; becoming a vast zone of instability in Asia.”® A
China that cannot control flows of migration, environmental effects
on the global climate, and internal conflict poses serious problems.
Politics sometimes has a way of confounding economic projections.
As long as China’s economy does grow, its military power will
likely increase, thus making China appear more dangerous to its
neighbors. Official Chinese reports of military expenditure do not
include many items listed in the American defense budget, but re-
gardless of composition, from 1989 to 2008 China’s official military
budget increased by double digits every year. The Gulf War in
1991, the tensions over Taiwan in 1995-1 996, and the Kosovo cam-
paign of 1999 showed Chinese leaders how far China lagged behind
in modern military capabilities, and as a result they nearly doubled
military expenditures over the course of the 1990s. China has im-
ported military technology from Russia, and its own industries are
producing some weapons systems that are approaching the capabil-
ity of those in the American inventory. A 2010 Pentagon report s-
timated China’s total military spending to be $150 billion
(compared to $719 billion for the United States), or about 2 percent
of GDP (compared to 4 percent for the United States).!™ A RAND
study projects that by 2025, China’s military expenditure will be
more than $185 billion (in 2001 dollars), or about 25 percent of
current American military expenditure. 105

lothlj}ough Chlina1has ‘m.}t developed impressive capabilities for
g al torce projection, it is able to complicate American naval op-
errauons off its coast with long-range missiles and a growing submé-
::;‘E Pmr *'?“d this has raised questions about China's new assertions
f?: than interest” in control of the South China Sea. In the words
E]'Iina ‘:z:iti:;l:nneth Li.eberthal, “There is an overall fee].iﬂ:ﬁsz
States that is I:-e]ie:i ang Bégheunp in power “_rnh i U?t a-

N s Ci Irealllg, Nevertheless, there is a S?I‘t ofn
ina.”'% At the same time, China is only 3

t-hf_" X &
beginning of the complex process of developing a blue water
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navy with carrier battle groups.'” Nonetheless, growing Chinese
military capacity would mean that any American military role to
reassure allies in Asia would require more resources. In addition, as
we saw in Chapters 2 and 5, China has been making impressive ef-
forts to develop asymmetrical conflict capabilities in cyberspace.
Deng told the UN General Assembly in 1974 that “China is not
asuperpower, nor will it ever seek to be one.”® The current gen-
eration of Chinese leaders, realizing that rapid economic growth is
the key to domestic political stability, has focused on economic de-
velopment and on what it calls a “harmonious” international envi-
ronment that will not disrupt China's growth. But generations
change, power often creates hubris, and appetites sometimes grow
with eating. Martin Jacques argues that “rising powers in time in-
variably use their newfound economic strength for wider political,
cultural and military ends. That is what being a hegemonic power
involves, and China will surely become one.”'* Traditionally, China
saw itself as the center, or “middle kingdom,” of a tributary system
of states in Fast Asia and will seek to re-create this order.!'? Others
such as John Ikenberry argue that the current international order
has the openness, economic integration, and capacity to absorb
China rather than be replaced by a Chinese-led order.!! Thus far,
Chinese leaders have taken only minor steps toward a major global
role, whether as a hegemon or as a “responsible stakeholder.” They
stll act as free-riders, but “for the first time are becoming dependent
®@aworld which they cannot control rather than an empire which
they can control, 112
As we saw earlier, some skeptics have argued that China aims "in
ﬂle Near term to replace the United States as the dominant EOWﬂ
in Eagt Asia and in the long term to challenge America's position as
dominant power in the world.”""? Even if this were an accurate
“Sesment of China’s intentions (and even the Chinese cﬂﬂﬂ?‘- know
€ Views of future generations), it is doubtful that China will _have
military capability to make this possible. Moreover, Chinese
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leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries
as well as the constraints created by their own objectives of eco-
nomic growth and the need for external markets and resources. Too
?Egresﬂve a Chinese military posture could produce a countervail-
ing coalition among its regional neighbors that would weaken both
its hard and soft power. In 2010, for example, as China became
MOre assertive in its claims to the Paracel Islands that lie 250 miles
off the east coast of Vietnam, the Vietnamese denounced the move
and beg_ﬂ"‘ "pushing hard behind the scenes to bring more foreign
ptlazrecrs into negotiations so that China will have to bargain in a mul-
ytersl Semn‘_g'" which goes against China’s preference to negotiate
?:En::; one with each country.'" Moreover, a Pew poll of sixteen
E.S around the world founda positive attitude toward China's
e':““‘almlc rise but not toward its military rise. “If China is perceived
Eshz?‘:l;;nazag?mic actor, that person is likely to both approve
MG 'IEmg PT?-U.S_FY contrast, if an individual mainly
Increasing military power, then his or her pro-

ﬁm w . " ;
Tx;:]ncan St?nbments will often mean disapproval of China's rise.””
at China is not likely

United States on 4 global bas
lenge the United States in
of Chinese power in Asia

to become a peer competitor to the
is does not mean that it could not chal-
Asia, but as mentioned earlier, the rise
well as other states), and ]i: mntes_ted by both India and Japan (as
the United States s 'P’h that provides a major power advantage to
Hashimoto dE‘C]a.rlaﬁ e U.S.-Japan alliance, which the Clinton-
in post-Cold War E o Df 19_96 B Famfmed as the basis for stability
ambitions, as js th:.St Asia, is an important impediment to Chinese
vanced under the Bu;?pmv?n?ent in U.S -Indian relations that ad-
Power politics of th afhmnm“aﬂ“m This means that in the great
cans. From that posi:j mglﬁn, China cannot easily expel the Ameri-
Australia, and oth On of strength, the United States, Japan, Indiz,

€rs can work to engage China and provide incen-

tives for it ¢ i
e 0 p]a}i aresponsible role, while hedging against the pos
Bgressive behavior ag China’s power grows.
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AMERICAN POWER: DOMESTIC DECAY?

Some argue that the costs of exercising power eventually overbur-
den all empires and that a power transition will occur because of
America's imperial overstretch.!”” Thus far, the facts do not fit this
theory very well because external burdens have not increased over
time. Instead, defense and foreign affairs expenditures have declined
2 a share of GNP over the past several decades. Nonetheless, the
United States could decline in terms of relative power not because
of imperial overstretch, but because of domestic underreach. As
historians remind us, Rome rotted from within. People lost confi-
dence in their culture and institutions, elites battled for control, cor-
ruption increased, and the economy failed to grow adequately.'"®

Could the United States lose its ability to influence world events
because of domestic battles over culture, collapse of institutions,
and economic stagnation? If American society and institutions ap-
Pear to be collapsing, the United States will be less attractive to oth-
ers, If the economy fails, the United States will lose hard as well as
soft power. And even if the United States continues to hold impres-
sive military, economic, and soft power resources, it could lack the
@pacity to transform those resources into effective influence. After
all, some card players lose despite being dealt high hands.

Society and Culture
Although the United States has many social problems—and always
*~they do not seem to be getting worse in any linear manner.
are even improving, such as crime, divorce rates, and teenage
mq' There are culture wars over issues such as same-sex mar-
"% and abortion, but polls nevertheless show an overall increase
“ tolerance, Ciyi] society is robust, and church attendance is high
* % percent 19 Nonetheless, polls show an “optimism gap” be-
i Perceptions and reality. In part, this reflects the media’s ten-
Y t0 emphasize stories consistent with a bad news theme.
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Reaction to national-level trends is a mediated phenomenon, with
few people having direct experience. To the extent they do, the
majority tell pollsters that their own lives, communities, schools,
and congressmen are fine, though they worry about the national
level. If everyone “knows” from the media that things are a mess at
the national level and they have no direct experience at the national
level, they tell pollsters the conventional wisdom about the national
condition. The resulting optimism gap is not convincing evidence
of decline. Past culture battles over immigration, slavery, evolution,
temperance, McCarthyism, and civil rights were arguably more se-
rious than any of today’s issues of contention. Polls show that
people often attribute a golden glow to the past. It is always easy to
show decay by comparing the good in the past with the bad in the
present (or progress by doing the converse).

There are two ways in which such cultural judgments could ad-
versely affect American national power. First, if Americans were s0
distracted or divided by internal battles over social and cultural is-
sues that the United States lost the capacity to act collectively in
foreign policy, hard power would diminish. That appeared to be
problem in the 1970s in the aftermath of deep divisions over Viet-
nam. In contrast, even though support for the Iraq War fell from
72 percent in 2003 o 36 percent by 2008, American public opinion
continued to support an active foreign policy.!2

Second, a decline in the quality of American social conditions
could reduce soft power. Although America has made progress o
some social issues, the United States lags behind other rich countries
::ﬂ:fasnt mortality, life expectancy, children in poverty, and homi-

- Such comparisons can be costly for American soft power, but
the United States is not alone in many of the cultural changes th#
ey controversy. When such problems are shared, comparison
are less invidious and Jesg damaging to soft power. For example,
spect for authority and some standards of behavior have dec!ineld
:t:n]tisa?;:m-ghmt the Western world. But there is little ind

erican levels of personal responsibility are lower tha?
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those of other advanced Western societies, and levels of charitable
giving and community service are generally higher.'?!

Immigration

Amore serious concern would be if the United States turned inward
and seriously curtailed immigration. With its current levels of im-
migration, America is one of the few developed countries that may
avoid demographic decline and keep its share of world population,
but this might change if reactions to terrorist events or public xeno-
phobia closed the borders. Fears over the effect of immigration on
national values and on a coherent sense of American identity have
existed since the early years of the nation. The nineteenth-century
Know Nothing Party was built upon opposition to immigrants, par-
ticularly the Irish. Asians were singled out for exclusion from 1882
onward, and with the Immigration Restriction Act of 1924 the in-
flux of immigrants slowed for the next four decades. During the
twentieth century, the nation recorded its highest percentage of
foreign-born residents in 1910—14.7 percent of the population.
TDda?’. 11.7 percent are foreign born.'#

Despite being a nation of immigrants, more Americans are skep-
teal about immigration than are sympathetic to it. Various p?lls
show that 4 plurality or majority wants fewer immigrants coming
nto the country.'2* The recession exacerbated such views, and in
2009, 50 percent of Americans favored decreasing immigration, up
from 39 percent in 2008.!2¢ Both the numbers and origins of the new
Mmigrants have caused concerns about immigration’s effects o0

ican culture. Data from the 2000 census showed a soaring His-
PAiC population driven largely by waves of new immigrants, Ilﬂgfl
“nd illegal, with Hispanics about to replace blacks as the l:lm;‘;g
: Minority, 125 Demographers have portrayed a country ?n . ;
mlu'rhi‘:h non-Hispanic whites will be only a slim majority. Hw?;n -
willbe 25 percent; blacks, 14 percent; and Asians, 8 Pfrcmt'_
_~Munications and market forces produce a powerful incen-
e for immigrants to master the English language and accept 8
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degree of assimilation. Most of the evidence suggests that the latest
immigrants are assimilating at least as quickly as their predecessors.
Modern media help new immigrants to know more about their new
country beforehand than immigrants did a century ago. Although
rapid illegal immigration can cause social problems, proponents
argue that over the long term legal immigration strengthens the
power of the United States. Most developed countries will experi-
ence a shortage of people as the century progresses. Some eighty-
three countries and territories currently have fertility rates that are
below the level necessary for a constant population level. To main-
tain its current population size, Japan would have to accept 350,000
newcomers a year for the next fifty years, which is difficult for 2
culture that has historically been hostile to immigration.'?” Despite
American ambivalence, it remains a country of immigration. The
Census Bureau projects that the American population will grow 49
percent over the next four decades.

Today, the United States is the world’s third most populous
country; fifty years from now it is still likely to be third (after only
India and China). Not only is this relevant to economic power, but
also with nearly all developed countries aging and facing a burden
of providing for the older generation, immigration could help e
duce the sharpness of the policy problem. In addition, the economic
benefits of skilled immigrants can be important to particular s
tors, even though studies suggest that the short-term directly mes
urable economic benefits at the national level are relatively smal
and unskilled workers may suffer from competition. There s 2
;tmﬂg correlation between the number of H-1B visas and the nu*
ni::‘;::‘-’:;niriied in the United States. A 1 percent increase in the
: grant college graduates leads to a 6 percent increas
'l patents per capita,!28 |p 1998, Chinese- and Indian-born €ng"
EZ:;;ZE m]:"_“ing one-quarter of Silicon Valley's high'te'-'_hmé?}?
fureign-bc:r: 11::]1 %cm“mﬂd for $17.8 billion in sales, and in Efm;
PN tf:c}lll:TlET ants had participated in one of E"e‘g;

ology start-ups during the previous decade.
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Equally important are immigration's benefits for America's soft
power, That people want to come to the United States enhances
America’s appeal, and the upward mobility of immigrants is attrac-
tive to people in other countries. America is a magnet, and many
people can envisage themselves as Americans. Many successful
Americans “look like” people in other countries. Moreover, connec-
tions between immigrants and their families and friends back home
help to convey accurate and positive information about the United
States. In addition, the presence of multiple cultures creates avenues
of connection with other countries and helps create an important
broadening of American attitudes in an era of globalization. Rather
than diluting hard and soft power, immigration enhances both.
When Lee Kwan Yew, an acute longtime observer of both the
United States and China, concludes that China will not surpass the
United States as the leading power of the twenty-first century, he
cltes as a major reason the ability of the United States to attract the
best and brightest from the rest of the world and meld them into a
diverse culture of creativity. China has a larger population to recruit
ff'“m1:101n=?sl:iv:adl}qr. but in his view, its Sino-centric culture will make
itless creative than the United States.'®

The

Although the cultural and social problems discussed thus far do not
*em likely to weaken American power, a failure in the perfor-
mance of the American economy would be a real showstopper- Eco-
"omic failure does not mean recessions that are normal in all
t.ar_nita]jﬂ economies, but a long-term slump in the level of produc-
Wity and the capacity for sustained growth. Even though macro-
*onomic forecasts (like weather forecasts) are notoriously
nreliable, it appears that the United States will experience slower
g.mwth in the decade after the 2008 financial crisis. The Interna-
“onal Monetary Fund expects economic growth in the aftermath
e current recession to average about 2 percent in 2014. Har;

€conomist Martin Feldstein projects a similar rate for the nex
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decade. This is lower than the average over the past several decades
but “roughly the same as the average rate over the past ten years.”
In the 1980s, many observers believed that the U.S. economy
had run out of steam. Technological dominance had been lost in
several manufacturing sectors, including automobiles and consumer
electronics. The annual rate of increase of labor productivity, which
averaged 2.7 percent in the two decades after World War II, had
slipped to 1.4 percent in the 1980s, Although the American stan-
dard of living was still the highest among the seven largest market
economies, it had grown only one-quarter as fast as the others since
1972. According to a leading business magazine in 1987, "The na-
tion is in a growth crisis. . . . Both personal and national agendas
that were once unguestioned suddenly seem too expensive."”
Japan and Germany were believed to be overtaking America, and
this undercut American hard and soft power. The United States
seemed to have lost its competitive edge. Today, however, even after
the financial crisis and ensuing recession, the World Economic
Forum ranked the United States fourth (after Switzerland, Sweden,
and Singapore) in global economic competitiveness. In comparison,
China ranked twenty-seventh.'®® And the American economy leads
in many new sectors, such as information technology, biotechnology,
and nanotechnology. The United States spends more on research and
development than the next seven countries combined.'* Some econ”
Omists argue that America's “venturesome consumption is 2 vital

l:nuni.:erpart to the country’s entrepreneurial business culture.””
Will productivity growth support American power well into this
century? Optimists cite the U.S, lead in the production and use of
information technologies. After 1995, a noticeable change in the
Tage “fddﬂdine in the cost of computing power enhanced Americt
productivity. Productivity is crucial because the more that workers
::;‘:i“::;ﬂ;]h?ur, the more the economy can grow witht:if

i m::c:n““- And SU?taiﬂEd noninflationary growth p
s that can be invested in hard power and that c0
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enhance soft power. Productivity can increase because of new in-
vestment in tools or new forms of organization.

Information technology is not the only source of American pro-
ductivity. The United States has seen significant agricultural inno-
vation, and openness to globalization also plays a role, but the
computer and electronics industry generated 44 percent of produc-
tivity growth from 1960 to 2006, and the IT sector accounts for a
larger share of GDP than in the other major industrial countries.
As a leading expert concludes, “Surprisingly, productivity growth
inthe U.S. economy has continued to rise at a rapid pace since the
dot-com crash in 2000, indicating a high rate of innovation,” and
this growth is now spreading to user industries. The acceleration of
American productivity growth was not equaled in the major econ-
omies of the EU.1* Some economists project that American pro-
ductivity growth will slow to 2.25 percent, whereas others forecast
irate closer to 1.5 percent in the next decade.'”

In terms of investment in research and development, the United
States was the world leader with $369 billion in 2007, followed by
Asia (8338 bill(}n] and the European Union ($263 billion), though
the North American share of the global total dropped from 40 per-
“entin 1996 to 35 percent in 2007, while Asia’s rose to 31 percent.
The United States spent 2.7 percent of its GDP on research and de-
Velopment, nearly double that of China, but slightly less than the 3
Percent for Japan and Korea.!* In 2007, American inventors regis-
ered about 80,000 patents in the United States, or more than the
"t of the world combined.!® A number of reports have expressed
“oncem about matters such as corporate tax rates, human Ca:[f-"italr
0 the growth of overseas patents. Others argue that Americans
“® more innovative at using and commercializing technologies e
ause of the country’s entrepreneurial culture. Venture capital firms
Fnh"? United States invest 70 percent of their money in start-ups
" thi country rather than overseas. A survey of global entrepre-
"eurship ranked the United States ahead of other countries because
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it had a favorable culture, the most mature venture capital industry,
a tradition of close relations between universities and industry, and
an open immigration policy.!*

In addition to the question of whether the new rates of produc-
tivity are sustainable, other concerns about the future of American
economy include the low rate of personal savings, the current ac-
count deficit (which means that Americans are becoming more in-
debted to foreigners), and the rise in government debt. Personal
savings are difficult to calculate and subject to serious measurement
errors, but the trend was clearly down from 9.7 percent of persondl
incomes in the 1970s to near zero in 2001, recovering to about 4
percent after the financial crisis of 2008-2009.'! In part this decline
was attributed to an increased culture of consumerism and easier
access to credit. How much this decline matters is difficult to de-
termine. The national savings rate includes government and corpe-
rate saving and is based on outdated measures.!*? Japan kept up ¢
high personal savings rate, but its economy stagnated. When cor
rected for the fact that capital goods are cheaper in the United
States, American real investment compares favorably with other
C?ECD countries.'** The danger is that in a severe recession for
e{gners might withdraw their investments rapidly and add to inst-
bility in the economy, though contrary to some predictions, the
dollar remained a safe haven and the Treasury retained its AAA
rating in the immediate aftermath of the 2008 crisis. Nonetheless
American income would be higher and dangers of instability les*
ened if the United States financed more of its investment through
higher savings.
levﬁl&;r the financial crisis, a major source of concern bﬂc“_m* th'f

€lo EﬂVFnlnlent debt. In the words of British historian Niall Féf
f::m:: “This is hu‘-*:r empires decline. It begins with a debt Iexplﬂ‘

n." Not only did the bank bailout and Keynesian stimulus
p“%"-‘ add to debt, but also the costs of entitlement programs i_h‘
o EZZ?;“E ::d health care and servicing of the debt il dﬂg

ture revenue. “Unless entitlements are cut o &%
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are raised, there will never be another balanced budget.” Ferguson
goes on to say that “the idea that the US is a ‘safe haven’ is nonsense.
Its government debt is a safe haven the way Pearl Harbor was in
1941."* But America is not Greece.

The Congressional Budget Office calculates that total govern-
ment debt will reach 100 percent of GDP by 2023. Many econo-
mists worry when debt levels in rich countries exceed 90 percent,
‘but America has two huge advantages over other countries that
have allowed it to face its debt with relative equanimity: possessing
both the world's reserve currency and its most liquid asset market,
in Treasury bonds.”'*S During the financial crisis, the dollar rose and
bond yields fell, making it easier for America to finance its deficit.
Asudden crisis of confidence is less the problem than is a gradual
increase in the cost of servicing the debt, affecting the long-term
health of the economy. Studies suggest that interest rates rise 0.03
percent for every 1 percent increase in the debt-to-GDP ratio, and
higher interest rates mean lower private-sector investment and
slower growth over the long term. “All of these effects can be mit-
igated by good policies, or exacerbated by bad ones.”* Increased
debtneed not lead to decline, though it certainly increases the risks.

A well-educated labor force is another key to economic success
0 an information age. At first glance, the United States does well.
In 2006, 84 percent of adults had graduated from high school and
& percent had graduated from college."” The United States spends
ice as much on higher education as a percentage of GDP than
does France, Germany, Britain, or Japan.'*® The American highELI‘
“ducation system is rated the best in the world, and American uni-
ersities have widened their lead in academic reputation over com
Petitors in Britain, Continental Europe, and Japan over the past few
?ECades The Times Higher Education Supplement lists six Gfthnl“.' tUP

“N Universities ag American; and a Chinese study by Shanghai ._hau
SME University places seventeen of the top twenty in the U“‘_

"tes (and none in China)."*? Americans win more Nﬂbf-‘l_ F'"_ZES

do citizens of any other country and publish more scientific
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papers in peer-reviewed journals (including three times as many
Chinese do).'” These accomplishments enhance both economic
power and soft power.

However, even though American education is strong at the top,
it is less impressive at lower levels. American education at its best—
much of the university and the top slice of the secondary system—
meets or sets the global standard. But American education at its
worst—too many primary and secondary schools, especially in less-
affluent districts—lags badly. This may mean that the quality of the
%abm‘ force will not keep up to the rising standards needed in an
information-based economy. A National Assessment of Educational
Progress in 2007 found only 39 percent of fourth graders were at
or above the proficient level in math and 33 percent scored at that
level in reading, though there had been a slight improvement during
the previous decade.’s! There is no reliable evidence that students
are performing worse than in the past, but America’s educational
.advantage is eroding because more countries are doing better than
“ t].m Past. Among the thirty richest countries, only New Zealand,
Spain, Turkey, and Mexico now have lower high school completion
rates." The situation is also true in higher education. America’s 40
Percent rate of young adults earning at least an associate degree has
not changed, but it used to Jead ghs vecrid antlnose sarnidSn
:Dl“’cﬂ Ryt developed countries.’s> American students
. Eel;a; ::E:]: :: ai:;v;;rmting their knowledge and skjl.Is enoﬂ;
ican educational a n’:“:lﬁi economy. ]m!jravement in tlhE 15
the standards ne;;’ﬁ;fﬂ s be necessary l.f the country is tom

The i Shapelzfa:hmforfna?:ll?n-drlven_ El:_‘llil'll'lﬂl:ﬂ}'- .
a problem for the Ameri € nation’s income distribution also p 5
1968, inEquility in amily income inequality decreased. 5
is high by mmmaﬁwﬂa;fi The American Gini coefficient of U;he
Pasbasheinide, adesuna standards and “has risen steadily over 5
and the mid.Jeye] ea;1; " t}}E gap between the highest eam"”

ers has increased over the past decade.
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Shifts in labor demand away from less-educated workers are per-
haps the most important explanation of eroding wages.'*® The prob-
lem is not only a question of justice, but also of whether inequality
may lead to political reactions that could curb the productivity of
the economy and slow the high rates of economic growth that are
the foundation of hard and soft power.

Soft power generated by the American economy is an open ques-
tion. Many people admire the success the American economy has
had over the long term but have not seen it as 2 model, even before
the financial crisis tarnished its reputation. Government plays a
lighter role in the U.S. economy, spending one-third of GDP,
whereas Europe is nearer one-half. Competitive market forces are
stronger, social safety nets weaker. Unions are weaker and labor
markets less regulated. American health care has been both costly
ind exceptional in its inequality. Cultural attitudes, bankruptcy
laws, and financial structures more strongly favor entrepreneurship.
Regulations are more transparent, and shareholders have more in-
fluence on company managers. Although foreigners extol some of
these virtues, others object to the price of inequality, insecurity,
f“d macroeconomic instability that accompanies this greater re-
lisnce on market forces.

Plitical Institutions
“pite these problems and uncertainties, and despite some slow-
18, with the right policies the American economy seems likely to
ﬂ:{ntmuﬂ producing hard power for the country. Greater uncer-
Binty surrounds the question of American institutions. Many ﬂl.j'
*vers argue that the gridlock of the American political system wil
Prevent it from translating its power resources into power out-
;“mes. In the view of James Fallows, an experienced journalist who
**din China for years, “America still has the means t0 address
"ty any of its structural weaknesses . . . energy use, medical cos1t5.
“fight educational and occupational mix to rebuild a robust mld'
-+ That is the American tragedy of the early 21st century:
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a vital and self-renewing culture that attracts the world’s talent and
a governing system that increasingly looks like a joke."15% Although
political gridlock in a period of recession often looks bad, the diffi
culty is ascertaining whether the situation is much worse than it
was in the past.

Power conversion—translating power resources into effective in-
fluence—is a long-standing problem for the United States. The Con-
stitution is based on an eighteenth-century liberal view that power
is best controlled by fragmentation and countervailing checks and
balances. In foreign policy, the Constitution has always invited the
president and Congress to struggle for control. Strong economic and
ethnic pressure groups struggle for their self-interested definitions
of the national interest, and a political culture of American excep-
tionalism complicates matters by making foreign policy uniquely
moralistic. Congress always pays attention to squeaky wheels, and
special interests press it to legislate the tactics of foreign policy and
codes of conduct with sanctions for other countries. As Kissinger
once pointed out, “What is presented by foreign critics as America’s
quest for domination is very frequently a response to domestic pres-
sure groups.” The cumulative effect “drives American foreign policy
tuwa}-d unilateral and bullying conduct. For unlike diplomatic com-
Mmunications, which are generally an invitation to dialogue, legisl®

tmn. translates into 5 take-it-or-leave-it prescription, the ﬂpfrmﬂna]
equivalent of an ultimatym 157

: T-‘I.lerje is also a concern about the decline of public confidence in
?::: E):Eg{:i zt?llﬂ’ one poll found that 61 percent of poll respo”
trusted the go € Country was in decline and only 19 pt‘l’fif"t
Another Pﬂlgl ;':m;nent to do what is right all or most of the til'ﬂ;-
ington almost a]un 22 percent trusting the government in Wast”
Ways or most of the time.'s® As William Galsto?

to make Sar:ﬁ: iy ma.m important than when citizens are asked
es for a brighter future. Mistrust of the governmen®

making this
tional ﬁeclinr:_?;mt could be the harbinger—even the cause—of 7
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In 1964, three-quarters of the American public said they trusted
the federal government to do the right thing most of the time.
Today, only one-hfth of the public admits to trust at this high stan-
dard. The numbers have varied somewhat over time, rising after
September 11, 2001, before gradually declining, and the numbers
for state and local government have been slightly better in the
past—32 to 38 percent—but they sunk to a new low in 2009.'®
Government is not alone. Over the past few decades, public confi-
dence has dropped in half for many major institutions: 61 to 30 per-
cent for universities, 55 to 21 percent for major companies, 73 to
29 percent for medicine, and 29 to 14 percent for journalism. Over
the past decade, confidence rose in educational institutions and the
military but fell for Wall Street and major companies.'®’

The United States was founded in part on a mistrust of govern-
ment, and the American Constitution was deliberately set up to re-
sist centralized power. A long Jeffersonian tradition says Americans
should not worry too much about the level of confidence in gov-
‘mment. Moreover, when asked not about day-to-day government
but about the underlying constitutional framework, the public is
Y¥1y positive. If you ask Americans what is the best place to live,
%0 percent say the United States. If asked whether they like their

ocratic system of government, 90 percent say yes. Few people
fee the systemn is rotten and must be overthrown.'®

Some aspects of the current mood are probably cyclical, whereas

€15 represent discontent with current bickering and deadlock in
the political process. Compared with the recent past, party politics
bas become more polarized, but nasty politics is nothing new. Part
of the problem of assessment is that faith in government heca@e

ally high among the generation that survived the DEPI'f'Sfmﬂ

a’.jd won World War II. In that case, over the long view of Amenican
:mr?‘ the anomaly was overconfidence in government in the
05 an early 1960s, not low levels thereafter. Moreover, mn.%c]'l
€ evidence for loss of trust in government comes from polling
+a0d responses are sensitive to the way questions are asked.

1
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What cannot be dismissed is that there has been a downward trend
E_ar;swx?rs tja rhre same questions over time, but the significance of
is decline is still uncertain. After all, the sharpest decline occurred
over four decades ago in the Johnson and Nixon administrations of
the late 1960s and early 1970s,
i Zhli-d{-)es not imply that there are no problems with expressions
" dec 1lrlungrcnnﬁclence in government. Whatever the reasons for
I'E:ou:;:?;i ﬂledp?lblic becomes unwilling to provide such crucial
s ax -]:- ars or to voluntarily comply with laws, or if
= capaipenp EIQEFUS-& to g into government service, govern-
FREA Wit:'hwﬂu be impaired and people would become more
trigger extreme g‘?"’emmem_- Moreover, a climate of distrust can
as the bombin ﬂc?un; by deviant members of the population, such
1995, Such rei CI. x Edera,l office building in Oklahoma City in
power. ults could impair both American hard and soft

As yet
vet, however, these behavioral results do not seem to have

materialized
- The Internal Revenue Service sees no increase it

cheati
bﬁc?):egizst::m tBl_fr rnany accounts, government officials have
gives the United Stztt@ 70wy earlier decades, and the World Bank
on “control of corrypt; : ]T:E.qh score (above the ninetieth percentile)
increased to 67 percr; :nn Voluntary mail return of census forms
a thirty-year declinen~ in 2000, ‘-"Fd rose slightly in 2010, reversing
percent to 50 percen:fnce 1970.1% Voting rates declined from 62
stopped in 2000 ang in the forty years after 1960, but the decline
feturned to 58 percent in 2008. Behavior does

questions. Deg s e
the aftermath :; tl'lirt?:;i]ums of institutional crisis expressed i
the incoming Bygh admij ¥ contested 2000 presidential election

reelection, nistration was able to govern and achieveé

Nnr C]DES t]'l
e decline ;
seem to have greatly d; n confidence i government institutions

cause most other deye i hed Jf'imf:rican soft power, if only be-
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ilar phenomenon. Canada, Britain, France, Sweden, Japan—just to
name a few—have seen a similar trend. The causes of the expressed
loss of confidence in institutions may be rooted in deeper trends in
attitudes toward greater individualism and less deference to author-
ity that are characteristic of all postmodern societies. As we saw with
regard to social change, when such attitudes are typical of most ad-
vanced societies, it is difficult to make invidious comparisons that
undercut American attractiveness compared to the others."™

How serious are these changes in social capital for the effective-
ness of American institutions? Robert Putnam notes that commu-
nity bonds have not weakened steadily over the last century. On
the contrary, American history carefully examined is a story of ups
and downs in civic engagement, not just downs—a story of collapse
and renewal.'” He suggests a number of policies that might con-
tribute to a renewal early in the twenty-first century analogous to
that created by the progressive movement at the beginning of the
last century. Three-quarters of Americans feel connected to their
communities and say the quality of life there is excellent or good.
According to a Pew poll, 111 million Americans say they volun-
teered their time to help solve problems in their communities in
the previous twelve months, and 60 million volunteered on a regu-

lar basis. Forty percent said working together with others in their

important thing they could do.'®
| institutions have

f opinions in the

community was the most
In recent years, American politics and politica
become more polarized than the distribution o
American public would suggest. The situation was exacerbated by
the economic downturn after 2008. As a British observer suggests,
“‘America’s political system was designed to make legislation at the
federal level difficult, not easy. . . - SO the basic system works; bu.t.
that is no excuse for ignoring areas where it could be reformed,
such as the gerrymandered safe seats in the House of RE‘P"fsenﬁaa;
tives and the blocking procedures of Senate rules and filibusters.™
Whether the American political system can reform itself ardxd_ccpe
with the problems described here remains to be seen, but it is not
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as broken as implied by critics who draw analogies to the domestic
decay of Rome or other empires. American domestic decay is un-
likely to lead to a rapid power transition in the first decades of this
century.

NET ASSESSMENT

Any net assessment of American power in the coming decades en-
counters a number of difficulties. As we have seen, many earlieref
forts have been wide of the mark. It is chastening to remember how
wildly exaggerated were American estimates of Soviet power in the
1970s and of Japanese power in the 1980s. Today, some confidently
predict the twenty-first century will see China replace the United
States as the world's leading state, whereas others equally confi-
dently argue that “the United States is only at the beginning of its
power. The twenty-first century will be the American century."”
But unforeseen events often confound such projections. There ar¢
a range of possible futures, not one.

On American power relative to China, much will depend on the
Lfrtcertainﬁes of future political change in China. Barring such po-
!Jt11cal uncertainties, China's size and high rate of economic growth
Wﬂ.l almost certainly increase its relative strength vis-3-Vis the
United States. This will bring it closer to the United States in poWe'
l'es':}m'ces but will not necessarily mean that China will surpass the
United States as the most powerful country. Even if China suffers
1o major domestic political setback, many current projections ba%
Ei%f;th alone are too one-dimensional and ignore US r;:
i : PUWEJI advantages, as well as China’s gfﬂPDhuca]
Ar:an'tag'es in the internal Asian balance of power comp w0
aﬂ]:':;d s likely fa'l-rurable relations with Europe, Japan, Indi
run for its l'ntatn}'r “‘: {1::'1.:];1‘:S 2 Chi.n? S re Umtﬁfi f]:aEﬁﬁf
R ourpees it in overall POVt

entury. Looking back at history, British st
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Lawrence Freedman notes two features that distinguish the United
States from “the dominant great powers of the past: American
power is based on alliances rather than colonies and is associated
with an ideology that is flexible . . . to which America can return
even after it has overextended itself.”1”! And looking to the future,
Anne-Marie Slaughter argues that America’s culture of openness
and innovation will keep it central in a world where networks sup-
plement, if not fully replace, hierarchical power."’”” The United
States is more likely to benefit from such networks and alliances.
On question of absolute, rather than relative, American decline,
the United States faces serious problems in areas such as debt, sec-
ondary education, and political gridlock, but they are only part of
the picture. It is important to look beyond current conventional
wisdom and not to let preferences determine analysis. Among the
negative futures are ones in which the United States overreacts to
terrorist attacks by closing inward and thus cuts itself off from the
strength it obtains from openness. But barring such mistakes, in

principle and over a longer term, there are solutions to major Amer-

ican problems that preoccupy us today, such as long-term debt (for

example, consumption taxes and expenditure cuts that pay for en-
titlements when the economy recovers) and political gridlock (for

districting procedures to reduce gerryman-

example, changes in re
uch so-

dering, changes in Senate rules, and so forth). Of course, s
lutions may forever remain out of reach. But it is worth
distinguishing situations where there are no solutions from those
that could in principle be solved (even without a constitutional

amendment). .
Describing power transition in the twenty-first century as an issue
d misleading. Such analysis can

of American decline is inaccurate an .
if it encourages China to en-

lead to dangerous policy implications
ted States to overreact out of

gage in adventurous policies or the Uni o .
fear. America is not in absolute decline, and it is likely to remain

more powerful than any single state in the coming decades, althml.ngh
American economic and cultural preponderance will become less

‘_‘,LJ
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dominant than at the beginning of the century. At the same time,
the United States will certainly be faced with a rise in the power
resources of many others—both states and nonstate actors. The
United States will also face an increasing number of issues in which
solutions will require power with others as much as power over oth-
ers. American capacity to maintain alliances and create networks
will be an important dimension of the nation’s hard and soft power.
In such circumstances, it will be more important than ever to com-
bine domestic reforms with smart strategies for the conversion of

American resources into external power, as we shall see in the next
chapter.

PART Il

O IC N




CHAPTER 7

Smart Power

1t is like calories in a diet; more is

not always better. Having too few power resources means a lower
plml:-ability of obtaining preferred outcomes, but too much power
(in terms of resources) can be a curse, rather than a benefit, if it
leads to overconfidence and inappropriate strategies for power con-
version. Good evidence exists to support Lord Acton's famous dic-
tum that “power corrupts and absolute power corrupts absolutely,”
and studies show that it particularly corrupts those who think they
deserve it.! One psychologist defines “the power paradox” as the
fact that power is given to those individuals, groups, Or States that
?dvance the interests of the greater good in socially intelligent fash-
ion, but “what people want from leaders—social intelligence—is

what is damaged by the possession of power."”? Just as We sometimes

say that a man or a woman may be 00 handsome or too smart for
his or her own good, so people and states may suffer from a “power
and Goliath, the Philistine’s

curse.” In the biblical story of David
.Superic"' pOWer resources misled him into an inferior strategy, which
in turn led to defeat and death.’

A smart power narrative for the rwenty-first century is not about
Maximizing power or preserving s about finding ways

Power is not good or bad per se.

hegemony. It

207
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to combine resources into successful strategies in the new context
of power diffusion and the “rise of the rest.” As the largest power,
American leadership remains important in global affairs, but the old
twentieth-century narrative about an American century and pri-
macy or, alternatively, narratives of American decline are both mis-
leading about the type of strategy that will be necessary.

A strategy relates means to ends, and that requires clarity about
goals (preferred outcomes), resources, and tactics for their use. A
smart strategy provides the answers to five questions. First, what
goals or outcomes are preferred? Because we can't usually have every-
thing we want in life, this answer requires more than the mere con-
struction of an infinite wish list. It means setting priorities that will
structure trade-offs. It also requires understanding the relationship
between tangible possession goals and general structural goals, &
well as which goals involve zero-sum power over others and which
involve joint gains that require power with others. One historian
said of Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney's “Defense Strategy for
the 1990s,” that it “sought to assure U.S. dominance without any
clear purpose beyond just that,”

A smart strategy must also answer a second question: What e
sources are available and in which contexts? Not only an accurate and
complete inventory of resources is needed, but also an understand-
ing of when they will (or will not) be available and how their aval
ability is likely to change in different situations. Then a smart power”
conversion strategy asks a third question: What are the positions and
preferences of the targets of influence attempts? As a survey ﬂf‘:lmml
strategies emphasized, it is essential to have “an accurate vieW of
the capabilities and proclivities of potential opponents.” What &
they have, and, more importantly, what do they think? What 2
the intensity, malleability, and likelihood of changes in their pref
elrences and strategies over what periods in which Jdomains? Some*
times, as in extreme acts of violent destruction, the preference
the target do not matter much to success—for example, it may %
matter what you think if all I want to do is to assassinate YO
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in most instances good intelligence about the target is essential for
adjusting the tactics used to combine power resources. :
That leads to the fourth question: Which forms of power behavior ,
are most likely to succeed? In a given situation, are you more likcrelg,r
to succeed at reasonable time and cost with the command behavior

of hard power or with the co-optive behavior of agenda-setting, per-

e 1 the
suasion, and attraction or a combination of the two. How will

tactics for using these behaviors lead to competition or rﬂ“f;'m:
ment among them? For example, when will the use of hard and so

1 YEer
power reinforce or undercut each other? How will that change o

time!

Fifth, what is the probability of success? Noble causeslcan haw:re Fer-
rible consequences if they are accompanied by excessive uptmuslm
or willful blindness about the probabilities of success. For e:.campl t‘:
no matter what the quality of the objectives for the A;ne;l:;:;;c
vasion of [raq, it was accompanied by what p?nved ::1 f is worth
blindness about the eventual time and mfﬁ mvﬂl‘"’th - IZSJG not
remembering that the ancient tradition 'Eﬂ:]l.m-w-lralr Z? but also
only about proportionality and discrimination 1n meuen.ces_ 745
about how the probability of success will affect C(in.m:sman power
is the case for prudence that realists propesty ERoH fail the test of
strategy. And, finally, if the probabilities of s?cceiisin e o
prudent judgment, a return to the first Cjilestl;m s, After adjust-
with a reassessment of goals, priteii o t: E-Dthe. list again.
ing goals, a smart power strategy then runs down

IES
STATE SMART POWER STRATEG f
ial, “The concept ©
According to a high State Departmm_‘lt Dﬁﬂﬂmking et
D i is of so-called ‘hard and
macy, defense, development, and other to0

. jent Obama and Secretary
soft’ power—is at the very heart e Pm:l"n has been adopted by the

L1 t
Clinton’s policy vision. 7 Because the hink it refers only to the
Obama administration,
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United States, and critics complain that it is merely a slogan like
“tough love” that sugarcoats nasty stuff. But even though the term
“smart power” lends itself to slogans (no one wants to be “dumb,”
though counterproductive strategies fit that description), smart
power can also be used for analysis and is by no means limited to
the United States,
Small states are often adept at smart power strategies. Singapore
has invested enough in its military resources to make itself appear
indigestible in the eyes of neighbors it wishes to deter, but it has
combined this approach with active sponsorship of diplomatic ac-
tivities in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, as well as ef-
forts to have its universities serve as the hubs of networks of
nongovernmental activities in the region. Switzerland long used the
combination of mandatory military service and mountainous geog-
raphy as resources for deterrence, while making itself attractive to
others through banking, commercial, and cultural networks. Qatar,
a small peninsula off the coast of Saudi Arabia, allowed its territory
to be used as the headquarters for the American military in the in-
vasion of Iraq, while at the same time sponsoring Al Jazeera, the
most popular television station in the region, which was highly crit-
ical of American actions, Norway joined NATO for defense but

developed fﬂnvard-leaning policies on overseas development assis-
tance and peace mediation

would otherwise be the cas

Historically, rising states have used smart power strategies 0
good avail. In the nineteenth century, Otto von Bismarck's Prussia
employed an aggressive military strategy to defeat Denmark, Aus-
tria, and France in three wars that led to the unification of Germany,
but once Bismarck had accomplished that goal by 1870, he adapted
German diplomacy to create alliances with neighbors and make
B:T i th.E hl.lh of European diplomacy and conflict resolution. One
i?ailﬂ:;z 1‘:::: l;llj‘:éll't n:listakes two decades later was to fire Bismarck,

feinsurance treaty” diplomacy with Russia, and
challenge Britain for naval Supremacy on the high seas. After the

to increase its soft power above what
2.

Smart Power

bled it
Meiji Restoration, Japan built the military strengts 3?:13:: diplo-
to defeat Russia in 1905, but it also fﬂu?WEd ; c:snand spent con-
matic policy toward Britain and the Umteld Stat R
siderable resources to make itself MR ulve!' nai scheme of
failure of its Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity 1mpfﬁ‘ anti-European
the 1930s (which had a soft power compﬂnen:u?n S
propaganda) and defeat in World War 11, Japan

i lliance.
that minimized military power Emd. relieiil:l al;i‘i“;f::;]ﬂm that
Its single-minded focus on economic gro -;":,a and soft power.
dimension, but it developed only modest mi 1hwincludi“g nuclear

China under Mao built its military stfffﬂgt (Elutiﬂ“ary doctrine
weapons) and used the soft power of Machtse68

. t after the
and Third World solidarity to culﬁ‘tateljm;;;zw;;i:ise leaders
exhaustion of the Maoist strategy in the 1-;11'.-: development.

; econo
turned to market mechanisms to fn}slte\:r sisaesir
Deng warned his compatriots to €Sci€

007, President Hu
might jeopardize this internal devel?p“fené'hljijs soft power. From
proclaimed the importance of investing i us strides in

making enormo
the point of view of a country 'f-haf i <mart strategy. By accom-
economic and military power, this w2 aeffgrts to make itself more
panying the rise of its hard PGWEIIH? nd tendencies to balance
: . e the fear a j . shbors.
attractive, China aimed to reduc : among its neigh
Chinese power that might gﬂaerwl:? E::; success in managing 1o
i justly proud © . f economic
In 2009, China was just i rate ©
emerge from the world recession with 2 high

is repr
growth., Many Chinese -::uncludetdh tl:;zhjr;t 4 ‘
the world balance of power and a1:]'1|E peak of American P?“er-
cine. One dated the year 20%0 at;e \West, from leadershiP clﬂ:]ﬁf
E i o ; jaoguong o
tPWPlgz o nfi“' u];{:l&’:;if ?:Ecs," <aid Professor Kang g
0 academia, to

flict. Over-
3 ]ead to con ;
.9 But such narrativeS CA L L ity in do-
Ryl Lty ons [Combined with insec

" icy behavior
confidence in power assessMENT L= o eign policy
mestic affairs) led to more assﬂu"’o gt
in the latter part of 2009. Some

#
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beginning to deviate from the smart strategy of a rising power and
violating the wisdom of Deng, who advised that China should pro-
ceed cautiously and “skillfully keep a low profile.”'

Dominant states also have incentives to combine hard and soft
power resources,.Empires-are-easier to rule when they rest on the
soft power of attraction as well as the hard power of coercion. Rome
allowed conquered elites to aspire to Roman citizenship, and France
co-opted African leaders such as Leopold Senghor into French po-
litical and cultural life. Victorian Britain used -Expgsiﬂgns and cul-
ture to attract elites from the empire, and as we saw earlier, it was
ab!e‘ to rule a vast empire in large part with locals and very few
Bnt‘is_h troops. Of course, this became progressively more difficult
as rising nationalism changed the context and eroded the soft power
of the British Empire. The development of the British Common-
wealth of Nations was an effort to maintain a residual of that soft
power in tlhe new postcolonial context.
hﬂi i:}a;:ﬁia;i ?trateg}"j is its leaders’ theory and story about
and the pursuit th‘lts Siecurit?'y welfare, and identity (“life, liberty,
has to be ad; N lf‘f Jefferson's terms), and that strategy

€ adjusted for changes in context. Too rigid an approach to
strategy can be counterproductive. St i ical
possession at the top of Ry e 1

A cositi hafe government, It can be applied at all levels._
flexible in the face of :vz[::r;l game plan, but it also must remain
. In the words of one historian, a sound

grand strategy is “ :
izt deE}F 15 an equation of ends and means so sturdy that it
Phs despite serial setbacks

and campaigns,
world look for
such as “contaj

slogan covered

"z g . at the level of strategy, operations
i American analysts of the post-Cold War
narrati\res that can be reduced to bumper stickers,
nm?t served in the past. They forget that the same
For some, mnt:i'zmc;?hu:t_sﬁomeﬁmﬂs conflicted with each other.”
nan, author of the St:rat:, tl. Ed. the Vietnam War; for George Ken-
formulas or clever 1 EY’.": did not. More important than simple
slogans is the contextual intelligence that leads

€ssment of 2
smart policy responses 14 trends in power and thinking ahead about
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As we have seen, academics, pundits, and presidents have often
been mistaken in their assessment of America's position in the world.
For example, two decades ago the conventional wisdom was that
the United States was in decline, suffering from imperial overstretch.
A decade later, with the end of the Cold War, the new conventional
wisdom was that the world was a unipolar American hegemony.
Some observers concluded that the United States was so powerful
that it could decide what it thought was right and others would have
Charles Krauthammer celebrated this view
as “the new unilateralism,” and this narrative of dominance heavily
influenced the Bush administration even before the shock of the at-
tacks on September 11, 2001, produced a new “Bush Doctrine” of

: SRR iat-
preventive war and coercive democratization.'” But the new unilat

eralism was based on a profound misunderstanding of the nature of
der which the possession

power in world politics and the context un
of preponderant resources will produce preferred outcomes.

What are the main features of the current world environment,

and how are they changing?'® In the Preface, I likened the context
| chess game in which inter-

of politics today to a three-dimensiona .
ted in the United States; in-

state military power is highly concentra
istri i i ner
terstate economic power is distributed in 2 multipolar man

3 ﬂd owWer
among the United States, the EU, Japan, and the BRICs; :e 0]:; -
: : ot
over transnational issues such as climate change, crime,

pandemics is highly diffused. Assessing the distribution _crf resou.n:es
Jomain. The world is neither unipo-

s all three at the same time. Thus,
able to handle very different distri-

butions of power in different domains and understarjd ljlfhifjel;
offs among them. It makes no more sense to see the vl;or i lii-
a purely realist lens that focuses only on the top g4 garrds Con-
eral institutional lens that looks primarily at e hpe e

: - “liberal
textual intelligence today requires a new Sy ntlllesm :;’t e[hall r::n
realism” that looks at all three boards at the sa]m 2 tlHII:::;am.:l is bm.;ﬂd
a three-level game, a player who focuses on only on¢

to lose in the long run.

no choice but to follow.

among actors varies with each
lar, multipolar, nor chaotic—it
a smart grand strategy must be
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That will require an understanding of how to exercise power with
as well as power over other states. On issues arising on the top board
of interstate military relations, an understanding of ways to form al-
liances and balance power will remain crucial. But the best order
of military battle will do little good in solving many of the problems
on the bottom chessboard of nonstate actors and transnational
threats, such as pandemics or climate change, even though these is-
sues can present threats to the security of millions of people on the
order of magnitude of military threats that traditionally drive na-
tional strategies. Such issues will require cooperation, institutions,
and pursuit of public goods from which all can benefit and none
can be excluded.

: _Tl_"j?“ﬁm of hégemeny have looked at issues of transition and the
prospects,of confliet, as we saw in the last chapter, but they have
also examined the beneficial effects of hegemony on the provision
of public goods. This led to a theory of hegemonic stability. Public
EDDt:!S from which all can benefit are underproduced because the in-
centives to invest in their production are reduced by the inability to
prevent others from enjoying the benefits without paying for their
pl'ojducticzn. If everyone has an incentive to “free=ride,”,no one has
:tna tl:;::::ve tuhinvest. The exception may be situations where one
A inv&;:';i i"”_rEEl' th=:=.n the others that it will notice the benefits
i Maokfoa (; ]mtf]‘tl:'jlf goods even if smaller states free-ride. In
i andn 1ath,”” hegemonic states are necessary for Slﬂhf'l
i m]l.ltst take the lead in production of global public

e 1arma er states lack the incentives or capacity to doso.
ST gest Stjates do not step up to the task, the results can
Gt us for the international system. For example, when the

orld War 1, it did not live up to these obliga-

ti :
ions, and that failyre contributed to the onset and severity of the

Great D i
CPression. Some analysts worry about a repeat of that ex-

erience, 1# 4
fhe di:tf‘ibuﬁs Ch:?n 3 approaches the United States in its share of
On of economic resources, will it assume the role of
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responsible stakeholder (to use the phrase developed by the Bush
administration), or will it continue to free-ride as the United States
did in the interwar period?

Fortunately, hegemonic preponderance is not the only way to
produce global public goods. Robert Keohane argues that it is pos-
sible to design international institutions to solve problems of coor-
dination and free riding in the period “after hegemony.”'” Moreover,
as other theorists have pointed out, hegemonic stability theory is
an oversimplification because pure public goods are rare and large
governments can often exclude some countries from some of the
benefits they provide.2” Some broad goods, such as security or trade
agreements, can be turned into “club goods” that benefit many but
from which some can be excluded.

Global government is unlikely in the twenty-first century, but
degrees of global governance already exist. The world has hundreds
of treaties, institutions, and regimes for governing areas of interstate
behavior ranging from telecommunications, civil aviation, ocean
dumping, trade, and even the proliferation of nuclear weapons. But
such institutions are rarely self-sufficient. They still benefit from the
leadership of great powers. And it remains to be seen whether the
largest countries in the twenty-first century will live up to this role.
As the power of China and India increases, how will their behavior
in this dimension change? Some, such as liberal scholar John Tken-
berry, argue that the current set of global institutions are sufficiently
open and adaptable that China will find it in its own interests to be
co-opted into them.?' Others believe that China will wish to impose

its own mark and create its own international institutional system as
for those who foresee a tripolar world
e United States, China, and India, all
protective of their
post-Westphalian

its power increases. Ironically,
at midcentury composed of th
three of these large powers are among the most
sovereignty and the most reluctant to accept a
world.

Even if the EU retains a leading role in world p
for more institutional innovation, it is unlikely that,

olitics and pushes
barring a disaster

ey W
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such as World War II, the world will see “a constitutional moment"
such as it experienced with the creation of the UN system of institu-
tions after 1945. Today, as a universal institution the United Nations
plays a crucial role in legitimization, crisis diplomacy, peacekeeping,
and humanitarian missions, but its very size has proven to be a dis-
advantage for many other functions. For example, as the 2009 UN
Framework Conference on Climate Change (UNFCCC) at Copen-
hagen demonstrated, meetings of nearly two hundred states are
often unwieldy and subject to bloc politics and tactical moves by
players that are largely extraneous because they otherwise lack re-
sources to solve functional problems.

One of the dilemmas of multilateral diplomacy is how to get
everyone into the act and still get action. The answer is likely to lie
in what Europeans have dubbed “variable geometry.” There will be
many multilateralisms that will vary with the distribution of power
resources in different issues. For instance, on monetary affairs the
Bretton Woods conference created the International Monetary Fund
in 1944, and it has since expanded to include 186 nations, but the
preeminence of the dollar was the crucial feature of monetary co-
operation until the 1970s. After the weakening of the dollar and
President Nixon’s ending of its convertibility into gold, France con-
vened a small group of five countries in 1975 to meet in the library
of the Chateau of Rambouillet to discuss monetary affairs.? It soon
grew to the Group of Seven and later broadened in scope and mem-
bership to the Group of Eight (which included Russia and a vast bu-
reaucratic and press attendance). Subsequently, the Group of Eight
:ﬁ:ﬁ Em;n? of inviting five guests from the BRICs and other
e Gt:qu t:: znan::}al crisis of 2008, this framework evolved int®

e sa:;:ﬁ 0, 1-'«t"ll.:‘.l'n a more inclusive membership. 44
isterial level op ;:Er e Group of 7 continued to meedt atrth‘-i' ﬂ“:h
as the Financia] Staﬁwer R e new insumnnnds' Suus'
sions between the U .t},r Board were created, and bilateral disc

nited States and China continued to play &
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important role. As one experienced diplomat puts it, “If you're try-
ing to negotiate an exchange rate deal with 20 countries or a bailout
of Mexico, as in the early Clinton days, with 20 countries, that's
not easy. If you get above 10, it just makes it too darn hard to get
things done."? After all, with 3 players, there are 3 pairs of rela-
tionships; with 10 players, there are 45; with 100 players, there are
nearly 5,000. Or to take issues of climate change, the UNFCCC
will continue to play a role, but more intensive negotiations are
likely to occur in smaller forums where fewer than a dozen coun-
tries account for 80 percent of greenhouse gas emissions.*

Much of the work of global governance will rely on formal and
informal networks. Network organizations (such as the G-20) are
used for agenda-setting and consensus-building, policy coordination,
knowledge exchange, and norm-setting.” As we discussed in Chap-
ter 1, centrality in networks can be a source of power, but “the
power that flows from this type of connectivity is not the power to
impose outcomes. Networks are not directed and controlled as
much as they are managed and orchestrated. Multiple players are
integrated into a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts"*—
in other words, the network provides power to achieve preferred
outcomes with other players rather than over them. We saw that
power in networks can come from both strong ties and weak ties.
Strong ties, such as alliances, “multiply a nation’s power through
everything from basing rights, intelligence sharing, weapons system
collaborations and purchases, and shared military deployments to
support in multilateral institutions, mutual trade benefits and mu-
tual security guarantees.” And weak ties, such as global multilateral
institutions, “for all of their manifest deficiencies . . . still matter,
and a nation cannot be a great power without at least having a sig-

nificant voice as the UN, the IMF and the World Bank."?" In this di-
entury remain premature; the

S i oti f an Asian c
ension, predictions o dense global web of gov-

United States will remain more central in a
ernance than other countries.
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AN AMERICAN SMART POWER STRATEGY

Returning to the five questions about a successful strategy that we

discussed earlier suggests five steps in the construction of an Amer-
ican smart power strategy.

The First Step

As argued previously, the first step in designing a smart power strat-
egy is clarity about objectives. In terms of grand strategy, Americans
have long debated the proper purposes of their power. Most re-
cently, there has been a debate about whether a dominant goal
should be to seek to retain primacy or preponderance in power re-
sources or to promote values either by perfecting democracy at
home or by practicing liberal interventionism abroad. This is some-
times cast as a struggle between realism and idealism, but a success-
ful American narrative must include both.2* Values are an intrinsic
part of American foreign policy. American exceptionalism dates
from the earliest days of a republic founded in reaction to the old
world, seeing itself as a city on the hill with universal values to share
with others. As Kissinger notes, realists seek equilibrium and sta-
bility, whereas idealists strive for conversion. But he goes on to say
that the debate between them is overstated. Realists can acknowl
edge the importance of ideal and values, and idealists do not neces-
sarily reject all geopolitical restraints.? Nevertheless, there has been
a long-standing tension between them.

Traditional realists often distinguish between a foreign policy
baS.Ed on values and a foreign policy based on interests. They de-
scribe as “vital” those interests that would directly affect security
and thtfs merit the use of force: for example, to prevent attacks on
?nh;Ei:l:dEit::ﬁ' to prevent the emergence of hostile hegfmm_ls

P€, to prevent hostile powers on the borders or If

;WMI ,Gf the seas, and to ensure the survival of American allies™

i;:;:z]l‘;:‘ﬁ:zhﬁ or democracy or specific economic 5_5‘:""""":
priority. But this traditional approach is and
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lytically too narrow, and it fits poorly with the nature of American
political culture.

Vital national interests deserve priority because survival is at
stake, but the connection between a particular event and a threat
to national survival may involve a long chain of causes. People can
disagree about how probable any link in the chain is and how much
“insurance” they want against remote threats before pursuing other
values such as human rights. In a democracy, the national interest
is simply what citizens, after proper deliberation, say it is. It is
broader than vital strategic interests, though they are a crucial pa_rt.
It can include values such as human rights and democracy, partic-
ularly if the American public feels that those values are so important
to our identity or sense of “who we are” that people are willing to
pay a price to promote them. Values are simply an intangible na-
tional interest. If the American people think that our interests in-
clude certain values and their promotion abroad, then they become
part of the national interest. Leaders and experts may pcinF out the
costs of indulging certain values, but if an informed public disagrees,
experts cannot deny the legitimacy of their opinion.

In practice, the American tradition in foreign policy OIZ‘SJECtlIVES ;?
broader than the simple dichotomy between realism and idealism.
Americans debate how attentive to be to the interests of others I:rulnth
in the ends that we seek and in the means that we use. NaFiunahsts
debate cosmopolitans and unilateralists debate multilraterahsts. ﬁm:lr
most presidents and opinion-makers wind up borrowing from ma:;.
traditions—witness Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower, and John
Kennedy.

As a result, trade-offs in obj
is how they should be reconciled. Realists w it "
crusades and stress the importance of prudence in judging 'd:E Pzﬂeﬁ
ability of success in achieving objectives. Many call Fﬂ;f‘ 'ms‘::und
foreign policy” that stays within American means, and ISIII.S a7
advice as far as it goes. But modesty is an amblgfamﬁgﬂa ,:m 2
proponents define it in different ways. For some, “the first v

ectives are inevitable. The question
arn against unlimited

Sy -
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a restraint strategy is that it husbands American power.”* But that
still leaves the question of how to use the power that is husbanded.
We can take the argument a step further by recalling the impor-
tance of the largest state in the provision of global public goods. As
we saw earlier, if the largest beneficiary of a public good (such as
the United States) does not take the lead in providing dispropor-
tionate resources toward its provision, the smaller beneficiaries are
unlikely to be able to produce it because of the difficulties of orga-
nizing collective action when large numbers are involved.®

A grand strategy starts with ensuring survival but then should
focus on providing public goods. To a large extent, international
order is a global public good—something everyone can consume
without diminishing its availability to others.* A small country can
benefit from peace in its region, freedom of the seas, open trade,
control of infectious diseases, or stability in financial markets at the
same time that the United States does without diminishing the ben-
efits to either the United States or others. Of course, as we saw ear-
lier, pure public goods are rare. When some countries can be
excluded, the result is club goods or partial public goods. And some-
times things that look good in American eyes may look bad in the
eyes of others. Too narrow an appeal to public goods can become
self-serving ideology, but that is a reminder to listen to others, not
a reason to discard an important strategic principle. The U nited
States would gain doubly from such a strategy: from the public
Eocfds themselves and from the soft power they can create. If the
e e e
likely to obtain the bro dErs, it can crelate a narrative .thm,: is IE-G ;
tives, particularly as t]: SHPPDH required to accomplish its 0 ]ffe
and nonstate act:rg andl? Un“‘?d States Faq?es the r%se 'Lt}f new st:;

The United States cam TEEkmg RS net:wtfll' u'l
the nineteenth cent nhfar? from the lesson of Great Bni;a]m 2
of power among th:: i fc_":uﬁed on maintaining the b anin-
ternational economic jor states in Europe, promoting an upe_n

system, and maintaining open internati®
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commons such as the freedom of the seas. All three are relevant to
the American situation in the twenty-first century. Maintaining re-
gional balances of power and dampening local incentives to use
force to change borders provide a public good for many (but not
all) countries. The American military presence helps to “shape the
environment” in important regions, particularly in Europe and Asia.
Promoting an open international economic system is good for
American economic growth and is good for other countries as well.
Openness of global markets is a necessary (though not sufficient)
condition for alleviating poverty in poor countries even as it benefits
the United States. In addition, in the long term economic growth is
also more likely to foster stable democratic middle-class societies in
other countries, though the time scale may be quite lengthy. Like
nineteenth-century Britain, America has an interest in keeping in-
ternational commons, such the oceans, open to all. Today, however,

the international commons include new issues such as global climate

change, preservation of endangered species, and the uses of outer

space, as well as the imperfect “virtual commons” of cyberspace.
There are additional dimensions of global public goods in this cen-
tury. One is the development and maintenance of international
regimes of laws and institutions to organize international actions for
dealing with trade and environment as well as nuclear proliferation,
peacekeeping, human rights, and other concerns. A global public
good narrative for this century also includes international develop-
ment. Much of the poor majority of the world is mired in vicious
circles of disease, poverty, and political instability. Aid can some-
times be helpful, but it is far from sufficient for development; open-
ing markets, strengthening accountable institutions, and discouraging
corruption are even more important. Development will take a long
time, and we must explore better ways to make sure that help actu-
ally reaches the poor, but both prudence and a n::-:}rln:em Ifor soft
power suggest that we should make development a high pnarlt}'_.
Finally, as a preponderant power, the United States can provide

I i i i convener of
an important public good by acting as & mediator and

!__Q—-f
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coalitions. By using its good offices to mediate conflicts in places
such as Sudan and the Middle East, the United States can help in
shaping international order in ways that are beneficial to itself as
well as to other nations. Some ethnic and religious conflicts are in-
tractable, and there are some situations where other countries can
more effectively play the mediator's role, but often the United
States can bring parties together, and when successful, it can en-
hance its reputation and increase its soft power at the same time
that it reduces a source of instability.

The Second Step

After setting manageable objectives that combine values and inter-
ests, the second step in the development of a smart power strategy
is an accurate inventory of the resources available and an assessment
of how that inventory will change with changing contexts.

In terms of military resources, with the United States spending
nearly half the global budget on these resources and possessing the
most advanced technology, no country can balance American power
in the traditional sense. Maintaining that edge and preventing a peer
competitor challenging military primacy have been major objectives
of American strategy since the end of the Soviet Union in1991. But
that approach has limits. America's military resources allow it t0
master command of the commons of ajr above 15,000 feet, space,
and the open oceans, This capacity is not likely to be matched by
China or others for well into the century. That allows unmatched

glﬂbal force Projection, but the United States can still be challenged
in contested zones, such as ur

seas.® And
States may

ban areas, remote regions, and littoral
in the imperfect commons of cyberspace, the United

ok have the world’s leading capability for cyberoffense, but
itis also highly vulnerable because of

and the playing field is much more |e
lems of cyberdefense.

Controlling sociall
Simple technologjes

its reliance on cybernetworks,
vel when it comes to the prob-

y mobilized populations can be very costly:
such as improvised explosive devices used by
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insurgents are far cheaper than smart weapons developed I:-.y the
United States. At a ratio of one troop per twenty populations in oc-
cupied countries, a full counterinsurgency doctrine requires f.-nnr—
mous resources. For example, the costs of each American soldier T:rr
marine deployed in Afghanistan are estimated to be nearly $1 mil-
lion per head per year.3 Even if the budgetary costs can belmet,
the question of how long the public in the United States and its al-
lies will support such efforts gives a psychological adva_ntfage to tITe
insurgents. In short, the United States is likely to re‘tam its le_adhm
military resources, but their utility and cost-effectiveness will be
limited in a number of important future contexts. .

America is well endowed in economic resources, but the EU is
able to balance American economic power on some issues, and by
some projections the Chinese economy may surpass t_hat of the
United States in total size in another two decades. Amer:lr.:an puwe{;
resources are already balanced by others in the economic alrea, ant
this is likely to be even more true in the futun?:. The crleve ?pm'_ﬂn
of the G-20 network organization and the redistribution o mt;llf
power in the IMF are illustrations of this po.int. Even d1§ug1h E
United States will retain certain demographic, Fechnﬂlﬂgi:tca ' a:;h
entrepreneurial advantages, it will have to balrsalﬂ m‘:": o E“ﬁ‘:m
other countries as equals. Moreover, in a period ﬂ_f budget de ;ha;
means will be constrained and must be selected in a rn:iﬂlru'vz:rm‘c:nt
fits with a realistic assessment of economic resources. Tothee

i to strengthen
that the United States undertakes domestic refo:l-mls gt nit.:.. .
th international economic institutio

i 7 wi ;
its economy and works it will do better in such

magnify its power as a center of networks,
bargaining. :
In soft power as well, the United ing degrees of attrac-
most countries, though this depends upon varying tries. Of the
il . 1 =
tion to American culture and values in DFher C:’]:‘: hill approach
. iCan uni
is less costly than active intervention abroad. Ameri

. : uite some time into
and media are likely to remain preeminent forq

States has more resources than
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the future, but as other countries develop their capabilities in these
areas, the American lead will narrow. And policies that are seen as

heavy-handed or illegitimate can undercut the soft power produced
by culture and values.

The Third S tep

The third step in a smart American grand strategy is an assessment
of the resources and preferences of the targets of attempts at influ-
ence. For example, it makes little sense to make blanket statements
about military power becoming obsolete when the three categories
of postindustrial countries (such as Europe), industrializing countries
Egih as the ERICS?, and preindustrial countries (as in much of
c?]l are each so different. The attitudes toward the legitimate use

of m1}1tary power vary with these contexts. For example, on the
question of war, only 25 percent of Europeans (compared to 71 per-
e J"'kmeri.ca}-js ) believe that under some conditions war is nec-
::r?; :[:}tj:‘hilm;e, mtf[ E“"C’IP.EEHS tend to think that economic
s iﬂmrdepeﬂdi ant than rm]‘ltarg,r power."’ In the web of com-
and soft power res v li’lﬂ’snndustrial democracies, economic
of military force mzuriﬁ are likely to play larger roles and the use
power remains im ¥ Em[:“erunﬂ':i‘eptable. Even though rniJitaII‘&’
role in institutions Pﬂzﬁal‘lt Ry Sl cineanon: hmerica‘s
the context of re]a:-n networks becomes even more important it
ions among the rich democracies. In contrast,

for countries i
ries i i
g in Asia concerned about balancing the increase i
ina s hard power

resources, an A . A5 ic
' merican mili resence 1
often welcome, and tary p

sivackie Peacekeep:r m_‘-];“tfiﬂﬁ such as Liberia and Sierra Leon¢,
In addition to diff, & military presence can be important.

differences among n:reﬂtes among states, there are also important
for instance, too WEaantatE actors. In dealing with terrorist groups
the wrong type of m_i['a response can encourage the extremists, DUt
Rumsfeld once ﬂbsmlt;fy ljeslcrlnnSe can be counterproductive. As
on whether the n 1: i mn.mmg 4 war against terrorists depends

umbers being killed and deterred (by our hard
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power) are greater than the numbers the terrorists are able to recruit
with their soft power. Defeating extreme Islamist terrorism, for ex-
ample, requires international intelligence and police cooperation,
as well as a drying up of the sources of radical recruits. Hard military
power will remain crucial, but if its use is perceived as unjust, such
as at Abu Ghraib or Guantinamo, then hard power undercuts the
soft power needed to win the minds of mainstream Muslims and
creates more new terrorists than are destroyed. For example, a lead-
ing terrorism expert concludes that anti-Americanism was exacer-
bated by the war in Iraq and the U.S. failure to tailor strategies for
key countries. International jihadist groups increased their mem-
bership and carried out twice as many attacks in the three years
after 2001 as before it.* Similarly, the former head of Britain's MI5
intelligence service told the commission investigating the origins of

the Iraq War that the war had increased, rather than decreased, ter-

rorists’ success at recruitment.’

The Fourth Step

The fourth step for a smart strategy is choosing among
r co-optive power in different situ-
ations, and adjusting tactics so that they reinforce, rather than
undercut, each other. During the Cold War, military deterrence
helped to prevent Soviet aggression in Europe, while the soft power
of culture and ideas ate away at belief in communism behind the Iron
Curtain. Kennan’s original grand strategy of containment relied
heavily on the idea of change occurring behind the Iron Curtain over
time, and Eisenhower believed strongly in public diplomacy and ex-
changes. But in other areas such as Southeast Asia, the strategy of con-
tainment was less successfully applied. Americans failed to understand
the motivations and tenacity of the Vietnamese nationalists, and mil-

Vietnam greatly eroded American soft power.*
of American twentieth-century

power behav-

iors, choosing command power o
g

itary actions in
Eisenhower's prudence at the peak
power contrasts with the way the United States entered the twenty-

first century believing that leadership rested on taking a strong
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::zlt;c?]tli: “::fl ha}r*d Pfﬂwer a?d leaving others with little choice but
emmemstmc :e~_ :ls:dent Cheney believed that when other gov-
R rsnu they could not thwart U S. action, they would
its own rea]itjese:f:l . Hie belioved tht the AR o EEN
el ﬁ _ut the net Ieffe;—t of the invasion of Iraq was in-
showing a dro -m;r;;an- enemies and divide its friends, with pols
didsh i u::_-;:lll : erican attractiveness around the world. Even
e or _dEtEHEInce and protection of allies to retain
American rnilit.-ar}r primacy, it would be a mistake to think that
o terick Strater}r prdepﬂndérance will be great enough to follow
At g:'r’fa opted in 2001 and enshrined in the National
At the tacti girln g
phasis on the :;id::f' Euunterinsurgfﬂﬂ}’ doctrine places great em-
insurgents from on o etween the necessary military force to clear
ol i ‘:‘ and the dlamage to civilians whose hearts
unavoidable, For iistaughtl And in some instances, trade-offs
nedds Bkt areon n;:;; dmﬂf._‘ strikes against Taliban and Al
Pakistan (given P aki:t: 1 EfEW_inSt:ruments available in northern
g:l'ﬂund)' but ﬂ'lf.'}f dam » GPpc-s‘nion t‘? American buuts on thE
kistan’s public. Such t:g:. Am_mcan soft power in the eyes of Pa-
case-by-case basis. ctical issues will have to be decided on
This is i :
or not, fﬂ: fr:ﬂjiii: riuesuon of whether to use military resources
soft power behavior ;G ur-:‘es can be used to produce hard and/for
haviors; protectin . Igh,m}g and threatening are hard power be-
the fit betw 8 and assisting are soft power behaviors. Sometimes
; een the different e A aviors, som
ample, in 2008 the Pentagon ilv%c.m is difficult to manage. For ¥
for Africa, and according t e;tabhshed a unified regional command
core is about public dipla?-no t:ntagnn officials, “AFRICOM at its
to host its headquarters ﬂ:c:}r, but no African government offered
- 415 one observer puts it, “As a traditional

mlhtar}' comm .
and, it would make perfect sense. . . . As an instro?

o d.lplcrmatj?. hﬂWE".-"E:I" AFRICOM has yet to me_.
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that it is capable of performing this role and convincing skeptics.”*
Earlier, the Pentagon's SOUTHCOM for Latin America, which had
previously emphasized direct military action, “now focuse[d] on
programs to train and support local forces, and assist economic de-
velopment, health services and counternarcotics efforts.”® But al-
though some approved the new goals as admirable, they also
worried about overmilitarization of foreign policy and draining of
authority from the State Department. The percentage of develop-
ment assistance controlled by the Defense Department grew to
in the first decade of the century, while the per-
k from 65 to 40 percent.* This is
litary commands combining hard
o the problems of

nearly one-quarter
centage controlled by AID shran
not to deny the value of unified mi
and soft power behavior, but to draw attention t
perceptions and unintended consequences.
Among economic behaviors, structuring markets is im
often runs into resistance by private interests and companies that
benefit or lose from alternative structures, and this makes the instru-
ment difficult to wield. Sometimes the incentives of companies and
the U.S. government are aligned, and sometimes they are at Cross-
purposes. On sanctions, We found that the behavior is often oversold
but is nonetheless better than alternatives in terms of cost-effective-
ness and signaling. Development assistance is more problematic as
an instrument because of uncertainties about the causes of develop-
ment, but assistance for specific purposes and institutional structures
could sometimes be effective, and development is an important part
of the smart power narrative. Nation-building efforts are often over-
sold, but like sanctions, they can prove useful in particular contexts.
The problem is that they are often difficult to scale. Small and tar-
geted efforts have often been more successful than large bureaucratic
endeavors, but the government is not organized that way. Non-
governmental actors are often (but not always) more flexible.

Soft power behaviors ranging
grams often help to create an enabling environment, but

portant but

from public diplomacy t© aid pro-
their effects
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are sometimes difficult to measure in terms of outcomes in the short
term. With the advent of a new administration in 2009, President
Obama was able to raise American standing (as measured by polls)
with a series of speeches and symbols, but the changes measured
by the international behavior of others was limited in the short
term. At the same time, it is important to consider time horizons
and types of goals in such judgments. As former British foreign sec-
retary David Milliband puts it, often “we underestimate the impact
of soft power in the long term and overestimate the impact of hard
power in the short term. "

In general, the United States has not worked out an integrated
plan for combining hard and soft power. A survey of reports by
.'::Eﬂty‘ nongovernmental commissions in 2008 and 2009 found
mlpl‘c'lrtwan consensus on implementing a new ‘smart power’ strategy

le evate and strfengmen our civilian capacities, particularly in de-
::r:spi;n;z;a;{; diplomacy, as essential tools for advancing U.S. in-

£ soft - #mﬂ‘lg defense.”* But many official instruments
Zwﬂlﬂg‘:n‘:::isbthc diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs
tacts—are Scattefedame' disaster relief, military-to-military con-
arching strategy or I: n;und the government, and there is no ﬂvf:r'
hard power into an ﬂ: 5 ::lﬂt RPN H.mh
States spends about ﬁ:er T:: ::1[15 R Tl.]e Lt
it does on broadcastin undred times more on the military 'd?.an
in ani : g and exchanges. Is this the right proportion
in an information age? How wo Id we know? . ake

trade-offs? And there is littl 1u ':""E ow? How would we m
lates to the nonofficial geneﬂ planning for how the g(}vemmm;g-
Hollywood to Harvard to ﬂl;a];?ﬁs of soft Fuwer—everymmgr m
that emanate from ciyil o ill and Melinda Gates Foundation—
tary Gates argued for more .lﬂy‘ As we saw earlier, Defense Secrrﬁ
investment in soft power, and in arguiné

for >
saidaﬂ'l:‘:_]if:;c;: early 2008, former defense secretary Rumsfeld
tle of ideas. . tes was "sitting on the sidelines in the global bat

losing.”” As ;‘;:re re barely competing and for that reason we ar¢
astute analysts conclude, “Strategy is one thing
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Executing is another. Though a unique coalition of military and
rican soft power more ef-

civilian leaders now support using Ame
o action and per-

fectively, we need to move urgently from strategy t

manently build the civilian capacity to wield soft power well. The

alternative to soft power is not only less effective hard power, but

less power, period.”*

The Fifth Step

Finally, the fifth step for a smart power strategy is a careful assess-
ment of the probability of success in achieving its objectives, both
at the grand strategy level and in the tactics of any particular influ-
ence attempt. This requires a clear assessment of international lim-
its. As Paul Kennedy points out, “Smart, long-standing empires such
as that of the Romans, recognized their limits and rarely went be-
yond them. After losing three entire legions in the dense German
forests, Augustus and his successors decided to establish a boundary
along the western side of the Rhine.”*® The number one power does
not have to man every boundary and be strong everywhere. The aif-
Eisenhower's prudence in resisting di-

tempt to do so would violate
f the French in Vietnam.

rect intervention on the side 0 o 44
Also relevant today is Eisenhower’s belief that it is essentia

preserve the strength of the American economy that undergirds mil-

itary strength. Applied to today's world, this suggests avoidance of

involvement in land wars on the Asian continent. ."v"u"hatever the ff-
ficulty of getting from where the United States 1s today to such a

‘ . : b
ition i future (“build up to build down?"), suc
preferable position in the ( : o dbiss IR A

ing his surge in Afghanistan, “Our prosperity pro ides ﬂw :?;T;:E
for our power. . . . That's why our treop ¢ tment in
is National Security Strategy of 2010

cannot be open-ended,” and h
states that “our strategy starts
influence abroad begins with the steps
gist Anthony Cordesman observes,

by recognizing that our strength and
we take at home." As strate-

«Taken at face value, this is a re-
ign policy of engagement and
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E?ﬁtziﬁifr::::n‘] fevl.a; _cha:gles it could have been written by the
S Ufam'mtrat;:.n_ *! A return to traditional prudence
leadership does not em?'_ rSI'CE*ntur}  smart power narrative. Global
e rE‘?FlrE' Slﬂklial interventionism.
erinsurgency is attractive as a doctrine in the way that it
E:i’:e:a;ﬁfﬂ attention to the tactical balancing of hard and soft
all pla::e:::;;:;mglf sense it is not likely to be appropriate for
drawing a forward i"‘;ﬂjur land wars in Asia does not mean with-
Korea or ending mﬂ:tlltal'}' presence from places such as Japan and
such as Pakistan or Y 5 aﬁmtar_lcp of various types to countries
A A et emen, butl it sets clear limits like the Rhine
interpreted to mean mﬂ TR b_ala“dngr" but that term must be
For example, an Ameﬂcﬂre than just naval and air force activity.*
ported in Europe and Ja“ troop presence that is welcome and sup-
With prudence, ﬂmerica;anmis:?ﬂum n'llt be ruled out by a slogan.
ﬂDanic aiilsset, not a liability. itary primacy can represent an eco-
1
e pinkr o el
ot skt ttots's ¢ Eft is EOSS]]JIE‘ in terms of American
Ferguson, a it public attitudes. British historian Niall
, an enthusiast for empire. | :
pire, lamented at the time of the Irag

War that th :
e United States lacked the capacity for empire becausé

of t]‘j[ee dﬁ !
mestic Citer
deficits: manpower (not enough boots on the

Emund), ﬂttent;ig

pation), and ﬁnm':ciﬂ? t enough public support for long-term occu:

relative to publi not enough savings and not enough taxation

empire or col ic expenditure).®* He was correct. A stomach for

cD i : e

which the ﬁmz;;:l ch_u ]3 ation is one of the important ways in

century Britain %nefl_?huﬂ_’l culture differs from that of nineteenth-

of the Ameri . er with applause or lament, such is the natur
can political culture At ’

values and g t
also i Intervene : .- "
in the nature of the political cul Bston e 5 S

standing both international ture. Prudence rests in under-
nal and domestic limits and adjusting o

the same time, universalistic
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jectives accordingly. Efforts to remake other nations in the Ameri-
can image will be a recurring temptation, but pragmatic tailoring
of the foreign policy garment to the power resource cloth is the
essence of a smart power strategy and narrative for this century.

CONCLUSION

t the old distinction between
hesis that we
smart

A smart power strategy requires tha
realists and liberals needs to give way to a new synt
might call liberal realism. What should go into a liberal realist
power Strategy?
First, it would start with an understanding of the strength and|
limits of American power. Preponderance is not empire or hege-|
mony. The United States can influence but not control other parts!
of the world. Power always depends upon context, and in the con-
text of transnational relations (such as climate change, illegal drugs,
pandemics, and terrorism), power is diffuse and chaotically distrib-
uted. Military power is a small part of the solution in responding to
these new threats. These solutions require cooperation among gov-
ernments and international institutions. Even on the top board
(where America represents nearly one-half of world defense expen-
ditures), its military is supreme in the global commons of air, sea,
and space, but much more limited in its ability to control national-
istic populations in occupied areas. As Richard Haass observes,
“While the US remains the world’s most powerful single country,
it cannot maintain, much less expand, :nternational peace and pros-
ms4 Guccess will require partners, and that will
es as well as developing new networks
h as China, India, and Brazil.
Id stress the importance of
that combines hard power

perity on its own.
mean maintaining old allianc
that involve emerging powers suc

Second, a liberal realist strategy wou

developing an integrated grand strategy
with soft attractive power into smart pOWer of the sort that won

the Cold War. In a struggle against terrorism, the United States
needs to use hard power against the hard-core terrorists, but we

!_A
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cannot ho ri _ _
AR ifi-‘i:s.h in unless we win the hearts and minds of main-
]‘-E}'Tll;lﬁli;-stl;? F‘?P{ii:;‘-'e of a ]Iibf:‘.‘ral realist strategy would have the
maintaining a stron I;;]Ig Wcu!-]t}, for the United States and its allies,
o kR g domestic and international economy, avoiding
change), and Encsﬂﬁtt‘rjs [su_ch as pandemics and negative climate
e ai;d abmadﬂ“:gmg hh_eral democracy and human rights at
i s ia .{'re &'351!2!'& at reasonable levels of cost. This
PP A posing x_'"!-THErlcaﬂ values by force. Democracy pro-
o il :E?implll,shed by soft attraction than hard coercion,
dacdldedbyexaingl patience. Here we should learn from the past
Reagan'’s shining gte* rcme:?-lbmng the effective narrative of being
Fria il Y 02 a hill. The United States would be wise to
that accepts the r ?a ual F?""“ll-ltiﬂn of democracy but in a manner
to make the wo:iz ity of diversity. It needs fewer Wilsonian calls
Kiingils'dokiatod Sffe f:_:nr democracy, unless combined with
oric of “making the world safe for diversity.”

Such a strat
ably the gr:aisih:;:id Place priority on five major challenges. Prob-
intersection of terrurigsfrl; m'ttll:e tencan woof Heion
quires policies for count W‘ ﬂuclelar materials. Preventing this re-
ensuring better protecti erm? tﬁfl‘fmsm, achieving nonproliferation,
bility in the Middle Eas‘:n 4 fD!_-EI‘EH nuclear materials, creating sta-
Political Islam and ho : allnd giving attention to failed states.
current struggle against w it develops are the second challenge. The
civilizations” but a ciyil :x tremetlslamist terrorism is not a “clash of
violence to enforce 5 sim alriﬁWlt]-tln Islam. A radical minority is using
Upon a mainstream that E g ideological version of its religion
are more Muslims in Asi as more diverse views. Even though there
N Asia than anywhere else, they are influenced

b? th'E heart f‘ :
lagged behmdntht:mre::m fg gle in the Middle East, an area that has
stitutions, of the world in globalization, openness, in-

and dﬂmu .
cratizati :
growth, ed tization. More open trade, economic

ucation, dev
L] el &y
opment of civil society institutions, and
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gradual increases in political participation may help strengthen the
mainstream over time, but so also will the way Muslims are treated
in Europe and America. Equally important will be Western policies
toward the Middle East and whether they attract mainstream Mus-
lims or reinforce the radicals’ narrative of a war against Islam.

The third major challenge would be the rise of a hostile hegemon
as Asia gradually regains the share of the world economy that cor-
responds to its more than half of the world population. This re-
quires a policy that welcomes China as a responsible stakeholder
but hedges against possible hostility by maintaining close relations
with Japan, India, and other countries in Asia that welcome an

American presence.
The fourth major challenge woul

that could be triggered by-fimaficial mism
disrupts global access to the Persian Gulf, where two-thirds of world

oil reserves are located. A strategic response to this challenge will
require policies that gradually reduce dependence on oil while re-

alizing that the American gconomy cannot be isolated from global
ets and that the United States must not succumb to

rotectionisim.

d be an economic depression
anagement or a Crisis that

energy mark

costly and counterproductive p
The fifth major challenge would be ecological breakdowns such as

pandemics and negative climate change. Solutions to this challenge
will require prudent energy policies and leadership on climate change
as well as greater cooperation through international institutions.

ould look to the long-term evolu-

Finally, a smart power strategy sh
responsibility of the largest coun-

tion of world order and realize the
try in the international system to produce global public or common
goods. In the nineteenth century, Britain defined its national interest
broadly to include promoting freedom of the seas, an open interna-
tional economy, and a stable European balance of power. Such
common goods helped Britain but benefited other countries as well.
They also contributed to and soft power. As the

Britain's legitimacy
largest country of the twen United States should

ty-first century, the
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similarly promote an open international economy and commons
(seas, space, Internet), mediate international disputes before they
escalate, and develop international rules and institutions,

Because globalization will spread technical capabilities, and in-
formation technology will allow broader participation in global
communications, American economic and cultural preponderance
jwiIl become less dominant than at the start of this century. But that
1‘5 not a narrative of decline. The United States is unlikely to decay
like ancient Rome or even to be surpassed by another state, includ-
ing China. The first half of the twenty-first century is not likely to
be a “post-American world,” but the United States will need a strat-
€gY to cope with the “rise of the rest"—among both states and non-
state actors.> The United States will need a smart power strategy
and narrative that stress alliances, institutions, and networks that
are responsive to the new context of a global information age. In
short, for success in the twenty-first century, the United States will
need to rediscover how to be a smart power.
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