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SIX YEARS LATER (PART II): SMART POWER
AND THE U.S. STRATEGY FOR SECURITY IN
A POST-9/11 WORLD

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY AND FOREIGN
AFFAIRS,
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Tierney (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Tierney, Shays, Lynch, Higgins, McCol-
lum, Van Hollen, Hodes, Welch, Platts, Turner, and Foxx.

Also present: Representative Thornberry.

Staff present: Dave Turk, staff director; Andy Wright and An-
drew Su, professional staff members; Davis Hake, clerk; Dan Ham-
ilton, fellow; Janice Spector and Christopher Bright, minority pro-
fessional staff members; Todd Greenwood, minority legislative as-
sistant; Nick Palarino, minority senior investigator and policy advi-
sor; Benjamin Chance, minority clerk; and Mark Lavin, minority
Army fellow.

Mr. TIERNEY. A quorum being present, the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security and Foreign Affairs’ hearing entitled, “Six Years
Later (Part II): Smart Power and the U.S. Strategy for Security in
a Post-9/11 World,” will come to order.

The Members will be allotted 5 minutes to give their opening
statements if they so choose at which point we will move to open-
ing statements for our witnesses.

I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from Texas, Con-
gressman Mac Thornberry, be allowed to participate in this hearing
in accordance with the committee’s rules and be allowed to ques-
tion the witnesses after all official members of the subcommittee
have had their first turn. Without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent that the hearing record be kept open
for 5 business days so that all members of the subcommittee will
be allowed to submit a written statement for the record. Without
objection, that is so ordered as well.

I want to just welcome and thank everybody for attending the
important discussion that we are going to have here today. The
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs conducts
our second hearing in a series focused on long term U.S. national
security strategy, 6 years after 9/11.
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We are very fortunate today to engage in what I hope will be a
robust and thought-provoking discussion with Secretary Armitage
and Dean Nye. I thank both of you gentlemen for joining us today.

Thank you also to all the members of the CSIS Commission on
Smart Power including subcommittee member Betty McCollum,
and our guest Representative, Mac Thornberry. Thank you for the
talents and experiences you poured into the report that is being
discussed today.

It truly was an august commission. It was comprised of leaders
from all three branches of government, from non-profits, academia
and the business community. I found the report to be insightful,
and I think it will serve as a good jumping-off point for our discus-
sion today.

In the interest of spending as much time engaging in that robust
discussion as possible, I am going to try to keep my remarks on the
brief side.

As I noted during the first hearing in the series, even with the
amazing amount of money and energy expended and, more impor-
tantly, the lives lost, so far on military engagements and homeland
security and intelligence since September 11, 2001, there remains
an inescapable sense that ours is a national security policy adrift.

Unfortunately, I can’t report progress in the intervening weeks
since that first hearing. In fact, the world, more than ever, seems
to be slipping away from our influence.

A nuclear and extremist-infected Pakistan is in full-blown crisis.
Its path toward democracy has been barricaded by military rule,
suspension of the Pakistani constitution and the suppression of
civil institutions capable of dissent.

U.S.-Iran relations are at a nadir, and the Bush administration
has ratcheted up its saber-rattling rhetoric, an issue that, tomor-
row, this subcommittee will continue to explore in depth in our se-
ries, “Iran: Reality, Options and Consequences.”

The prospect of a Turkish invasion into the Kurdish region of
Northern Iraq conjures disastrous images of Turkish, United States
and Iraqi forces at cross purposes on a single battlefield.

In the words of a panelist from our first hearing, we have yet to
act with the “burst of creativity” that was the trademark of the
United States at the beginning of the cold war.

Secretary Armitage and Dean Nye, the report you are issuing
today will, I hope, help fill in this void.

The 9/11 Commission rightly concluded, “long-term success de-
mands the use of all elements of national power.” Not only does
your report offer concrete and innovative ways to do just that, it
also does something else I think is incredibly helpful.

Your report spells out the path for our country to get back on the
offensive, and by that, I don’t mean in the military sense. You note
in the very first paragraph of your executive summary, “the United
States must move from eliciting fear and anger to inspiring opti-
mism and hope.”

We have had a lot of the fear-mongering and the anger going on,
and I think it is being reinforced every day. It was refreshing to
read the charge to inspire optimism and hope.

In the words of CSIS President and CEO, John Hamre, this
means going back to the root of what makes America great, the
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fact that we are a country of both “big ideas and common sense;”
that our country has a “unique blend of optimism and prag-
matism.”

These are the ideals that I think have made our country as great
as it is today, the ideals that make Americans proud to be Ameri-
cans and the ideals that cause the rest of the world to want to fol-
low us. Secretary Armitage and Dean Nye, as you rightly point out,
these are the ideals, when pragmatically implemented, that will in
the long term best secure the safety of our Nation, for us, our chil-
dren and for our grandchildren.

We live in dangerous world desperate for positive U.S. leader-
ship—Ileadership borne of a coherent, effective and honorable na-
tional security strategy. And I have no doubt that at our core, the
American people have the heart, the fortitude and the imagination
to overcome current challenges.

In 1963, Martin Luther King, Jr., reminded us of the “fierce ur-
gency of now.” It is well past time that we heed that call, and I
thank you for your contribution to that with your report.

Mr. Shays.

[The prepared statement of Hon. John F. Tierney follows:]
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Welcome, and thank you all for attending this important discussion.

Today, the Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs conducts our
second hearing in a series focused on long-term U.S. national security strategy six years
after 9/11.

We are very fortunate today to engage in what I hope will be a robust and
thought-provoking discussion with Secretary Armitage and Dean Nye. Thank you
gentlemen for being with us.

Thank you also to all the members of the CSIS Commission on “Smart Power” —
including Subcommittee Member Betty McCollum, and our guest, Representative Mac
Thomberry — for the talents and experiences you poured into the report that is being
issued today.

This was truly an august commission comprised of leaders from all three branches
of the government, non-profits, academia, and the business community. I found your
report to be insightful, and it will serve as the jumping-off point for our discussion today.

And in the interests of spending as much time engaging in this robust discussion
as possible, I'm going to keep my opening comments brief.

As I noted during the first hearing in this series, even with the amazing amount of
money and energy expended — and more importantly lives lost — so far on military
engagements, homeland security, and intelligence since September 11, 2001, there
remains an inescapable sense that ours is a national security policy adrift.

Unfortunately, I can’t report progress in the intervening weeks since that first
hearing. In fact, the world, more than ever, seems to be slipping away from our influence:
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s A nuclear and extremist-infected Pakistan is in full-blown crisis. Its “path” toward
democracy has been barricaded by military rule, suspension of the Pakistani
Constitution, and the suppression of civil institutions capable of dissent.

e U.S./Iran relations are at a nadir, and the Bush Administration has ratcheted up
its saber-rattling rhetoric — an issue that, tomorrow, this Subcommittee will
continue to explore in-depth in our series: “Iran: Reality, Options, and
Consequences.”

o The prospect of a Turkish invasion into the Kurdish region of northern Iraq
conjures disastrous images of Turkish, U.S., and Iraqi forces, at cross purposes,
on a single battlefield.

In the words of a panelist from our first hearing, we have yet to act with the “burst
of creativity” that was the trademark of the United States at the beginning of the Cold
War.

Secretary Armitage and Dean Nye, the report you are issuing today will, T hope,
help fill-in this void.

The 9/11 Commission rightly concluded, and I quote, “long-term success
demands the use of all elements of national power.” Not only does your report offer
concrete and innovative ways to do just that, it also does something else I think is
incredibly helpful.

Your report spells out the path for our country to get back on the offensive, and 1
don’t mean that in a military sense. You note in the very first paragraph of the Executive
Summary that, and I quote, “the United States must move from eliciting fear and anger to
inspiring optimism and hope.”

In the words of CSIS President and CEQ, John Hamre, this means going back to
the root of what makes America great — the fact that we are a country of both “big ideas
and common sense;” that our country has a “unique blend of optimism and pragmatism.”

These are the ideals that I think have made our country as great as it is today; the
ideals that make Americans proud to be Americans; and the ideals that cause the rest of
the world to want to follow us. And, Secretary Armitage and Dean Nye, as you rightly
point out, these are the ideals — when pragmatically implemented ~ that will, in the long-
term, best secure the safety of our nation — for us, for our children, and for our
grandchildren.

We live in a dangerous world desperate for positive U.S. leadership — leadership
borne of a coherent, effective, and honorable national security strategy. And I have no
doubt that, at our core, the American people have the heart, fortitude, and imagination to
overcome our current challenges.

In 1963, Martin Luther King, Jr. reminded us of the “fierce urgency of now.” It is
well past time we heed that call.
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Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Chairman Tierney, for holding this sec-
ond hearing examining U.S. national security strategies. This sub-
committee began looking at this issue even before September 11,
2001, so I am pleased we are continuing this important work.

Today, we are joined by two very distinguished witnesses, Joseph
Nye, and Richard Armitage, co-chairs of the Center for Strategic
and International Studies Commission on Smart Power. I will leave
it to the commissioners to explain their project, but I would like to
go on record that I agree with its conclusion, “America must revi-
talize its ability to inspire and persuade rather than merely rely
upon its military might.”

That is true because today we face a different type of enemy, and
we have been slow to react to this new threat.

In 1985, President Ronald Reagan recalled the horrors of the Ira-
nian hostage crisis and the bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks
in Beirut. He said, “There is a temptation to see the terrorist acts
as simply the erratic work of a small group of fanatics. We make
this mistake at grave peril, for the attacks on America, her citi-
zens, her allies and other democratic nations in recent years do
form a pattern of terrorism that has strategic implications and po-
litical goals.”

In that statement, President Reagan described what has become
an overriding concern for the United States and its allies, terror-
ism. President Reagan foresaw what the world saw unfold on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, that terrorists would not be deterred by geo-
graphic, political or moral borders.

President Reagan understood terrorists had their own political
philosophy that makes them inherently at war with nations that
subscribe to democracy and freedom, and he predicted the failure
to take seriously the warped ideology of Islamic fundamentalists
would lead to dire consequences for this Nation and our allies.

During President Clinton’s administrations, several commissions,
Bremer, Gilmore and Hart-Rudman concluded we needed to recog-
nize the threat. We need to recognize the threat, develop a com-
prehensive strategy to confront that threat, and improve, reorga-
nize our government structure to implement the strategy.

President Bush inherited a loose collection of Presidential direc-
tives and law enforcement plans from President Clinton that
proved to be dramatically flawed. Regretfully, before September 11,
2001, the Bush administration did not address these flaws. The
bottom line at the time of the 2001 attacks, the United States had
been operating for years without a comprehensive strategy to pro-
tect us from our enemies.

The current U.S. national security strategy acknowledges and re-
affirms the reality that when all other methods fail, our leaders
must have the option to proactively use force to protect the lives
of our citizens.

What we have learned over the past three decades is our strate-
gies cannot be based on the naive assumption that governments
and particularly groups committed to both sponsoring terrorism
and acquiring weapons of mass destruction won’t use them. Sep-
tember 11th taught us there is no red line the terrorists won’t
Cross.
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We need to keep in mind no matter how many incentives or dis-
incentives we develop, some terrorists are intent on our destruction
no matter the cost. Diplomacy which is not backed up by military
might is meaningless. However, as the Commission points out, we
may have been relying too much on military power and have ne-
glected traditional instruments of soft power such as intense dialog
and diplomacy.

With this in mind, I look forward to the testimony from our dis-
tinguished witnesses and I hope, Mr. Chairman, you will hear from
other groups and commissions. In fact, I know you will. I thank you
for your intent to hear from other groups and commissions about
their views on how to improve our national strategy in environ-
ment where terrorist cells may be more of a threat than unfriendly
nations.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Christopher Shays follows:]
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Ranking Member Subcommittee on National Security and
Foreign Affairs
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Thank you, Chairman Tierney, for holding this second hearing examining
US national security strategies. This Subcommittee began looking at this
issue even before September 11, 2001, so I am pleased we are continuing
this important work.

Today we are joined by two distinguished witnesses, Joseph Nye and
Richard Armitage, Co-Chairs of the Center for Strategic and International
Studies’ Commission on Smart Power.

I will leave it to the Commissioners to explain their project, but I would like
to go on record that I agree with its conclusion—"“America must revitalize
its ability to inspire and persuade rather than merely rely upon its military
might.” That is true because today we face a different type of enemy.

And we have been slow to react to this new threat.
In 1985, President Ronald Reagan recalled the horrors of the Iran hostage
crisis and the bombing of the US Marine barracks in Beirut. He said:

“There is a temptation to see the terrorist acts as simply the erratic work of a
small group of fanatics. We make this mistake at great peril, for the attacks
on America, her citizens, her allies and other democratic nations in recent
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years do form a pattern of terrorism that has strategic implications and
political goals.”

In that statement President Reagan described what has become an overriding'
concern for the United States and its allies: terrorism. President Reagan
foresaw what the world saw unfold on September 11, 2001, that terrorists
would not be deterred by geographic, political or moral borders.

President Reagan understood terrorists had their own political philosophy
that makes them inherently at war with nations that subscribe to a
democratic system of government. And he predicted the failure to take
seriously the warped ideology of Islamic fundamentalists would lead to dire
consequences for this nation and our allies.

During President Clinton’s Administration several commissions—Bremer,
Gilmore and Hart-Rudman—concluded we need to recognize the threat,
develop a comprehensive strategy to confront that threat and improve our
government structure to implement the strategy.

President Bush inherited a loose collection of presidential directives and law
enforcement plans from President Clinton that proved to be dramatically
flawed. Regretfully before September 11, 2001, the Bush Administration
did not address these flaws.

The bottom line...at the time of the 2001 attacks, the United States had been
operating for years without a comprehensive strategy to protect us from our
enemies.

The current US National Security Strategy acknowledges the reality that,
when all other methods fail, our leaders must have the option to proactively
use force to protect the lives of our citizens.

What we have learned over the past three decades is our strategies cannot be
based on the naive assumption that governments or groups committed to
both sponsoring terrorism and acquiring weapons of mass destruction won’t
use them. September 11, 2001 taught us there is no red line the terrorists
won’t cross.

We need to keep in mind no matter how many incentives or disincentives we
develop some terrorists are intent on our destruction no matter the cost.
Diplomacy which is not backed up by military might is meaningless.
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However, as the Commission points out we may have been relying too much
on military power and have neglected traditional instruments of soft power,
such as intense dialogue and diplomacy.

With this in mind I look forward to the testimony from our distinguished
witnesses, and I hope Mr. Chairman we will hear from other groups and
commissions about their views on how to improve our national strategy in
an environment where terrorist cells may be more of a threat than unfriendly
nations.
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Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Shays.

Ms. McCollum, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. McCoLLuMm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I won’t take all
5 because I am hoping we will have an opportunity for robust ques-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your kinds words and let
you know that it has been an honor to serve as a member of the
Smart Power Commission along with our House colleague, Mac
Thornberry, who is here with us today. I want to publicly thank
our witnesses today, Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye, for their
leadership as Co-Chairs of the Commission.

The Center for Strategic and International Studies took the chal-
lenge of exploring America’s current standing in the world and how
to put forward a concrete recommendation to restore America’s
leadership using all of the tools in our strategic and foreign policy
toolbox. I want to stress again, this study looked at America’s
standing in the world and what we need to do to change America’s
standing in the world to where it was only a few short years ago,
one of respect, one of hope, one of optimism.

We are the world’s largest military. We are the world’s greatest
military power. We are the world’s greatest economic power. Yet,
in January 2009, the next President who will be leading our Nation
will face tremendous challenges in this world. The world commu-
nity wants U.S. leadership, not unilateral power where we dictate
and expect other countries to yield to our policies.

The Smart Power report makes recommendations for America’s
re-engagement in the world, using our capacity to improve lives
and, by doing so, we create security and inspire hope. In short,
again, we must use our power to once again become a world in
which America is admired, a world in which America is once
against respected and wanted as a partner.

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues in Congress will take this
report seriously. Next year as we commence looking at the fiscal
year 2009 the new President will inherit, I hope these rec-
ommendations are carefully considered in the future by this Con-
gress, and I thank you so much again for having this hearing but
including the Smart Power report as part of it.

I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Betty McCollum follows:]
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Congresswoman Betty McCollum
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs
“Smart Power and the U.S. Strategy for Security in a Post 9/11 World”
November 6, 2007

Mr. Chairman, it has been an honor to have served as a member of the “Smart
Power Commission” along with our House colleague Mac Thornberry, and | want
to publicly thank our witnesses today, Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye, for
their leadership as co-chairs of the commission.

The Center for Strategic and International Studies took on the challenge of
exploring America’s current standing in the world and how best to put forth
concrete recommendations to restore American leadership using all the tools in
our strategic and foreign policy tool box.

This nation is the world’s greatest military power. We are the greatest economic
power.

Yet, in January 2009, the next president will be leading a nation that faces
tremendous challenges in the world.

The world community wants U.S. leadership, but not unilateral power where we
dictate and expect other countries and peoples to yield o our policies.

This Smart Power report makes recommendations for America’s reengagement
in the world using our capacity to improve lives, create security and inspire hope.

In short, we must use our power to become, once again, the America the world
admires, respects and wants as a partner.

Mr. Chairman, | hope my colleagues in Congress {ake this report seriously.

Next year, as we commence looking at the Fiscal Year 2009 the new president
will inherit, | hope these recommendations are considered carefully.

Thank you.
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Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Ms. McCollum. Because your col-
leagues are so taking this seriously, they are going to all forego
their statements. They have 5 days to place their statements on
the record.

We would like to go right to our witnesses, if we could. I want
to begin by introducing our panel.

The Honorable Richard L. Armitage, Secretary Armitage has a
distinguished record of service in our country including as a deco-
rated Vietnam veteran, as an Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs from 1983 to 1989 and as Deputy
Secretary of State from 2001 to 2005. Secretary Armitage is cur-
rently president of Armitage International.

Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Ph.D., Dr. Nye, Dean Nye served our country
as chairman of the National Intelligence Council from 1993 to 1994
and as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs from 1994 to 1995. He has also served as dean of Harvard
Kennedy School of Government. Dean Nye is one of the foremost
foreign policy authors of our day, having written books such as Soft
Power: The Means to Success in World Politics.

Welcome to you both.

It is the policy of our subcommittee to swear you in before you
testify.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. TIERNEY. The record will please reflect that both witnesses
answered in the affirmative.

Mr. SHAYS. Would we note that Mr. Armitage was slow in getting
out of his chair? [Laughter.]

Mr. TIERNEY. He is bigger than I am. You can notice if you want.

Your full written reports will be put on the record, and I believe
with unanimous consent we can put a copy of the entire prepublica-
tion report in as well.

We will give you 5 minutes, but we would like to be a little flexi-
ble on that. We understand this report is very important, and we
would like very much to hear from each of you. So, please proceed.

STATEMENTS OF RICHARD L. ARMITAGE, COMMISSION ON
SOFT POWER, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTER-
NATIONAL STUDIES; AND JOSEPH S. NYE, JR., PH.D., UNIVER-
SITY DISTINGUISHED SERVICE PROFESSOR, KENNEDY
SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. ARMITAGE

Mr. ARMITAGE. Chairman, I am delighted. I will take 2 minutes
rather than the 5.

I am delighted again to be in front of Mr. Shays, a man of great
conscience. I know from my own personal experience with him dur-
ing the run-up and aftermath of Iraq, the way he did his business,
I think, was a great lesson to me in how to be involved in good gov-
ernance.

Ms. McCollum and Mr. Thornberry, it is good spending the day
with you, and I am the better for it.

Mr. Chairman, let me tell you what this report is about. This re-
port is about prolonging and preserving our American preeminence
as a force for good as long as is humanly possible. It is a report
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about how to complement U.S. military and economic might which
must not only be maintained but strengthened with greater focus
on American soft power which, in our view of the Commission, has
atrophied in recent years.

Mr. Chairman, as you mentioned, after 9/11, we started export-
ing something that was foreign to us. It was strange. We were ex-
porting our fear and our anger, showing a sort of snarling face to
the world rather than the more traditional exports that Ms. McCol-
lum spoke about of hope, of optimism and opportunity.

Now, we on the Commission believe that at the core of the prob-
lem is that we have made the War on Terror the central component
of our global organization.

To be sure, terrorism is real and it is a growing threat, but the
fact of the matter remains that, absent access to WMD, the terror-
ists do not pose an existential threat to our way of life. They can
hurt us. They have hurt us. They will try to hurt us again, but
they can’t change our way of life. However, we can change our way
of life by the way we react to them.

If we react through the excessive use of force or rejection of poli-
cies that are important to our friends and to our allies, if we ap-
pear to put ourselves above international legal norms, that encour-
ages rather than counters terrorist recruitment overseas.

Through some of our counter-terrorism policies, we have estab-
lished a reputation for holding a double standard. That, indeed, has
hurt our ability to engage certain partners and allies. We have to
strike that balance between the use of force against violent extre-
mism and other means of combating terrorism.

Today, more than ever, after 6 years of war, our military is over-
stretched, and they are weary. Our military is still the best in the
world, but it needs to be reset. However, investments in our mili-
tary should not come at the expense of investments in our civilian
tools of power nor vice versa. I guess what I am saying is we need
guns and butter.

I will stop there, Mr. Chairman, and turn it over to Joe.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Armitage follows:]
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SUMMARY

Ameriea’s i and influence are indecling

arouad: the world, To maintain 2 leading rolein

global affairs, the United States must move from
eliciting fear and anger to inspiting optimism and
hope.

In 2006, CSIS launched a bipagtisan - Comimis-
ston on Siart Power to develop a vision 10 guide
America’s global engagement This reportlars out
the commnission’s findings and a discrete ser of
recommendations for how the next president of

the United States, regardiess of poliu
mplement a seart power strategy.

The United States must become @ starter power
: gain lnvesting in the global good-—pro-
viding things people and governments in all quar-

s of the workd want but cannot attala in the
ican feadership, By complement-
and economic might with ¢

sater
id the
um&mk it needs to tackle tough global chal-

s in soft power, Ametica can bui

lenges,

Specitically, the United States should focus on five

critical areas:

ces, ¢ E e oy The
ies’ must reinvigorate” the allfances,

p:}ri‘nét:«h%;}x‘, and institutions that serve our in-
tcenpury

terests and
challeng

'l(f p us {0 meet ?\\(“IN\'

8.

evating the fole of dével-
opment in LS can hielp the Ualted
States align tesown interests with the aspir:
of people around the workl,

& Global
im‘mgﬁ polic

o

# Public diplomacy: Bringing tﬁrusm populations
to our side depends on hudlding long-term, peo-
ple-to-people relationships, *mrt;ctt%n&; AMong

youth.

o Continued engagement
\;mmth

B Frogomie ‘a’i(\

with the global economy s necessary
and prosperity, but the benefits of free trade must
be expanded o include those left behind ac home
and abroad,

andd climate nﬁ ange require \mmc an Eu
1o help establish global consensus and develop in-
;\(‘;\':\xiﬁ'c solutions.

Implementing a smart pow
sstent of ho

mént is organized, coordinated, xm% bm wzui
The next president should consider ® vumbes
eative solutions to maximive. the adminis-

aize fOF & including

I
the 2‘%{‘)&?0&3‘}{!3‘&31‘&{ of yenior per

on's ability 1 o

o

i whe conld

agencies 1o better-align sttategy and

reach Ao
resources.
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is 2 country of big fdeas anad common
nse. A big iden was saying that we would put
A ynan o the moon. Common sense wag koow-
ing which complex tasks would achieve that goal
and putting in place a stracture to accomplish
thery. We have been fortunate as
when the chips have heen dows, we have found
leaders who possess the vision 10 see what the

A naton that

wotld could be and the good sense to know what
it will take to get the

Th
and women have lif

vision and determination of thes - foen

s and people

pd up Amerd
all over the world in ways that few would have
ever dreamed. The rest of the world continues
0 look to us for our naigue blend of optimism
and pragmatism,

We have all s
truch of the wo

a the poll numbers and know that
dd today is not happy with Amer-
fean leadership. Bven traditional allics have ques-
foned American values and inrerests, wondering

whether they are compatible with their own, We
do not have to be loved, but e will never be able

als and keep Americans safe

wacedmplish our
without mutual respect,

There is 2 moment of ‘opportanity. today- fog

38 sl

our politeal lead
that balinces o wiser interfiationalisin with the

iEona big ided
§

desive for protection at homé: Washington may
befacreasingly divided; but Ameéricans aré unis

fied in wanting to improve thelr counfry’s imige

in the woild and their-own potential for gaod..

We see the same hunger in other
a more balanced Ameérican approach amd revi-
talized American interestin a Broader range of
issties than just terrorisivg And we hear ¢
where that every serious problent in the wor
demands ULS

RIRIER

¢y

. involvément

OF course, we all know the challenges before us.
The center of gravity in world affaies is shifring
to Asfa. The threat America faces from nuclesr
proliferation; terrosist prganizations with, glob-
al reach, and weak and reckle
be easily contained and is unlikely to diminish
in our lifetime. As the oaly global superpower,
We st mdng

5 states caanot

ge- mualtiple crises simultancously

where regional competitors can’ focus thelr at:
tention and efforts. Avglobatized world: means
cs-of prosperity. can guickly become

These challenges put a premivim on strergthen-

ing capable sta
stirations. In this complex and dynaticwe
changing demands, we greatly beoeht from hav-
infrallies; alltanices, and institutions thay Can higlp
rmianage problems. But we can ao-fongerafford
“tosel the warld through: only & stare
perspective. Starehood can bea fiction that hides
dangers lurking beneath: We need neve stat

, alliatees, partacrshif

ORI

FOREWORD 3



thatallow us to conrend with nonestate actors and

new capabilities to address faceless threats—Iike
energy insecurity, global fingncial instability, cli-
mate change, pandemic disease——that know no
borders. We need methods and institutions that
can adapt 1o new sources of power and griev-
ance almost certain to atise.

Military power vpically the bedrock of a
nation’s power. It is understandable that due-
ing a time of war we place primary emphasis on
modlitary might. Bug we have learned ducing the

for

past five vears that this is an inadequate basis
sustaining American power over time. America’s
power draws just as much from the size of its
population and the strength of its economy as
from the vitality of our civic culture and the ex-
cellence of our ideas. These other attributes of
power become the more important dimensions,

A year ago, We approached two of ouwr trust-
ces—Joe Nye and Rich Armitage-—to chair 2
CSIS Commi
of issufng 4 teport one year before the 2008 elec-

ssion on Smart Power; witha goal

dons. We imposed the deadline for two reasons.
First, we stll have a year with the Bush presiden-
cy whereiir these Important initiatives can be fur-

thered. Second; looking 2

ought to: pla

head o the next presi-

ce before candidates of

botl- patties a et of ideas that would stréngthen

Ameticas international standing,

This. excellent commission has combined that
e

sential Américan attribute—outlining a truly
big idea and identifying practical, tangible ac-
tions that would help implement the idea. How
Aimerica become the  welcomed world
tructive tnternational ageada
for the twenty-first century? How do we restore

does

leader for'a cor

the full spectrum of our national power? How

do we bécome a smart pow

4 CSIS SMART POWER
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Thi
we recommend to set us on that path, CSISs

report identifies a series of specific actions

strength has always been its deep roots in Wash-
tablishment. The

ington’s defense and security
nature of security today is that we need o con-
ceive of it more broadly than at any time before.
\‘

day’s central question is not simply whether we

the commission’s report rightly states, “To-

s than are

are capturing or killing more terros
being recruited and teained, but whether we are
providing motre opportunities than our eneries
can destroy and whether we are addressing more
grievances than they can record.”

There is nothing weak abour this approach, Itis
pragmatic, optimistic, and quite frankly, Ameti-
can, We were twice victims on 9/11 Initially we

who flew air

2

were victimized by the terro
planes into buildings and killed American cid-
zens and foreigners resident in this country. But

los-

we victirnized ourselves the second time by

ing our national confidence and optimism. The

ues inherent in our Constitution, educational

nstitutions, economic system, and role as re-
spected leader on the world stage are wo widely
admired for emerging leaders abroad to run
away for good. By becoming a smarter power,

we could bring them back sooner.

What is required, though, is not only leadership

that will keep Ameri safe from another at-

tack, but leadership that can communicate to
and
to the United States.
The Commission on Smart Power nembers have

Americans and the world “that the safet

prosperity of others mat

spoken to such a confident, inspiring

)

and practi-
cal vision. { am sure they will niot be the last.



This report i about power and how America

wields it in the world.

as been avwar for s

The United States vears
now, During this time, debates over the best
use of Ametican power have tended o focus
¢ on fighting in Iraq and on
the struggle against terrorists and violent ex:
ul tools to
oy What
play? These quéstions

almost exclusive

sremaism. Do we have the strategy o

succeed? What would constitute vi

role should our military

have defied easy answers and divided a weary
but determined nation.

The war debates will continue inito 2008 and be-
youd, This report, to the extent possible, seeks
to replace the natrow leas focused on lraq and

terrorism with a broader one that looks at U
s world.
g policy

sals, st
What p
in the ne

rategies, and influence in toda

neiples should puide
el

whmintsteation?

Che view, and the collective view of this com-

mission, s that the United States must become

a smarter pow-
er - by
g once again

invest-

i the - global
goode—provid-

ing things tha
people and gov-

erpunents in all
quarters of the world want but cangor attain in
the absence of American leadership. By comple-
s military and economic might with

menting

gredter lnvestments 1018 sof powen America

can build the framewosk i néeds o tackle tough

plobal challenges.

foseph SN

Specifically; the United States should foens on
five critical areas:

weiit! Developing a unified ap-
ng with public healty

# Public dip v: Improving s O inter
national knowledge and learning:

¥ Fronomic integration: Increasing the benefits
of trade for all people;
# Technolog i Adldressing cli-

ENEIEY INSecuriy

Investing in the global good is not chardey, Te is
smart foreign policy. America’s allies ook o it
for id

arxd solutions, oot lectures,

The goal of US. foreign policy should be to pro-
an
agent for good. Achieving this goalis impossible

long and preserve American preemitence as

without strong sod willing allies and parisers
who ¢an help the United States 1o deterinine and
acton priotities. )

America should have “higher “ambitions than
being popular, but foreign opinion wmatters “to

Sodwill and brings acceptance for unpopular

ventures. Helping other nations and - individu-

“the “best way to

theis aspigations
strengthen America’s reputation abroad.

Thisapproach will recuice a shiftinhow the US,
: willak

s about secid

governmient thin ¢
ways havé our enemdes; and we canrot abandon
one Coercive. tools, Resering the niilitary after
sixoyears of waeis of cutical importance: But

INTRODUCTION - 5



UBLICATION DRAFT

bolstering American soft power makes America

stronger. The US, povernment must develop the

means to grow its soft power and harness the
dynagaism found within civil saciery and the pri-

vate sector

> must build on Ametica’s traditional sources
of strength in a principled and realistc fash-
ion. With new energy and direction, the Unired
States could use its great power for even greater
serve Americat

purposes and in the prog;

55 L

values and interests far into the future.

of

Power is the ability o tofluence the behavio
others to geta des

red outcome, Historieally, pow-
er has been measured by such criteria as popula-
tion size and tersitory, nariral

LGS, CConom-

ic strength, military force, and social stabiliny.

Hard power enables countries 1o wield carrots

and sticks to get what they want. The Pentagon’s
billion

budget for FY2008 is more than §7°
and growing, many tmes more than the near
estcompetitor. The United States has the worlds
largest economy, and more than a thisd of the
top 500 global companies are American. There
is no other global powe

and yet American hard

power does not alvays transiate into influence.

The effectiven:

of any power resonree depends

Sources of

first on conte

ength change over

cal advances

time. Despite American technolog
that have made weapons more precise, they have

also becomme more destructive, theteby incre:
{ using military
Modern communications technology has

tng the political and social ¢
fore
diminished the fog of war, but also heightened

Trends

and atomized political consclousn:
suchias these have made power less tangible and
coetcion Jess effective, Machiavelli said it was

& CSIS SMART POWER
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safer to be feared than to be loved. Today, n the
global information age, it is betrer to be both,

Soft power is the ability to attract people to our
side without coercion. Legitimacy is central to
soft power. If a people ot nation believes Ameri-
can objectives to be legitimate, we are more lkely
w persuade them to follow ouwr lead without v

fog threats and bribes. Legitimacy can also re-

duce oppositon—and the costs—of wsing hard

power when the stuation demands, Appealing

o other

" values, interests and preferences can,
in certain ciroumstances, replace the dependence

on carrots and sticks, Cooperation s always a
matter of degree, and t is profoundly influenced

by attraction.

This is evident in the changing nature of conflict
5 including in Trag and against al Qaeda.

iional conflict, once the enemy is van~
guished militarily, he is likely to sue for perce.
But many of the organizations against which we
are fighting control no texritory, hold few assers,
for each one thatis killed.

and sprout new leaders

Victory in the raditioaal sease is elusive.

Militaries are well snited o defeating states, but

mstruments to Aghr weas,

they are often poc o

Today, ¥ictory depends on attracting foreign
populations to our side and helping them to
build capable, democratic states. Soft power is
essential to winning the peace. It is easier o at-
tract people to democracy than w0 coerce them

o be democratic.
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e

in the
it
and soft

Since America tose on-the world. stag
late nineteenth and early twentieth Cenitie

has wielded 2 distinctive blend of ha

power. Despite nineteenth-century military ad-

ventures in the Western hemisphere and in the
Philippines, the US, military ha
of building a color

1ot been put in

the servie il empire in the
manner of Huropean milinares. Particularly since
World War 11, America has sought to pramote

rules and order in a world in which e continues

to be nasty, brutish, and

of tnhabitans.

hort for the majority

American sources of soft power are plentiful
Soft power is more than mere cultural power, al-
though the appeal of Hollrwood and American

products can play a role in inspiring the dreams

arid ‘desives.of others. Sources include the poli-
cal valtis and-ideas enshrined i the Constite
tion and Bill of Righrs, US.
echriomic and. educational

5}"5“31“5‘ })QIS(,"I\AI CONLACTS
and -~ exchinges, | and - Bur:
mewhit | reluctanit . pac
ipation aad Jeadership. in
institutions: thet, help shape

the global agenda One o

the biggest sources of LS sblt poteer Is quite

simply Ameriea’y obviong success a5 & pation

Woteveryorie looks forward toa more infe

nected and tolerant world.These ideas can be

TON-

thécatening to those who consider their way of
. Those who
ten the very
people who seek 1o fight Arrierica and it allles.

life to be under siege by the'W

feel this divide most strongly are-o

‘veéar than any other country; and hundieds of

Yet the United States atgracts-more " than. four
times the number of foreign immigrants eve

thousands of foreigh scholars and students as
11 Ametica’
an important sonrce of s soft poy
strength and vitaliy in the Amerd-
can civic spirit of eppottunity, wlerance, souata]

ation is

W history as an immigeant ©

er, There is

an eRermo

espect, and shared comiitmentand in 2 econ-
omy that reweards innovation and hard work. For
people everywhere, the United Statés can be a
for a better life.

partie

it 1

Smart power is neither hard nor soft
the skillful combinadon of both

Strvart power

means developing an iategrated strategy, fe-

¢t achiove. A

source base, and tool wan
objectives, deawing on both hard and soft power
Ttis an approach that underscores, the necessity
henvily i
alliances, partnerships, and institations:at Al fev-

of a strong military, but also laves

rican influence and establish

els to expand Ame

the legitimacy of Atnerican
action. Providing. for the
global good-is Yentral to
it helps
il over-

-this-effort:beea

Aineriea recot

whelming

crwithy the

festob. the whle
and values.

Elernents of this approach exist. today m US
fe 1

and istinitional: grounding: Threg thain vbsta-

they but lack s cohesive rationale

o e
I PO

cles éxist,

sl
oivhard power because tr-is' the mist divdiet and

foreign policy has tendeda beérrely

visible source of American stength, The Penta-
ek wem

gon-18-the best trained’ and besk esous

INTRODUCTION. 7
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of the federal government. As a result, it tends
to fill every void, even those that civilian instruw-
ménts should BIL America must retain its militacy
superiority, but in today’s context, there ate limits
to what hard power can achieve on its owa,

Second, US. foreign policy i sdll strugeling to
develop soft power instruments, Diplotnatic tools
and foreign assistance are often directed toward

International Affairs Funding, 198

states, which increasingly compete for power with
non-state actors within their borders. Diplomacy
and foreign assistance ate often underfunded
and underused, These tools are neglected in part
because of the difficulty of demonstrating their
short-term impact on critical challenges.

It should come as no surprise that some of the
best-funded and most appreciated soft power

2006

e

Digeretionary budget authority {dollars in

W

X H D o N3 & M
3 ) B $ vt
FF @ P

rangs activities

e

&
&8

R S T T TET R N SRS
F @SS

S Conduct of foreign affalrs @ Ecoriomichumanitarian assistance

Total inflation-adiusied 1986 dollars

8 (SIS SMART POWER
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tools have been humanitarian operations carged

out by the US, military such as ssunami celief

in Asiz and the earthquake response in Pakistan,
since these operations produced results that were
cleat, measurable, and unsssatlable. Wiekling soft
power is especially ditheuly, however, be

a’s soft power resources be outs

RIS

many of Amer

side of government in the private sector and
e

its particips

il society, in its bilateral alliances, or through

ion in muddinteral instiotions.

Thied, US. foreign policy institutions and. per-
sonnel are fractured and - compartmentalized.
5. Clviliag

Military personnel do hard power ta

personnel do power - tasks.. Coordination,

wely

whete there is any, happens either at a ¢

low level ov efse at the very highest levels of gov-

erament—hoth. typically: in crisis settings that
drive vut long-range planning. Stovepiped insti-

tutional cultures inhibit joint action

Mote thought should also be put into sequene-
ing and integrating hard and Soft power instrue
ments, pat ting theater.
Some elements of this approach are alicady oc-
curring in the conduct of ongoing counterin-
surgency, nation building, sad ¢ounterterrorism
cs that depend ctitically but only

tarly in the same ope

operations-—ias
partially on hard power,

The United States hasin its past-wielded hard:

*threats posed by violent nos

and soft power in concert, with edch. contribs

“of principles

uting a nee
We used hard power to deter the Soviet Union
during the Cold War and soft power 1o rebuild

Japan and Burope with the Marshall Plan and

to establish nstitutions and . notms that have

become the core of the international system.

P

Today’s context presents a unique set of. chal-

lenges, however, and requires a hew way of
thinking about Ametican power.

The twenty-first contuey presents. @ number of

unique foreign policy chialleages for today’s deci-

stonmakers. These cb

allenges exist at an interna-

tional, transnatonal, and global level.

Despite America’s status as the lone global pow-

er, the durability of the current international or-

&

der is uhcertain, America must hcip find 2 way
for todayy norms and instituons 1o gcCommo-
date. risthg powers that may hold a-different set
and. values. Furthermote, coun-

s invested in the current order may waiver-in

{on to minimize the

their commitment o take

state acte
giotal powers who challenge this order,

The information age has beightened pulitical
consciousaess, but alse made political group-
ings ess coliesive, Stnallyadaptable; tansaition-
alnetworks have access w tolsof destucton

INTRODUCTION - 9
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thatare increasiagly cheap, easy to coneeal; and
more readily available. Although the integration
of -the global economy has brought tremen-
dous benefits, vectors of prosperity have also
become vectors of instability. Threats such as
pandemic disease and the collapse of financial
markets are more distrtbuted and more likely to
arise without warning,

The threat of widespread physical harm to the
¥ )

planet posed by nuclear catastrophe has exdsted

for half a century, though the realization of the

threat will become moare likely as the mumber of

{\UC%CQY \V{T?\p()ﬂfw states {ﬂfre’

. The potental

security challenges posed by climate change raise

the possibility of an entirely new set of threats

for the United States w consider.

The next administration will need a strategy that
speaks to each of these challenges. Whatever
specific approach it decides to take, two princi-
ples will be certain:

Figst, an extra dollar spent on hard power will
ctra dollars worth of
Ir is difficult o know how to lavest

sarily bring an ¢

wisely when there is not a budget based on 4

strategy - that specifies tade-offs among instru-
ments, Moreover, hard power capabilides are a
necessary but insufficient guarantee of security

in today’s context.

Second, success and failure will turn on the abili-
ty to win new allies and strengthen old ones both
in government and civil society. The key & not
the United States kills, but

how many enemis

3

how many allies it grows.

States and” fon-state actors who improve their
ability to-draw in allies will gain competitive ad-

environment. Those wha

vantages - ia - today’s

alienate: potential friends will stand at greater

10 CSIS SMART POWER
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risk, Terrorists; for instance, depend on-their
ability to atteact support from the crowd at least
as much- as their ability 1o destroy the enemy’s
will to fight.

Since its founding, the United States has been

willing to fght for universal ideals of liberty,

equality, and justice. This higher puspose, sus-
tained by military and economic might, attracted
people and governments to our side through two
world wars and five decades of the Cold War
Allies accepted that American interests may not
I

ership was still critical to realizing a2 more peace-

ahways align eatirely with their own, but US. lead-

tul and prosperous world.

There have been times, however, when America’s
sense of purpose has fallen out of step with the
world, Since 3/11, the United States has been
exporting fear and anger rather than more tradi-

tional values of hope and optimism. Suspicions
of American power have run deep. Even tradi-
tional allies have questioned whether Ametica is

hiding behind the righteousness of its ideals to
pursue some other mative,

As the cote of the problem is that America h
made the war on tesror the cential component of
its global engagement. This isnot a partisan cri-
tigque, not a Pollyannaish appraisal of the threats
facing America woday. The threat from terror-

ists with global reach and ambition is real It is

likely to be with us for de

ades. Thwarting their
hateful intentions is of fundamental importance
and must be met with the sharp tip of America’s

sword. On this there can be no-serious debate.
But excessive use of force can actually abet ter-
rorist recruitment among local populations. We

ike a balance between the useof force

must s
against irreconcilable extremists: committed to
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violent struggle and other mieans of countering
terrorism i we want to maintain our legitimacy.

What is also apparent six years afrer Seprember
11 15 that a broader and more durable consen-
sus is required o wage this siraggle ar home and
abroad, The 2008 election cycle will fnevitably
bring forth partisan jockeyiog conceening which
candidate and pacty will keep Americans most
safe. This is 2 healthy and impormant debate, but
one that should not preclude a bipartisan com-
al theeat
. Such

mitment to recognize and meet the gle

posed by terrogists and violent extrens
a commitment ought to be built upon the fol-

lowing four principl

¢ on the ol

Fi

fenstee in countering terrorlst hims abroad, but

American leadets should s

must also refuse ro overrespond to thelr provo-
cations. More attention ought o go toward pre-
o weapons of mass

venting terorists’ ac
desteuction, bt short of such 4 nightmare sce-
thal threat to the

nari, terrntisty pose no’ exisle

United States. Thedr” ool hope-—and  indeed;

their intended plan—dis to use d soreof “u
¥

effect” in which they entice a fatpe, powerful nav

don such as the United States tooverrenct and

Arrerica snust
aye

make choices that hurt ourselve
st falling into teaps that have g

CONIOUULNCES %}Q‘—}‘Q“d the costs of

stiategic
aved;

any i
small-scale attack, regardless of the individua

pain they mae cause,

and collective

Second, American leadérs pught to eliminate the
syinbols that have come 6 represent the image
., unjust America. The
rizaton does not

of an intolerant, abus

unfairness of such a characte

minimize s persuasive power abroads Closing

the Guasmname Bay detention center i3 an ob-
vious starting point
disassociation from torure and pri

and should lead toa broader
baer abuse.

Guantapamo's vers nce undermines Amer-
ica’s ability to carey forth a message of principled
optimism and hope. Although closing Guanta-
imple matter, no legal
constraint is insurmountable tf it be
v of Aimerican leadership, and p

namo will be no orprac-
i

a priox

ks tal

Aning

for its closure should begin well before the next

president takes office.

Guantanmno s expending. polit
end:the ive effect of the Tstackt Pal
affict: The U
readitional vole ag an ¢ffe

jan

¢d Srates st

in-the Middle Bast, recopnizdng thar all par
nian conflic
etul sols
tion. Althdugh we cannot want peace more thaa
the parties themselves, we caniot be inditter-
ent 16 the widespread suffering that this conificy
perpetdtes, nor the: passionate: feelings that'it
arouses o all sides Many have rightly made thiy
recommendation before, aud many will do so'in

svolved inthe Tsraeh-Pal

4 responuibility to bring abour a’ pes

INTRODUCTION %



the future until a just peace can be vealized. In the
Middle East and elsewhere, effective American
miediation confers global legitimacy and is a viral
source of ity smart power.

Fourth, American leaders must provide the

world with a positive vision greater than the

wat ou terror. Ameri-

cans need a shared
atm to strive {or, not
simply a tactic to fight
Efforts

posecounferters

against, o

s

operations as a global
struggle between the

forces of freedom

forces of tyranny and the
have not succeeded in drawing the world 0
our side. Freedom has always been part of the
American narrative and should continue 1o be
s0, but too maay in the Muslim world continue

to read the war on terror as a war on Islam.

Rather than unintentonally provoke a clash

of civilizations, America’s purpose should be

ation of civilizations and

to promote the ele

individuals.

In short, success in battling terrorism and re-

3

storing Ametica’s greatness depends on finding

a new central premise for . foreign policy to
replace the war on terror. Taking its place should

be an American committment to providing tor the

global goad:. Such an approach derives from our

principles, supports our interests, and strength-

s our S{.‘&‘,Hf’ii}i

Amertea is likely 1o remain the preponderant
powet i world politics after Iraqg, but it will have
to: reengage other countries to share leadership.

America’s position as the lone global power is

12 CSI5 SMART POWER
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unlikely to list forever, and the United Srates
must find ways of transforming its power into a
moral consensus that ensures the willing accep-
tance if not active promotion of our values over
time. This will requite combining hatd and soft
power into a smart power strategy of working
for the global good. America must learn to do
things that others want
and cannot do them-

selves, and to do soina

cooperative fashion.

Despite the exploita-

ton  and | inequites

inherent w0 colonwl-
istmy, the United States can learn a lesson from
clements of Great Britain’s strategy in the nine-
teenth century, when it was the world’s foremost
power. Great Britain took the lead in maintaining
the balance of power in Eutope, promoting an

international gconomic tem and maint

ning

freedom of the seas, It benefited doubly from

this——{rom the goods themselves and from the

sh power i the eves of

way they legitimized Br v
others. Policies based on broadly inclusive and
far-sighted definitions of national interest are
easfer to make atiractive to people overseas than
policies that take a narrower perspective.

America has played a role in maintaintng in-
ternational order and providing for the global
good since World Wir 1L We took the lead in
creating institutions such as. the United Na-
tions, World Bank, faterpational Monetary
Fund, and the General Agreement on Tar-
ifts and Trade that provided.a framework of
rules for maintaining intertatiosal security and
growing the world economy. This- framework
lias been extended into’ new reabms such as
maritime security, financial markets, space ex-
human

ploration, evberspace, drug trafficking

trafficking and terrovism.



The United States has provided a disproportion-
ate share of the resources to address these chal-
lenges, but has also been the largest benef

ciary.
In the absence of US. leadership, tegional powers
would be unlikely to achieve the same degree of
cooperation because of the difficulties of or

nizing collective action. Although it may be tue
that regional powers enjoy the benefits of this

systern without expending the same resources,

Ametican engagement is critical to any meaning-

ful manifestation of global collective will,

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, there has
been a growing sense in some quarters of the
United States, however, thar providing for the
global good has become less necessary or even
peripheral to the real problems of the day. Par-

ticularly after 9/11, international norms and in-

+d to some to constrain Ameri-

stitutions appe
can behavior in ways that made Americans less
safe. This belief has led to the growing reltance
on US. hard power.

When the United States chooses to oo it alone,
however, it raises doubts about the legitimacy of
Ametican actions and creates widespread anxi-
eties about how we will use our overwhelming

power abroad. Multilateral consultation remains

amofe et Ve Mesns © £ gm:emxing S()f{ Y)if)\\‘i‘i‘

and legitimacy than uidlatéeal asserdons of val-

e of muld-

ues- A\ general presumption i &
lateralism need not be astraightjacker, though.

Working with others. must abways benefit the

&

United States as well.

On the flip side, multlateralism cannot he

maerely a public relations strategy desigred to

provide political cover for anilateral “acton.
No country Hkes to feel manipulated; even by
soft power. Ameried’s infernational reputation
is more of a hyproduct than-aa outcome that

can be brought about through concerted effc

32

Striving for admiration on the wotld stage. for
fts own sake & ignoble and bound to fail The
United Sta it i
the value of winning allies to its side in orderto

must genuinely

achieve its objectives abroad.

STARTINGAT HOME

OIS K‘F()L‘kﬂ we sent a

A part of this cominis
commissioner and staft around the United States
to engage in a ltenitig tour with. the Ametican
people. We called this effort our “Dialogue with
America” What we heard diverged from the cori-
ington of 4 tired and
inward-looking electorate. Instead we heard 2

ventional wisdom in Was
universal desire on the part of ‘Americans to un-
prove their country’s fmage in the word and tap
into its vast potendal for good. Americans from
across the political spectrum believed, however,
that we first aeeded to “get America right” be-
fore we can be credible to the workl

The United States canniot ask the woild ‘to ad-
shave admirably We can-

mire us if we do not

not ask the world to follow oug lead if we prove
ourselves ineffective. One of the rerrible lasting
impressions of Hurricane Kattina is that the US.
governiment is both unfair and ineptio the face
We

have sent the same message internationally with

of real challenges that impact peoples litres
our immigtation policy.

Becoming 2 smarter power requires more . than
changes in policy, though; it requires a greater

inwvestment in human capital &t home Ameéic
education. system iy one of our greatest soft
power assets, and vet there are

signs of lagging

Ametican competitiveriess’in. vital areag ol sci-

“enceand technoloey. We'need to-ensure that we
“are producing workers and citizens who can nn-
“derstand and compete in an increasingly global:

fred world:

INTRODUCTION 13



PRE-PURBLICATION DRJ

America s a great nation. Thete is no reason
why the United States cannot regain ks standing
and influence in the world at the same time as
it builds up its hard power for the twenty-first
century. The five recommendations found within
this report are meant to signal the types of initia-
tives the aext administraton could take to wein-
vigorate America’s soft power, The report beging
with a diagnosis of Ametica’s waning influence
and concludes by looking at soime of the inst-
tutional and budgetary implications of a smary

power strategy.

A smarter, more secure America is one that can
rediscover its greatness as a source of inspiring
ideas and practical solutions for people in all cor-

ners of the workd.

14 CSISSMART POWER
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People and g

¢ fied with American leadership. Allies and
adversaries alike openly ertticize US. policy. One

opinion poll after another has demonstrated that
America’s reputation, standing, and influence
are at all-time lows, and possibly sinking furthex
‘Take just five recent examples:

# A WorldPublicOpinion Poll in fune 2007 found
that majorities in 10 of 15 countries polled did

not tust the United States to nct responsibility.

# A BBC World Service poll'of more than 26,000
people 5 diffecent countr
2007 tevealed that one i fwo
Stawes is playing a riatily

s 1o January
s the United

B

Cnepative role tn the
world

#- A poll cammiissioned by newspapers in

ada;, Britadn and Mexico sueveyed 3,000 people

in late 2006 and fousd that a majority in all-

three countries view President Bush as a threat
to world peace comparable to. Iran’s Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad, North Korea’s Kim Jong 11 and
Hezbollah's Hassan Nasvallah.

#A Zoghy poll of five Middle Hast countres
(Sandi
anon) from late 2006 found that & majority in'all

0 cjaretests anduphold its values?

“Aarierica’
the world matter for the security and. prosper

abin, Egypt, Motoces, Jordan and Leb- - ity of the United States: There is litdle question

five reporred that theic opition of the United
States had gotten worse tn the past year.

revealed in

# The Pew Global Avitudes Project
2006 that there has been a substantial decline in
the opinion of forelgners toward the -American
people stnce 2002, partculatly in Burope.

This oaslaught of negative reporting on how the
world views Ametica prompis three inunediate

questions:

Sre negative views of Ameri-
ent and intense in all regions of the

! ers Do negative views reflecta di-
niinished American ability to achieve s natidnal

v it he fived> I American influence has

waned, what are the mairn causes of s dich
and what-ave the main opportunitics 1o re

cputation, standing; and iafluence in

that “Am \ diminished standing abrond has

P2
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meant that the United States has had dncreased

difficulty in accomplishing ity goals. For foreign
leaders, standing alongside US, policy has often

of death.” The Turkish
parliament’s decision to refuse to allow American

appeared to be the

troops to usé its tertitory as 4 staging ground for
the invasion of frag in 2003 had grave conse-

quences for US. policy.

s Paradoxicals
meris

3 Uinian hastetied
) declining statuge, ‘ ax é}t’l&t‘(}»
Ametica srood alone as the towering superpower
on the wotld stage, while Cold War allies; im‘fﬁas-

henthe (ftﬁt{

fanceor sesurity

triply less dependent on UiSasst

guaraatees, stacted o resent Amierica’s anbounds

ed dominance, This camie at 4 time wheg

ca’s economy was bootning
unstoppable. Wordd leaders- decried - Aterics

“hyperpower” and spoke openly of “creating a

o in the Arab and Muslim
s will require o strategy

rends, ev

verse thes
world: Dodng so, howe
that strikes 2 new balance between the use of hard
and soft power and that integrates these elements
it 2 smarter approach to the main challeages fac-

ing the United Seares and the global commuaity

How did the United States lose the stature and
good will it had accumulated during the Cold
War and in its immediate aftecmath? Surely the

war it Trage—hugely unpopular during the run-
up to war five yvears back and even more so to-
day—is 2 major factor, But this is too convenlent
and superficial an explanation. America’s deterio-
rating esteem started well before the wir in Iragq
and will not be res i v ending that
conflict. There are at least five s causes

of America’s declining influence:

abroad view the United States as the mais pro-

et
Enton-and

the

multipolar world o counterbalance
Seates, The subsequent collapse of
the burst of the financial bubble ded
toa widely held sentiment that America’s power
base was Hawed and even llegitinare:

dot-com”

rechnological advances in communication

obal, tistantasecus telephone and Int

A g ;
siee)-transportation  (such-as. the container
teaton of . cargo shipments and the growth ol

ate-trangportation), and: financial secvices trans-
formed the world economy during the past two

Cdecades. Suddenly the rules changed; opening

‘great “bpportunites ia virwally evérycouniey

‘Butglobalization alsé-introduced forces into 5o+
¢ that threatened existng notms and set off
st and painful domestic adjustmg fany

moter of - globalization and blame Aénerca for

PART 1 DIAGNOSIS 19



jobs lost and what they perceive as an assanlt on
thetr traditions and culeore.

COMIents

.
ALl e

€

reational sapy

The United States has rejected a number of re-
cent international inftiatives that were popular
abroad but lacked concerted support inside the
United States. These included the Kyoto Proto-
col on climate change, the International Criminal
Court, the Mine Ban Treaty and the Convention
on the Rights of the Child. Because the United
States did not always deliver on the promise to
offer superior alternatives to these initiatives,
many abroad began to view America as rejec
on matters that en-

HONISL, opposing prog

the

joved broad international appeal. Similed
credibility and authority of the United Natons
have grown in many nations avound the world, a
significant part of the United States—ightdy or

wrongly-—continues to view the Unired Natons
as an institation in decling, Many nations” have
begun to look to the United Nations as a venue
to constrain America’s unbounded power since
the Cold War, adding to Amerdca’s estrange-
ment.

W A response o 9711 Americans w
shocked that terrovists, hiding among us - for
months;. plotted. the surprise attack on 9711
Ooce » proud and confident sation, suddenly
America’ became angey and - frightened. We re-
stricted access to visas and surrounded our em-

20 CSIS SMART POWER

ies with concréte barriers and barbed ‘wire.
We demanded forelgn countties accept Ameri-
can customs inspectors at their shipping ports,

implying that they could not be trusted o keep

bombs from exploding in American cities. We

embraced a simplistic “you are either with us or
against us” approach and applied it o complex
situations that demanded a mote sophisticated
policy response. And we adopted a new set of
procedures in the “global war on terrorism™—
secret prisons in foreign countries, secret “rendi-
tion” of suspecis, detention of “unlawful enemy
combataats™ without judicial review, warrantless
and unsupervised electronic surveillance proce-
dutes, and “enhanced interrogation procedures”
that the world believes constitutes torture. In
short, we adopted methods that we had previ-
ously decried when used by other govermments,
fueling a widespread belief that we hold a double
standard.

8 Poreptions of U

Throughout the Cold War, America projected
an image of vast technical competence. We sent
human beings to the moon. We coordinated the
eradication of small pox. We conducred win-
ning wars in Traq in 1991 and Kosovo in 1999
that demonstrated a twweting technical profi-
ciency. We projected an image 1o the workd that
we could master almost any technical problem.
But recently we have projected 4 different image.
Our weak response to the catastrophe caused by
Hurricane Katrina and our fnability o restore
civil order and basic services such as electricity,
water, and sanitation to Iraq created the impres-
sion that America may have lost some of s
technical edge,

Taken together, these factors: have produced a
startling erosion of standing i the wortld: To be

sure, as our CSIS scholars identified: in the te-

glonal surveys that follow] Ametica still enjoys



a strong reputation in many parts.of the world.
People may not like America’s current policies ot
teaders, but there is still a strong attraction 1@ thee
iden of America. The United States is saill seen
52 land of opportunity and as the nation that

must Tead i there are to be solutions o global

probleins.

CSIS regional scholars assessed how various

countties and regions view the United States and
the corresponding effect on US. influence. The
result is a more complex picture than suggested
by poll numbets or by the notion that electing a
new president and withdrawing troops from Irag
will automatically restore America’s standing in
the world.
Europe )
The ttansatlantic relationship has long been one
of the strongest partnerships in the international
system. The United States cannot addeess global
challenges without Burope’s active tnvolvement,
but many Butopeans today have a diminished
sense of the alliance,

The toots of this sepatation lie in - divergent

mients from the 19908 and diffedag

=3

thieat uses

lesgons from. the Kosovo!intervention. The re-

tationship was further strathed in the early days
of the Bush adiministadons with the decision

withdraw from the Anti-Ball ile trenty
rejection of - the Kyoto Protocol, and faiture to

join the International Crimdnal Court

The run-up o and waging of - the war i Irag,-

including the Abu Ghizatbabuses, have made this
divide most apparent, as:hag US. conduct in-the
WAL O Ferronism (GUM}h‘lﬂ?m‘)&kﬂii} dnd extraoe-
dinary rendition, for example): Europe percelves
that America lacks a compiitthent to the types of

39

legal, institutional, and multlateral frameworks
that Burope has built in the European Union.

Within. Futope, countties  have  traditonally
fooked inward at Huropean im‘t‘gr{ltitm, pdnctm
ated by a more secure and assertive Germany aind
France and a younger generation of Furopeans
nited
States. Above all, Eutopeans do not want to be

with less knowledge of and interest inthe

simply tnformed about American decistons: they
want to be consulted and treated as pariners.

Nonetheless, cooperation contiaues below the

surface on a host of key issues, and mote positive
views of the United States can be found i Cen-
tral and Eastern Burope——partly onaccouat of
the historic wariness those countries feel towand
a strengthening Russia and Gerroany.

Russia . .
US.-Russian relations are chillier than: they have
been at any time since the end of. the Cold War

et b feassert
stion with Fu-

Awash in petrodollars; Russia’s o
its interests has led to increased 1
rope and the United States.

Most Russians today -read | American initiatives

and aid as pact of 4 hidden dgenda oy nine

Russ

secovery: Histoncally negativ
about the United Staws '+
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Putin’s Munich speech catlier this year was in-

dicative of broader feelings within Russia that ef-

forts to expand NATO, develop a Ballistic Missile
Defense program, and spread democracy via the

“colored revolutions™ are pact of a broader US.

containment policy aimed against Russia. Even
the failure of the United States to tepeal the 1974
Jackson-Vanick ¢

effort to hold b

mendment is interpreted as an
k the Russian economy.

Putin has capitalized on these feelings to spur na-
donalist sentiment and expand his authoritarian

ating traditional allies of America who in

abandoned by the United States.

Amer

15
Although Canada and Mesico are the first and
thied largest reading partaers of the United States
and our most important sources of imported oil,
the feeling persists—oparticularly in Central and
South America~—ithat the United States has ne-

glected its own backyard,

With the end of the Cold War, the Usnited Srates
scaled back much of its engagement and pro-
gramining, including its public diplomacy efforts,
The wave of optimism that existed in the early
19905 as veglonal governments tansitioned from
milirary dictatorships to democratic civilian re-
gimes was stiffed by serious financial crises and
the failare of most governments 1o take the next
generation of politeal and ecotomic reforms.

More recently, a strong and growing senti-
ment—promoted by a new generation of popus
tist leadets—has also emerged in the region that
US.-led globalization has left large pockets of
Latin American societies behind, These trends

together with fears of US. unilateralism and dis-
regard for intexnational law and institutions, are

tapping into old threads of anti-Americanism.

S. policy toward Cuba is also a major sticking
point in the region. And yet, while the war in
Iraq is widely unpopulay, many remain open o
US, leadership.

Adtica
Unlike mos

regions of the world, Africans by
and large view the Upited States as a positive
force in the world.

America’s renewed commitment to Africa relates

to the continent’s rising strategic stakes as an im-

portant source of energy supplies, 2 possible
safe haven for terrorist groups, a transit node of
illegal trafficking in drugs, arms, and people, and
a growing voice in mudtilateral insgiudons. U8
domestic constituencies have made HIV/ATDS
and Darfur two signature moral issues of our
time.

The current US. administration has launched an
artay of soft power initatives in' Afsica that oo
flect a’real commitment to alter the status quo,
inctuding the $15 billion President’s Brnergency
Program for AIDS relief (PEPFAR), much of
which 15 dedicated 1o Africa; the Millennium
Challenge Account that provides development
atd 1o well-governed, free-market countries; a
major initiative on malaria; and an overall tripling
of 1

. development assistatice levels.

UN milisary efforts to build: partnerships. with

and the capabilities of African. armed forces



have also increased, including through the Afei-
can Contingency Operations Trainiag Assistance
{ACOTA) program and the newly estﬁblished Af-
rica Command, The intervention of TS troops
in Liberfa In 2003 to ensure the departure: of
Chiatles Taglor=—although limited in scope-was

a major shift away from the apprebension genee-
ated by the failed Somalia mission in 1993,

Nonetheless, resentinent remaing on the conti
nent over the perceived hypoctisy of the global
tradé regime, and competition has heightened
with €
free of polit

investment and assistance that is
cal conditionality.

inese

Middie Bast
There is no region of world in which US. stand-
ing has fallen further or more precipitously than

in the Middle Fast.

A decade ago, the United States was generally

seen as 4 guarantor of securd G An effective me-

diator, and an intellectual colossus. The collapse
of -the Arab-Tsracli peace process, the Trag War,
the perceived conflict with Islam, a resurgent
fran, exploding wealth in Gulf nations, and
miore politically aware populations mean that the
United States is now at a distincr disadvantage in
the region.

Amietica is stll relevant; but it has been weak-
ened: Neithier 1 new message nor a sitgle fepions
al conference to address Tt ab-Tsraeht
conflict, or fran will be enough to turn this tide:

ag, the

Qe of the striking developments of the last sev-
etal years has been the way in which the number
t that are outtight

of countries in the Middle T

foes of the |
twoTran and Syeda. And vet, fraditional Asmert:
can partners. have moved ‘swifily to establish
greater distance from the United States.

ited States has begn reduced ro
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Perhaps the most profound problem the United
States faces in'the Middle Fast is the decp and
growing hostlity toward “America among what
should be the moderate middle of ‘these societ-

ies It 1s among this group that the hopes and as-
pitations of hundreds of millions of people are
tabping wway fromia close relationship with the

United States.

South Asia .
South Asia is dominated by the fate of t&o coun-
tries on different trajectories and with ditferent
views of the United States.

Today, India generally hds an optimistic view of
its own futares There Is 2 strong sense that an
expanding relationship with the United States is

helping to launch Tndia onto the world stage, de-

spite the Indian government’s apparedt-nability
to bring the Indo-US
for the time being and despite misgivings about
the implications of L )

nuclear deal to completion
policy in Irag:

One of the strongest assets of the relation-

ship with India is the expanding connection be-
tween Indian and American people: The United

States, having been for some-decad

of Tridia’s subordinate statns in the wodd,

vehicle tor its

o a-significant ‘extent seen as'a
emergence as a global power

1 ’innsiﬁip with
of in fense collabo-
Is; the
of which may be urking around the corfer in g

T conteast, Pakistanis see their re
the United Stat
sations followed by American be

4 histo

deteriorating Afghanistan. The potential- for ot
sesiemetging either within Pakistan or berween
Pakistan and the United Srates are hig;%x giver the

‘intense: domestic’ political challenges facing Is-

famabad arigl the mx{ifcm’orism effort ongoing on
the Afghanista border.

PART L:DIAGNQSIS 23



PRE-PUBL

VIONDRAFT

Ametica’s close ties with Pa s leaders are
both a majorasset and a major lability in a domes-
tic political context. Despite significant and timely
US. enrthquake relief in 2005, L
as anti-Mushim, ta effect if not in inteation, even

S policy ts-seen

as Pakistanis try to use their relationship with the
United States o solve their internal problems.

Southeast Asia
The United States stll enjoys
position in Southeast Asia due to Its status as

an advantageous

a guarantor of regional stability and source of

faalelaie] mic aAssets.

Although Southeast Asian governments contin:

ue to rely on the US, security guarantee offered
through bilateral alliances and US. military pres-
ence to maintain a regional balance of power,
the failure of the Unired States to come o the
the 1997-
ting impres-

region’s aid in its time of need durin

oit g b

1998 Asian financial ¢

commitment

ston of uncertainty about the U
when the reglon’s interests are at stake.

The ensuing IMF austerity packages, the lrag
Wat, US. early focus on the region as a “sec-
ond front” in a global war on terrorism, and
perceived American disregard for “the ASEAN
way” of dialogoe, multilateral consultation, and

modesty. have only exacerbated  the regio
concern. The quick and effective U

fesponse
o the Z004 tsunami improved views of the
United States only temporarily.

Al the samé timne, the Association of Southeast
Astan Nations (ASEAN) has become the center-
piece for nascent development of a distinet pan-
Astar regional identity to deal with regional prob-

lems. absence from emerging - instititions

threatens to affeet US. credibility and relevance in

the region; at times 1o the benefit of China, Over-

247 CSIS SMART POWER
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all, however, Southeast Asia wants to avold having

o choose between Washington and Beijing:
Northeast Asia

Although polling data suggest that positive pub-
lic opinion toward the United States in North-
east Asia has declined over the past few

the downturn has not been as precipitous as in

other regions in the wotld,

Perhaps no single bilateral relationship matters
mote for global security and prosperity than
ties between the United States and China. Most

Chinese maintain a generally positive view of

£
American people, culture, and values, but there
is also a longstanding perception that America

secks to interfere in internal Chinese affairs and
contain Chinese influence abroad, Past incidents

the

1d Ching, such as
b

Belgrade, continue to irritate Chin

berween the United States

accidental bombing of the Chinese emb

entiment,

inderscoring the notion among Chinese that the
United States secks to undermine China’s dse.

Although a majotity of South Koreans still see
the value of the alliance with the United States,
they are frustrated with  their "enduring depen-
dency on Washington for security and percetved
UiS, insensitivity to theirinterests, partdeulatly on
North Korea. Seoul wants 2 more mature and
equitable partaership with-Washington i ad-
vancing mutual regional and globil interests.

In contrast to South Korea where a majority of

Koreans see US. influence as negative, nearly
two-thirds of the Japanese people still hold a
~Japa-
nese alliance continues 1o be a critieal and mul-

tavorable opinion of America: The U

tifaceted cooperative Kftﬁ}}\iit‘)l\slﬁ? that has only

\\‘U'ﬁﬂgthﬂllﬂd over the péiﬁt seven }'C‘RY&



Wil Be
to. American leadership? This is a mitch-debat-
ed question within policy circles inthe United
States, and fmany American experts fear a zer

@ spon become a vinble alternative

sum game with China as the victor

econormic interests, bat possibly also to pursued

long-term strategic goals of becoming a global
power cather than simply 2 regional one. China
has taken a rwo-pronged approach, strengthen-
wih
expanding its soft power influence,

ing its hard power resoure le simulraneously

"The most visible example of Chinas grovwing soft
power ts Beijing’s embrace of, and at times leader-
atinns where the US
sether, par-

THYY S

ship in, mulslateral organt:

bas resolved numerous territorial disputes in the

region. Beiiing has also signaked its respect for
“the ASEAN Way,” which

y mostly distmissed by
the United States, by becoming active

mvolved in

Astan secuiity and poligeal arvingements,

cly as
the ASEAN Regioal Forum (ARE), the ASEAN
+ 3 process; the Shanghat
tlon (SCOY, and the Fast Asia Suniwnit. Beljing has
placed. strong” emphasis, o cofmon. economic

Looperation Organiza-

43

Frowit
R "

development, inchiding pursuit of a free trade
agreement with ASHAN, and, furthes notth, with
the Republic 6f Korea.

From Latn America m‘i Africa to the Middle
ast, Beijing is selling into new markets, devour-
ing natural ¢ es, making licratdve oil deals,
forgiving debt, and. generally offering: aid and
friendship free of politcal conditionality—-thus

O

building global goodwill and political influence
despite: signs of resenrment In some quarters.
For example, the “Beijing alternative™ provides
Afy
conditons on aid and 3
internal affai
ica are also increasingd

¢ view” that looks to China to All the per-
ceived gap left b

1 oatior

with an option that places fewer
ks fewer quiestions about

s than Washingron. Many it Latin

v moving toward a

S distnrerest,

Bren in Western democracies, many countrie
view China as playing an increasingly construc-

tive role it global affairs despite its-close rela-

tions with rogue and authoritarian staes such

as Sudan; Burma, and Tean. Many cite Beyiings

peacekeeping miss

ement in
abison North

ledn the Six Parwy

stongand s s

and

risendn global public
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China's soft power is likely to continie o grow,
- mean that Washir

but this dées not necessard

ton and Beijing are ona collision course, fighting
for global influence. First, a number of factors
ultimately will imie China’s soft power, includ-
ing its own domestic political, sociveconomic,

and envitonmental challenges. Second, there
are a number of critical areas of mutual interest

between the United States and China on which

the two powers can work together—and in some
cases already are. Energy security and eaviron-
mental stewardship top that list, along with oth-
er transnational issues such as public health and

nouproliferation, among others.

Finally, global leadership does not have to be a
zere-sum game. China can only become preemi-
nent if the United States continues to allow s

own powers of atiraction to atrophy,

44
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This section provides recommendations 1o the
president of the United States on potential
s It i not

NEXT

ngredients of a sovdct pove

£ $343 ﬂl‘g

United Srates become smarter-and mote secure

by refnvesting in the global good.

options

cart proceed nntlaterall iz approach provides
freedon of action bur visks dternaticaal oppo-
sition. and ©elation: Unilateeal action also mis
outon the finascial and opéradonal benchits

“allied support America political leaders have
debated the ¢
vears. Although no-president will vede the op-
tion of unilateral action, the United States wie

ey of unilateralism i vecent

derstands Bl well the perils of this approach

and the benefits of allies and partnees.

wellin the

Second, the United States can assemble ad hoc

coalitions, emploving consensus-based internar
“tonalist This approach sull enjoys the beoefits

of - burden shaging, but
free from the constraint imposed by alliance

led Ccoalitions are

-pattners who may have divergent assessments or

goals: Although consensus-based international-
United States- to-deal with the
challenges at hand, it alse requ
effort to buikd 2 cobort of likeminded state

st enables the

orable

The success of such -efforts depends o lagg
extent on preexisting alliance sertotures Cons
sensus-based internationalistn does little to build

a found
next president should view consensus-

texnationalisin as'a pragny shofrrerminption

that has limited valie beyond thet coalition’s dm-

“mediate objectives:

Thied; the Untted States can work threug
‘ties, alliances, and mﬁhﬁﬂ:&tcml ortgRnizanGngs-
socalled norims-based is’xtt\:‘:mgicuizﬁxarxm‘ Gral
agreemedts and global nogms provide the Ui

Hotreas

ed States withithe standiog capagity wactin gon-

juiiction with allies at the imes we need them
most. This“approach served: the' United Swres
Cold War and should be the bedrock

oy inteédnationalisoy golag forward.
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U8, Tnternational Af

ies Multilateral Funding, 18

6--2006
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Throughout the Cold War, American leadérs de-
fined internationalism in terms of treaties and
institutions, The United States invested heavily
in the United Nations, World Bank, and Inter-
sational Monetary Fand, signed binding treaties
with other countries to station ULS, forces abroad
as. the bedrock of our alliances, and helped to
develop a growing body of international law with
a pxriicniz\r focus on individual political righss.
Alongside Anterica’s nuclear deterrent, this strar-

egy contributed to US. success in containg So-

viet expansion.

28 (SIS SMART POWER

Although the United States never relied endrely
on treaties and ir
Americ
teasions of US, influence. They were tools that

stitutions duting this period,

an leaders tended to view them as ex-

helped the United States to engage and counter
the Soviets on multple levels and in mulriple
theaters, diminishing the risk of overreliance on
any single facet of American power.

In recent vears, however, an increasing number
of Americans have turned away 2 norms-based
approach to global engagement. They have come



1o view international kuw as suggestive rather than
binding, alliances as outdated and dispensable,
and international institutions as decrepit or hos
vion
conliions of the willing o achieve American ob-

tle. Some US leaders have preferred s i

jectives rather than on formal alliance stractares
or multifateral approaches that depend upon UN

sancHon.

Although torme-based internationalism requires

institutions and agreements that are updated and

capable of addressing today’s challenges—par-

ticularly the rise of nonestate actors—investing
i such s system provides both short-term and
long-term benefits bevond what unilateral action
or consensus-based internationalism can bring.

I the short term, global sorms and nstdrations
allow the. United States 10 address “mimerous
hazasds concurrenty wétlhcﬁx{ having 10 build 2
consensus in response o every sew challenge.
Becaise of America’s global interests
sposibilite elf mansging half
2. dozen cris - Some of these

s, iF often finds its

simudtaneoust

challenges may be reg
regional institutions. to- adde
transnational and require 2 nuldttude of state ac-

onal in nature and require

L Others may be

tors in concerted action over- time—something
only notms-based inteptationalism can yield

In the long run, investing o institutons . and
US:ideas, vals
This is partic-

elobal norms works to preser

ues, and interests into the future

g the global sgenda and international

“awhen it comes to abiding by international |

ularly important if the relative weight of none
Western powers. was. to increase i the years
ahead and -America was (o become less able o
assert itself internationally :

S, administeation will come to power
ofthe
thobres

The nexy U
with: its own ideas abouswh

ich aspect

enrrent internatdonal ﬂ'i’iﬁ\ii{?(i{lii@‘ SEC N

serving, What is needed today is“a clear-headed

analy tional

of which aspects of the iater

emework 1o extend Arnerican power i pue-

suit-of the global good, which work ro-dilute it,

and which simply do not work. The nest pre
dent should strike 2 new consensus at home and
abroad for finding normative solutions w0 prags
matic challenges. ‘

Regardiess -of who sits i the White House,
‘3 mstagain play

however, Amegic

afole in ships

Leading will require the confider
o work effectively in mulilateral
new plavers seek torally countries againsty

Threeappic
influence

uld help to exrend
a force for good-=—a ren

mitiment to the United Nations, réingi

our alliances, and working to érase the pe
tion that the United States has dotble st
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nited !
differént: people
best hope for a peaceful and prosperous world

s different things to

~t0 some it {8 mankind’s last

For others, # 15 3 vemal, ineffective Institution
that subjects America’s goals to the vile inten-
ts-abusing regimes. Both of these

nme low, and the U N relationship has been

steatned neardy to the breaking point.

America needs the United Nations, but we need

a better one than we have at present. The orga-

nezation needs much stonger and accountable

management, such 2z what was outlined in the
2003 Gingrich-Mitchell Task Foree on UN Re-
form, The tue strength of the United Nations

Atioris—it {

liey the paradox of the United !
main source of legitimacy in international affaies
for much of the world, and ver a number of its
2004 il for Food
uetural deficier

internal transgressions (the

s (the lack of

scandal) and st
broader representation on the §
call that very legithmacy o ques

Allied powers created the United Nations after

¢ [} to avoid the horrdble wars that dev-

astated the eardy pact of the twentleth centuey.
Today it & uncertain whether the lnstiraton can
still play o détermining role in the maln peace and

security. challenges. of the twenty
The credibility of the Security Councilis atan all

-first century,

still fies in the norms embedded i its chartero

values that gready benefit the United States if

pursued objectively—as well as in its operational
1d agencies that can help the Unit-

ed States o implement a smart power strategy.

departments ¢

In pardeular, the United Nations could play an
active role in furthering America’s desire 1o pro-
mote- the global good io- foue kéy ateas: peace-
keeping - and - peacebiilding; - counterterrorism;
global health; and energy and climate,

Che best chance of

e

ning the legitimacy and effec

susts veness for
international - peacekeeping " and - peacebuilding
tid ©
UN partaership. Right aow the United

nterventions over time derives from a's

tons
has more than 100,000 pencekeepers deployed
around the world, making it the second-largest
tnternational security provider behind the United
States. Tt is also playing a leading role in build-
tng the capacity of the African Union to addy
ter i Darfur. The fext administration

the. di




should support the work of
further US. goals ina cost-effective mannet, such
as the UN Department of- Peacekecping Op:
etations (UNDPKO) and the new Peacebudding
Commission and Support Office.

N institutions that

The United Nations will never

Coanterformy
replace the role s
of terrorisin, but it can help to coordinate think-
ng the conditions con-

ates play i meeting the threat

ing and action o addre
ducive to the threat of terrorism and on breaking
the chain of radicalization. Avoiding a “made in

49
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Ametica’” stampin sothe iistarioss may hélp the
United States to pursue 4 more sue

dcoun-

b The increase in- funds devoted:to

Glabad-F
global public health in recent years from both the
public and private sectors does little to help build
the cohetence necessary fora successfulinterna-
tional response. The Usnited
role here, mainly through the World Health Op-
ganization, in developing cormmon systems and
approaches.

ations can play a

U.S. Multilateral Funding, 2006

AR wilan

st Devalopmant
S

an Deveotiment Bank,
599 million
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. The challenges of energy in-

&

curity and climate change are precisely the sort
of global threats that the United Nations could
help to address. In recent years, the United Na-
tions has been a marginal player on policy coor
dination on energy and climate beyond helping
to forge a scientific consensus on global warm-
ing and mobilize global will. December’s UN Cli-
mate Change Conference in Bali may create new
demands for coordination and expertise in help-
ing to inplement international agreements.

America’s souring on the United Natioas and fad-
ing to pay our dues have hurt us internationally
The next administration should weigh the most
effective ways of leveraging the United Nations
to become a better international partner.

The US. allance svstern negotiated during the
last half century consists’ of nearly, 100 formal
treaty arrangements and sec

v COMImIImEnits.
Alliances extend American power by increasing
legitimacy and burden sharing, by facilitating

consultation and interoperability, and by help-
ing to address unforeseen challenges without the

start-up costs of coalition building, Alliances also

- diminishing the

preserve American power
chances of bandwagoning or balancing against
the United States.

Rather than view these agreements as hindrances
o American action, the next president ought w
view thig: alliance netwotk as a force multiplier,
We have preferred coalitions of the willing Iately;

327 CSIS SMART POWER

but these are impossible to sustain without the
tavestments made in our formal alllances in Bu-
rope and East Asia. The cooperation of Ameri-
ca’s allies will be vital to out ability to tackle twen-
ty-first century problems.

A number of opportunities o bolster American

afliances exist roday. What is réquired on the most
bagic Tevel is simply the willingness of the next
president to signal a0 endwing commitment o
our Huropean and East Asian allies. For example,
the North Adantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
stands at a crossroads, unsure of its broader stra-

tegic purpose following the Soviet collapse. Dif-
fering views exist in both the United States and
Burope as to whether now is the proper time to
rethink NATOS steategic rationale. Until such
fime as a4 consensus emerges, the United States
should concentrate on ensuring that NATO's ef

forts in Afghanistan are successful by maintaining
Eutopean support and enhancing the alliance’s

peacekeeping and state-building capabilities,

T Aiia, the United States has traditionally sought
to guaratites regional peace and security through
a set of important bilateral alliances rather than
through a formal multlateral structure. During
the past decade; however, a set of - Asian eco-
nomic structures is stacting @ ererge that of

ten excludes the United Seates, To counter this

trend and ensure an enduring Atnerican role in

the tegion, some have suggcsred that the United
States should seek o formalize regional coopera-
tton into a North Bast Asia Chacter. The United
States should not seck formalized cooperation
for its own sake, however, pacticularly if it were
to reward parties who do not deserve the benefits
of American support. Instead, the siext admin-
istration should seek to provide tegional public
goods that increase accountability ‘on. areas of
commer.concern, such as oo piracy, humanitar
inn crisis response, or missile early warning



onof mmunmmal ks; al norms ind siqnd‘ud\ T E’m

approach not enly sought to extend legal prote
tions w others, but also aligned with our selfanter-

counterferrorism efforts since 9/11 have
furthered the perception thatwe have abandoned
legal norms with respect to Interrogation, deten-
fion, and rendition, This comes at the very time
ad in defining the rule of
as the centerpiece of the world order meant

thatwe have taken the le

faw

est; We knew that our own © 1s, military, and
corporations needed safeguards abroad. In recent
years, however, we }w e givers the impression that

bound by ﬂww rules !hat

Ametica no longer £
we helped to establish and promote.
see the United States holding countries to ax

set of standaeds for international conduct that we
do not live up to ourselves.

s heightened in the past two

This perception w:
LS. refusal to ranfy a aumber of

ades by the
trentes that have been embraceid by much of the

world; including. the Convention on: the Rights
of the Child{ 1% states-party to the Conv um(m»
the Mine &m Treaty {ratified by 122 states), the
Kyoto Protocol on climate ¢hange {ratified by
states), and the Rome Stahue establishing
the International Criminal Cours (ratified by 1(
states). Although there o
sons for why the United State
these treaties o be in-our nattonil interest at the

have been good tea-

ates did not believe

time, the overall message that the United States:

hag sent 15 one of distegard for the mternational

e

legal

to counter the intolerant vision of térroxists and

viclent extremists
from Abu Ghy
moral authordty as much as anything over the

The images

ib probably sdledt - America’s
past six years because they seemed emblematic
of this double standard,

What appears as a double standard. abroad is
more often the product of an ongoing debate
within the United States over the place mr intee-
national law within-our domc\
Most Americans would lke to conform o ik

natiodal norms, but do notwish o have domestic
Laves that have been wiinen and passed by elegied

dtionalingti-
T ittle
inipat or.control: This is particulaely true when

futions over which \mu;mm feel th

Aumeticans percéive their security o be atistake
And vet, the perceived double standard hurts our
image and influence with critical allies abroad,

Two principles ought w guide American effors

golng forward. The United States divectly bene-

fits fromn \tr{‘n;,thened intettational fegalorder
W want ourpatents 1o be respected. \\

> \\;.mr
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CATIONDR

vens are held overse

due process when our ¢

We want to live in a world where those who
comimit genocide and crimes against humanity
are brought to justce and whete the internaton-
al community finds the will to take action before
these horrific crimes ocour. A strong internation-
al legal order is in America’s interests, We ought
to take the lead in pursuing those instruments
and agrecments where
an American consen-

SUS e he Law of

the Sea Treaty is one
place to start because
of the wide support
it has garnered from

baoth sides of the ais

There will be times,

however, when treaties are  objectivnable be-
cause they represent narrow interests or do not
provide for a level playing field, or when inter-
national legal instruments are dlprepared to ad-
dress the challenges of the day. At those tmes,

T

the United States can justl but

tepping hack
cannot stmply walk away. When serious objee-
tions to treaties and legal fnstruments exist, it is
incambent upon the United States to take the

lead in building a new consensus for superiot so-

lutions whenever possible

The United States needs well-functioning inter-
national institutions. The next president should
put priority on reforming the United Nations
more broadly, reworking the governance strue-
tures. of - the World Bank and International
Monétary Puad, and jumpstarting World Trade
Organization niegotiations and strengthening its
eriforcement. But beyond  these - formal struc:
tures, we believe that the next president should

34 CSIS SMART POWER
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put energy to creating a hew set of pragmatic
groupings to tackle global problems.

The main institutional drchitecture absent today
is an effective forum for coordinating global

strategic thinking on a set of specific practical

challenges. This is necessary because the crisis-
driven nature of the modern world means that
governments pay oo lit-

e atfention 10 envis

m
ing long-range threats,
let -alone  coordinating
such thinking with each
other. In the absence of
shared strategic objec-

are  moge

tives, crise
likely to arise that will
reverberate throughout
stem. Problems in one coun-

the international

try rarely stay withia national borders today, and
increased integration and interdependence re-
quire greater coordination than ever before. In
such a world, we need more venues for build-
ing common ageadas—ave need a multilateral
pluralism that provides a range of multilateral
options for generating new. aorms and practical
solutions to solve global problems.

Curreatly the Group of E

oht (-8} Sumimit
brings together the governments of Canada,
France, Germany, Iraly, Japan;, Russid, the Unii-
ed Kingdom, and the United States on a veatly
basis to shape a common strategic agenda. Key
countries are excluded, however, and to most
Americans, the summit appears little more than
a talk shop and photo-opportunity. The G-8 has
made efforts since 200
Me

reach countri

to reach out to China,

cico, India, Brazil, and South Africa as “out-

through 2’ set of “ministerial
meetings on finance and energy termed the “G-

7 This is a positive step; but it does not go

tar enough to bring together those governiments



who can contibute substantively to working a
whole range of critical challenges.

The next administration should seek o stréngth-
en the G-8 summit process by proposing a set
of high-level meetings on those issues routine-
ly addressed by the G-8 that require sustained

lobal attention: energy and climate; nonprolit-

fes
o ol
eration; global health; education; and the world

CCONOIMY.

W linergy Security and Climate. The next admin-
istration should take the initiative on secking a
global consensus on how best to address greater
resoutce competition and the potential perils of
climate change in the years shead. The primary
objective could be to create a common charte
outlining the principles of sound energy poli-
cles and practices that could serve as the foun-
dation for global energy
environment. The meeting could comprise the

security and 2 healthier

world’s leading energy consumers and produc-

ers——a G-20 group that would account for nearly

80 percent of the wodd’s energy production and
consumption, Another option would be an -8
group that could include four developed blocks
{the United States, European Union, Japan, and
Russia) and four le
Brazil, and South Africa) who peoduce 70 pee

leveloped (China, India,

cent-of  global emissions and yet- comprise a
small enough group to facilitate productive dia-

such as

logue. The charter could address is
protection of sea lanes and critical infrastructare
as well as an investment-friendly regulatory and
legal framework that respects the. development
needs of resoutce holders,

@ Nonproliferation. The threat ot niucleas weap-
ons or matertal in the hands of terrorists rew
facing our country today. We
are also-on the forefront-of a new boom in the
construction of

ns

the greatest thres

ommercial nuclear energy plants

53

and the inherent risks this will present. The G-8

< summit in Kananaskis in 2002 established 2 G-8

Global Partoetship Against the Spread of Weap-
ons and Materials of Mass Desteuction, and the
2006 G-8 summit in St Petetsburg launched a
Global Initiative to Cenbat Nuclear Tetrorism.
Buildiag on these efforts, the neéxt administra-
tion should seek support for an anoual high-
level meeting on nonproliferation to- develop
new modes of steniming the transfer of nuclear
weapons and materials that could end up i the
hands of rogue states o terrorists. China should
join us as a key stakeholder in this group.

- Global Mealth. Pandemic disease is a trans-
national threat with the potenttal o kill more

people worldwide than a nuclear dttack, Mitigat-

ing this threat requires building the public health
infrastructure and <

vacity of fiest responders

arouiid the globe. Doing so-will also contribute
to the general health of hundreds of millions
he G-8 has
recently focuséd considerable attention.on pub-
lic health, establishing the Global Flealth Fund
in the O
global HIV medication manufacturing program
1040 A select group
rovally o build

throughout the developing world. T

kinawa swmmit in 2000 and endorsing a

at the Sea Island summit in 2(

of - governments- could meet

on these efforts and provide sustained attention

and steategic global ditection. Membe

cshipcould

be Hexible, with aspirants welcotne, particular)
from Africa, provided they meet entey Criteria
demotstiating some mindmal level of - Settous-

fness in engaging onr public health.
gaging

# Hducation. Countries with s bigher percentage
of youth are mote likely to descend into armed
contlict. Education is the best hope of “turning

" young people away from wiolence and extrems

it But hundreds of millions of children inthe

“developing world are not i school orelse at-
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tend schools with inadequate teachers or facilities.
Since 2001 the G-8 has supported the Education

for. All Indtative focusing on universal primary
school education. An annual high-level meeting
could help increase the saliency of US. bilateral
and muudtilateral efforts w increase education lev-
els wotldwide, Membership could focus on ma-
jor education donors and recipients. The meeting
could also focus on encouraging and harmonizing
educatonal exchanges worldwide.

m World

nowe The world econotay is in flux
with the growing stength of rising powers in

Asin and the convergence of national economic
systems. Closer integration means that the tami-
fications of economic crises in a single sector or
country often reverberate throughout the global
These chan

eCoNOMy. present new challenges
0 economic governance comumitted to free and
open martkets. An anmual G-3 meeting of the
United States, Japan, and the European Union,
with participation from other emerging econo-
mies, could meet annually to establish norms
corporate goverpance, regulaton, and transpar-
et
ruce growth and stability.

and seek to identify areas of concern for fu-

Rather than focus solely on state-to-staté interac-
tion, the nest administration should take the lead
in creating a “Friends Group” for each of the first
four meetings that could provide an avenue for
key stakeholders iy national legislatures, the pri-
vate sector, and civil soclety to influence delibera-
tions.
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D APPRO
4

EVELOPING A MORE (1
TARTING WITH PUBLIC HEALT

S

The US commitment and -approach o global -

has been ratked by inconsisweacy
At those times when
speading has been successfully ustified in terms

developme

over the past half century.

of American interests—most notably during the
Marshall Plan to rebuild post-war Europe, the
ded large amounts of

S, government has pro
d to forelgn lands. For the most part, though,
(' 1

3. development policy has 1
rationale that resonates across departments and

acked a cohetent

agencies of the federal government. 1f the next
administration wants to {nspire people in other
lands through our assistance, then it will need 1o
develop a more unified approach and convince
in development

people that. smart investments
s intere

are in Ame

Thi
haps a product of
€ I basts for global development

s lack of coherence is reflected by—and per-

the absence of a strong and

tain
in the abséace of an adver

at hotue; especia
sary such 28 the Sovier Union, A aamber of oo

ropean aations, in contrast, have strong domes-
tic constituencies. for development: 1o be sure,
these havedtsen out of their colonial pasts and

the  realization that “development. policy alloses
that spend relatively litde: o milioag

able. influen

countr

capability to stll wield consic <,

yet many Europeany are ahead of us in realizing

{rcal for their

that progress around the world is
own stabitity and prosperity.

Reports of American stinginess have sonie mier-
it, but can be misleading Although the United
States spends léss s 2 share of ks qational -

come than its counterpants i e dodor toin-
munity, it is the argest donor in texmsof tol
dollars spent. American private SeCtordnvolve-

ment in the developing world--fneludmg that

of foundations, corporations, volitry oreani-
zations, universities, religious drgatizitions, and

individuals theough the remittances” they sénd

home-——rtypically ey

Sresents - nany. mote times
US. official government i on an annual basks
The point here is not that the United States ab-
ready pives encugh official ald and thus should
not give more, but-that thete are many Wayy that
for the benefitot the developing
it through' official givin:

Aimerica work

world other d

Althovgh- the amovnt of
o pant countries sends an fruporting
stand. concern; peth
Censutlng: that the quality
of people e aims o
Donor nations have spent hundeeds of billivns

difference in the v
of dollars oo developroe ancedd Jow and
iiddle-income countries in recent: decades; vet
Ieaders and piblics’in both! recipient and dosior

Ceountries are sl uncertdin—and: i soe cases

warp~af. the aet impact of this vffors, Part of
the probleny stetns from the fact that the potei-
tial sutcomes-of forelgaid are Ipg-terog dif

fuse, and hard to measure. There i o single
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- how 1o sucg

agreed-upon theory

ully de-
velop a country’s econoruy or lift a populaton

out f‘)i‘ iﬁ()&'ﬂi'l}\

Another obstacle to effective development

REG~

tance is that donor nations do not always share

a coordinated approach, ruch less
Many
have difficulty coordinating their myriad devel

R COMUNON

objective for thelr monew. ouptries even

56

private sector, and affected communites: The
next admin

stration should do more- through
such mutdlateral mechanisms.

Poor and corrupt governance on the part of
aidd reciplents also undermines the intended ob-
of foreign
wee are quick to point to the proverbial
money beiag “poured down a rat hole,”

ctives of developraent aid, Crig

whereby

opment programs under one strategic rubric,

Aid s used for such divergent goals as spurring
e ngeds, reduce

economic growth, targeting bas
ing inequalities, strengthening democraey, pre-

venting contlict, or rebullding countries after

war. Porelgn assistance frequenty has a security
imperative that runs counter o development
aims, Debt relief and wade lberali
ahways considered a8 part

Hon are not

ance pack-

uides devel-

arms of gov-

age, Clear stm:egi; dirgedo
opinent policy acrosd the varous
ot
rare, but remains a crttical factor to delivering

alone between donor nations——is

(G eeititadeton

effective aid.

There: have been’ €

xamples, though, where

donors have come together to do inpressive

things, “such through the Global Pund o
Fight AIDS,
2001, the Global Fand has eommitted” $8,
billion i 136 countrdes through an innovative
approach to-international health fnancing that
brings together governments, civil sociery, the
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Tuberculosis, and Malaria. Singe’

payer 1 duped tnto enriching a smadl

»f ruling elites at the expense of any long-

cligy
term instirutional development or direct benefit
w those deserving abroad, Overcoming this con-

cern remains a significant challenge w buildis

sustained political constituency for foteign aid in
the United States.

The Bush administéation and othérs, However,
have made 2 numbes of importnt aovations
in global development in the past sevea yeats

pechaps tiohe greater than i85 effort to take on

o

aid critics” concerns velued o poorand coriupt
governance. fa fanvary 2004, for instance, the
administration creared the Millenintum Challeng

Corporation (MCC)

a governient corposation
that delivers foreign aid w g('r{;r coufitries that
can demonstrate good governance and a commit-
ment 1o economic freedom This new approach,
funded - through ~cong

{onak appropriations,
has created incentives by which continued aid is
tied fo- good pecformance.



Other programas include President Bush’s five.
year, $15 bilion Emetgency Plan for-AlDS Re-

liefor PEPFAR, the largest commitment. ever

by.a country for a health &
Si:;gle disedse; and the President’s Malaria Tnitia
tive (PMI); announced in 2003, which earmarks
$1.2 billion over five years to cut malaria-relae
ed deaths in half in select African. nadons. The
result of these various efforts is that President
Bush has tripled overall assistance levels to AL
rica duting his tenare, which in tuen has conurib-
uted to a favorable opinion of the United States
held throughout much of the continent.

ive dedicated to a

The. next president will have to consider which
of the Bush administration’s devckwp‘mem‘ initia
fives. to sizstm;.ﬁ, swhich to expand, ;md;\vhich o
rake i néw ditections, Included in this ass

ment must be an. appraisal of the insfifutﬁ;jilai
reforms undettaken i recent yeass. In Jatuary
2 Rice an-
nounced the cteation of the new position._ of

2006, Secretary of State Condolee

director of foreign assistance, who would serve
1D administeator at the level
of state.

concurrently

of a deputy secretary

The administeation’s intent was to tie foreien-as-
sistance more closely with it transformational

U.S. Development/ Hiumanitarian Assistance Funding, 1986~2006

MHumanitaran

Discretionary budget authority (dollars in billions}
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3 national inter-
est without sactificing USAIDYS independence.
Under these reforms, USAID remains an in-

diplomacy agenda and Americs

dependent organization with an administrator
reporting directly to the secretary of state. The
director of foreign as-
sistance, nominated by
the president and con-
firmed by the Senate,
has the authority over
all Department of State
ardd USAID foreign as-
sistance  funding  and
programs, but not those
developed in other gov-
Iri-

ernment ?&gCﬂCit‘&

cluding the Millennium
Challenge  Corporation,
Office of the Global ATDS Coordinator, or the
Pentagon. Although the eventual results of these
reforms arve still too eatly too tell, few believe they
have gone far enough in delivering a unified ap-
proach to aid. In particular, the Pentagon’s stake
in foreign assistance has grown dramatically in
increased authorities in

the last decade driven by
the war on ters

The main theust.of US” global engagement
since. 9/11 Has centered on climinating the
influ-
oy Rice
sent a-clear signal of this when she announced

threat of tefrorism, and this focus has

7

enced foreign anice ag well See
the 2006 reformis, saving that “we must now use
our foreign assistance to help. prevent futuge
Afghanistatis—and to make America and the
world safer” Stnce 9/11, the administration has
targeted Jarge amounts of forelgd assistance to
strategically vital countries in the war on tetror,
particularly to Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan.

Many in the LS. development community are

deeply concerned that security objectives. will

40 (SIS SMART POWER
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overshadow development goals to an even great-
er extent in this new enviroument. Although
countering the terrorist threat should aetther
be the overarching tenet of our foreign policy
not of our development assistance, it is difficult

to dismiss the counter-

terroristm  rationale  for
development aid out of
hand. As we bring hope
to others that they can,
by their efforts, improve
the quality of their fami-
Iy's lives, they are likely to
invest more in their fi-
ture and be less proge t©
vinlence and extremisim.
In the short term, de-
velopment also helps o
counter the tertodst recruitment narrative that
depends not only on a United States that s weak-
willed, but on an America that is hard-hearted,
Tod

We

vs central question is not simply whether

> capruring or killing more terrorists than
are being recruited and tralned, but whether we
are providing more opportunities than our ene-

mies can destroy, and whether we are addressing

more grievances than they can record.

Although development aid will conrinue to be
used to counter security thieats; any increase inas-

sistance levels ought to be spread more purpose-

fully throughout the world, rather than merely in

three strategic countries or e strategic region.

What is paramount is the signal Ametica sends
globally

prosperity, and we want our aid 1o addre

that we want the wogld to share in our

s local
aspiratioas. This depends on the United States
placing a greater priogity on listening,

The most sus

ainable rationate for global devel-

opmentover time is this; American leaders ought

to commit to global development because it re-



s basic American values, conttibutes: to
justice; and prosperity, and: improves. the

way we are viewed around the world, Investing
in dévelopment contributes to American sectirity
at hore by promoting stability abroad.

In- today’s world, creating conditions where peo-

ple around the world can achieve their own aspi-

59

rations is of strategic importance. This is troein
more parts of the wotld than merely tountrdes
that are home to terrorists or extremistideslogies.

Investing in development makes it mote. likely
that governments and citizens will take decistons
torstand by Ameriea’s. side when we heed allies
most. It is not that people atound the world will
automatically form their opinions of the Uriifed

U.S. Department of Defense~funded International Assistance Activities, 1997-2006%
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States based on our aid father than our policies
aor that the United States should spend develop-
ment money in order to “get people to like us”

And yet, how America spends its money overseas

reflects our priorities, and people overseas real
tze this. Greater support to the UN Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs)—Jaunched in 2000
with the purpose of achieving concrete, measur-

able progress toward alleviating hunger and pov-
erty and improving education and health by 2015

around the world—could help in this regacd.

In the short run, the next president will need
in the

to address three vital development issues

brief window of opportunity that exists at the
beginning of any new administration: elevating

thin the L1

the development mission wi govern-
ment; developing a more unified approach to our
aid; and developing locally supported and mea-

surable delivery systems.

f g e dernl i Incpractice, this
means that the next administration should
continue the Bush administration’s efforts w
increase the size of the development and hu-

manitarian assistance budget and increase the

= tiveness of. this assistance.. The next ad-
mingstranon should also creare a0 cabiner-level
voice for global dé\'eiopmcm, a. recommenda-
tion expanded upon in the final section of this
report on implementation, There are internal
and external reasons for such a move Internally,
a-cabinet-lével voice could brifg greater coher-
the aid community and the entire
US. foreign policy establishment and provide

enee 4ci

a sense of common purpose for development
pet
recruitment, ‘and training of experienced de-
velopment staft are cutrently major challenges.
Externally, a cabinet-level voice. for global de-

el i the US. government. Retention,

velopment would show a different American
face to the world. Development as a theme con-
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cerned with the world’s less fortadate and 4 pro-

cess grounded in partnership helps to connect
the United States to foreign populations.

o

Tore than 50 independent

organizations of the U5, government ate cur-

reatly pursiing more than 30 foreign assistance

objectives. The Bush administration was right

to launch a foreign assistance reform process in

2006 to streamline budgeting and planning and

increase transparency. What is needed, however,
is not just a new framework for USAID, but one

that could be put into operational practice acr

all departments and agenci -
ment and could help priositize strategic abjectives
and direct resources, The UK’ Department for

International Development (DFIDY, for instance,

leads on trade policy in developing countries and

s Joint Chiefs of

Statf. In the Unired States, though, turf cumps
transformation, Experts have suggested varfous

meets weekly with the militars

wnstitutional models w0 promote integration of

planning, programming, and evaluation to update

the coordinated, decentralized US. model. Alter-
navives include making USATD an implementing
arm of the State Department (such as in Norway
AlD into the State De-

wch as in the Netherdands, Fialand,

and Sweden), merging U

par tent
and Denmark), creating a Department for Glob-
al Development (such as in the UK and Canada),

appointing & development “ezar,” or else under-

takivg 4 major restructuring and crafring a De-

partment of Forelgn Affairs
stance programs of the International Affairs
Budget (150 account) into ofie department. The
next administration will have to determine which

that would bring all

institutional configuration is. most ftting for a

global power and most likely to-get congressional
support. Whatever the next president decides, he

or she should ke action to build greater coher-

ence for Ametica’s developrent assistance.



; ; The next adminis-
teation should also place a greater effort on mak-
ing American ald more-effective by working with
local civil society and private sector actory o

invest in.more aglle, innovative, and locally sup-

stems. There is @ reason’ that
groups like Hamas and T
ssistance. Although theit go
o UL fnterests, th
cal commumnities, have relatively litde overhead

ported delivery s

ezbollab provide effe

S Y Counier

¢ rooted in lo-

gx‘ﬂup 8

and corruption, and rely on a metwork-based
vather than a buresucratic approach. Interna-
tional NGC
delivering aid, particularly when local pa
on the ground lack the capacity to manage Iage

s have an mmportant role to play in
tners
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interpational and domestic partners and:trying

tor build ‘2 more unified ay:pr(fmci‘s at home and
abroad As acfirst priosity, the next administa-
tion should start with the dynamic and growing
field of global health, which affects every per
Son in every naton.

As discussed above, the t adminsteaton will

need to quickly address a numberof fundamen-
tal big pleture questions about how our develop-

at assistance s organized. Untl this ocours,

cult to comprehensively add

ny of

projects, but rural development networks. may
prove to be better partners than US, contrctors
local nongovernmental - organtzations
%

ct English-language skills:

OF L OVOLT

that sprovt up overnight in' the capital with few

constituents and perf
sng the regulations on
require increased
dthin government aid aid as-

This may reguire rea
particr oty
shit capacity
sistance agencies.

ranizations, as well as

The next adiministeation should
spend money on innovative methods of measue-
ing outcomes through reliable metres, Aidagen-

cies should develop new métrics for success that
incorposate attitadinal re

with local partoers.

enrch i conjunciion

A’ renewed -commitment. 160 global develép-
gthening: relationships with

4

ment means

this repott, L

CCaft progre
i, particalar

the issue baskets that will eventually comprise
alle-

viation; education assistance, or healths And yet,

a development approach, such as pover

desigriing 2 niew approach in any of these areas

could demonstrate an institutional model for go-

d.

ing-fore

Health 15 vital to. development It 55 also: vial
for human and national security; for economic
growth, -and for building stable ties between

countries. It &5 fundamental to every family's
tivelthood and-existence. As mentioned earlier i

i leadership on global healih has
expatdedd in recent veats, drawing ot both the
public and private séctors, and has made signifi-
in battling HIV/AIDS and-malar-
rinAfrica, Yot muny connies lack
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the systems and infrastracture to make effective
use of the funds and to deliver broader health
outcotnes, Working with international pactners,
including the United Nations, the next adminis-
tration should expand upon the Bush adminis-
tratdon’s legacy and look beyond a single-disease
approach to work with countries and actoss re-
gions to build integrated health systems that can

significantdy reduce gross health inequities horne

today by the world’s poor.

The United States should create new venues to
align strategy and resources on global health,
domestically and internatonally. The next ad-
ministration should seek to strengthen leader-
ship nerworks, improve planning capacity, and
foster greater coordination betw

Sen g(}\”{“flll‘ﬂ(‘ﬂ t
health mindstrdes and civil society to bring greater

coherence to global health efforts. New leader-

ship: from the top, however, will prove ineffec-
tive without increased capacity at the local level.
The next administration should also make new
tovestments in the training of local health care

providers abroad.

New leadership, planning, and coordination are
necessary within the US. government as well
It is essential that we muarshal diverse experts in
national security, public health, ‘and economic
development from the public and private sec-
tors behind a long-teem, unified vision for global
public health and that government officials op-
erate within a better coordinated institutional at-
chitecture.

The next adiministration should mandate coor-
lobal health efforts

dination and leadership of ¢
in a new subcabinet position, provided this fits

swith the overall institutional architecture to build
greater policy coherence within the US. govera-
ment. One of “the problems with our develop-

raent institutions generally, and with our health

44 - CSIS SMART POWER

effores specifically, is that they lack 4 national fo-
cus that makes sense for our international role
and that could guide our efforts. over the long
term. A national focus could raise the impor-
tance of health and development more broadly
within the federal bureaucracy, where knowledge
on health and development is thin and where de-
cistonumakers often view health as a niche issue

rather than one that cuts across national security,

trade, and diplomacy.

U Global Fealth © (GHO).

administration

The main imperative of the ne
should be to build a more unified approach w
development and health. Creating vet another
> eould un-

new organization such as the GH

dermine this goal, vet there is always a trade-off

berween building the required instimutional ca-

pacity to address a vital issue (despite the risk of

i

reducing coherence, flexibility, and local owner-
ship) and working within existing structures that
may not be up to the job. Furthermore, the Mil-
lennium Challenge Corporation model is unique
s and not the appropriate insttu-
tional answer for every development challenge.
A GHC, however, could better respond to the

in many wa

looming strategic challenges ahead i global
health, such as the health workforce deficit, that
go bevond traditional ‘mandates. Specifically, it
could help strengthen institutional health ca-

pacity overs by deamatically expanding. the
availability of skilled doctors dnd nurses in the

developing world. Doctors and nurses are the

foat soldiers in the war against sickness and dis
ease. The estimated global health care worker
ands at more than 4 million. The
k with regional partners to cre-

shortage now s
GHC could we
ate new training centers for health care profes-

sionals and seek to reach a workable compact
with developing countries to reduce the com-
mercial recruitment of newly trained tlenr away
from their home countries. The GHC could also
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ke the lead toward 2 renewed focus on ma-
ternal and children’s health. Millions of children
around the world die eve
able death. Prenatal
cleanwater, and bas

v vear from prevent-
are, nutgition, vaccinations,

c patental health education
could save countless ives. fmproving child and

maternal health contributes to both poverty re-

duction and economic development. The GHC.

could funcrion as an independent corporation

with a board of governors chaired by the sub-
cabinet-official in the US: government ct od
with plobal health and include other sendor of-

ficials from the Cester for Disease Conuol, the

atiotial Indtitute of Health, C

figress, founda-

tions, 1 medical professionals, health s

seatchers, and health care indusuy

¢ the World Flea
>, The WHO, the U
the natural leader on public health, but lacks tie
budget, governance and, staffing to. command
attention i the event of 2 global paademic. The
ultimate aim should be to- teansform the WHO
into a truly leading plobal agency able to sérnew
rorms and standagds for global health, produce

1 Qeganiz

feaders s health arm, s

s to guide international ac-
ton in the futare, and speathead the creation of

new global surveillance and respoase capabilides

for emerging pandemics. In this way, the United

siig
development through multlateral institations.
The next administ
not §

States could show its commitment to addy

don should seek o convinde

ist the core G-8 members of ‘the wisdom

of this goal, but also to enlist Chiga and India
loping world i the effort.
Reform and rejuvedation of the WHOQ should
fatives

and others in the de

Be tied to a few new siratégic global in
that will biing broad and concrete benefits; such
ai the sarvéillance and control of pandemics, or

dealing

Hr shared problems of chronic

s

S

and {ong:

erm effects of obesity, tobaceo, ind

€
alcohol &b

or and sanifation.
The scatcity of safe

propottibag The

deinking watet Is reaching cr

CWHO estimates that mote than T billibipeople

curity could
sonrity atiel stability o key

lack wccess to clean water. Water ing
potentially theeaten

gegions i the years shead. Providing clean wwater
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and working sahitation  could. help: prevent dis-
ease'and prolong life. Providing potable water for
all people across the globe is an’ achievable and
relatively inexpensive endeavor—~if. we have the
leadership to tackle it. One of the MDGs focuses

on water, alming to cut in half the-percentage of
people without access to safe water by 2015, This
goal is supported by the Water for the Poor Act,
which President Bush signed in 2005——the first
tme an MIDG was written into US
adminds

aw The next

aton should launch a new UL

develop-
ment fnitiative to spur the integration of innova-
tions in both development policy and technology,
in cooperation with multlateral and community-
based partners and private organizations. The
costs of purifying water are falling due to emerg-
ing technologies, and the US. government could
launch a concerted effort to bring these to areas

of priority need. The US. government should

pand its funding for both large-scale and small-
based water and sanitation ef-
forts in developing countrles.

o

scale, community
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the ma ob ATDS a home and shroad,
The United States i making historic nvestments
in fighting HIV/AIDS arotnd - the wotld, in-
cluding in Aftica, but the stigima attached to the
disease remains strong. More research and pro-
gramming should be devoted to innovative ways
of encouraging voluntary. testing and treatment,
despite e

ing inhibitions, as well as tw preven-
don and the development of 2 vaccine. The next
adidndsteation should make the same efforts at

law and
policy, HIV infection is grounds for denying ad-

home. In particular, under current U

mission of non-citzens—immigrants and nona-

immigrants altke—to the United States. Although

waivers are available on acasesby-case basis, this

faw, which was put in place more than 20 vemrs

ago, 1s outdated and sends an inconsistent, even

hostile message. The next president has the op-
fel iy
portunity to end a policy that is inconsistent with

good public health practices, furthers the st

associa

o with HIV and ATDS, and undermines
American leadership on health and beyond.
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TOINTERNATIONAL
CAND LEARNING

IMPROVING
KNOWLEDG

Effe
‘cussions about American image and influence in
the world today. The intent of public diplomacy
is to communicate with the people, not the gov-
ernments, of forefgn countries. Governments

tve public diplomacy is cental wo any dis-

waditionally use public diplomacy to exereise -
fluence over individuals, groups, institmtions, and
public opinion abroad in support of fts natonal

public diplomacy as ineffective or as mere pro-
paganda. Although a mumber of  independent
comimissions have criticized the US
for problems implemeating public diplony
remains a critical part of LS. smart power.

NMuch of the current debite over. revitmlizing

public diplomacy efforts has centered on fnst-
Py :
nutional arrangements and resource levels: To s

o the Cold

awell-known story by now that dusi
War, the US. Information Agency (USIAY under-
took public diplomacy and helped to-shape pub-
lic opinion behind the fron Curtain, Ty the Cold

objectives. Public diplomacy is broader, though,
than the official actieities of government. It is

Awneties doés and

partand-parcel of everythir

as a country and society: Hye . citizen
adiplomat, whether at home interacting

igners or when traveling abroad.

SEIVes as

with fo

Recent US administeations: have struggled. to
get public d
tations, effect
sle and information. and. hel

lomacy tight: More than public re-
> public diplemacy moves both

§ provide io-
of the Usited

hit into- the policies and value

States. It also improves . Amedcans’. awareess.

gy

stration eventually me
Digpartment in 1999,

Although  the - Clinton, administiaton - created
@ new under secretary for public diplomacy i
1999 and overall spending on information and
educational “and. cultural affairs - rebotnded i

&

01 weider the Bush sdministeation; spends
ing: Has remnmined ar levels well below the USTA
budgets atthe start of the 19905 Gurzent annual
315 bik

3

pubtic d
less than what France spe

lomacy spending i€ justunde

dy:annually on

cormparable public diplomacy et
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Public Diplomacy Spending, 19942008

=

1.800

1,800

1,200

1,060

¥ {dolars in

£

40

budget

mesess Total nfation-ag

Although USIA should not have beenabolished;
reviving the agency may not be the most prac-
tical option at present. The next administration
should  strengthen our” resource “commitment
to public diplomacy and consider what instita-
tonal remedies—=in addition to capable leader-
ship-could help make US. government public
diplomacy- efforts. work most effectively. One
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fon- showld . con-

ibility the next administe

pr
sider is the establishment of an autonomors
organization charged with public diplomacy and
reporting direcdy to the secretaty of state

quasi-independent entity would be responsible
tor the full range of government public diploma-
cy initiatives, including those formetly conducted

by USIA.



Whatever the institutional framework, impmv

ing the effectiveness of TS, government public:

diplomacy efforts in the fieldwill requicea 1119:? =

67

though; may notalways be the best eatity to en-

gape - foreign pupul’m(}h\ i public dtpimmw

er.degree of cultueal umier\mndmg anid aware-

ness on’ the part of American officials. Local
populations often discount US: governtnent

public diplomacy efforts as official propaganda

because these efforts fail ro be properly sttuated

in the local context. Litfle will change if diplo-
mats are penned in by embassy walls and lack
adequate resources or if broadcasting misreads
cultural cues and appears to be inauthentic, as is
too often the case.

CSIS recently addressed this issue through an-

other high-level commission. The Commission
on the Embassy of the Fungre defined “embas-

sv” in a broad sehse, of which embassy buildings

are only one dimension. US. presence and dip-
lomatic capacity ate functions first and foremost
of our people and their ability to carey out their

mission.

The Bmbassy of the Futuge Commission sup-
ports the modernization and reform of the dip-
logmatic
already underway. [t urged the State Department

fon and its infrasteucture that are

prote

oo more; however, including building a big

and better-trained State E)epzirtmé‘m workforee,
embracing the techinology and policies that can
expand diplomatic redch, and -implementing 2
ty that allows
cater interactions in the feld required for

risk-inanag ged fxppm’ich o, secus
for ¢

successful diplomatic engagement.

Certain elements of public-diplomacy will alws

femain, i1y the governments. purview since €15

linked: fo. the vatonal iiterést. and-policy objee-
tives of wthe US gm‘cfmne{m
and -proups who do ot share or understand
these objectives’ can not effectively carry forth

and individuals

the government’s message. The US: government,

Todavs envifonment poses, new: challénges. to

ULS, public diplomacy efforts. Most governments
are wsed to speaking with a single, authoritative
volce to other governments. They control their
miessage and. counter misinformation through
rraditional -diplomadce methods. and - channels.
‘The advent of theglobal information age and a

growing atid highly rmcmwd political conscic s
=d the difficulty-of fa-
vorably shaping public ommnn i foreien lands.

ness, howevér, have increa

Attacks on America’s message from - nons state
actors can only be countered with an agility anid

authenticity that most governments fack:

Nongovernmental organizations have a tole to
ded that
they are viewed as genuinely independent og-
rily towing the

ph\ in \&M((‘gic (Oznmumumm pro

ganizations that are got fieces
official line. The final chapter of - this: feport
cre-

recommends that the next: admigisiration:
ate-an’ institution outside of gmf&mmcnt ‘krh‘;zt
could help tap into private and
nonprofit sectors o improve US :

pertise i the

¢ com-
achi'The
i this

muitication fromsan outsidesin appro

following- signatie- inftiative: plcks o

ugoes mm ﬂ("\‘vf L o Liﬁl’!}(ﬁf Hl\; C\('

ﬁwma,

Public diplomacy. efforts go well beyond USLA
thie: Voice of - America; and other media-driven
apprmdzu An effective. public diplotacy Qpﬂ

- proach must include exchanges of ideas, peoples,

CotGAs s:.itizx'ﬁ dipinmﬁc*\' Yéars Of suge

Ceational and cultural exchanges;

Jand information theough person-to-person edus

ofter referred
ssful exe
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HON DRAEY

reotypes and creating trast, As Edward R Mup- abroad today is 2 white wornan from a middle or
row famously said, the eritical Hok i the inter- upper class background, pursuing a liberal a

national commiunication chain is the “last three degree, and studving for eight weeks or less in
feer,” which & bridged England - or another
by personal contact. In { i country T i Western
this regard, the Ameri- Europe.

can public constitutes

the United States” greatest public diplomacy as- Inadditon to increasing the number of American
sets, particulady voung people who increasingly students going abroad, the next administeation
stady, work, volunteer, and travel overseas. should make it a priority to increase the mumber

of international students coming o the Unired

Todays vouth are perhaps the most globally -+ Seates to study and do research and to betrer in-
aware generation in history. More than any other tegrate them into campus life. Some Americans
age cohort today, they consider themselves t be may be wary of opening our doors during was
“citizens of the planet Earth” rather than cit- tine, particulardy o students from the Arab and
zens of the United States. They tend o favor 2 Muslim world, but these students pose less of

iser internationalism and have & sense that their a security threat than other foreign natdonals in
actions impact far beyond their own community. nited States. They are now the most closely
Nearly one in four expect to study, live, oy work in monttored and can provide our society with the
another country during thei lifetime. The nume greatest henefin.

ber of US: college students stadving abraad as America remains the words eading education
partof their college expedence has doubled over destination, with more than a halfamillion inver-

the last decade to more than 200,000, though this natonal studesits’ in the cotntry annually:
still represents slightly mote than 1 percent of merous surveys show that the best and brig

all Amaerican undergraduates ensolled in public, est are attracted by the quality and divessity of
private, and community instirutions. our educational §vstem, the degree of innovaton

: L srically open
Orie way o encourage LS, citzen diplomacy is academic doors, [nterestin the dation’s Fulbright
broad

and choice it permits, and our-his

terstrengthen and expand America ange. program is at record high levels; and

programs at both the university and high school applications have substantially increased since
levels The typleal American student who studies 9/11, incloding from the Islanic world:

50 CSIS SMART POWER



Despite these positis
foreign students looking for educational oppots

wends, however, many

tunities have tutned away-from the United States,
in part because of the perception that America
s become less” hospitable to foreigners. Al
thongh student visas are no’ bonger the problem
they:onice were, border inspections and home-
land security requirements remain unnecessacly
onerous and - unwelcoming, There was once a
e when Amesicans could assume with some

degree b cerainty that many of the future leads

s of. forelgn countries would be educated in the

United States: This may no longer be the ¢

We urge the sest president of the United States
o ke educitional and institational exchanges
a higher priority by taking the following steps.

&k sful

Dand

(Y t
s o 2000, the U

.S: Departmient of. State

spent $2384 million on academic exchanges,

of which $183.9 mullion was attaibiable to the
Fulbright program. Congréss should double this

appropriation, with greater ﬂmyhzssis pktccd o1
support for students and professionals in. the
medical, engineering, - cofmputer: sciences) and
education fiekd The text administrancn should
also “expand the State Diepactments Interna-
witor 1
welcomed more than 200 curredt and - foriner

tional eadership. Prograin; 'which has

heads of government, and the Department of
Defense’s National Security Education Program,

which provides opporiunities for U tdents o

become more proficlent i cultures and lnguag-

es of world regions critical to US. interests.

and
together. comprise more than a thivd of the

world¥ population, The next administration
should propose a ten-year special allocation of
new faads administered: through the Hutbright
- program to create a-new generation of Atneri-
y $on Chinaand India; asiwell as a

can specialis
new generation of Chinese and Indian special-
istwon the United States. :
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SUBLICATHON DRAFT

w - Fxpand Middle East Janguage competencies,
been a substantial incres
in Americat students studying Ambic and other
tanguages. of the Middle Fast and Southiwest
Asia; but morte are needed. During the Cold Wae,
the {

an intellectual foundation for understanding the

Since 9/ 11, there has 8¢

government funded programey 1o build

Soviet Union in our colleges and universities and
to teach relevant language skills. The commission
believes the U

L ogovernment should increase
spending to boost scholarships and language
competencies.

® Divaw on Ameriess eudeinl A \imert-

ca’s immigrant comununities provide a rich source

of international understanding within our bog-

ders,” Many - Americans: have s connection 1o
other parts of the word; are Aaent in their an-
ral language, and could setve as

[<s zen dip-

lomars abroad. Too few of these people take

part in exchange programs or are accepted into

civilian service within the US: government. The

US. government’s security paranoia discourages

Americans of foreign background from holding
aational security positions. With proper moritor-
ing and screening, the next administraton should
Americans © be

consider thes

ity assets
rather than security sks. The US government
should provide financial incentives, such as e
ition assistance, for fisst-generation Amerdeans to
work in foreign policy or national security posi-
tioas in the

government.
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INCREASING THE BENEF
ALL PEGPLE

S OF TRADE

I this perdod of accelerating global economic
integration, with all the opportunities and chals
that it implies, America stands as one of
al plavers on the world stage. The
Usited States is the wotld

leng

the most crith

s largest economy, the
targest exporter and mporter, and the recipient
of the greatest amount of foreign direct invese-
ment. The American labor force i highly dexible
and productive

nd our corporate and financial

structures are world class

tional teade has been g cddde
5. economic growth anid prosperity.

In ingredient

to L Ower the
past decade, trade has helped increase US GDP
by neatly 40 percent, resulting n net job creation
it the United Staves.
of American jobs depend on trade. v
Ing expotts have

Approximaely one-thicd
Tanuafactur-

increased 82 percent over the

past decade, and one in every theee Ul 3
used to produce products or services for expost.
that

s 16 nfforddable

UTrade Dalse ensures Aencan CoONsumens

have a s and services: Tt

helpy Keep inflation o chéck; interese rates low,

anid ivestment levels hightTn v

centyears, it also

helped dampen the effécrs of recession when the

slowed.

US economy h

tional security

The United States 18 inextricably tied to the glob-
aleconomy that we took the Tead in buﬁdmw i
the aftermath of World War T1. We'arg also p

“sibly the nation that bemhrx fost mmx e,

Because the
with ta
kmur in the wotld; Farther uk)b«xi trade fiberal=
tld Trade: Org
or free trade agreernents fricans that

nited States has ai open cconons;
and noatarift meas

tres among the

zation - through the, W
T
other nations ase required to reduce thelr bard-
s to trade proportionately more than we miust
elves. TPut simply, the United States is 2 net
winner in the interpational teade systenm,

O

This teality should aot breed complacency, bow-
ever: The States taust do. thore, W pre-
pare itself for increasing economic competiton.
American entrepreneurs and compantes no langer

Toite

dominate the realm of new ide
For gxample, half of all patént
were of foreign origin. Amer
to scientific journals have declined by
than 13 perc

A contiibutions
 fnore
cars, o 1981 LS,
wanted for one-

nt in the past 157
institutions a

national secued
fifth of r
oped countrdes, but' today that fraction has de-
kmd 10 roughly onetenth:
sice and 1

arch and development among devel-

Arerican £10 dimcc
ti e ndtic

Soononic pe

The changing natiwe of the global economy has

fundamentally altesed the b

PARTH: A SMART POWER STRATEGY. . 53




petition. Unlike in the past, the competition is

for markets and more for capiral, talent, and

wdeas. For example, the changes in computing,
communications, and ansport wechnology have

made the operation of a global supply chain a

competitive necessity.

To ensure that we have the best talent and ide
the next administration must reexamine our

public school system o en-

sure that we are graduating
high school students ready
for work, college, and cid~

zenship, The Bush admints-

wht
to do this through Neo Child

tration has admirab

Lefr Behind, but a regular se-

assessnent of how and what our young people
are learning iz critical. Whether a high school
gradizte goes on to higher educaton ornot, he
or she will enter 2 workplace that is most likely
tied 1o the global economy,

The Aunerican private sector also has 2 respons
ility 1o help- educate the nexe ¢
workers. The next pre

[ neration of

sident should challenge the

corporate sector to develop its Gwn trataing and

ingernship - programs that could help weach the
skills that American workers will need in the de-
cades to come, The nextadministration shiould
consider a tax credit for companies w make thelr

54 LSIS SMART POWER

in-house trataing available o public schools and

C()E‘nl‘nﬂﬂii}’ x lﬁgﬁ;‘&'.

Companies should also remain actvely tvolved

in pushing for a more effective immigration

policy. Although immigraton is not the sul

of this commission, in our aging soclety, tm-
migrants arg ce

ral o mringaining American
economic productivity, competitiveness, and job
growth. The next administea-
tion should seek to build bi-
partisan consensus on a stmart
immi

ration policy that takes

achvantage of immigrant skills
ar both the high and low ends

of the emplovment ladder.

There is no doubt that the benefits of wade are
not evenly distributed-—within a nation or across
natiens, There is growing anxiety both within the
sut wheth-
em can work for all.

United States and around the world

er the global economic
Th
gt
tions the benefits of tade and has an instinet to
withdraw from global engagement Although the

anxiety. finds its political expression in a
wing. economic populism that openly ques-

current adminisrradon ha

upported the expan-

ston of frée trade, many i Congress are ealling
for a halt 1o new trade agreements; the roliback
of existng secords like NAFTAS and higher bar-
riers o imaigration: )



Anxiety about the global economy is not limited

ta the United States, not is it new: Por decades,
political leaders across the globe have appealed
0 local populist sentiment and opposed gredter
economic integration, Today—-whether it s the
nedr collapse of the Doha Round of the WTO,

battles in Europe over the
European Constitution,
failed attenapts to create 4
P

the Americas; or delays in

Trade Agreement of

e¢

concluding  bilateral free
trade agreements—el- ‘

forts to tie economies closer together continue
to come under question and under five,

The answer to competition should not be te-
trenchment but further engagement—and the

United States must take the lead. Americans

have never shied away from a tough fight. Rath-
er, we have responded by honing our skills and
stayiag on the cutting edge. It should be no dif-
ferent today. However, as we embrace healthy
competition, we must also not forget those who
lose their jobs or are displaced by globalization.
Current data and analysis Hlustrate that the gaias

from globalization are disproportionately
centrated ar the upper end of the income dis-

sribation chain with earniigs among the middle

SO

falling. The middie class. continues to be

e

disproportionately-affected by "the ¢

cla
aoic

changes nader-way in'the American economy,
iclucling the impact of globalization.

Easing the burden on US, and foreign workers

most affected by globalization is an essential part. -

of an aggressive global trade strategy. Politicians

Dy

should support domeéstic économic policies. that
foster a broadet shariag of the benefits'of global

engagement. Trade, Adjustment Assistance, de-:

spite s re

mixed reviews. [ts objectives are the right ones;

-ent expinsion; has been met: with:

73

though-—helping displaced workers develop new
skills and transfer into new industries. Moré must

be done on this front.

Internationally, the next president must refocus
our foreign assistance as this report previously
discussed . and, to the ex-
tent we can,’ exercise our

influence - in intérnational
financial {nstititons to. di-
cecrthe efforts of these or
ganizations . toward, aiding
- poorer countries: that-face
the inetvitable adistment issues that that come
with an opening of markets: We should also re-
exarnine our own frade policies toward these na-
tions. An interesting model could be the BEUs
werything but Arms™ regime for the
veloped nations, for tariffely
cess to all goods other than arms, inchuding most

ast-cles

rhich provides egace

agricultural products. It s in the US. interest to

ensure that those hurt most by globalization-—
owr world’s pootest nations and people——ate able
to make new lves for thernselves. Conversely it
v inter
cantribute to or ignote poverty and desperation

TS

is against our economic and secuil

ardund the world.

A smarter global trade policy depends on shaps

ing ah econoniy. that is sufficiently flexible s
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rconomic benefits

competitive enough to delive
while minintizing the human cost of adjusting
economic distocation, This is a bipactisan chal-

lenge and must be a bipattisan e

8 Create a Free Trade Core within the WO The
next administration should negotiate a “plurilat-
eral” agreement among those WO members
willing o move directly to free trade on a global
hasis. The objective of the core, which would
have a defined accession criterin and process,
would be to provide a more effective alternative
to the proliferation of bilateral free trade agree-

ments outside the WTO, which are proceeding
apace and in some cases undermining the mul-
tilateral framework. Although consensus within
the full WTO would be the ideal and should re-
main the goal, it s in many cases not realistic. A

cote group would restore the cause of liberaliza

tion within the WTO and might even prod those
who tesist liberalization closer toward free trade.
Countries not able or willing 1o meet the core
criteria would be allowed to observe the ralks,
something they are specifically excluded from at

bilateral and multilateral trade negotiations.

® Lock in a Mintmum Messure of Global

e Liberalis

E oo, Negotiate a fully muld-
lateral round of trade liberalization applicable
to all WTO member countries based on the
limited commirments already on the table in
the Doha Round.

acket Access for

Developed countries should  fol-

low the BU lead and offer free market access

without teciprocity to the poorest nations. The
United States should encourage middle income
developing countries and other emerging mar-
kets, such as Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
South Africa, to develop a harmonized schedule
for doing the same.

# Hecommit &

\djustment. To help
displaced workers at home, the next administea-
tion and Congress should fundamentally reform
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAN) in the United
States, It
of unemployment insurance and Workforce In-

wuld be combined with the resourc

vestment Act programs into a single government
program designed to facilitate the reentry of
American workers who lose their jobs, regardless
of whether the loss can be tied to trade,

r

the | fad

Tivate Sectorto Ma

he onus of ensuting. that workers

around the world have the samie rights as workers

in the United States is on our corporate leader-
ship. It hurts Ameriea’s Image and influence for
US. companies to take advantage of workers in
poor countries sitaply to boost an already strong
bortom line. Many American. companies under-
stand and honor this code, but not all. American
corporate leaders ought to speak out publicly on
this issue.



Eﬂhmcing ot energy’ securlty must become
more than a political catch phrase. Tr requices
concerted action and policies aimed at reducing
demand through improved efficiency, diversity

ing energy suppliers and fuel choices, nad man-

aging geopolitics in resource rich areas that-cur-
rently account for the majority of our imports,

The importance of finding creative solutions is

only likely to heighten in the vears ahead.

Over the coming deeade; world energy démiand
is proj
enby populaton growth wnd economic devel-

coted to vise 1 unprecedented levels deiv-

opment A growing, proportion of this demnd
8, pars
Cdenlardy Ching and Indias Massive dmounrs of

growth will ‘pecar in developing courty

irvestment and infrasteacnige will be required o

produce and deliver enough energy w meet these

o8’ needs

shelet

Limitations to developing oil and gas resources;

the majosity of which are geographically concens -

erared fn a handful of reglons) ave deiving gretrer

CORCErn Over energy SCC\SI‘iC}“ i various Yfégi(}ﬂi

around the globe. This i tarn §

and: India
digstey has deiven these trends; but they

purring develz

75

opment of new ene ouices and credting

o domestically

Y
rrealerreianc

incesttives for g
abundant resources like coal i the Utiited Suates,
China, and India: This rernarkable grovvthiin de-

tmand s ecuiring ata time when'a patchwork of

carhon-constrained- environments hag-emerped
it response to ingreasuyg condein over theim:
pact of global climate change:

I response, Améeriean $tates and cities as well as
countries around the world and a growing por-
won of the private sector are taking action to re-
duce their regpective greenhouse gas emissions

comumittnents on the part of the U8 governs
ment rud other major rising Smirtins like China
ieither the US. govermment oo in

esponding to:thery




PRE-PUBLICATION DRAFT

{n the past year, there has been increasing aware-

ness of how countries and companies view their

O SN

v production and use, as well as their
environmental footprint. A recent study by the
National Petroleum Council (NPC), for instance,
which represents the major oil and gas indus-

wing the Havd

try perspective, was entitled

Truths about Ene and §

tance of energy efficiency and the development
of alternative fuels as part of 2 multi-compos
nent approach. New innovation on energy and
climate is being spurred by state and local regula-
tions and company anticipation of government
regulation on a national levell

Many companies are delaying investment in avas
ety of energy lnfrastructure projects; however,
particularly in the power getieration sector. This
1s because of uncertainty overthe sustained trac-
wte policies emerging at the state and
local level and gu

ton of ol

fons of whether and how

soon atfordable rechuology for providieg low-
carbon alferniatives will come onling. Compantes
also.are uncertain over the cost and regulatory
approach assoctated with implementing carbon
constraints, as well as the sk of the emergence
af future constraints. This delay o investment in
infrastruetiee uadermines the reliabiliey of our
v supply.

curtent ¢netgy
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o ditfering sets of rules or

costs associated with carbon dioxide emissions

could have disruptive implications for trade,

energy secutity, competitiveness, and economic

growth, A\ world, however, that establishes a
w on the cost of carbon could

global consens

breathe life into new and emerging sectors of

the economy, provide new avenues for US. eco-
S,

global leadership on a major issue of concern to

nomic growth, and provide a platform for U
the global cconomy.

LS, Teadership to shape 2 new energy framework

in a carbon-constrained world offers a unique
opportunity to alter the geopolitics of enc

Improve energy security, retnvigorate the spirit
of innovation and earreprencurialismy, and en-

gage disenfranchised portons of the developing
world:
A stnart power approach o energy security and

climate should focus on what Americans have

long done best—infnovating. A majority of the
g ¢ jorit

public supports “action’ to’ combat

global warming and imprc

e enery

CUrity.
The next administration shotld prioritize bring-

ing together the government, piivate sectoy, and

civil society to discuss next stéps o compete ina
: atned world.




haster for

Advanced tainabilitn
The United States should take a leadership role
within international institutions to create a com-
or outlining the principles

of gound energy policies and practices that serve

mon principles char

as the foundation for global energy security. Pro-
on

visions of the charter conld inchude: prowe
of sea lanes and critcal energy infrastrociare;
investment-fricndly regulatory and legal frame-
works that also respect the development needs
and sovereign rights of resource holders; regular
dialogues between producers and consumers o
improve information sharing and facilitate gov-
etnment-industry  cooperation; and improved
gﬂ\yx‘l‘ﬂﬁf}c(’ ﬂﬁd lfﬁﬁSPﬁf(’ﬂ(‘?' 0£ LEVenUes ﬂild
sustainability principles.

Create a L eld to Underpin-the
e Srrstrale oy To expedite the
deployment of clean energy technologies, spur

the development of new technologles, and cre-
ate a level playing field on which companies can
compete without distorting the effects of subsi-
dies, it is necessary to place an-economic value

on GHG emissions vin o mechanism that sends’

clear, long-term price. signals for industry in all
sectors of the economy. The system must be
flexible, allow companies t6 operate around the
world, and be integrated into'global trade regimes
to enable optiral trade of goods and services.
There are many mechanisms being proposed
to serve as the foundation {or this level playing
field, and the United States, with its history of
creating and maintaining global institutions aad
norms, must play a leading tole in their création
to ensure the long-term-stability: of any global
framework as well 4s continued global economic
stability and development. :

#® Serup

ment Center. F

£ Technolooy Develop-
pis) )3

hnology development
and deplovment are critical elements of any en-
ergy and climate solution. International collabo-
ration can play an important role in sharing the
Ao

cost of and accelerating the pace of innov
Financial and technical tesources, intellectual
property rights and ownership issdes continue
to remain barrders to greater technology coop-
eraton across borders, inhibitng the wansfer of
The
Department of Energy, in partnership with

new technologies 1o developing countrd

L
major global energy companies. and. biterna-
tional and regional development banks, should
establish a4 10-vear endowment for funding en-
ergy and technology related research. The fund

should be administered by an international con-
sortium of the National Science Foundation and

its equivalents in lacge energy consuiming nations
ks D T

and disbursed through a peerreview process to
US, and ioternational researchets i -order o
provide veature capital to develop and deploy
next generation energy technologies: This could
include a special focus on biofuels, which havé
the potential to play a particular role i aiding:

ounties,

development o po

de inibokg

The next administeas
tion should negotiate the elimination oia global

basis of all barriers to - ttade and: invesiment i
goods and services that cottribute 1o energpy effi-
and the reduction of carbon ditxide emis-

clency
sions, alohg with any barrders @ trade tn Anancial
services that would inhibit the developmentof a
worldwide macket for carbon trading This could
Core'in the
ed iy the previous section,

vee Tride €

bea fiest priotry for the
WTO, as disew
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{inplemeniting a sinart power strategy depends

on the government’s ability to organize for suc-

vess, Many Americans, though, have lost faith in

government’s ability to adapt and work effective
Iy in todar’s world. They look at the failed health
care reform efforts of 1990s, the slow and inade-
quate response 1o Hurricane Katrina, the lack of

body armor for American troops, even the long
lines that plagued our passport centers for a time
and wonder what o will ke o make our system
work again.

Six in ten Americans believe that when something
is run by the government, it is typically nefhicient

and wasteful; according 102 2007 Pew polk This

a has led Américans 16 feel increasingly

from their ‘gbvernment, with only 2
selieving that mo
care what they think./A 20

slected pificials acoually

ernment leaders have

its lowest

o handle international problems w
el

tevel since 19

This perception of an uncaring, neffective US.
government is even more. pronounced abroad
among nop-US. ciuzens. Non-Americans are
¥ Iasuch an
environment, difficaltdes i impledientation. are

Al about US: moty

targely

oftert interpreted as malive. Qur inability to gen-
grate reliable electrdcity in Iraq is seen as a way
for us to maliciously punish Iraqi citizens. The
bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade is
présumed 1o be intentional. Anyineffic

the visa system or difficoldes inentering US, tep-

Given the low: threshold of mutoal teust that e
ally imipostant that LS gov-
the proper mindseét, tools,

ists-today; itis espec
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egy. Will the next president be willing to make the

and rrade-offs to put into practice
] smart power vision?

There is no silver bullet for ensuring effective
mplementation of a smart power steategy, and
this commission has purposefully sought to stay

away from offering sweeping recommendations

on government reorganization. Moving boxes
around and building new ones is not always the
right answer. Even sdil, the next president ought
o undertake a strategic reassessment of govern
rent structuees and readiness.

among these, the next president is going

to f: . mili-

tary, both in terms of manpower and material.

g iﬂf{"ﬂ.\f(‘ pk’{?‘%‘w’{ifﬁi to reset ?%l(‘

As this veport has argued, maintaining U.S. mili-
tary power i3 paramount to any smart powet
strategy. Although: the Pentagon wrestles over

the. focuy of this reset—whether, for instance,

it should center on tiaditional power projection

ion

fons or on future long-durs
counterinsurgency or. stabilization missions-—
the president will have 2 broader set. ol deci
stons regarding the properinvestments in and
balance of hard and-soft power tools.

Which tools work and which do not? Which ve-
quire nussive overhaul, and which merely call for
new leadership and direction? How cai coordi-
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natic

on and integration between our military and

civilian tools of national power be enhanced?

This chapter seeks 1o identify some of the chal-

ges that have in the past impeded better tn-

egeation of our soft and hard power twols and
a meny of options that the next presi-
uld consider to address this challenge and

There is widespread understanding that America

needs o improve is ability to integrate hard and

totools inte a seamless fabric of capabilite
There ave, however, at least 10 intervelated fac-

tors that hinder the US. government’s ability to

bring abour this integration.

atlable to

|
the
agencies and bureaus. Thete is no level of g

S government are spread amotig multiple

erpment, short the president himself, where
these programs. and resources come together.

A program in one departmeitt, sach as

language broadeasting o Pashtosspeaking AL

ghans and Pakistanis, & not easily compared in

value against a set of new trucks foran Army

battalion. Increasing the size of the Forelfgn

Service would cost less than the price of one €
17 transport aireratt, for instince; vet there are



no good ways to 88
g 3

these tade-offs in our
current form of budgeting,

. The numerous existing programs that
promote American soft powet-—development as-
sistance; humanitatian relief, diplomatic presence,

public broadeasting, educational ‘exchianges

ITANY. agencies and
A

fractured and spread across
bureaus. The lack of coordination limits the im-
pact of any of these individual programs and
prevents them from being integrated into broader

strategies to promote American interests

elv involved

is Increas
in multi-faceted tasks such as the reconstruction
afterwars. Yet the civillan
agencies of the federal government lack the re-

of states and societie

sources and experience to undertake these com-

plex rasks. By default, the military has had to step
in to Al voids, even though the work would be
better administered by civilian personnel. I
hoe action by the Defense Dtp wtment further

This ad

undercuts the demand that civiian agencies de-

velop these competencies.

the Defense Deparament qmj m;hmx ¥ organiza-
ticns fs theit ability to mobili
of emergency. The Pentagon s able to respond
so ably to-érisls because it-buys ‘more people in
ed for daily peacetime

ESOUICES in lmes

peacetime than are need
The Defense Department has 10
percent more officers than it has jobs at any e
s that extra- 10 perceat “float” fog
training exercises and assignments in other agen-

operations.

vitne and us

cies. Civilian agencies have not chosen o else not
been allowed by Congress 1o budget a manpower
floar, As such, they do nothave the expedience or
the depth to take on emergéncy assignmemé.

PART 1

m country, offentimes’ the cousity
“rwho cannot develop regional stategies.

80

diplomacy. fovolved - Amefican oi’hcmis mc&rmg
quietly to discuss problems with foreign govern-

ment and private sector elites, While there is still
a central role for these formal channels of dia-
logue, diplomacy today & far more diverse and
challenging: Elites of any one nation. today of-
ten have more in common with counterparts in
other countries than with most citizens in their
own country. American diplomats need the ca-
pacity to reach beyond these traditional sources
of mformation and channels of influence to bet-
ter undeérstand and

shape views abroad,

ws undercut traditional tools of

Technology
statecraft. Modern innovations i) communica-
tions and transport have made it possible for of-

hin;mm

ficials statoned in headguarteds in 'V
D o incrensingly uadertake actions that once

were only possible by sticrogates in the fields The

of-

problem this poses is that no headquart
ganization can comprehend the complex ¢

curtents underway in distant countries. Reform
afforts tpically place even grearer power in the
hands ¢ shibgton officials, even though 4 sox

phisticated understanding of -complex local de-

veloprents would argue for more authotity to'be

vested in field operationsirather than les

as divided the
and giveri tesponyibilite

warld tnto specific régior
forall its activities within that region 1o o reglonal
commander. 1
tionof strategies and plars. Givilian agencies lack

‘his périnits 4 region-wide infeptas

this intermediate comns and struciire: The Wash-
~ington headquattess for the civ ilian &tp astments
links dicectly to a national r{‘pwsw{‘ g gV
sador;

amba
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g, For better
cycle and the politics of W
proportionate priorities for addressing near

ashington creates dis-
pErm

crises at. the expense
of long term strategic
thinking, The National
Security Council should
be the place for long-
term stra

sic  thinking
and  planning, but it is

constantly drawn to breaking crises and wrgent

developments. This short term horizon infects
all Washington headquarters operations.

i

« f 3 i

Washingron politics has become

gladiatorial, Cabiner secretaies are pulled be-

fore congressional committees in contentious

settings. Longstanding congressional leaders of
both parties have seen their authority circum-
vented. A climate of confrontation has displaced
a culture of cooperation. This trend has been
growing for years, but Congress now puts the
smallest directions n law to bind the hands and
direction of the Executive Branch, while the Fx-
ecutive Branch fails ro consult on key national

security decisions.

he dynamic dimensions

of “Arierican life today are largely i the pri
sector, not i government. Nongovernmental o=

ganizations, private foundations, businiesses; uni-
versities and citizens undertake innovative and
exciting activities every day that boost the power
and attractiveness of the American model. Vast
deposits of soft power reside in'the private sec-
tor, vet the US. government is largely oblivious
tor these resoirees and does not know how 1o tap
them for coordifared affect.

64 . CSIS SMART POWER

The forces of disintegration in our soft and hard
power tool kit are strong Tt will take a dedi-
cated effort by the next
administration to over-
come these challenges.
In some instances, the
problems call for new
fnstitutions or renewed
mandates  for  existing
institutions. In other instances, the problem can
best be addressed with leadership and account-

abili and constiruencies will

. Domestic polite
also likely shape anv reform process. The de-

mands and pressutes of America’s domestic poli-

tics will make far more difficult the development

of a sophisticated foreign policy, and investment

in tools required to carry it out.

We believe reform is possible, however, We sug-
gest that the next administration should be guid-
ed by the following five principles;

LA start power steategy requites that we tmake
strategic trade-offs among competing priorities.

must elevate and tegrate the unique di-
mensions of development, diplomacy and public
diplomacy info a unified whole:

3. Congress. must be a partner; and develop
propet authoriziag and appropriating structures
T S{lpp(‘)l'i a smart pt)‘\\"i‘f 5(1’?3{(‘%}3

4. We must move more discretionary authority
and resources into fickd organizations and hold
therm aceountable for resules:

The government must leatn’ to- tap into. and
harness the va

soft power tesources i the pri-
vate secior and civil society.

The ne

president and. the 11 1th Congre
hoth of which will take office in Jasivary 2009,
will have thewr own ideas onhow o organize for



success. However, we offer-the following tecom-

mendations as @ menu of ideas for futare policy
makers that would support the iplémentadon
of a smart potwver strategy. ’

The natioaal security

adviser 18 sswept upin the urgent challenges of
unfolding ciises,” and. Iacks the ability to focus
on long-tetm strategy déevelopment or manage
interagency teade-offs. The next administration
should double-hat a deputy to the national se-
curity adviser and the director of the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), charging this
incividual with developing and managing a stea:
tegie framework for planning policies and allo-
cating resources. This position wounld have the

authority to work with the relevant congressio-
nal cominittees to secure funding for broad stra-

tegic purposes,

. Tt is not widely understood that each ma-

jor depactment of the federal government has

an organization and an individual designated as

the “execttive secretary”™ for that department.
The role of these executive secretaries—under
the overall lead of the executive secrerary in the
National Security Council=~is' t6-move paper and
“ideas amony the agencies and “with the White
House: T 3 planning dodument is needed for
an upcnﬁui‘ng meeting of the National Security
Council, the executive seCretary: System ensures
that all velevant parties have copies of the docu-

y

meat in advance. Although cursently thisis la

an administeative functon, it could be'dugment-

ed o have larger coordination capabilities. Co-.

ordinating the activities of virdous departments
is always a challenge for administranons. There

is ho ext

ting coordination staff ot interagency
operations, mainly because there is @ policy dis-
pute among cabloet secretaries asto who should
be responsible. There is lirtle suppofr for putriﬁg

“igesen

82

a standing “coordination staff - in the D
Securdty Council becanse it i not iucigéd;\x -
to have actual operations run out of the White
House, The Bush ‘administration al{cmptéd to

create a coordidation capacity to address ' post-
conflict missions. witht the State. Departments
Office of the Coordinator for Stabilization and

Reconstruction (5/CRS); but its effectiveness in

coordinating operations crideal to ULS. interests
has been limited, in large part because of resis:

and: de-
pactments to “being coosdinated.” The next ad-

tance from existing bureaus, apénc

ministraton should consider creating# standing
coordination: center as an adjinct-organization
v This option
would provide the infrasteucture for coording=

attached to the executive secretar

tion without having the baggage of bureancratic
tuef “disputes over departmental roles and: mig-
sions.. This standing coordination: organization

would be available for use by whichever
leader is selected by the president o coorduiate

the: federal government’s response to'a

report previvusly diseuss
50 separate, unceordinated programs adiaing
teted by the federal government that under take
economic and: rechnical assistance. "Fhg
grams e fractured, lack coosdination, and are

L PrG:

not aligned 1o achieve strategic goals. Thi

s 2 rmmjor inpediment The nextpres

should task the depuity for smart e
withithe cabisetsectets

magagenient structure. and-as instititonal plan

testo developa coherent
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within the first three months of office. The Bush

administration has made important additions 1o

the gover vh the creation of
the Millenniwm Challenge Corporation and the
President’s Emergency Program for AIDS Relief.
These valuable addidons need 0 be integrated
into this coherent new strategy and structure,

The

blished a requirement in 1996 (H.R.

ongress e
{0 thae the Department of Defense conduct a
ystematic and comprehensive assessment of s
goals, strategies, and plans once every four vears,
Called the Quadeenaial Defense Review, it has
become a major strategic planning proc

Defense Department. The ne

X

should vndertake a parallel pre

£ national power, The rest president

should i

ue an executive ordet shortdy upon k-
ing office that would establish a proces

sand a
tmeline for this smart power QDR to paralle]
the Defensé Department’s QDR.

Re

s discussed
above, the Department of Defense Is able to sus-
win a far superior process for leadership educa-
ton because it routinely budgets for 10 percent
more military - officers than there are. jobs. for
griments, This “Hoat”

s

them. in-operational. as

permits the military to send irs officers toleader-
ship developmesnt programs; 10 work as detailees

it other agencies to broaden their professicnal

66 CSIS SMART POWER

i the

experiences and judgment, and o meet unfore-
seen contingencies. Civilian agencies have not

budgeted a comparable personnel Hoat. To ad-

these needs cies, the

s for our civilian ag
next president should increase the munber of
Foreign Service personnel serving in the Depast-
ment of State by more than L0000, and consid-
er further expansions in other relevant civilian

sncies, The value of such

an expansion should

be

onstdered in the context of comparable hard

power expenditures,

ilian government agencies do not have a
regional command structure cotopacable to the

Department of Def The Defense Depart-

ment is able to d

velop regi < plans

because it has re sible

'Ei,\i‘l‘[{i COIRIANALTS fCSP()X

for large geographical areas:
v have W
and single representatives in-national capi-

Chvilan agene

ashington headquarters opera-

Hons
als, This causes two problems. Fiest, it prevents
the development of regional strategies because
Washington headquarters opesations oftén get
caught up in \ ‘

ington politics. :And second,

fail to get integrated interagency operativas in
the held o a reglonal basis: To address this prob-

lem, the next president should mive die- senior
Seate Department ambassadors known as “politi-

cal advis igned to advise regional military
comymanders. a-dual authority 1 head a tegional

interagency consultation coundil comprising rep-



resentatves, from all other fukml agencies that
have field operations i those reg
and OMB should work 16 p:m‘idc thc‘ State e~

partmerit the resources 1o support these regional

QETCSs

coosdination councils,

- government efforts
to communicate with foreign populations often

fail to develop thematic messages that’ reso-
nate due to local distrust and our own misua-
degstandings of tocal realities. As a nonprofit,
nongovernmental en-
tity, this center would
federal  ap-
propriations to more

receive
credibly  communi-

cate with populations abroad by tapping into
the vast knowledge and intelligence thar existin
the private and nonprofit sectors. In parteulay,

it would seek to fill gaps where they existin four

main operational areas: (1) improved undes-

standing {through polling and research); (2) dia-

fﬁ

logue of ideas (¢ uomziﬁ mutual exchange
A{i\ ice puhh\ off
; ) shaping

{through expert analy-
sreign attitndes abour zhv

Em{ui \{xm to fit with reality: (through com-

munications stiate “ S Nt organization

would have an independént board comprising
notable American communicators with careers

inside and ourside of -governmment who could

84

Cofithe £

provide a “heat shield” from near-term political
pressures and would-laise with the furerous
fede

ol aned private Instirations that monitor ad
evaluate international developments and make
recommendations for government action,

foreign
s bivth of
iy the
colonies, upset at their high rases and Iack of ﬁép~
took
arms. andsought to

Realism and idealism have. shaped: U

The ve
the cotntry vecudred when leading ¢

policy since the earliest times.

_resentation; up
create
of

Aumerica was crested
as an fntellectual pursuir, imbued with great ideal-
ismm, vet directed toward highly practical goals and
Tris ¥ that sote presi-
lists are idealists. I
clements of

an” tdeid  form
selb-governiment,

oblectiv
dents
d
both.

simply false w
while others
on tn Washington alb

ALQ 1

vs has

ue or believe

It would be similaddy false w a
that hard power is shorthand for realism, while

At-the outset
enhowet, thtotgh

soft power s short fc
Sid War, President T
famous Project Solariuem that tasked ine

the ao

teragency tearns with developing strategles

countering Soviet “expansion, . conchided " that

PART i RESTORING CONFIDENCE N GOVERNMENT

&7



PREPUBLICATIONDRAF

Ammetica and the Wi
petition with international communism through

twould win the global com-

the power and dynamism of oue economy and
society, not through military means alone.

Military power was needed to counteract the mil-
frary intimidation of the Soviet Union and the

Red Army in E

astern Europe, but the strategy
of containment was fundamentally grounded in
a politcal consensus among allies and the dedi-
cated effort to create international norms under-

pinned by economic liberalism. The dynamism

of our economy and free societies would win the

Cold War. Soft power is very real and ultimately

the strongest power it our arsenal.

The business community has a concept, known

as “pricing power,” that refers to the unique

titme when a company has a product so desired
by customers that the price can be raised with-
out affecting demand. During the first three de-
cades of the Cold War, America held the political

equivalent of pticing power.

Much of the wotld
admired America and wanted to enshrine Ameri-
can values as the international standard, Citizens
and governments consented to the creation of in-

ternational institutions and norms that strength-

ened rule of law; representative and accountable
governiment, open markets; transparent business
relations,. and “support and protection’ to those
who needed help and sought to improve their lot

in life:

In recent years our standing in the world has
diminished. Ta pact this was a product of the
ultitmate kiriumph of the West during the Cold
War, which left America as the lone superpower
People still admifred the idea of America, but felt
that ‘out couritry had becomme too artogant and
domineering on the world stage.. .

68 CSI5 SMART POWER

85

The térrorist attacks on 9/11 cavsed America o
become a frightened and angry nation. We react-
ed i ways that alarmed people the world over.
We told people in no uncerrain terms that they
wete either with us or against us, presenting too
superficial a policy choice for the complex prob-
lems we faced. And we relied excessively on hard
military power to fight the war against terrorists
a battle
that will be won by ideas, not bullets. Just like the

and violent exteemis

Ultimately this is

w

Cold War, we will prevail when the world choos-

es the opportunities we defend over the despair

offered by our enemies.

We understood on a gut level during the Cold
War that we could only win with a wide network
of allies and with America’s leadership in estab-
lishing international norms that promoted the
peaceful resolution of conflicts, representative
governments resolving disputes through diplo-
macy, an international legal cultare of due pro-

CLBS

élﬂ(i {f&l}sp}lfﬁ‘ﬂﬂ}"

and economies expanding
opportunity at all levels of society. That steategy
worked brilliantly in the last century. Toda

challenges are different with the : of non-
state actors, but the basic principle that allies and
norms extend American influence {8 just as vital

and relevant for this century.

Ametica has all the capacity to b

A SMALT power.

It has-a social culture of toletance. Tthas woades-
ful universities and colleges: It has an-open and
free political climate. 1t has a boothing economy.
And it has a legacy of idealism: that channeled
our enormous hard power i ways that the world
accepted and wanted. We can become 4 smatt
power agairn It {5 the most itixpormnt rmandate
for our next president. :
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construction Project at CSIS. He is also a professor at Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson
School. He was UN deputy high commissioner for refugees in Geneva (1999-2001)
and the first director of the Office of Transition Initiatives at the US. Agency for
Intetnational Development (1994-1999).

Charles G. Boyd, US. Air Force (Ret), is president and chief executive officer of
Business Executives for National Security. Previously, he served as executive director
of the Hart-Rudman National Security Commission. General Boyd enjoyed a long
military career and, notably, is the only POW from the Vietnam War to achieve four-
star tank.

Helene D. Gayle, 2 medical doctor and public health expert, is president of CARE
USA, a nonprofit working in 66 countries to empower women and families in the
fight against poverty. Previously, Dr. Gayle was the director of the HIV, TB, and
reproductive health program for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and had a 20-
year careet with the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and in the U.S. Public
Health Service, retiting as a rear admiral and assistant surgeon general,

‘ APPENDIX

Yl



88

PRE-PUBLICATION DRAFT

Allan E. Goodman is president and CEO of the Institute of International Education.
Dr. Goodman was executive dean and professor at Georgetown’s School of Foreign
Service, He worked for the directors of Central Intelligence and of the National Foreign
Assessment Center under President Carter.

Maurice R. Greenberg is chairman and CEO of C.V. Starr. Mr. Greenberg recently re-
tired as chairman and CEQ of the American International Group (AIG) after more than
40 years of leadership, creating the largest insurance company in history.

Chuck Hagel (R-NE), Nebraska’s senior US. senator, is the second ranking Republican
on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and also serves on the Banking, Intelligence,
and Rules Committees. Prior to the Senate, he had a distinguished career in the private
and public sectors. Hagel is a decorated Vietnam veteran.

Sylvia Mathews Burwell is president of the Global Development Program at the Bill
& Melinda Gates Foundation. Ms. Mathews Burwell previously served as deputy director
of the Office of Management and Budget, deputy chief of staff to the president, and
chief of staff to secretary of the treasury.

Betty McCollum (D-MN) is serving her fourth term in the US. House of Representa-
tives representing Minnesota’s 4th District. She is also a senior whip within the House
Democratic Caucus. Previously, Rep. McCollum served in the Minnesota House of
Representatives (1993-2000) and taught high school social science.

Sandra Day O’Connor is an American jurist who served as the first female associate
justice of the Supreme Court of the United States from 1981 to 2006. She was nomi-
nated by President Ronald Reagan. She retired in January 2006 and is currently the only
retired associate justice of the Supreme Court.

Thomas R. Pickering is a former under secretary of state for political affaies and holds
the personal rank of career ambassador. He is currently vice chairman at Hills & Com-
pany and previously worked as senior vice president for international relations at the
Boeing Company.

Jack Reed (D-RI), elected in 1996, serves as Rhode Island’s senior US. senator. Previ-
ously, Senator Reed was a three-term memnber of the US. House of Representatives
from Rhode Island’s 2nd Congressional District. Senator Reed is also a lawyer and 2
retired US. Army captain,

72 CSIS SMART POWER



89

Dayid M. Rubenstein is cofounder and managing director of The Carlyle Group,
one of the world’s largest private equity firms. A lawyer, Mr. Rubenstein served as
chief counsel to the US. Senate Judiciary Committee’s Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Amendments (1975-1976) and was deputy assistant to the president for domes-
tic policy (1977-1981).

George Rupp is president of the International Rescue Committee. Previously, Dr.
Rupp was president of Columbia University (1993-2002), president of Rice Univer-
sity (1985-1993), and dean of the Hatvard Divinity School (1979-1985).

Mac Thornberry (R-TX) has represented the 13th District of Texas in Congress
since 1994. Previously, he was deputy assistant secretary of state for legislative affairs
under President Reagan. Six months before 9/11, Rep. Thornberry introduced the
first bill to create a Homeland Security Agency.

Terence A. Todman holds the title of career ambassador. Among his many State
Department assignments, he has served as ambassador to Argentina, Denmark, Spain,
Costa Rica, Chad, and Guinea; as chargé d’affaires in Togo; and as assistant secretary
of state for inter-American affairs.
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HOW THE COMMISSION FUNCTIONED

In the fall of 2006, CSIS president and CEO John
J Hamre asked CSIS trustees Richard Armitage
and Joseph Nye to chair 2 Commission on Smart
Power that would formulate a more optimistic vi-
sion for guiding US. foreign policy in the years
ahead. The bipartisan commission included 20 na-
tional leaders from the government, military, pri-
vate sector, nongovernmental otganizations, and
academia. The commission met formally three
times during 2007 to reach its conclusions—in
Match, July, and September 2007—and engaged
informally on a consistent basis with project staff.

The commission was staffed by coditectors Carola
McGiffert and Craig Cohen, who served as the
principal drafters of this commission report. Their
work and the deliberations of the commissioners
were informed and guided by a number of impor-
tant sources who deserve to be recognized here.

Project research was conducted overseas, in Wash-
ington, and around the United States. More than
25 CSIS senior scholars (listed on the following
pages) lent their deep expertise to the commis-
sioft by providing regional and issue assessments
and writing a set of policy papers to inform the
commission’s deliberations. Most traveled to their
region of expertise to conduct first-person inter-
views and research specific to the commission’s
work. CSIS scholars briefed commissioners at the
March meeting and commented on drafts of the
report. Their work provided the intellectual un-
derpinning of this report.

Three outside advisets—Gordon Adams, Lael
Brainatd, and Hank Crumpton—btiefed the com-
mission at its July meeting on the tough institution-
al choices facing the next administration. These
briefs focused on national security budgeting, de-

velopment, and counterterrorism. The three also
made themselves available for personal interviews
to project staff throughout deliberations.

A number of CSIS associates and research as-
sistants contributed to the production of this
report. Eric Lief, senior associate in the Aftrica
Program, produced all of the report’s charts and
graphs. Matthew Wills, research associate, served
as the invaluable project coordinator for the com-
mission and blog manager. Special thanks go to

John Schaus, executive officer to the president,

for his good judgment on substance and process
throughout, and to Angela Zech who helped to
get the project off the ground.

Special recognition is due to Jim Dunton and
his publications team, including Donna Spitler
Fields, who provided copyediting, and Divina

Jocson, who executed graphics work on the

charts, as well as Karina Marshall, who produced
the beautiful design for the report. We are also
grateful to the web team and Brad Larson for
their work setting up the blog. Thanks also go to
Mark Trvine for producing the graphics depict-
ing global public opinion.”

In short, the Smart Power Commission project
was truly a collabotative cross-center effort, and
we are grateful to the full CSIS team who contrib-
uted their time and expertise.

Project staff and commissioners were fortunate to
have the opportunity to engage informally in off-
the-record dialogues with senior members of the
media, the diplomatic community, administration
officials, congressional staff, presidential advisers,
nongovernmental experts, and other opinion lead-
ers to solicit differing perspectives. Exic Ham, CSIS
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deputy director of external relations, is leading our
Hill outreach effort. We are also grateful to the se-
nior saff of our commissioners from Congress
who have contributed substantively to this report.

A number of bipartisan research and advocacy
otganizations also lent their suppott to the proj-
ect along the way. These exchanges of ideas have
strengthened the report, and we look forward to
continued collaboration. Special thanks go to Liz
Schrayer of the US. Center tor Global Engage-
ment and its Impact *08 project, and David Shorr
of the Stanley Foundation, both of whom have
been important partners. Thanks as well to the
Global Development Program at the Hewlett
Foundation for insights that improved the com-
mission’s final report. We are also grateful to our
colleagues at World Learning who setved as a ter-
rific resoutce.

CSISs “Dialogue with America” played a critical
role in informing the commission’s wotk. Smart
Power commissioner Rick Barton and project di-
rector Karen Meacham traveled the United States
and met with Americans of diverse professional
and political backgrounds to engage them in a
discussion on America’s role abroad. These con-
versations were briefed to the commission and
provided qualitative insights into the thinking of
Ammericans outside the beltway. This listening tour
was the first major grassroots initiative undertaken
by CSIS, a Washington, D.C.-based organization,
and its success has helped us to develop a nation-
al network of diverse organizations and citizens
who are interested in smart power. [t is an effort
we plan to continue and expand.

In July 2007, CSIS launched its Smart Power
Speaker Series, which has brought national leaders
not serving on the commission to Washington to
discuss America’s role in the world in a public fo-
rum. Speakers to date have included the head of
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a Fortune 500 company, a former commander of
the US. Central Command, a senior adviser to the
UN secretary general, among others. The Speak-
er Series and subsequent outreach efforts seek to
make the commission’s recommendations an inte-
gral part of America’s political discourse and will
continue through 2008.

CSIS has also launched a Smart Power Blog atwww.
csissmartpower.org The blog serves as a platform
through which CSIS experts can post the analysis
they provided to the commissioners, including the
results of the Dialogue with America, and com-
ment on the events of the day. The blog provides
an easily accessible national forum to discuss US.
global leadership.

The commission is immensely grateful to the Starr
Foundation for making this entire effort possible,
and particulatly the generous encouragement and
support of Cotmmissioner Hank Greenberg, CSIS
also wishes to thank the Ford Foundation for its
ongoing support of the Dialogue with America;
the Rockefeller Brothers Foundation, the Better
World Fund, and CG/LA Infrastructure LLC for
their support of the Speaker Series.

One of the goals of this project is to inject the con-
cept of smart power into the political discourse,
and as such, CSIS outreach efforts will continue
well beyond the release of this report. CSIS would
like to thank Derek Chollet and Steve Biegun for
their advice carly in the project on reaching out to
the campaigns. Commissioners and CSIS scholars
will remain actively involved in briefing smart pow-
er ideas and strategy to members of Congress and
their staff, presidential candidates and their advis-
ers, other opinion leaderts, and the media. It is our
hope that the issues explored in this report take on
a life of their own outside of CSIS and become
embedded in the foreign policy of the next presi-
dent of the United States.
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Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Dean Nye.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH S. NYE, JR.

Mr. NYE. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is a pleasure to be able to address you and your distinguished
colleagues on the Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign
Affairs of the House Committee on Oversight and Government Re-
form and a particular pleasure to see on the panel in front of us
two of the distinguished members of our Smart Power Commission,
Representative Thornberry and Representative McCollum, who
were major contributors. But that is not to implicate them. They
can still as hostile questions if they wish.

In any case, what I would like to do is pick up where Rich left
off.

This report is about power, and what we are trying to do in the
report is widen the focus. Whoever is elected President next year
is going to have a series of problems—Iraq, Iran, Pakistan—with
which we are all daily preoccupied in the press and in the various
conversations we have. Our feeling about the report was we needed
to put these in a larger, longer term context which I gather is what
you have been trying to do with these hearings of your committee.

When I say that it is about power, I mean that the United States
is going to be the world’s leading power for the next several dec-
ades, but how we use that power in a world in which we are con-
fronted with the rise of Asia and with a generation-long problem
of terrorists and extremists is going to be a key problem for us, and
that is what we are trying to address.

When we talk about power, we simply mean the ability to influ-
ence others to get the outcomes that one wants, and you can influ-
ence others in two ways. You can do it through hard power which
is carrots and sticks, threats or payments. You can do it through
soft power which is the ability to attract. When we talk about
smart power, it is the ability to combine those two instruments into
a single coherent strategy.

If you look back historically, we did this very well as a country
during the cold war. We, in fact, were able to deter Soviet aggres-
sion by our military capacity. At the same time, we were able to
eat away belief in communism behind the Iron Curtain by the qual-
ity of our ideals, our public diplomacy, so that when the Berlin
Wall, it fell not to an artillery barrage but to the onset of hammers
and bulldozers.

That was a smart power strategy, and we are going to need a
strategy like that if we are going to deal with the types of problems
that I mentioned, the generation-long struggle against extremists,
terrorists and the issues of rise of new nations as well as a series
of transnational challenges.

Basically, the United States, because it will be the biggest, will
always have a certain degree of the problem of being resented. The
big kid on the block always has a bit of envy and a bit of resist-
ance, but it matters a lot whether the big kid on the block is seen
as a bully or as a friend. I think what we need to do is get in front
of the world the positive views of how we can be seen as a friend,
as Rich said, exporting hope rather than fear.
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If you look back at the experience of Britain in the 19th century,
Britain was the largest country and what it did was provide a se-
ries of international public goods, things that were good for Britain
but good for others as well, and that essentially made British
power more acceptable. Such things as freedom of the seas, an open
international trading system, a stable international monetary sys-
tem, these were, if you want, in the public good.

The United States, as the leading country, has the capacity to
serve that public good. As we do so, we serve our own interests,
but we also make our interests legitimate in the eyes of others and
therefore increase our soft power. In that sense, it is a two for one
proposition for us.

What we argued in the report was that we needed to put these
various problems that we face, which are very real problems, in
that larger context in which the United States is seen as a country
which is promoting a public good. In that sense, we believe that we
need, we had five major headings in the report that fit under this
category.

We felt that it was important to reinvigorate alliances and insti-
tutions, that we have a long history, since the end of World War
II, as being leaders in this area, that we need to reinvigorate that.
One example that we gave of that was that it might be wise for
us to ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty, but that is one of a number
of examples.

We also felt, second, that we should place development in a high-
er priority in our foreign policy. Development aligns our aspirations
with the aspirations of others.

Of the dimensions of development that we thought were most im-
portant, we focused on public health and a particular initiative on
public health which would allow us to not only do ourselves good
by improving the public health conditions in poor countries, which
reduces the dangers of pandemics and the dangers or at least the
benefits of early information about them but also helps people in
those countries. In that area, which Congresswoman McCollum
was very good on in our Commission, I think we have something
very useful to say.

The third heading was public diplomacy and particularly focus-
ing on the fact that public diplomacy is more than broadcasting,
which tends to be one way, but that the real value in public diplo-
macy is what Edward R. Murrow called the last 3 feet, that face
to face communications which is two-way.

There, we felt that the fact that there are 500,000 foreign stu-
dents in the United States was a major gain for us in soft power,
but the fact that you now have 200,000 American students going
overseas is equally important. We felt that could be illustrated,
perhaps, with one specific recommendation in the report which is
that we ought to double the size of the Fulbright Program.

A fourth area was to maintain an open international economy.
Globalization produces problems for many people but, on the larger
picture, globalization provides opportunities for development and
growth. If we turn away from globalization, we will in fact be hurt-
ing ourselves as well as hurting poor people in poor countries.

We need to foster an open international economy as we have in
our past and do that in the context of taking care of those who
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don’t benefit quite as much as others from that opening. As an ex-
ample there, we felt that moving ahead with the Doha Round and
completing it was a concrete case.

Finally, we felt that if we look at the large challenges we face
in the areas of climate change and energy security, that we have
a great deal to contribute here in our tradition of innovation. Amer-
ican technology and innovation can make major contributions.

One example that we came to was the problem of coal-burning
in China. China is adding about two coal-burning plants a week.
That puts as much CO; into the atmosphere or all Chinese plants
that burn coal put as much CO; into the atmosphere as we do in
our transportation system in a year. We can’t stop China from
doing that. This is a case where hard power instruments won’t do
any good.

But if we were to develop the capacity to set up a new institution
which used or tapped into our technological innovation to help
China develop a cleaner coal itself, we could benefit the Chinese,
benefit ourselves and benefit the rest of the world. That is another
goog example, if you want, of being able to provide global public
goods.

So those were the five areas that we used as examples of how
you could try to put America into this larger perspective which
makes us a friend as the big kid on the block rather than the bully
as the big kid on the block.

But, finally, we ended by saying that one of the problems we face
is how to put our own house in order. There are a number of di-
mensions to that, but if you think about the way the U.S. Govern-
ment is organized, both in the executive branch and the Congress,
we are not integrated. We are not organized to integrate the tools
in our toolbox of power. We don’t know how to relate the hard
power and soft power tools into a smart power strategy.

We spend $750 billion more or less on defense. We spend about
$1.5 billion on public diplomacy. But even within those numbers,
there are problems about tradeoffs.

For example, if the Broadcasting Board of Governors wants to
save tens of millions of dollars by stopping shortwave broadcasts in
English, that is a tiny sum compared to the larger questions in the
defense budget, but there is no place in the U.S. Government
where you can tradeoff, where you can have a strategy which asks
is this a wise decision or is that a wise decision.

We recommend in that sense that there should be a new deputy
to the President on the National Security Council, dual-hatted with
the Organization of Management and Budget, to establish a quad-
rennial smart power review like the QDR in the Defense Depart-
ment for defense hard power alone and to have the job of con-
stantly updating and implementing it to make sure that agency
budgets and strategies fit within it.

We also felt that it is important to realize that much of America’s
soft power and impact on the rest of the world is not produced by
the government but produced by our civil society. An example
would be the Gates Foundation work on HIV and other diseases in
Africa, but there are many smaller non-profit organizations and
foundations which could benefit from some help here in terms of
contacts with other parts of the world.
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We felt that a government fund or institution which would have
government funding but a firewall of independent directors, who
would then support but not control American private actors in their
face to face relations with peoples in other countries, would be a
very useful additional innovation in the area which your committee
is concerned with.

So these are some examples of the types of things that are in the
report. Obviously, in this short presentation, we can’t possibly
touch all the material that is there, but we did want to give you
the general flavor of what we mean when we talk about widening
the lens and putting our overwhelming current problems in a
broader and longer term perspective.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nye follows:]
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Mr. Chairman:

We would like to thank you and your distinguished colleagues on the Subcommittee on
National Security and Foreign Affairs of the House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform for the invitation to speak today on the subject of, “Smart Power
and U.S. Strategy for Security in a Post-9/11 World.”

As you know, we are co-chairs of the Commission on Smart Power, a bipartisan
Commission that includes two of your colleagues in the House and two in the Senate,
faunched by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in late 2006 to
outline a new vision for American leadership in the 21% century. The Commission
released its findings earlier today. We would like to request your permission that the pre-
publication copy of the Commission report be submitted into the record. It is our
privilege to sit before you today to share our findings and suggest a few thoughts for
shaping a new approach to U.S. strategy in the years ahead.

Preserving American Preeminence as an Agent for Good

The United States has been at war for six years now. During this time, debates over the
best use of American power have tended to focus almost exclusively on fighting in Irag
and on the struggle against terrorists and violent extremism. Do we have the strategy and
tools to succeed? What would constitute victory? What role should our military play?
These questions have defied easy answers and divided a weary but determined nation.

The war debates will continue into 2008 and beyond. Our Commission has sought to
replace the narrow lens focused on Iraq and terrorism with a broader one that looks at
U.S. goals, strategies, and influence in today’s world. What principles should guide U.S.
foreign policy in the next administration?

Our view is that the United States must become a smarter power by investing once again
in the global good—providing things that people and governments in all quarters of the
world want but cannot attain in the absence of American leadership. By complementing
U.S. military and economic might with greater investments in its soft power, America can
build the framework it needs to tackle tough global challenges.

Specifically, the United States should focus on five critical areas:

» Alliances, partnerships, and institutions: Rebuilding the foundation to deal with
global challenges;

Global development: Developing a unified approach, starting with public health;
Public diplomacy: Improving access to international knowledge and learning;
Economic integration: Increasing the benefits of trade for all people;
Technology and innovation: Addressing climate change and energy insecurity.
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Investing in the global good is not charity. It is smart foreign policy. America’s allies
look to us for ideas and solutions, not lectures.

The goal of U.S. foreign policy should be to prolong and preserve American preeminence
as an agent for good. Achieving this goal is impossible without strong and willing allies
and partners who can help the United States to determine and act on priorities.

America should have higher ambitions than being popular, but foreign opinion matters to
U.S. decision-making. A good reputation fosters goodwill and brings acceptance for
unpopular ventures. Helping other nations and individuals achieve their aspirations is the
best way to strengthen America’s reputation abroad.

This approach will require a shift in how the U.S. government thinks about security. We
will always have our enemies, and we cannot abandon our coercive tools. Resetting the
military after six years of war is of critical importance. But bolstering American soft
power makes America stronger. The U.S. government must develop the means to grow
its soft power and harness the dynamism found within civil society and the private sector.

Implementing a smart power strategy will require a strategic reassessment of how the
U.S. government is organized, coordinated, and budgeted. The next president and the
111" Congress should consider a number of creative solutions to maximize the
administration’s ability to organize for success, including the appointment of senior
personnel who could reach across agencies to better align strategy and resources.

We must build on America’s traditional sources of strength in a principled and realistic
fashion. With new energy and direction, the United States could use its great power for
even greater purposes and in the process preserve American values and interests far into
the future.

Waning Influence

People and governments abroad are at some level dissatisfied with American leadership.
Allies and adversaries alike openly criticize U.S. policy. One opinion poll after another
has demonstrated that America’s reputation, standing, and influence are at all-time lows,
and possibly sinking further. This onslaught of negative reporting on how the world
views America prompts three immediate questions:

1. Isit that bad? Are negative views of America as prevalent and intense in all
regions of the world?

2. Does it matter? Do negative views reflect a diminished American ability to
achieve its national interests and uphold its values?

3. Can it be fixed? If American influence has waned, what are the main causes of
its decline, and what are the main opportunities to reverse course?
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America’s reputation, standing, and influence in the world matter for the security and
prosperity of the United States. There is little question that America’s diminished
standing abroad has meant that the United States has had increased difficulty in
accomplishing its goals. For foreign leaders, standing alongside U.S. policy has often
appeared to be the “kiss of death.” The Turkish parliament’s decision to refuse to allow
American troops to use its territory as a staging ground for the invasion of Iraq in 2003
had grave consequences for U.S. policy.

America may be less well regarded today than at any time in its history, but it is not too
late to reverse these trends, even in the Arab and Muslim world. Doing so, however, will
require a strategy that strikes a new balance between the use of hard and soft power and
that integrates these elements into a smarter approach to the main challenges facing the
United States and the global community.

Causes of Decline

How did the United States lose the stature and good will it had accumulated during the
Cold War and in its immediate aftermath? Surely the war in Irag—hugely unpopular
during the run-up to war five years back and even more so today-—is a major factor. But
this is too convenient and superficial an explanation. America’s deteriorating esteem
started well before the war in Iraq and will not be resolved simply by ending that conflict.
There are at least five significant causes of America’s declining influence:

. America’s sole superpower status. When the Cold War ended, America
stood alone as the towering superpower on the world stage. Cold War allies,
less dependent on U.S. assistance or security guarantees, started to resent
America’s unbounded dominance.

. Reaction against globalization. Many abroad view the United States as the
main promoter of globalization, blaming America for jobs lost and what they
perceive as an assault on their traditions and culture,

. America’s isolation from agreements and institutions with widespread
international support. The United States has rejected a number of recent
international initiatives that were popular abroad but lacked concerted support
inside the United States, giving America the reputation of being rejectionist.

. America’s response to 9/11. Shocked, angry and frightened, America
adopted methods and approaches after 9/11 that we had previously decried
when used by other governments, fueling a widespread belief that we hold a
double standard.

. Perceptions of American incompetence. Throughout the Cold War, America
projected an image of vast technical competence, but recently we have
projected a different image.
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Taken together, these factors have produced a startling erosion of standing in the world.
To be sure, America still enjoys a strong reputation in many parts of the world. People
may not like America’s current policies or leaders, but there is still a strong attraction to
the idea of America. The United States is still seen as a land of opportunity and as the
nation that must lead if there are to be solutions to global problems.

Hard and Soft Power

Power is the ability to influence the behavior of others to get a desired outcome.
Historically, power has been measured by such criteria as population size and territory,
natural resources, economic strength, military force, and social stability.

Hard power enables countries to wield carrots and sticks to get what they want. The
Pentagon’s budget for FY2008 is more than $750 billion and growing, many times more
than the nearest competitor. The United States has the world’s largest economy, and more
than a third of the top 500 global companies are American. There is no other global
power, and yet American hard power does not always translate into influence.

The effectiveness of any power resource depends first on context. Sources of strength
change over time. Despite American technological advances that have made weapons
more precise, they have also become more destructive, thereby increasing the political
and social costs of using military force. Modern communications technology has
diminished the fog of war, but also heightened and atomized political consciousness.
Trends such as these have made power less tangible and coercion less effective.
Machiavelli said it was safer to be feared than to be loved. Today, in the global
information age, it is better to be both.

Soft power is the ability to attract people to our side without coercion. Legitimacy is
central to soft power. If a people or nation believes American objectives to be legitimate,
we are more likely to persuade them to follow our lead without using threats and bribes.
Legitimacy can also reduce opposition—and the costs—of using hard power when the
situation demands. Appealing to others’ values, interests and preferences can, in certain
circumstances, replace the dependence on carrots and sticks. Cooperation is always a
matter of degree, and it is profoundly influenced by attraction.

This is evident in the changing nature of conflict today, including in Iraq and against al
Qaeda. In traditional conflict, once the enemy is vanquished militarily, he is likely to sue
for peace. But many of the organizations against which we are fighting control no
territory, hold few assets, and sprout new leaders for each one that is killed. Victory in
the traditional sense is elusive.

Militaries are well suited to defeating states, but they are often poor instruments to fight
ideas. Today, victory depends on attracting foreign populations to our side and helping
them to build capable, democratic states. Soft power is essential to winning the peace. It
is easier to attract people to democracy than to coerce them to be democratic.
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What Is Smart Power?

Smart power is neither hard nor soft—it is the skillful combination of both. Smart power
means developing an integrated strategy, resource base, and tool kit to achieve American
objectives, drawing on both hard and soft power. It is an approach that underscores the
necessity of a strong military, but also invests heavily in alliances, partnerships, and
institutions at all levels to expand American influence and establish the legitimacy of
American action. Providing for the global good is central to this effort because it helps
America reconcile its overwhelming power with the rest of the world’s interests and
values,

Elements of this approach exist today in U.S. foreign policy, they but lack a cohesive
rationale and institutional grounding. Three main obstacles exist.

First, U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power because it is the most
direct and visible source of American strength. The Pentagon is the best trained and best
resourced arm of the federal government. By default, the military has had to step in to fill
voids, even though the work would be better administered by civilian personnel. America
must retain its military superiority, but in today’s context, there are limits to what hard
power can achieve on its own, particularly in tasks such as the reconstruction of states
and societies after wars.

Second, U.S. foreign policy is still struggling to develop soft power instruments.
Diplomatic tools and foreign assistance are often directed toward states, which
increasingly compete for power with non-state actors within their borders. Diplomacy
and foreign assistance are often underfunded and underused. These tools are neglected in
part because of the difficulty of demonstrating their short-term impact on critical
challenges. Civilian agencies have not been staffed or resourced for extraordinary
missions.

It should come as no surprise that some of the best-funded and most appreciated soft
power tools have been humanitarian operations carried out by the U.S. military such as
tsunami relief in Asia and the earthquake response in Pakistan, since these operations
produced results that were clear, measurable, and unassailable. Wielding soft power is
especially difficult, however, because many of America’s soft power resources lie outside
of government in the private sector and civil society, in its bilateral alliances, or through
its participation in multilateral institutions.

Third, U.S. foreign policy institutions and personnel are fractured and
compartmentalized. There is little capacity for making trade-offs at the strategic level,
and the various tools available to the U.S. government are spread among multiple
agencies and bureaus. Coordination, where there is any, happens either at a relatively
low level or else at the very highest levels of government—both typically in crisis
settings that drive out long-range planning. Stovepiped institutional cultures inhibit joint
action.
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More thought should also be put into sequencing and integrating hard and soft power
instruments, particularly in the same operating theater. Some elements of this approach
are already occurring in the conduct of ongoing counterinsurgency, nation building, and
counterterrorism operations—tasks that depend critically but only partially on hard
power.

The United States has in its past wielded hard and soft power in concert, with each
contributing a necessary component to a larger aim. We used hard power to deter the
Soviet Union during the Cold War and soft power to rebuild Japan and Europe with the
Marshall Plan and to establish institutions and norms that have become the core of the
international system. Today’s context presents a unique set of challenges, however, and
requires a new way of thinking about American power.

Today’s Challenges

The twenty-first century presents a number of unique foreign policy challenges for
today’s decisionmakers. These challenges exist at an international, transnational, and
global level. They include maintaining the durability of the current international order
given the rise of new powers in Asia, ensuring that vectors of prosperity do not become
vectors of instability, and addressing the potential consequences of nuclear proliferation
and climate change. The next administration will need a strategy that speaks to each of
these challenges. Whatever specific approach it decides to take, two principles will be
certain:

First, an extra dollar spent on hard power will not necessarily bring an extra dollar’s
worth of security. It is difficult to know how to invest wisely when there is not a budget
based on a strategy that specifies trade-offs among instruments. Moreover, hard power
capabilities are a necessary but insufficient guarantee of security in today’s context.

Second, success and failure will turn on the ability to win new allies and strengthen old
ones both in government and civil society. The key is not how many enemies the United
States kills, but how many allies it grows.

States and non-state actors who improve their ability to draw in allies will gain
competitive advantages in today’s environment. Those who alienate potential friends will
stand at greater risk. Terrorists, for instance, depend on their ability to attract support
from the crowd at least as much as their ability to destroy the enemy’s will to fight.

Exporting Optimism, Not Fear

Since its founding, the United States has been willing to fight for universal ideals of
liberty, equality, and justice. This higher purpose, sustained by military and economic
might, attracted people and governments to our side through two world wars and five
decades of the Cold War. Allies accepted that American interests may not always align
entirely with their own, but U.S. leadership was still critical to realizing a more peaceful
and prosperous world.
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There have been times, however, when America’s sense of purpose has fallen out of step
with the world. Since 9/11, the United States has been exporting fear and anger rather
than more traditional values of hope and optimism. Suspicions of American power have
run deep. Even traditional allies have questioned whether America is hiding behind the
righteousness of its ideals to pursue some other motive.

At the core of the problem is that America has made the war on terror the central
component of its global engagement. This is not a partisan critique, nor a Pollyannaish
appraisal of the threats facing America today. The threat from terrorists with global reach
and ambition is real. It is likely to be with us for decades. Thwarting their hateful
intentions is of fundamental importance and must be met with the sharp tip of America’s
sword. On this there can be no serious debate. But excessive use of force can actually
abet terrorist recruitment among local populations. We must strike a balance between the
use of force against irreconcilable extremists committed to violent struggle and other
means of countering terrorism if we want to maintain our legitimacy.

What is also apparent six years after September 11 is that a broader and more durable
consensus is required to wage this struggle at home and abroad. The 2008 election cycle
will inevitably bring forth partisan jockeying concerning which candidate and party will
keep Americans most safe. This is a healthy and important debate, but one that should not
preclude a bipartisan commitment to recognize and meet the global threat posed by
terrorists and violent extremism. Such a commitment ought to be built upon the following
four principles:

First, American leaders should stay on the offensive in countering terrorist aims abroad,
but must also refuse to over-respond to their provocations. More attention ought to go
toward preventing terrorists’ access to weapons of mass destruction, but short of such a
nightmare scenario, terrorists pose no existential threat to the United States. Their only
hope—and indeed, their intended plan—is to use a sort of “jujitsu effect” in which they
entice a large, powerful nation such as the United States to overreact and make choices
that hurt ourselves. America must resist falling into traps that have grave strategic
consequences beyond the costs of any isolated, small-scale attack, regardless of the
individual and collective pain they may cause.

Second, American leaders ought to eliminate the symbols that have come to represent the
image of an intolerant, abusive, unjust America. The unfaimess of such a characterization
does not minimize its persuasive power abroad. Closing the Guantanamo Bay detention
center is an obvious starting point and should lead to a broader disassociation from
torture and prisoner abuse. Guantanamo’s very existence undermines America’s ability to
carry forth a message of principled optimism and hope. Although closing Guantanamo
will be no simple matter, no legal or practical constraint is insurmountable if it became a
priority of American leadership, and planning for its closure should begin well before the
next president takes office.
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Third, we should use our diplomatic power for positive ends. Equally important to
closing Guantanamo is expending political capital to end the corrosive effect of the
[sracli-Palestinian conflict. The United States must resume its traditional role as an
effective broker for peace in the Middle East, recognizing that all parties involved in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict have a responsibility to bring about a peaceful solution.
Although we cannot want peace more than the parties themselves, we cannot be
indifferent to the widespread suffering that this conflict perpetuates, nor the passionate
feelings that it arouses on all sides. Many have rightly made this recommendation before,
and many will do so in the future until a just peace can be realized. In the Middle East
and elsewhere, effective American mediation confers global legitimacy and is a vital
source of its smart power.

Fourth, American leaders must provide the world with a positive vision greater than the
war on terror. Americans need a shared aim to strive for, not simply a tactic to fight
against. Efforts to pose counterterrorism operations as a global struggle between the
forces of tyranny and the forces of freedom have not succeeded in drawing the world to
our side. Freedom has always been part of the American narrative and should continue to
be so, but too many in the Muslim world continue to read the war on terror as a war on
Islam. Rather than unintentionally provoke a clash of civilizations, America’s purpose
should be to promote the elevation of civilizations and individuals.

In short, success in battling terrorism and restoring America’s greatness depends on
finding a new central premise for U.S. foreign policy to replace the war on terror. Taking
its place should be an American commitment to providing for the global good. Such an
approach derives from our principles, supports our interests, and strengthens our security.

Maintaining Allies, Winning New Partners

America is likely to remain the preponderant power in world politics after Iraq, but it will
have to reengage other countries to share leadership. America’s position as the lone
global power is unlikely to last forever, and the United States must find ways of
transforming its power into a moral consensus that ensures the willing acceptance if not
active promotion of our values over time. This will require combining hard and soft
power into a smart power strategy of working for the global good. America must learn to
do things that others want and cannot do themselves, and to do so in a cooperative
fashion.

The Commission on Smart Power selected five main areas for its recommendations on
potential ingredients of a smart power strategy. It is not designed to be a comprehensive
national security strategy, but a set of policies that could help the United States become
smarter and more secure by reinvesting in the global good.

1. Alliances, Partnerships, and Institutions
Rebuilding the foundation to deal with global challenges
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Although the United States never relied entirely on treaties and institutions during the
Cold War, American leaders tended to view them as extensions of U.S. influence. They
were tools that helped the United States to engage and counter the Soviets on multiple
levels and in multiple theaters, diminishing the risk of overreliance on any single facet of
American power. In recent years, however, an increasing number of Americans have
turned away a norms-based approach to global engagement. They have come to view
international law as suggestive rather than binding, alliances as outdated and dispensable,
and international institutions as decrepit or hostile. Some U.S. leaders have preferred to
rely on coalitions of the willing to achieve American objectives rather than on formal
alliance structures or multilateral approaches that depend upon UN sanction.

In the short term, global norms and institutions allow the United States to address
numerous hazards concurrently without having to build a consensus in response to every
new challenge. Because of America’s global interests and responsibilities, it often finds
itself managing half a dozen crises simultaneously. Some of these challenges may be
regional in nature and require regional institutions to address. Others may be
transnational and require a multitude of state actors in concerted action over time—
something only norms-based internationalism can yield. In the long run, investing in
institutions and global norms works to preserve U.S. ideas, values, and interests into the
future. This is particularly important if the relative weight of non-Western powers was to
increase in the years ahead and America was to become less able to assert itself
internationally.

The next U.S. administration will come to power with its own ideas about which aspects
of the current international architecture are worth preserving. What is needed today is a
clear-headed analysis of which aspects of the international system work to extend
American power in pursuit of the global good, which work to dilute it, and which simply
do not work. The next president should strike a new consensus at home and abroad for
finding normative solutions to pragmatic challenges. Regardless of who sits in the White
House, however, America must play a role in shaping the global agenda and international
system. Leading will require the confidence and patience to work effectively in
multilateral settings where new players seek to rally countries against us.

2. Global Development
Developing a More Unified Approach, Starting with Public Health

The U.S. commitment and approach to global development has been marked by
inconsistency over the past half century. At those times when spending has been
successfully justified in terms of American interests—most notably during the Marshall
Plan to rebuild post-war Europe, the U.S. government has provided large amounts of aid
to foreign lands. For the most part, though, U.S. development policy has lacked a
coherent rationale that resonates across departments and agencies of the federal
government. If the next administration wants to inspire people in other lands through our
assistance, then it will need to develop a more unified approach and convince people that
smart investments in development are in America’s interest.
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The Bush administration and others, however, have made a number of important
innovations in global development in the past seven years, including the Millennium
Challenge Corporation (MCC), the five-year, $15 billion President’s Emergency Plan for
AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), and the President’s Malaria Initiative (PMI). The result of these
various efforts is that President Bush has tripled overall assistance levels to Africa during
his tenure, which in turn has contributed to a favorable U.S. standing on the continent.

The next president will have to consider which of the Bush administration’s development
initiatives to sustain, which to expand, and which to take in new directions. Included in
this assessment must be an appraisal of the institutional reforms undertaken in recent
years. In particular, the next president will need to address three vital development issues
in the brief window of opportunity that exists at the beginning of any new administration:
elevating the development mission within the U.S. government; developing a more
vnified approach to our aid; and developing locally supported and measurable delivery
systems.

3. Public Diplomacy
Improving access to international knowledge and learning

Effective public diplomacy is central to any discussions about American image and
influence in the world today. The intent of public diplomacy is to communicate with the
people, not the governments, of foreign countries. Governments traditionally use public
diplomacy to exercise influence over individuals, groups, institutions, and public opinion
abroad in support of its national objectives. Public diplomacy is broader, though, than the
official activities of government. It is part-and-parcel of everything America does and
says as a country and society. Every U.S. citizen serves as a diplomat, whether at home
interacting with foreigners or when traveling abroad.

Recent U.S. administrations have struggled to get public diplomacy right. More than
public relations, effective public diplomacy moves both people and information and helps
provide insight into the policies and values of the United States. It also improves
Americans’ awareness and understanding of the world beyond our shores. Despite past
successes during the Cold War, a number of U.S. decisionmakers dismiss public
diplomacy as ineffective or as mere propaganda. Although a number of independent
commissions have criticized the U.S. government for problems implementing public
diplomacy, it remains a critical part of U.S. smart power.

The next administration should strengthen our resource commitment to public diplomacy
and consider what institutional remedies—in addition to capable leadership—could help
make U.S. government public diplomacy efforts work most effectively. Public diplomacy
efforts go well beyond government efforts. An effective public diplomacy approach must
include exchanges of ideas, peoples, and information through person-to-person
educational and cultural exchanges, often referred to as citizen diplomacy.

4. Economic Integration
Increasing the benefits of trade for all people
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International trade has been a critical ingredient to U.S. economic growth and prosperity.
Over the past decade, trade has helped increase U.S. GDP by nearly 40 percent, resulting
in net job creation in the United States. Approximately one-third of American jobs
depend on trade. Manufacturing exports have increased 82 percent over the past decade,
and one in every three U.S. acres is used to produce products or services for export.
Trade also ensures that American consumers have access to affordable goods and
services. It helps keep inflation in check, interest rates low, and investment levels high. In
recent years, it also helped dampen the effects of recession when the U.S. economy has
slowed.

The United States is inextricably tied to the global economy that we took the lead in
building in the aftermath of World War II. We are also possibly the nation that benefits
most from trade. Because the United States has an open economy, with tariffs and
nontariff measures among the lowest in the world, further global trade liberalization
through the World Trade Organization (WTO) or free trade agreements means that other
nations are required to reduce their barriers to trade proportionately more than we must
ourselves. Put simply, the United States is a net winner in the international trade system.
This reality should not breed complacency, however. The United States must do more to
prepare itself for increasing economic competition.

And yet today, whether it is the near collapse of the Doha Round of the WTO, battles in
Europe over the European Constitution, failed attempts to create a Free Trade Agreement
of the Americas, or delays in concluding bilateral free trade agreements, efforts to tie
economies closer together continue to come under question and under fire. The answer to
competition, though, should not be retrenchment but further engagement—and the United
States must take the lead. Americans have never shied away from a tough fight. Rather,
we have responded by honing our skills and staying on the cutting edge. It should be no
different today. However, as we embrace healthy competition, we must also not forget
those who lose their jobs or are displaced by globalization. Easing the burden on U.S.
and foreign workers most affected by globalization is an essential part of an aggressive
global trade strategy.

5. Technology and Innovation
Addressing climate change and energy insecurity

Enhancing our energy security must become more than a political catch phrase. It
requires concerted action and policies aimed at reducing demand through improved
efficiency, diversifying energy suppliers and fuel choices, and managing geopolitics in
resource rich areas that currently account for the majority of our imports. The importance
of finding creative solutions is only likely to heighten in the years ahead. Over the
coming decade, world energy demand is projected to rise to unprecedented levels driven
by population growth and economic development. A growing proportion of this demand
growth will occur in developing countries, particularly China and India. Massive amounts
of investment and infrastructure will be required to produce and deliver enough energy to
meet these societies’ needs.
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Limitations to developing oil and gas resources, the majority of which are geographically
concentrated in a handful of regions, are driving greater concern over energy security in
various regions around the globe. This in turn is spurring development of new energy
resources and creating incentives for a greater reliance on domestically abundant
resources like coal in the United States, China, and India. This remarkable growth in
demand is occurring at a time when a patchwork of carbon-constrained environments has
emerged in response to increasing concern over the impact of global climate change. In
response, American states and cities as well as countries around the world and a growing
portion of the private sector are taking action to reduce their respective greenhouse gas
emissions (GHGs) while simultaneously calling for greater commitments on the part of
the U.S. government and other major rising emitters like China and India. Neither the
U.S. government nor industry has driven these trends, but they are both increasingly
responding to them.

In the past year, there has been increasing awareness of how countries and companies
view their own energy production and use, as well as their environmental footprint.
Many companies are delaying investment in a variety of energy infrastructure projects,
however, particularly in the power generation sector. This delay in investment in
infrastructure undermines the reliability of our current energy supply. A world operating
on differing sets of rules or costs associated with carbon dioxide emissions could have
disruptive implications for trade, energy security, competitiveness, and economic growth.
A world, however, that establishes a global consensus on the cost of carbon could breathe
life into new and emerging sectors of the economy, provide new avenues for U.S.
economic growth, and provide a platform for U.S. global leadership on a major issue of
concern to the global economy. U.S. leadership to shape a new energy framework in a
carbon-constrained world offers a unique opportunity to alter the geopolitics of energy,
improve energy security, reinvigorate the spirit of innovation and entrepreneurialism, and
engage disenfranchised portions of the developing world. A smart power approach to
energy security and climate should focus on what Americans have long done best—
innovating.

Implementing a Smart Power Strategy

There is no silver bullet for ensuring effective implementation of a smart power strategy,
and the Commission on Smart Power has purposefully sought to stay away from offering
sweeping recommendations on government reorganization. Moving boxes around and
building new ones is not always the right answer. Even still, the next president and the
next Congress ought to undertake a strategic reassessment of government structures and
readiness. Which tools work and which do not? Which require massive overhaul, and
which merely call for new leadership and direction? How can coordination and
integration between our military and civilian tools of national power be enhanced?

The forces of disintegration in our soft and hard power tool kit are strong. It will take a
dedicated effort by the next administration and Congress to overcome these challenges.
In some instances, the problems call for new institutions or renewed mandates for
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existing institutions. In other instances, the problem can best be addressed with leadership
and accountability. Domestic politics and constituencies will also likely shape any reform
process. The demands and pressures of America’s domestic politics will make far more
difficuit the development of a sophisticated foreign policy, and investment in tools
required to carry it out.

We believe reform is possible, however. We suggest that the next administration should
be guided by the following five principles:

1. A smart power strategy requires that we make strategic trade-offs among
competing priorities.

2. We must elevate and integrate the unique dimensions of development, diplomacy
and public diplomacy into a unified whole.

3. Congress must be a partner, and develop proper authorizing and appropriating
structures to support a smart power strategy.

4. We must move more discretionary authority and resources into field organizations
and hold them accountable for results.

5. The government must learn to tap into and harness the vast soft power resources in
the private sector and civil society.

A Smarter, More Secure America

The Commission on Smart Power sent Commissioner Rick Barton and staff around the
United States to engage in a listening tour with the American people as part of this
Commission’s effort. We called this our “Dialogue with America.” What we heard
diverged from the conventional wisdom in Washington of a tired and inward-looking
electorate. Instead we heard a universal desire on the part of Americans to improve their
country’s image in the world and tap into its vast potential for good.

We believe there is a moment of opportunity today for our political leaders to strike off
on a big idea that balances a wiser internationalism with the desire for protection at home.
Washington may be increasingly divided, but Americans are unified in wanting their
country to be a force for good. We see the same hunger in other countries for a more
balanced American approach and revitalized American interest in a broader range of
issues than just terrorism. And we hear everywhere that every serious problem in the
world demands U.S. involvement.

Military power is typically the bedrock of a nation’s power. It is understandable that
during a time of war we place primary emphasis on military might. But we have learned
during the past five years that this is an inadequate basis for sustaining American power
over time. America’s power draws just as much from the size of its population and the
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strength of its economy as from the vitality of our civic culture and the excellence of our
ideas. These other attributes of power become the more important dimensions.

There is nothing weak about this approach. It is pragmatic, optimistic, and quite frankly,
American. We were twice victims on 9/11. Initially we were victimized by the terrorists
who flew airplanes into buildings and killed American citizens and foreigners resident in
this country. But we victimized ourselves the second time by losing our national
confidence and optimism. The values inherent in our Constitution, educational
institutions, economic system, and role as respected leader on the world stage are too
widely admired for emerging leaders abroad to turn away for good. By becoming a
smarter power, we could bring them back sooner, and help build a more secure country
and global community.
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Mr. TiERNEY. Thank you very much. I thank both of you for that.

Let me start the questioning if I can, and I am not sure how to
phrase this as eloquently as I would like, but I think you made the
point in your report very succinctly that this idea of this War on
Terror being the central premise of our foreign policy needs to be
replaced.

I think in the current political climate, I want to know what your
response is to those that seem to be just beating that drum, that
it is always the War on Terror, that to focus on something else is
weak on defense, is weak on our security. Can you just talk a little
bit more about putting into perspective the issue of terrorism
amongst all of the other long term strategies that we need to deal
with in terms of good, solid foreign policy?

What would you say to those on both sides of the aisle, marching
down to the Presidential thing, trying to out-tough one another by
focusing only on the so-called War on Terror and not broadening
it out as you recommend?

Mr. ARMITAGE. Well, I would start with the obvious, that a Na-
tion as great as ours ought to be able to do two or more things at
once.

Second, that this single focus on the Global War on Terror, to a
large extent in my view, is taking our gaze off where our long term
national equities are, for instance, the whole center of gravity of
the world is moving to Asia. Whether you look in terms of size of
population, size of military, size of GDPs, everything, it is shifting
to Asia. Whether we are able to take advantage of that shift is a
real question because we are spending all our time on the central
organizing principle of the War on Terror.

I am not arguing, none of us on this Commission would argue
that terrorism isn’t a real and, as I said, a growing threat. But ab-
sent of WMD), it is not an existential threat.

It is not like fascism was in the thirties and forties. It wasn’t like
communism was throughout the cold war. This is a different phe-
nomenon, and we ought to be able to do two things at once.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you.

Mr. NYE. I agree with that, and I don’t think that one should
read the Commission recommendation here as saying we should let
down our vigilance in the struggle against terrorism.

What we have seen over the 20th century is that terrorist move-
ments generally tend to last a generation. We are not done with
this.

What we have also seen is that they burn themselves out over
time if you don’t overreact to them. Terrorism is a little bit like ju-
jitsu. You have a weak player who only defeats a large player by
using the strength of the large player against himself.

So what we do to ourselves is often more important than what
they do to us directly, and that means that we have to be very
careful how we react. For example, if we, after a 9/11, cut out visas
for foreign students, we are serving their interests, not ours.

Terrorism is about fear, about their gaining attention. To the ex-
tent which we give that attention, they gain, not we.

If we also think of the fact that the words, War on Terrorism,
as a narrative have been interpreted in much of the world as war
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against Islam, that is clearly not our intent, but that may be the
effect as public opinion polls show.

So what we are arguing in the Commission report is not to let
down our guard one iota in a struggle, a generation-long struggle
against terrorism but to be more careful in our narrative in pre-
senting to the world a much broader picture which is what we are
rfzcommending in the Commission report and not just a short run
slogan.

Mr. TiERNEY. Thank you.

I was looking at some of the language in your report, and I
thought it was well done: Power is the ability to influence the be-
havior of others to get a desired outcome. Soft power is the ability
to attract people to or side without coercion.

Legitimacy is central to soft power and, if America’s objectives
are believed to be legitimate, we are more likely to persuade people
to our view.

Victory depends on attracting foreign populations to our side and
helping them build capable demographic states.

I thought that was a good choice of words, populations not for-
eign governments necessarily.

Can you discuss those concepts in the context of the U.S. role in
what is going on in Pakistan today?

Mr. ARMITAGE. Well, I was asked a similar question earlier at
lunch today, Mr. Chairman. It was if we had all these rec-
ommendations of smart power in place today, would Pakistan be in
this position? Well, my answer was if we had all these rec-
ommendations in place in, oh, say 1990, we may be in much better
position in Pakistan.

The reason I say that is one of the things we are wrestling with
now is the fact we have a gap of about 10 or maybe 12 years of
no interaction with Pakistan military officers and no meaningful
interaction with government figures. So we have really cut our-
selves out of the game for a while. So the people are going to be
S(()il‘t offpivotal in the next few years in Pakistan, we have no knowl-
edge of.

So I would argue that smart power is something that only can
be judged over a significant period of time. It can’t solely be judged
by opinion polls and how much affection the United States is held
in.

It is somewhat like what Joe Henley famously responded to when
asked was the French Revolution successful, and he said it is too
soon to tell. That is kind of a smart power. For 1, 2, 3 years, it is
going to be soon to tell.

Mr. TIERNEY. I guess part of my point was we have a situation
over there now where the middle class, the lawyers, the judges, the
business people or whatever seem to be on one side of the fence
and the military establishment on the other. I would guess that we
have to be real careful about whether or not we side with the peo-
ple of Pakistan or are perceived to be siding with or against them
on this, and it is going to be a real delicate use of smart power in
that situation.

Mr. ARMITAGE. I think the question of Pakistan is so complicated
that you are right. People seem to be on one side and the military,
and I would say the elites on the side with President Musharraf.
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The question then is what happens with our involvement in this?

Do we actually add to the situation in a positive way by publicly
being seen as promoting Ms. Bhutto? I think opinion polls in Paki-
stan would say, no, we have actually had the reverse phenomenon.
We have actually hurt her. So she is seen, to some extent, as an
American girl.

Mr. TiERNEY. Well, if we supported just her and not supported
the democratic process and let it go wherever it goes.

Mr. ARMITAGE. And you will notice our Ambassador today made
a very graphic point of going with a CBS camera crew to the elec-
toral commission to make the point we want elections, democratic,
open and fair.

Mr. TiERNEY. Thank you. We have been after him to make that
statement months and months and months ago. Today is as good
as any day, I guess.

Mr. Platts.

Mr. PLATTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your and the
ranking member’s hosting the hearing and, to both of our wit-
nesses, thank you for your many years of dedicated service to our
Nation including with this Commission.

Actually, the chairman touched the first issue I wanted to raise
which is trying to apply the principles espoused in the report to the
current environment in both Pakistan and Afghanistan are kind of
interrelated. Mainly, I think one of the very important points you
make is when we talk about soft power, that legitimacy is critical
to being able to invoke soft power, be successful.

In Afghanistan, one of the issues, having just returned with my
colleague, Steve Lynch from Massachusetts, a couple months back,
the drug trade in Afghanistan is a huge problem. From individuals
serving there, both military and civilian, that I have met with
there or here, our legitimacy within the populace of Afghanistan is
diminished because of the drug issue. We are saying what we want
in hope that President Karzai will do, but we are standing by while
nothing happens.

In a similar issue in Pakistan where we are working with Presi-
dent Musharraf while he is cracking down now, as the chairman
referenced, throwing others and lawyers in jail. Both of those
issues, to me, seem to undercut our legitimacy to build relation-
ships with the people of those nations to then be with us in the
War on Terror.

That would be the first question, and then I have a followup. So,
thank you.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Thank you, sir.

I think the two are somewhat different. Legitimacy in Afghani-
stan, I think was certainly there immediately following our inva-
sion. Certainly, the hopes were high, and there wasn’t any question
about the speed and the agility of the U.S. forces to bring about
a change of a hated regime.

Where we have begun to be questioned is whether we are com-
petent enough to actually follow through on this, and that is where,
in Afghanistan, I believe our legitimacy begins to be questioned.

On Pakistan, I think it is slightly different. It is quite clear. I
personally have a high regard for President Musharraf and what
he has done, what he has personally suffered and, by the way,
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what his country has suffered in the federally administered tribal
areas of 800 or so killed, now 300 soldiers captured and missing.
So he has sacrificed a good bit.

Having said that, however, if he is not able and we are not able
to make him live up to the word he gave us, then we have to ham-
mer him, I am afraid.

Now I think there are two ways to do it. You can just stand up
and make a declaratory policy or you can say you think he is
wrong, he has made a bad error and we wish, as a friend, he would
correct that error. I think that is the way to handle this initially.

The accusation will be is that we are weak and sort of a little
weasel-worded. The stakes are too high in Pakistan for all of us,
I think, to be too declaratory at this early a stage.

He has moved a bit back to, as I understand, having elections in
January, thank goodness. I think the next move is to get him to
again say he will get out of uniform and start letting these folks
out of jail and jail terrorists and extremists and not legitimate op-
position.

Mr. NYE. I agree with what Rich said. On Afghanistan, the drug
problem is a very severe problem. On the other hand, unless we do
something on security first and economic opportunities other than
drugs, we are not going to solve the drug problem.

I think the success in Afghanistan is going to be absolutely cru-
cial. We are not only invested there in the terms of the legitimacy
of why we went in, but we are invested there in the sense that we
have our NATO alliance heavily involved.

It is crucial that we not lose that, and that is probably going to
take more military force from the American side, but it is also
going to take more resources to provide the economic developments
and the components that we call soft power. That would be a smart
strategy there.

On the Pakistan case, I agree with that as well, with what Rich
said. I think we should be pressing very hard for General
Musharraf to get out of uniform and to hold elections and, if not,
I think we have to ask ourselves whether we need to reassess.

Mr. PLATTS. A quick followup, Dean, your answer about Afghani-
stan and the humanitarian or the non-military investment is my
followup in the big picture, not just Afghanistan and Pakistan be-
cause to be able to do what the Commission recommends or the
principles espoused, having our public support is critical.

How do we better get the American public to understand that in-
vesting in USAID projects, investing in humanitarian assistance,
all the non-military assistance around the world is equally impor-
tant to the military investment we make in protecting us?

In central Pennsylvania, I never have a problem with the vote
for military. When I vote for foreign aid, the public at large doesn’t
yet understand the importance. Is there any suggestions how to
better educate the public how they are directly connected?

Mr. NYE. I think it is a tough sell, as you know better than I,
but on the other hand, the extent to which we can explain to the
public that this is in our interest. In other words, for American se-
curity, we need to make sure that things are changing there.
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Remember when the cold war was on, when the Russians were
in Afghanistan, Afghanistan got a lot of attention, a lot of money.
The Soviets withdraw. Afghanistan goes off our radar.

If you said to an American, why should I spend money on any-
thing for aid in Afghanistan, the answer would have been it is too
bad for the Afghans, what is going on there, but what difference
does it make to us?

On 9/11, we found out that bad conditions in a poor country half-
way around the world could make a huge difference to us. I think
that is the kind of argument you need to make to show your con-
stituents and our fellow citizens that it is in our interest as well
as the interest of the others to do something about this.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Congressman, not having to stand, it is much
easier for us to answer your question than perhaps for you and
your colleagues, but I have always found it somewhat effective to
be absolutely frank.

Dr. Nye and I aren’t professional do-gooders. We are fellows who
pride ourselves, to the extent we can, on being realists and people
who practice sort of cold calculations of national security. I would
argue that many of the elements of smart power that we talk about
are not a matter of philanthropy. It is a matter of cold calculations
of national security.

Now that is rather dramatic talk and dramatic, florid language
to use, but I find that actually putting it in those terms, you get
a different, slightly different reception. This is not a matter of sort
of an airy-fairy, well, let’s all feel good and sing Kumbaya. This is
cold calculations of national security.

Mr. PLATTS. Thank you both.

Mr. Chairman, thanks for your discretion.

Mr. TIERNEY. Ms. McCollum, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. McCoLrLuM. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

One of the smart power recommendations that I would like to
highlight and I also strongly endorse is the creation of the cabinet
level Department of International Development to bring in inte-
grated, coherent strategy and structure to our foreign assistance.

In light of what we have seen happen where there was very little
oversight input from the Congress, I would like you gentlemen to
elaborate on your recommendation why you think this is a smart
use of power.

I would just add I think the VOA, Voice of America, and some
of the programming that is being cut over there probably might not
be looked at being cut if we had a cabinet level where we are look-
ing at an integrated approach.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Thank you, Ms. McCollum.

I think it is a good recommendation if you don’t take the point
of view that Washington can solve the problems and a cabinet level
office has to look like Homeland Security or one of these other or-
ganizations. In fact, I would say that our studies showed that the
burden should be to push things out into the field.

So I would argue if this is not a large bureaucracy but it is an
operational bureaucracy in Washington that pushes things out to
the field, then it is an excellent idea.

Mr. NYE. I think what we concluded was that you needed in ad-
dition to these better integration devices in the field at the em-
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bassy team level, you needed to have a voice around the Oval Of-
fice who could speak for development. The Secretary of State has
a lot of things on her plate or his plate, and you need somebody
who can also speak with authority about the importance of develop-
ment issues.

We also felt or I felt rather—that is I think Rich and I feel, but
it is not official in the Commission report—that the abolition of the
U.S. Information Agency was a mistake, that its absorption into
the State Department actually did not raise its capacity but low-
ered our capacity in public diplomacy.

In the Commission report, as you know, we didn’t quite rec-
ommend the recreation of the USIA—some commissioners didn’t
want to go that far—but we did say that something should be done
to raise the prominence of this public diplomacy function. So both
the development voice and the public diplomacy voice need better
representation at higher levels. There are still some differences in
detail about exactly how that should be accomplished.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Ms. McCollum.

Mr. Turner, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you so much. Mr. Chairman, thank you for
having this hearing, and I also want to thank our two panel mem-
bers for your efforts in bringing this report forward.

I think almost everybody, upon reading this report, will agree
with the sort of sense that you have given of our current status,
of where we are and the real importance of addressing it.

The how-to, I appreciate your recommendations and also some of
the focus that you have given. I note you indicate there is no silver
bullet. So, as we look at these, it is one of those hard to define
areas as to how do we move forward and how do we know that we
are being successful.

One of the things that is recognized in your report that I find is
a conflict in our view of how we are perceived internationally is
that you acknowledge that America is still viewed as the land of
opportunity, that people still look to us as an opportunity for them,
and you go on then to say that as the land of opportunity, that we
must lead.

I want to tell you a story. I recently was in Poland, and I was
talking to a woman about the time when Poland was free of com-
munism and had begun to set a new course, and I asked her to
speak about it and speak about how exciting that must have been
to get their country back and freedom and what the future held.

She said, well, I didn’t think about it much at the time. I thought
about, well, now I can go to America.

I thought that was interesting because, here, I am asking her to
speak of her own nationalism and of the opportunities, and her
translation to freedom after all these years was and now I want to
go to America.

How is it that we can be perceived so poorly but yet still be that
symbol of people want to go to when they think of their own free-
dom?

Mr. NYE. Well, one of the interesting things about soft power’s
ability to attract is that it grows out of our culture, out of our val-
ues and out of our policies. When we ask people in public opinion
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polls, why we have lost that attraction, it tends to be disagreement
with our policies, not with our values and culture.

That is good news. Policies can change. Values and cultures
don’t. The fact that the United States still is seen as a land of op-
portunity, a land of openness means that a great deal of our soft
power is produced by our civil society, not by the government.

The great danger is to make sure that in response to terrorist in-
cidents or other such things, that we don’t cut ourselves off from
that value of openness, that openness of opportunity. Others can
come here. Others can study here. This is the land of opportunity.
That is attractive to others.

If we get ourselves into a mentality of cutting back, no visas, no
immigrants, no trade, that would be this example of jujitsu that I
mentioned in which the terrorists are using our strength against
ourselves, and your Polish woman’s example is a perfect case of
that.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Congressman, I think that story makes me very
proud and it is indicative of the fact, I think, that most nations,
most, really want us to be what Ronald Reagan would say, that
shining city on the hill.

But where the disappointment comes in is when our actions don’t
meet our words, and then we introduce the possibility that we are
living a double standard, that we are two-faced, etc. That brings in
the cynicism about us and our motives.

We are talking a lot about the low esteem in which we are held
in some parts of the world. We ought to also recognize that in
places like the African continent, we are not in that bad of shape
throughout the continent and certainly in Asia we are in somewhat
better shape. So this is a mixed picture.

I think we ought to look at what is going right in terms of public
opinion in Asia and Africa and ask our questions of why. One of
the reasons in Africa is very clearly the pep for initiatives on infec-
tious diseases, HIV-AIDS. It is very well recognized although the
President doesn’t get much credit for it.

Mr. TURNER. China is another area—if I might, Mr. Chairman—
if you could comment on it. You recognize in your report the rise
of China’s influence through using soft power and smart influence.
Would you please comment on that for a moment?

Mr. NYE. Well, China has been very adept in combining the rise
of its hard power seen in its economy and military investments
with soft power which is in diplomacy and investment in culture
and efforts present a smiling face to the rest of the world.

That is a smart strategy. If you are a rising power, the last thing
you want to do is create fear in other people to ally against you.
You want to combine soft power with your hard power as a smart
power. China, as they said at their own 17th Party Congress a
week or so ago, China realizes that soft power is in its interest.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you.

We have four votes that are coming up. The first one is a 15-
minute vote. The subsequent ones are 5 minutes. We are going to
run up as close as we can to the line. We promise to keep our word
and have you gentlemen both out of here well before 4 p.m.
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So we will run down and we will vote. It may take 25-30 min-
utes and then come back if we can.

Mr. Higgins, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HiGGINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Armitage, you had said the military has to be reset, which
got me thinking. On a recent trip to Afghanistan and Pakistan
with Congressman Lynch and Platts, the one hopeful sign was the
attitude of the American military. In the most difficult places along
the Pakistan-Afghanistan border, it was the military folks who
were emphasizing that this was equal parts. Their mission is equal
parts, military and equal parts, humanitarian.

What we had observed was the medics, for example, doing sur-
gery on a young boy whose fingers were fused together. This is
what they did in addition to treating injured soldiers which was
promoting good will amongst the folks in these very remote Afghan
villages.

So my question is resetting the military, is it an integration of
humanitarian work within the military or is it a greater emphasis
on humanitarian work as separate and distinct from the military
operation?

Mr. ARMITAGE. First of all, there is no question, Congressman
Higgins, that the military can and does participate in soft power
activities. You mentioned one on the Afghan-Pakistan border.
There are many, well, the tsunami relief in Indonesia, an applica-
tion of soft power that dramatically changed the view of Indonesia
citizenry toward the United States.

But I think there is a danger for all of us, and there is certainly
a danger for our servicemen. We are calling on our service people
time and time again to do things. Sometimes they are things they
train for, and humanitarian assistance is one of the missions. We
participated in it back in Vietnam.

But if we call on them time and time again because they are or-
ganized and they are used to making chicken salad out of you know
what, we run the risk of having the other elements of our great bu-
reaucracy become more and more incompetent to do a job that they
should be paid to do.

We are arguing that the military will do splendidly and will per-
form splendidly in any mission you give them. We want other ele-
ments of our bureaucracy to perform equally splendidly alongside
and integrated with them in a strategic way.

Mr. NYE. I would agree with what Rich just said. The military
can contribute a great deal to our soft power. If you look at the role
that the Navy is now playing. It is interesting how they are con-
tributing in this way, but they also have to be able to have the ca-
pacity to do their military job.

Sometimes, because they are a well functioning bureaucracy in
comparative terms, we turn to them to do more than they should.
The answer or remedy for that is to improve the capacities and re-
sources for our civilian agencies.

Mr. HIGGINS. Let me give just a final thought on this. It seems
as though perhaps what is needed in the post-9/11 era is the post-
World War II American strategy which because of our great mili-
tary and economic superiority, at the end of World War II, we had
the world at our feet. As opposed to demonstrating arrogance, we
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traveled the world and demonstrated not only military superiority,
not only economic superiority but, more important than anything
else, a generous spirit and created international organizations
which would become forums of the jurisdictions within which inter-
national conflict would be resolved.

It just seems to me that the past 6 years have been a meander-
ing and a trial and error type of policy that finds us in a very, very
difficult situation relative to isolation. The United States is iso-
lated.

So what can we do at this point, given everything that has been
done over the past 6 years, to strengthen these international orga-
nizations toward the goal of creating a greater emphasis on smart
strategic power?

Mr. NYE. You go ahead.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Well, there is no question in our report we want
to have greater involvement in these international organizations
and at a minimum, let’s face it, every suggestion that comes from
an IO is not one that we necessarily will agree with and we
shouldn’t in many cases.

But it seems, to me, incumbent upon us that when we don’t
agree to offer an alternative, and I think that goes a long way in
the international community. You are part of the team. You just
don’t agree with some of the aspects that the coach is trying to put
into the game plan. So you have alternatives. This is very much,
I think, the way we should go.

There is a larger question, I think, sir, in your question. That is
have we been searching around for our purpose in the world? Some
might say that it is the Global War on Terror. That is why we are
here, for this one event.

I, personally, think it is quite a bit more than that. I think that
I don’t know why we are the sole superpower, why providence has
granted this, but I know what it means. It means that we have,
as a Nation, interest in every part of the globe and nothing really
substantial is really going to take part in any part of the globe un-
less we are somewhere involved.

Now I think we ought to have a national dialog. If that is the
case, if you accept that definition of a superpower, what is our pur-
pose in the world?

I think as we found out from what we called a dialog with Amer-
ica. We sent teams out from CSIS in four different States, and they
went to universities and video shows and everything, just meeting
with normal folks.

Much to our surprise, my surprise, folks were not isolationalists.
I had always thought they were reluctant internationalists. They
were not reluctant at all. They did not like to be held in low es-
teem. They wanted an America who was involved in the great ac-
tivities of the day in a positive way, and this was a very uplifting
development for me through the course of this.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you.

Mr. Shays, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you.

I am going to take Mr. Thornberry’s time later and yield him
time.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Thornberry, 5 minutes.
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Mr. THORNBERRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to
be here.

I remember being down at that witness table in the spring of
2001, testifying about changing the structure of the government to
better meet the threat posed by terrorism. This subcommittee has
often been on the cutting edge of changes that were needed, and
I appreciate its hearing here today.

That is really what I want to ask you all or invite you to address.
This subcommittee involves government reform. Are we structured
in a way to meet the challenges of the future?

Some people would say that it is a matter of personality. We are
going to have a new administration. They are going to have new
cabinet officers. They can make it work.

I would invite your all’s view about whether it is personality or
whether more structural reform, whether it is organizational or au-
thorities, might be considered by this subcommittee.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Well, I think any amount of changing the line
diagram would fail if you have incompetent people in major spots.
So, to a large extent, personalities matter a lot.

Whenever, in our bureaucracy, there is talk about reform or
changing the structure, there is lot of neuralgia. Goldwater-Nichols
was the last one. I actually sat at this table and argued against it
along with the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. So I know
about sort of the bureaucratic encrustations that act against any
movement.

We were talking earlier about 1947, President Truman’s dra-
matic decision having the Department of Defense and the CIA. Did
anyone like it at the time? Probably not too much, but it was nec-
essary.

Our timing, as you know, Mr. Commissioner, of this report is
rather deliberate. We are trying to get this issue involved in the
Presidential debates. We are not naive. We are not ingenues. We
know that this is not going to be in any way, shape or form accept-
ed wholeheartedly by anyone, but if we can start this debate, then
with pushes and shoves and whatnot from the committee, maybe
we can get a little altitude on this thing.

Mr. NYE. Personality matters, but so do structures, and we are
not structured now to use our full tool kit of power. We have the
tools, but we don’t know how to put them together. If we are going
to have a serious strategy, it is going to require a much better inte-
gration of the tools that we have. So I would argue that, yes, we
are going to need structural reforms.

Mr. THORNBERRY. I would yield back to Mr. Shays.

Mr. SHAYS. I am just going to ask one question and put it on the
record and then when my turn comes up.

I am uneasy with this concept of terrorism as if it is some ethe-
real being. The 9/11 Commission was very clear: we are confronting
Islamist terrorists who would do us harm.

I am going to be asking you why you just referred to it as terror-
ism in your conversation. I do agree with your basic point, that
hard power plus soft power equals smart power, but I just don’t un-
derstand how we are leaving out the word, Islamist.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TIERNEY. Do you want to answer that?
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Mr. SHAYS. No. We will get it later. I want to leave it.

Mr. TIERNEY. Gentlemen, if you will excuse us, then we will come
back in about 15 to 20 minutes if we are lucky and get another 15
to 20 minutes and then let you go. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. TIERNEY. I apologize to Dean Nye. At a later point, we had
no idea that there was one procedural vote. We still have three
votes that we haven’t done yet. They are still on the first vote.

I\{I)r. ARMITAGE. Well, how did it come out? Did we impeach or
not?

Mr. TIERNEY. I also want to respect your time on this.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Not at all, sir.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Shays had a question hanging in the air which
you have now had all this time to get prepared for.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The question was why do we call it terrorism when the 9/11
Commission unanimously said this isn’t terrorism, it is Islamist
terrorists and they have been targeting us for years?

Mr. ARMITAGE. I asked Joe why, I think, he used the term that
you took issue with, and he said he blew it. It was inadvertent. The
near term threat is al Qaeda which is Islamist and that is what
we have to concentrate on.

I take issue with the word, terrorism. It is the only time in my
recorded history when Mr. Rumsfeld and I were on the same side
of the issue. Terrorism is a tactic, and so I would prefer the
Islamist extremists right now and then there could be other ex-
tremists out in the future.

I mean the lesson that people learned, and there are some funny
people out there, is it could be transported to other terrorist groups
who don’t happen to be Islamist, but you are exactly right. This is
the present threat. This is a proper acknowledgment would be
Islamist extremism or terrorists.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, you got me to think about the term, terrorists,
to radicals or extremists because you say terrorism is basically a
tactic threat.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Yes, I have just noted that we didn’t have a war
against kamikazes. It was a tactic. You don’t have a war against
snipers. It is a tactic, and that is what terrorism is, a tactic, in my
view.

So it is a semantic thing and probably not even in important. It
has just always occurred to me.

Mr. SHAYS. One of the things that I wrestle with is in the fifties
I grew up where I began to understand that we had to confront the
Soviet threat and we basically contain, react and mutually assure
destruction, but the American people bought into that.

I don’t have a sense that the American people have a sense of
what the threat is and what our strategy is to deal with that
threat, and I don’t feel like we have debate about it in the public
marketplace. I don’t think our candidates talk about what our
strategy needs to be, and it just surprises me that we haven’t had
that.

I will just make another point to you. I am struck by the fact
that even the strategy to deal with the Communist threat got
changed a bit after Sputnik. I felt it primarily was military in the
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beginning, and then we said, my gosh, it is military, it is economic,
it is technology. In the end, we probably beat them as much by
technology and our economy as we did with our military might.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Indeed, I think we probably didn’t get off to the
right foot in the cold war, but you know we did apply smart power.

Let me give you an example. I was being facetious about the Joe
Henley French Revolution comment, but one of the advisors to
Gorbachev was a fellow by the name of Yakovlev. He is the fellow
who came up with the term, perestroika.

Actually, back in the bad days of the cold war when we were
tightly constraining the number of Soviet citizens who might come
here, he actually studied at Columbia, and he studied under a pro-
fessor who taught him about pluralism. Yakovlev went back to the
then Soviet Union with an idea that pluralism could work, and 20
years later he was the advisor. So it took a while to realize that
investment, but we realized that investment.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, let me just thank you for all your good work
to our country and service for so many years. You have been an
advisor to so many people, and I appreciate all your input when-
ever I have called on you. Thank you.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Thank you, sir.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I am going to ask you
just one brief question.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Yes, sir.

Mr. TIERNEY. We had Walter Isaacson testifying on an earlier
panel, and one of the things he was talking about was the possible
creation of new treaty alliances.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Proper which, sir? I have left one ear in Vietnam,
so I am having a little trouble.

Mr. TIERNEY. I don’t know which side to talk to.

He talked about creating some new treaty alliances, the possibil-
ity of that. Do you foresee any of that, rearranging some of the alli-
ances that we have or staying within the existing ones moving for-
ward?

Mr. ARMITAGE. I don’t see rearranging our existing alliances. We
do see new structures.

For instance, sir, we have a G8 structure which we well know
we think we could add usefully five other members to that for cer-
tain items such as environment and things of that nature. We envi-
sion making more use of the G20 which together counts for about
80 percent of the gross domestic product of the world, about 80 per-
cent of the carbon emissions. So there are new groupings that we
can see, using some of the existing structures and expanding them.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Secretary, is there anything you would like to
comment on to leave us with today?

Mr. ARMITAGE. No. I very much appreciate your making the ef-
fort.

Mr. TIERNEY. Well, I appreciate you and Dean Nye coming for-
ward today, and I appreciate the report and hard work of the en-
tire Commission and the two of you gentlemen. I appreciate again,
as Mr. Shays said, all your service to the country.

Mr. ARMITAGE. My pleasure, sir.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Shays wants to add the last word.
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Mr. SHAYS. I have just one last question. I don’t want to get you
in trouble if this isn’t a question you want to answer. When I have
gone to Iraq, I have been struck by the fact that had we had an
embassy there, we would have known what a pathetic condition the
economy was and so on. We just would have had people around.

I am just struck by the fact that we should have an embassy in
North Korean, in Iran, in Cuba, and not have politics play a role
in whether or not we have in place.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Well, back in 1991, when we still had an embassy
there, we knew a lot. We didn’t know, however, that Saddam Hus-
sein was going to strike into Kuwait. So we will know some things
and not others.

Your broader point, from my point of view, we ought to be talk-
ing to our enemies as much as we are talking to our friends, and
we ought to have the courage of our own convictions and confidence
in our abilities to sit at a table with these characters and not have
our pockets picked. That has been lacking.

Mr. TiERNEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. ARMITAGE. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Shays, thank you.

[Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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