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***Soft power good***

Soft power – multi warrant

Soft power preserves peace, re-builds failed states, deters rogues, and prevents terrorism

Michael Hirsh, former Foreign Editor of Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
There is a middle choice between the squishy globalism that the Bush sovereigntists despise and the take-it-or-leave-it unilateralism they offer up as an alternative. A new international consensus, built on a common vision of the international system, is possible. In today's world, American military and economic dominance is a decisive factor and must be maintained -- as the right believes -- but mainly to be the shadow enforcer of the international system Americans have done so much to create in the last century, in which the left places much of its trust. It is this international system and its economic and political norms that again must do the groundwork of keeping order and peace: deepening the ties that bind nations together; coopting failed states such as Afghanistan, potential rogues, and "strategic competitors"; and isolating, if not destroying, terrorists. As Henry Kissinger wrote, "the dominant trend in American foreign-policy thinking must be to transform power into consensus so that the international order is based on agreement rather than reluctant acquiescence." Or, as Senator Chuck Hagel, a Republican increasingly critical of the administration, recently summed it up, "We need friends."

Soft power solves terrorism

Soft power key to stop terrorism.

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

THE WILLINGNESS of other countries to cooperate in dealing with transnational issues such as terrorism depends in part on their own self-interest, but also on the attractiveness of American positions. Soft power lies in the ability to attract and persuade rather than coerce. It means that others want what the United States wants, and there is less need to use carrots and sticks. Hard power, the ability to coerce, grows out of a country’s military and economic might. Soft power arises from the attractiveness of a country’s culture, political ideals, and policies. When U.S. policies appear legitimate in the eyes of others, American soft power is enhanced. Hard power will always remain crucial in a world of nation-states guarding their independence, but soft power will become increasingly important in dealing with the transna​tional issues that require multilateral cooperation for their solution.
Soft power is critical to winning the war on terror.

Tony Judt, Director of the Remarque Institute at New York University, “Its Own Worst Enemy,” The New York Review of Books, August 15, 2002, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/15632

If the United States is to win its war on terror, if it is to succeed in its assertion of world leadership, it is going to need the help and understanding of others, particularly in dealing with poor Arab and Muslim states and others resentful at their own backwardness. This is perfectly obvious. International police actions and the regulation and oversight of intercontinental movements of currency, goods, and people require international cooperation. "Failed states," in whose detritus terrorists flourish, need to be rebuilt—the U.S. is culpably uninterested in this task and no longer much good at it, in depressing contrast to its performance after 1945. America does the bombing, but the complicated and dangerous work of reconstruction is left to others. The European Union (including its candidate members) currently contributes ten times more peacekeeping troops worldwide than the U.S., and in Kosovo, Bosnia, Albania, Sierra Leone, and elsewhere the Europeans have taken more military casualties than the U.S.. Fifty-five percent of the world's development aid and two thirds of all grants-in-aid to the poor and vulnerable nations of the globe come from the European Union. As a share of GNP, U.S. foreign aid is barely one third the European average. If you combine European spending on defense, foreign aid, intelligence gathering, and policing—all of them vital to any sustained war against international crime—it easily matches the current American defense budget. Notwithstanding the macho preening that sometimes passes for foreign policy analysis in contemporary Washington, the United States is utterly dependent on friends and allies in order to achieve its goals. If America is to get and keep foreign support, it is going to have to learn to wield what Nye calls "soft power." Grand talk of a new American Empire is illusory, Nye believes: another misleading historical allusion to put with "Vietnam" and "Munich" in the catalog of abused analogies. In Washington today one hears loud boasts of unipolarity and hegemony, but the fact, Nye writes, is that The success of U.S. primacy will depend not just on our military or economic might but also on the soft power of our culture and values and on policies that make others feel they have been consulted and their interests have been taken into account. Talk about empire may dazzle us and mislead us into thinking we can go it alone.[ Soft power, in Nye's usage, sounds a lot like common sense, and would have seemed that way to every post-war American administration from Harry Truman to George Bush Sr. If you want others to want what you want, you need to make them feel included. Soft power is about influence, example, credibility, and reputation. The Soviet Union, in Nye's account, lost it in the course of its invasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia in 1956 and 1968. America's soft power is enhanced by the openness and energy of its society; it is diminished by needlessly crass behavior, like Bush's blunt assertion that the Kyoto agreement was "dead."

Soft power solves democracy

Soft power is key to democracy promotion.

Joseph Nye, dean of the JFK School of Government at Harvard and former assistant secretary of Defense, The Paradox of American Power, 2002, p. 153

The promotion of democracy is also a national interest and a source of soft power, though here the role of force is usually less cen​tral and the process is of a longer-term nature. The United States has both an ideological and a pragmatic interest in the promotion of democracy. ‘While the argument that democracies never go to war with each other is too simple, it is hard to find cases of liberal democ​racies doing so. Illiberal populist democracies such as Peru, Ecuador, Venezuela, or Iran, or countries going through the early stages of democratization, may become dangerous, but liberal democracies are less likely to produce refugees or engage in terror​ism. President Clinton’s 1995 statement that “ultimately the best strategy to ensure our security and to build a durable peace is to sup​port the advance of democracy elsewhere” has a core of truth if ap​proached with the caveats just described. The key is to follow tactics that are likely to succeed over the long term without imposing inor​dinate costs on other foreign policy objectives in the near term. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the United States was among a handful of democracies. Since then, albeit with setbacks, the number has grown impressively. A third wave of democratization be​gan in southern Europe in the 1970s, spread to Latin America and parts of Asia in the 198os, and hit Eastern Europe in the 199os. Prior to the 1980s, the United States did not pursue aid to democracy on a wide ba​sis, but since the Reagan and Clinton administrations, such aid has be​come a deliberate instrument of policy. By the mid-1990s, a host of U.S. agencies (State Department, Defense Department, AID, Justice Department, National Endowment for Democracy) were spending over $700 million on such work. Our economic and soft power helps promote democratic values, and at the same time, our belief in human rights and democracy helps to increase our soft power.

Soft power boosts democracy promotion

Washington Times, June 10, 1992
Amidst all the excitement generated by the collapse of communism, it is easy to forget the indispensable role that law plays in any democratic society. Free elections alone are not sufficient to provide for "ordered liberty," since governmental power ought to be dispersed, limited and constrained through some legal system of checks and balances. Law also offers the medium for orderly dispute resolution, whereby a system of known rules, fairly applied by impartial and independent tribunals, rather than naked force or the relative social status of antagonists, provides answers when contending societal or economic interests clash. Without law, there can be no property rights or free markets or a citizenry secure from the excesses of governmental power. All of these tasks require a system of laws and a strong independent judiciary to enforce them. The United States is uniquely positioned to provide assistance in this area. We have one of the most vibrant legal and constitutional traditions in the Western world, and possess an exceptional ability to market our ideas to, and share the lessons we have learned, whether positive or negative, with other countries. Speaking at a recent American Enterprise Institute conference on popular culture, Harvard University political scientist, Joseph Nye, described this as America's " soft power" - an ability to impart readily to other traditions and peoples American culture in all of its manifestations, stretching from McDonalds to our constitutional principles. In exporting American democratic "software," the Bush administration has initiated a wide variety of programs, which are both highly effective, and inexpensive as well. By enlisting the pro-bono support of some of the most talented American judges, lawyers and law professors, the administration has been able to capitalize on the strengths of our legal system. A few examples from my own work at the U.S. Information Agency (U.S.IA) capture both the substance and the spirit of our rule of law efforts.

Soft power facilitates democracy promotion

Joseph Nye, Director of the Harvard Center for International Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Spring, 1992
While the Bush administration failed in its policies toward Iraq before and at the end of the Gulf War, its actions in organizing the multilateral coalition that expelled Iraq from Kuwait fit the national interest in a new world order. The administration combined both the hard power of military might and the soft power of using institutions to co-opt others to share the burden. Without the U.N. resolutions it might have been impossible for the Saudis to accept troops and for others to send troops. Nor is it likely that the United States could have persuaded others to foot nearly the entire bill for the war. Had there been no response to Iraq's aggression and violation of its obligations under the Nonproliferation Treaty, the post-Cold War order would be far more dangerous. In short the new world order has begun. It is messy, evolving and not susceptible to simple formulation or manipulation. Russia and China face uncertain futures. Regional bullies will seek weapons of mass destruction. Protectionist pressure may increase. The United States will have to combine both traditional power and liberal institutional approaches if it is to pursue effectively its national interest. We want to promote liberal democracy and human rights where we can do so without causing chaos. The reason is obvious: liberal democratic governments are less likely to threaten us over time. We will need to maintain our alliances and a balance of power in the short run, while simultaneously working to promote democratic values, human rights and institutions for the long run. To do less is to have only a fraction of a foreign policy.

Soft Power key to hard power

Soft power key to hard power

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

One of Rumsfeld’s “rules” is that “weakness is provocative.” In this, he is correct. As Osama bin Laden observed, it is best to bet on the strong horse. The effective demonstration of military power in the second Gulf War, as in the first, might have a deterrent as well as a transformative effect in the Middle East. But the first Gulf War, which led to the Oslo peace process, was widely regarded as legitimate, whereas the legitimacy of the more recent war was contested. Unable to balance American military power, France, Germany, Russia, and China created a coalition to balance American soft power by depriving the United States of the legitimacy that might have been bestowed by a second UN resolution. Although such balancing did not avert the war in Iraq, it did significantly raise its price. When Turkish parliamentarians regarded U.S. policy as illegitimate, they refused Pentagon requests to allow the Fourth Infantry Division to enter Iraq from the north. Inadequate attention to soft power was detrimental to the hard power the United States could bring to bear in the early days of the war. Hard and soft power may sometimes conflict, but they can also reinforce each other. And when the Jacksonians mistake soft power for weakness, they do so at their own risk.

Loss of soft power erodes overall leadership

Antony Blinken, senior fellow at CSIS and former member of the National Security Council, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
U.S. success in Afghanistan will count for little if the United States loses the global war of ideas. That was has produced a growing gap between much of the world's perception of the United States and the U.S. perception of itself. If this gap persists, U.S. influence abroad will erode, and the partners the United States needs to advance its interests will stand down. The few real enemies the United States faces will find it easier both to avoid sanction and to recruit others to their cause. The United States remains powerfully attractive. Most people around the world hold a favorable view of the United States, considering it a land of opportunity and democratic ideals while admiring the country's technological and scientific achievements. Millions of the world's citizens desire to move to, become educated in, do business with, or visit the United States. When people vote with their feet, the United States wins in a landslide. Yet, the United States tends to disregard an increasingly potent mix of criticism and resentment that is diluting its attraction: anti-Americanism.

Multilateralism strengthens leadership by eliminating the need for coercive force

Heiko Borchert, business and political consultant, and Mary Hampton, associate professor of political science at the University of Utah, “The Lessons of Kosovo: Boon or Bust for Transatlantic Security?” Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
Many of the proponents of U.S. unilateralism equate multilateralism with multipolarity. Such critics assume, for example, that acting multilaterally, in concert with its European allies, diminishes American power. Charles Krauthammer, representative of unilateralist advocates, has heralded what he calls the "new unilateralism," observing with approval that: [W]e now have an administration willing to assert American freedom of action and the primacy of American national interests. Rather than contain American power within a vast web of constraining international agreements, the new unilateralism seeks to strengthen American power and unashamedly deploy it on behalf of self-defined global ends. In an article promoting a more unilateralist United States, Krauthammer observes: It is hard to understand the enthusiasm of so many for a diminished America and a world reverted to multipolarity. Our principle aim is to maintain the stability and relative tranquility of the current international system by enforcing, maintaining, and extending the current peace. It is not at all clear why these U.S. objectives are better provided for through unilateralism. The argument that the United States is more empowered when unshackled from the constraints of its self-inflicted multilateral binds is one made frequently since Allied Force. It is an argument that confuses leadership and power. In truth, the multilateral order the United States was instrumental in creating at the end of World War II enhanced its power. Multilateralism lessened the need for employing expensive instruments of coercion by legitimizing U.S. leadership, both at home and abroad, through interlocking webs of agreements, institutions and regimes. As John Ikenberry has put it: "The lesson of order building in this century is that international institutions have played a pervasive and ultimately constructive role in the exercise of American power." Leadership has to do with power but it does not equal power. The crucial variable is purpose. Unlike naked power-wielding, "leadership is inseparable from followers' needs and goals." Since leadership results from an interactive process where one actor is presumed to be the leader and other actors are willing to follow, the leader must be able to convince the followers. Leadership is therefore based on persuasion and normative consensus. Once the leader's commitment wanes, replaced by neglect or resort to attempted coercion, followers will find the first occasion to defect.

Soft power key to coalitions

The U.S. must be the sheriff of the posse.

Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Leadership by the United States, as the world's leading economy, its most powerful military force, and a leading democracy, is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of great power, regional, and communal conflicts. The paradox of the post-cold war role of the United States is that it is the most powerful state in terms of both "hard" power resources (its economy and military forces) and "soft" ones (the appeal of its political system and culture), yet it is not so powerful that it can achieve all its international goals by acting alone. The United States lacks both the international and domestic prerequisites to resolve every conflict, and in each case its role must be proportionate to its interests at stake and the costs of pursuing them. Yet the United States can continue to enable and mobilize international coalitions to pursue shared security interests, whether or not the United States itself supplies large military forces. The U.S. role will thus not be that of a lone global policeman; rather, the United States can frequently serve as the sheriff of the posse, leading shifting coalitions of friends and allies to address shared security concerns within the legitimizing framework of international organizations. This requires sustained attention to the infrastructure and institutional mechanisms that make U.S. leadership effective and joint action possible: forward stationing and preventive deployments of U.S. and allied forces, prepositioning of U.S. and allied equipment, advance planning and joint training to ensure interoperability with allied forces, and steady improvement in the conflict resolution abilities of an interlocking set of bilateral alliances, regional security organizations and alliances, and global institutions.

More evidence

Joseph Nye, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Thus, although great power conflicts are less likely than ever before to arise out of global or regional balance of power considerations, the great powers will continue to face difficult choices on how to prevent communal conflicts from occurring or from escalating in intensity, spreading geographically, and proliferating in number. American leadership is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of all three kinds of conflicts. This does not mean that the United States could or should get involved in every potential or ongoing conflict. Its role must be proportionate to its interests in each conflict, and the nation cannot afford the military, economic, and political costs of being a global policeman. Instead, where it has important interests, the United States must continue to aspire to a role more like the sheriff of the posse, enabling international coalitions to pursue interests that it shares whether or not the United States itself supplies the bulk of the military forces involved.
U.S. leadership makes coalitions effective.

Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Although the United States cannot single-handedly resolve the many communal conflicts that have erupted, it can work to make international institutions better able to deal with these conflicts. The Clinton administration is working to create a web of security cooperation, from bilateral alliances, to regional alliances and security organizations, to global organizations like the UN. At times, this will involve building new alliance structures, as in the enlargement of NATO and the revitalization of the U.S. -- Japan alliance, or regional security organizations, as in the reinvigorated OSCE and the ARF. In other cases, it will require creating and leading ad hoc coalitions, like the Desert Storm coalition that defeated Iraq in the Gulf war. Sometimes, as in the Gulf war, the United States may work primarily through the UN to advance its diplomatic interests while at the same time retaining leadership of the military component of the operation as the leading contributor. In other cases where U.S. interests and forces are not as directly engaged, allies who have greater interests will naturally step into the lead. The key is to take the steps necessary to make ad hoc coalitions of the willing effective, such as developing agreed-upon mechanisms for burden-sharing, interoperability of forces, and decision-making mechanisms on missions and rules of engagement. This approach enables some states to act even when not all are willing to contribute, and, for those states most willing to contribute to internationally recognizcd missions, to lead the military component of the operation.

Unilateralism erodes alliances necessary for security

Andrew Cottey, Lecturer at University College Cork and the University of Bradford, and a board member of BASIC, September 11th 2001 One Year On: A New Era in World Politics?, September 2002, http://www.basicint.org/terrorism/cottey.htm, accessed 10/14/02

Pressure from these voices to take military action in Iraq despite strong opposition from America’s allies and without authorisation by the UN Security Council has, however, provoked renewed debate and strong criticism of the unilateralist hawks. Figures such as James Baker, Secretary of State in George Bush senior’s administration at the time of the 1990-91 Gulf War and a leading figure in the Republican foreign policy establishment, have argued that the U.S. needs to build support amongst its allies, press for UN Security Council authority and develop plans for post-war nation-building before an military action in Iraq. More generally, criticism is emerging in America that despite its enormous power even the U.S. cannot achieve its long term goals alone and that by acting unilaterally it undermines the political alliances and institutions that are vital to long term American security and prosperity. Ironically, critics of U.S. unilateralism have taken to quoting Henry Kissinger, usually seen as the high priest of realpolitik, to the effect that U.S. foreign policy must rest not just on power but also an international ‘moral consensus’. While the aftermath of 11th September 2001 has dramatically highlighted America’s global power and produced a new willingness to use that power, it has also provoked the beginnings of a new and vitally important debate on how the U.S. should use that power – and the outcome of that longer term debate remains to be seen.

Soft power key logrolling

America has total control over other countries – logrolling and soft power.

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 26

The soft power of the United States is considerable. We are able to persuade many countries to work with us, whether in military actions like Iraq, or in the economic realm, such as in the World Trade Organization. Why do other countries often want to work with the United States? This is so for two major reasons. The first reason is self-interest. Countries may help the United States because they want to seek favor from Washington. For example, by participating in the occupation of Iraq, a country like El Salvador earns good will in Washington. At some point in time, El Salvador will remind U.S. officials of that when it needs a favor from Washington. This is what political experts call “logrolling," or, put another way, “If you scratch my back, I'll scratch yours." The second reason is soft power. Other countries want to work with the United States because they share its goals and want what the United States wants. This is not logrolling. They help because they really want to, not with the expectation that they will receive some specific reward. At some point, the soft power of the United States has changed their opinion, so that individuals or countries that once opposed the United States now understand its actions, and, most often, support them. The soft power of the United States goes far in explaining why the United States has so many allies and so much support in other countries.

A2 US decline inevitable

U.S. hegemony will inevitably decline without efforts to shore up soft power

Stewart Patrick, Center on International Cooperation, NYU “Concept Paper for Workshop on Multilateralism, and U.S. Foreign Policy,” January 28, 2000, http://www.nyu.edu/pages/cic/projects/Unilateralism/WorkingPaper.html, 

In the several decades after 1945, the willingness of other countries to defer to U.S. leadership depended on the ability and willingness of the United States to provide collective goods, promote shared values, and commit itself credibly to multilateral cooperation. Since there were few checks on the exercise of U.S. power, weaker countries needed to be confident that the United States would not exploit its privileges or defect from its international obligations. During the Cold War, America’s partners could find comfort in its bipartisan consensus on international engagement; the relative transparency of its domestic decision-making processes; and Washington’s readiness to consult regularly with partners on important international matters. (Cowhey, 1993) Both international and domestic circumstances have changed, however, undermining the credibility of U.S. commitments. In their cumulative impact, recent instances of U.S. unilateralism threaten to undercut the legitimacy of U.S. leadership within the international community. The United States flatters itself that it is the world’s "indispensable nation," in the words of Madeleine Albright, able to "stand taller and see farther" because of to its unmatched power and universal principles. Moreover, it is often said that the current U.S. dominance is benign, since it is based on the attraction of the U.S. model rather than the coercive imposition of its political values, commercial products, and popular culture. This notion of the United States is a "benevolent hegemon" is a seductive one. But it is not a sentiment universally shared abroad -- where even U.S. partners are sensitive to hypocrisy and exploitation. In recent months, the State Department has grappled with the backlash created by overwhelming U.S. preponderance. This criticism has extended to traditional allies, whose leaders have complained about Washington’s susceptibility to "unilateral temptations" and tendency "to go it alone." In the current constellation of global power, of course, some resentment of the United States is inevitable. As the only country to assert global responsibilities, the United States alternatively risks coming on too hard, thus alienating its partners, or too soft, thus disappointing them. Nevertheless, many foreign observers contend that Washington had exacerbated this predicament by claiming a right to define the global interest and to pursue policies without regard to the opinions of those it claims to lead. Today, it is unclear whether the United States is as prepared to shoulder the obligations of world leadership as it is to enjoy the privileges of its dominant position. What becomes increasingly clear is that the country’s authority as a leader will erode if it is not longer able or willing to supply international public goods, if it resorts to exploitative or coercive behavior, or if it repeatedly violates international norms or standards. Sustaining a position of legitimate leadership and the authority that comes with it will require greater self-restraint. As in 1945, it will generally be in the long-term interests of the United States to act with others, even when it possible to impose unilateral solutions. A more egalitarian and cooperative style of leadership will require adjustments in U.S. attitudes and expectations. A longstanding U.S. presumption has been that collective frameworks, regimes, and formal organizations should be constraining to other countries but not to the United States. (Karns and Mingst, 1990) The challenge for the country is to accept that multilateralism implies mutual obligations and collective constraints. It is in the nature of any multilateral setting that no single participant, even the most powerful one, will get its way all of the time; participants must engage in "give and take" and accept occasional defeat in the knowledge that long-term benefits outweigh short-term disadvantages. To engage in effective multilateral diplomacy, Washington must treat its partners with tact, commit itself to genuine and timely consultations prior to taking firm positions, avoid the temptation to veto proposals on the basis of narrow self-interest, and be willing to compromise on the objectives and forms of collective action. 

Lack of soft power unites small powers in a coalition

Stanley Hoffman, Professor at Harvard, American Prospect, September 23, 2002
This "we don't need you" posture is very risky for the United States, insulting to others and mistakenly based on the premise that others can never really proceed without us. A superpower must take special care not to provoke the united resistance of lesser powers. But the Bush administration fails to appreciate the importance of what Harvard professor Joseph Nye calls America's "soft power" -- a power that emanates from the deep sympathies and vast hopes American society has inspired abroad. The shift from beacon to bully is rife with potential disaster. Because a hegemon cannot rule by force alone, it is vital for the United States to take an interest in other societies and cultures. Since 9-11, that interest has grown only with regard to Islam and terrorism. But an American foreign policy guided exclusively by narrow self-interest is not one our allies find terribly reassuring; and it is downright offensive to assert that the United States alone can decide what is good for others.

A2 counter balancing 

Bandwagoning is more common than counter-balancing.

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 American Empire: A Debate, “Reply to Christopher Layne” p 106

Third, countries want to align themselves with the United States, Far from there being a backlash against the United States, there is worldwide bandwagoning with it. The vast majority of countries in international politics have alliances with the United States. There are approximately 192 countries in the world, ranging from the size of giants like Russia to Lilliputians like Vanuatu. Of that number, you can count with one hand the countries opposed to the United States—China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, and Venezuela. Once the leaders of Cuba and Venezuela change, there is every reason to believe that those countries will be allied with the United States, as they were before their present rulers—Fidel Castro and Hugo Chavez—came to power. North Korea will collapse someday, removing that threat, although not without significant danger to the countries in. the region. Of these states, only China has the potential power to confront the United States. The potential power of China should not be underestimated, but neither should the formidable power of the United States and its allies. There is an old saying that you can learn a lot about someone by looking at his friends (or enemies). It may be true about people, but it is certainly true of the United States. Of the 192 countries in existence, a great number, 84, are allied with the United States, and they include almost all of the major economic and military states.

A2 Alternate causality to soft power

One policy can rebuild international political capital for U.S. leadership

Robert Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment, Policy Review, June/July, 2002, 

http://www.ceip.org/files/Publications/2002-06-02-PolicyReview.asp?p=11&from=pubdate, accessed 10/15/02

Americans are powerful enough that they need not fear Europeans, even when bearing gifts. Rather than viewing the United States as a Gulliver tied down by Lilliputian threads, American leaders should realize that they are hardly constrained at all, that Europe is not really capable of constraining the United States. If the United States could move past the anxiety engendered by this inaccurate sense of constraint, it could begin to show more understanding for the sensibilities of others, a little generosity of spirit. It could pay its respects to multilateralism and the rule of law and try to build some international political capital for those moments when multilateralism is impossible and unilateral action unavoidable. It could, in short, take more care to show what the founders called a "decent respect for the opinion of mankind."

Multilateralism cements U.S. leadership.

Samuel R. Berger, Clinton’s Assistant for National Security Affairs, Foreign Affairs, November/December 2000
Finally, the disproportionate power America enjoys today is more likely to be accepted by other nations if we use it for something more than self-protection. It is fine to say Europeans should lead in the Balkans, Asians in East Timor, and Africans in Africa. But we are the only country capable of projecting power globally and often the only one with the impartial standing to mediate disputes. If we fail to support our friends and allies when they do take the lead, we will find ourselves alone when we need them. Indeed, nations will increasingly coalesce against us. America's peacemaking has had the opposite effect. When a president goes the extra mile for peace in the Middle East or Ireland or South Asia or the Balkans, or flies, as President Clinton did in August, to join a fractious conference in Africa seeking peace in Burundi, where we have no strategic interests, it demolishes perceptions that an all-powerful America is an arrogant America. It earns us influence that raw power alone cannot purchase, while guarding against resentment that could erode our influence.

The U.S. must move away from unilateralism to preserve leadership

Antony Blinken, senior fellow at CSIS and former member of the National Security Council, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
The second step toward achieving smart power is to win over those who resent the United States' success -- and the perceived U.S. failure to exercise its power on their behalf. The United States should become the champion of sustainable modernity. As the most prosperous country on earth, the United States bears a special responsibility -- and a profound self-interest -- to help spread the benefits and share the burdens of a globalized world. The country must become and be seen as an enthusiastic leader, not a reluctant follower, in international development, poverty alleviation, educational reform, debt relief and trade barrier removal for poor countries, as well as bridging the digital divide, preserving local cultures, combating the spread of infectious diseases, and promoting good governance. It also must reconsider its previously understandable support -- in light of Cold War necessities and other strategic interests -- of regressive regimes. Only then will the silent majority around the world believe that it has a stake in joining and supporting the status quo that the United States leads. Only then will the silent majority not vent its frustrations on the United States and its citizens.
Acting multilaterally recovers U.S. leadership through soft power

Alvin Powell, Harvard Gazette, February 21, 2002, http://www.news.harvard.edu/gazette/2002/02.21/11-nye.html, accessed 10/14/02

Nye said the United States today wields two kinds of power, both of which are critical to America's predominance on the world stage. Nye defines "hard power" as military or economic strength, because either can be used to persuade other nations to do our will. "Soft power" is a bit fuzzier. It consists of the attractiveness of our culture, the strength of our ideals, and willingness of other nations to adopt those ideals or to follow our lead because of our moral authority or the rightness of our cause. The strength of America's soft power can be seen today in the spread of popular music, blue jeans, and other American fashions. It can be seen in the way American-made movies and television programs are seen around the world. It can be seen in the adoption of democratic governments in countries around the world and in the way other nations look to the United States to protect freedoms and human rights. The two types of power make a potent combination, Nye says, that if managed wisely, can assure America's place at the center of the world stage for decades to come. What that means, however, is acting multilaterally - after consultation with friendly nations or through international organizations - whenever possible. It means reserving unilateral action, particularly unilateral military action, for those instances when critical national interest demands it. 

A2 Hard power key to soft power

Multilateralism strengthens leadership by eliminating the need for coercive force.

Heiko Borchert, business and political consultant, and Mary Hampton, associate professor of political science at the University of Utah, “The Lessons of Kosovo: Boon or Bust for Transatlantic Security?” Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
Many of the proponents of U.S. unilateralism equate multilateralism with multipolarity. Such critics assume, for example, that acting multilaterally, in concert with its European allies, diminishes American power. Charles Krauthammer, representative of unilateralist advocates, has heralded what he calls the "new unilateralism," observing with approval that: [W]e now have an administration willing to assert American freedom of action and the primacy of American national interests. Rather than contain American power within a vast web of constraining international agreements, the new unilateralism seeks to strengthen American power and unashamedly deploy it on behalf of self-defined global ends. In an article promoting a more unilateralist United States, Krauthammer observes: It is hard to understand the enthusiasm of so many for a diminished America and a world reverted to multipolarity. Our principle aim is to maintain the stability and relative tranquility of the current international system by enforcing, maintaining, and extending the current peace. It is not at all clear why these U.S. objectives are better provided for through unilateralism. The argument that the United States is more empowered when unshackled from the constraints of its self-inflicted multilateral binds is one made frequently since Allied Force. It is an argument that confuses leadership and power. In truth, the multilateral order the United States was instrumental in creating at the end of World War II enhanced its power. Multilateralism lessened the need for employing expensive instruments of coercion by legitimizing U.S. leadership, both at home and abroad, through interlocking webs of agreements, institutions and regimes. As John Ikenberry has put it: "The lesson of order building in this century is that international institutions have played a pervasive and ultimately constructive role in the exercise of American power." Leadership has to do with power but it does not equal power. The crucial variable is purpose. Unlike naked power-wielding, "leadership is inseparable from followers' needs and goals." Since leadership results from an interactive process where one actor is presumed to be the leader and other actors are willing to follow, the leader must be able to convince the followers. Leadership is therefore based on persuasion and normative consensus. Once the leader's commitment wanes, replaced by neglect or resort to attempted coercion, followers will find the first occasion to defect.

Soft power is not reliant on hard power

Robert Keohane, Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Program on Democracy, Institutions, and Political Economy at Duke, and Joseph Nye, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 1998
Hard and soft power are related, but they are not the same. The political scientist Samuel P. Huntington is correct when he says that material success makes a culture and ideology attractive, and that economic and military failure lead to self-doubt and crises of identity. He is wrong, however, when he argues that soft power rests solely on a foundation of hard power. The soft power of the Vatican did not wane because the size of the papal states diminished. Canada, Sweden, and the Netherlands have more influence than some other states with equivalent economic or military capabilities. The Soviet Union had considerable soft power in Europe after World War II but squandered it by invading Hungary and Czechoslovakia even when Soviet economic and military power continued to grow. Soft power varies over time and different domains. America's popular culture, with its libertarian and egalitarian currents, dominates film, television, and electronic communications. Not all aspects of that culture are attractive to everyone, for example conservative Muslims. Nonetheless, the spread of information and American popular culture has generally increased global awareness of and openness to American ideas and values. To some extent this reflects deliberate policies, but more often soft power is an inadvertent byproduct.

Unrestrained hardpower will not give the U.S. soft power 

Andrew Moravcsik is Professor of Government and Director of the European Union Program at Harvard University. Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003
More fundamentally, the Iraq crisis suggests that both sides harbored unreasonable expectations about the un Security Council, fueling an escalating spiral of rhetoric and diplomatic threats. Contrary to what many Europeans wish, the Security Council was not initially designed, and cannot function today, to block a permanent member’s military action against a perceived security threat. And contrary to what some Americans wish, U.S. military assistance to Europe (whether in World War II, in the Cold War, or today) does not oblige Europeans to over blanket authorizations for unlimited U.S. military activity anywhere. Were the Security Council to find itself deadlocked again, therefore, the prudent (and, arguably, normatively appropriate) course would be to drop the matter and allow discussions to move ahead in other forums, as was done with the debate over Kosovo. Absent a clearer threat, however, this implies that the United States would act almost alone—likely failing to persuade even staunch allies such as Blair’s United Kingdom.
A2 Resentment inevitable

Soft power overwhelms resentment for American government or foreign policy.

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 31

Koestler saw a fundamental truth. America delivers what many people want because it appeals to human universals—whether it is rock roll, consumption captured by the trope "shop till you. drop,” or important liberties, like free speech. People welcome American ideas and culture as being not "from above," imposed by government, but rather as being "from below"—people want and seek American cultural products even in the face of resistance from their government, as is the case today in Iran. Soft power spreads American ideas and popular culture from below, and the potency of America's ideas and popular culture should never be underestimated'" America's soft power, its ideas, culture, and language, are as important as the military and economic foundations of America's Empire. Like those, there is no sign that America's soft power is waning—just the reverse: its ideas, culture, and language are more popular than ever before. In fact, given the popularity and strength of Hollywood and American television in the world, it maybe expected to grow in attractiveness to the world's population.

Resentment over disparities in power are exacerbated by reckless U.S. foreign policy

Michael Hirsh, former Foreign Editor of Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
Some of these complaints about the American superpower are not new; indeed, the violent protests that another unilateralist president, Ronald Reagan, touched off with his visits to Europe in the 1980s were worse than those that greeted Bush on his last visit. Much of the grumbling has to do with foreign -- especially European -- resentment over the vast disparity in power between the United States and the rest of the world. But the complaints this time have some merit. While Bush talks of defending civilization, his administration seems almost uniformly to dismiss most of the civilities and practices that other nations would identify with a common civilization. Civilized people operate by consensus, whether it is a question of deciding on a restaurant or movie or on a common enemy. The yearly round of talks at institutions such as the G-7 group of major industrialized nations, NATO, or the World Trade Organization (WTO) are the social glue of global civilization. The mutual desire for security and an eagerness to benefit from the global economy supplies the motivation. Diplomacy is the common language. But Bush, to judge by his actions, appears to believe in a kind of unilateral civilization. Nato gets short shrift, the United Nations is an afterthought, treaties are not considered binding, and the administration brazenly sponsors protectionist measures at home such as new steel tariffs and farm subsidies. Any compromise of Washington's freedom to act is treated as a hostile act. To quash the International Criminal Court (ICC), for example, the administration threatened in June to withdraw all funds for UN peacekeeping. Global warming may be occurring, as an administration report finally admitted in the spring, but the White House nonetheless trashed the Kyoto Protocol that the international community spent ten years negotiating, and it offered no alternative plan.
***Multilateralism Good***

Unilateralism unsustainable

Unilateralism hurts U.S. soft power while multilateralism rebuilds it

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

There is considerable evidence that the new unilateralists' policies tend to squander U.S. soft power. Before the war, a Pew Charitable Trust poll found that U.S. policies (not American culture) led to less favorable attitudes toward the United States over the past two years in 19 of 27 countries, including the Islamic countries so crucial to the prosecution of the war on terrorism. Other polls showed an average drop of 30 points in the popularity of the United States in major European countries. No large country can afford to be purely multilateralist, and sometimes the United States must take the lead by itself, as it did in Afghanistan. And the credible threat to exercise the unilateral option was probably essential to getting the UN Security Council to pass Resolution 1441, which brought the weapons inspectors back into Iraq. But the United States should incline toward multilateralism whenever possible as a way to legitimize its power and to gain broad acceptance of its new strategy. Preemption that is legitimized by multilateral sanction is far less costly and sets a far less dangerous precedent than the United States asserting that it alone can act as judge, jury, and executioner. Granted, multilateralism can be used by smaller states to restrict American freedom of action, but this downside does not detract from its overall usefulness. Whether Washington learns to listen to others and to define U.S. national interests more broadly to include global interests will be crucial to the success of the new strategy and to whether others see the American preponderance the strategy proclaims as benign or not. To implement the new strategy successfully, therefore, the United States will need to pay more attention to soft power and multilateral cooperation than the new unilateralists would like.

Unilateralism undercuts U.S. leadership

Stewart Patrick, Center on International Cooperation, “Concept Paper for Workshop on Multilateralism, and U.S. Foreign Policy,” January 28, 2000, http://www.nyu.edu/pages/cic/projects/Unilateralism/WorkingPaper.html

In the several decades after 1945, the willingness of other countries to defer to U.S. leadership depended on the ability and willingness of the United States to provide collective goods, promote shared values, and commit itself credibly to multilateral cooperation. Since there were few checks on the exercise of U.S. power, weaker countries needed to be confident that the United States would not exploit its privileges or defect from its international obligations. During the Cold War, America’s partners could find comfort in its bipartisan consensus on international engagement; the relative transparency of its domestic decision-making processes; and Washington’s readiness to consult regularly with partners on important international matters. (Cowhey, 1993) Both international and domestic circumstances have changed, however, undermining the credibility of U.S. commitments. In their cumulative impact, recent instances of U.S. unilateralism threaten to undercut the legitimacy of U.S. leadership within the international community. 

Unilateralism makes leadership unviable

William Stover, professor of political science at Santa Clara University, International Journal on World Peace, December 2001, p. 67-68

Intellectual leaders in many countries strongly resist the prospect of American hegemony; instead viewing the United States as an external threat to their societies. They don’t see the U.S. as a military treat so much as a menace to their integrity; autonomy, prosperity and freedom of action. They view the U.S. as intrusive, interventionist, exploitative, unilateralist, hypo​critical, applying double standards, engaging in financial control and intel​lectual elitism. To gain the respect of other members in the international community; the United States must overcome this arrogance. Leadership in foreign policy does not come by proclaiming truth as from Mount Sinai. Support for a plan of action must be won by earning trust not by dictating policy. This is best illustrated by G.K. Chesterton’s play, The Surprise. In it a holy monk comes across a master puppeteer whose life-size figures act out a romantic tale of love and adventure. The puppeteer laments that his char​acters, so dear to him, cannot move independently. The monk prays for a miracle, and the puppets begin to move on their own, acting out the very same story. But little things go wrong and accumulate until lovers quarrel and friends become violent. The puppeteer then shouts out “Stop! I’m coming down!” The curtain falls, just when the puller of strings must for the first time become a leader. The puppeteer just like American policy makers thought he knew what was best for the characters he was manipulating. He had all the available information about these creatures and their environment. What he did not have was interaction with other independent minds. He was not leading but dictating, just as the United States has done to countries whose leaders it has intimidated. But at the end of the play; the puppeteer has to accom​modate different desires, doubts and objections from the puppets turned actors. That is the arena every leader must enter. Until America’s leaders address other nations as well as the American people with that kind of respect, attention and persuasion, we shall fail to solve the many global problems that require cooperation, and our arrogance will continue to thwart our leadership.

Unilateralism erodes flexible leadership

Warren Christopher, Secretary of Defense, Foreign Policy, Spring, 1995
American leadership also requires that we galvanize the support of allies, friends, and international institutions in achieving common objectives--as we did with Iraq, Haiti, and North Korea. Lately it has become fashionable to argue that we should simply go it alone. That view is naive: It limits our flexibility, weakens our influence, and harms our interests. That would be tantamount to unilateral disarmament against some of the world's most pressing threats. Many of our most important objectives cannot be achieved without the cooperation of others. We did not win the Cold War by facing down the Soviet Union alone. We will not win the global fight against proliferation, terrorism, crime, or threats to the environment without cooperation from friends and allies. At this time of great opportunity, we cannot build a more secure and prosperous world by ourselves.
Multilateralism solves proliferation

Multilateralism is key to non-proliferation

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
The most immediate problem is that the neoimperialist approach is unsustainable. Going it alone might well succeed in removing Saddam Hussein from power, but it is far less certain that a strategy of counterproliferation, based on American willingness to use unilateral force to confront dangerous dictators, can work over the long term. An American policy that leaves the United States alone to decide which states are threats and how best to deny them weapons of mass destruction will lead to a diminishment of multilateral mechanisms -- most important of which is the nonproliferation regime. The Bush administration has elevated the threat of WMD to the top of its security agenda without investing its power or prestige in fostering, monitoring, and enforcing nonproliferation commitments. The tragedy of September 11 has given the Bush administration the authority and willingness to confront the Iraqs of the world. But that will not be enough when even more complicated cases come along -- when it is not the use of force that is needed but concerted multilateral action to provide sanctions and inspections. Nor is it certain that a preemptive or preventive military intervention will go well; it might trigger a domestic political backlash to American-led and military-focused interventionism. America's well-meaning imperial strategy could undermine the principled multilateral agreements, institutional infrastructure, and cooperative spirit needed for the long-term success of nonproliferation goals.
Cooperation is key to free trade, the environment, preventing organized crime, and preventing Chinese aggression 

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
A third problem with an imperial grand strategy is that it cannot generate the cooperation needed to solve practical problems at the heart of the U.S. foreign policy agenda. In the fight on terrorism, the United States needs cooperation from European and Asian countries in intelligence, law enforcement, and logistics. Outside the security sphere, realizing U.S. objectives depends even more on a continuous stream of amicable working relations with major states around the world. It needs partners for trade liberalization, global financial stabilization, environmental protection, deterring transnational organized crime, managing the rise of China, and a host of other thorny challenges. But it is impossible to expect would-be partners to acquiesce to America's self-appointed global security protectorate and then pursue business as usual in all other domains.

Only cooperation can solve proliferation, protectionism and genocide

Richard Haass, VP and director of foreign policy studies at Brookings, and Sydney Stein Jr., chair in intl security, the Record, September 19, 1999
The other extreme, unilateralism, likewise has little appeal. On its own, the United States can do little to promote order. Too many of today's challenges -- protectionism, proliferation, genocide -- cannot be solved by one nation alone, either because cooperation is necessary to combat the problem, resources are limited, or both. The benefits of multilateralism outweigh its tendency to constrain American means and dilute American goals. In addition to distributing the burden of promoting order, multilateralism can restrain the impulses of others, reduce opposition to U.S. actions, and increase the chances of policy success. 

The U.S. can’t solve problems alone – cooperation is necessary

Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, September 8, 2002
Still, even the United States can't fight a war without others' help, if only because it needs political support and other countries' permission to base U.S. forces. "We can't go to war unilaterally on any scale," said a senior State Department official, requesting anonymity. Washington also needs foreign help to shut down terrorist financial networks, deny weapons technology to adversaries, and deal with a range of challenges from AIDS and the environment to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the official said. The United States may be pre-eminent, "but we are not a hegemonic power," he said.

Multilateralism ( stable transition

Multilateralism ensures a stable transition from U.S. dominance

Michael Mazarr, adjunct professor of security studies at Georgetown University, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
The attack on the United States has produced an extraordinary congruence of interests among the major powers. None wants to be vulnerable to shadowy groups that have emerged, from Southeast Asia to the edge of Europe. Few have the means to resist alone. The NATO allies have ended the debate about whether, after the Cold War, there is still a need for an Atlantic security structure. Our Asian allies, Japan and Korea, being democratic and industrialized, share this conviction. India, profoundly threatened by domestic Islamic fundamentalism, has much to lose by abandoning a common course. Russia perceives a common interest due to its contiguous Islamic southern regions. China shares a similar concern with respect to its western regions. "Paradoxically," Kissinger concludes, "terrorism has evoked a sense of world community that has eluded theoretical pleas for world order." He refers to an "extraordinary opportunity that has come about to recast the international system." Recast it, indeed: cast the United States in a new role, one defined by its perceived willingness to abide by a collectively shaped globalization and to do much more than it has been doing to underwrite a sustainable, equitable, and healthy version of it. One has to admit (as Kissinger surely would) that the odds remain against any sort of radical transformation spurred by the threat of terrorism. The "war on terrorism" seems increasingly likely to be a very brief, narrowly targeted military affair followed by years of grinding law enforcement operations. Yet, the opportunity is real. Handled properly, the response to terrorism could build on the sympathy these attacks sparked for the United States, demonstrate a true U.S. respect for coalition decisionmaking, and jump-start global efforts to dampen the effects of globalization-cum-Americanization. This outcome is not preordained; inasmuch as it depends on statesmanship with a long view and a light hand, the conclusion remains uncertain. Handled poorly, the U.S. response could exacerbate problems that it now has a chance to curb. The risks to the United States of its overweening power and its close association with the costs that globalization imposes became obvious in September 2001. Ultimately, the best form of "homeland security" will be a policy designed to ease these twin dangers.

Multilateralism is necessary to ease the transition to multipolarity

Jay Tolson, U.S. News & World Report, 1-13-2003
Yet others say that it is precisely Washington's unbalanced preoccupation with 9/11 and the war against terrorism that has muddied its strategic vision. For example, the University of Chicago's John Mearsheimer holds that efforts to achieve Pax Americana, whether for altruistic or selfish reasons, will only weaken the United States in the great-power competition that will inevitably resume. Similarly, Charles Kupchan, who teaches international relations at Georgetown University and who served on Clinton's National Security Council, argues in his new book, The End of the American Era, that America is squandering this rare "unipolar moment" by rattling its saber and appearing to go it alone in pursuit of its international objectives. What it should be doing, says Kupchan, is just the opposite: shoring up alliances, working through international organizations, building a global regime of agreements and laws governing everything from trade to environmental policies. That alone will guarantee the persistence of an orderly, open world when other powers, namely a unified Europe, come to rival American power.
Multilateralism ( stable multipolarity

Soft power is necessary for a stable transition to multipolarity

David Marquand, former principal of Mansfield College, Oxford, New Statesman, October 21, 2002
There is still no global polity, still less a global government. The nation state has not suddenly become obsolete. It is still overwhelmingly the most important focus for political allegiance and the chief site of political conflict. Yet we are at least beginning to see the emergence of a global civil society or public space. This space is extraordinarily difficult to map. Its contours and boundaries change all the time. In the language of the American political scientist Joseph Nye, it has more to do with ' soft' power than with 'hard', and the ebbs and flows of soft power are inherently unpredictable. But it exists and it is growing. Potentially, at least, it offers a civilised, multilateral alternative to the brutal, hegemonial globalisation favoured in present-day Washington. Which approach will prevail? The only certainty is that the hegemonial approach cannot do so. The rest of the world will not tolerate American hegemony for ever. Its tolerance is already wearing thin, as the German electorate's response to Gerhard Schroder's election campaign showed. If they had a chance to do so, the British and French electorates would almost certainly follow where the Germans have led. China, the world's next superpower, is keeping her own counsel. The same is true of India, the next but one. If they fall into line on Iraq, it will be for reasons of national realpolitik, not out of enthusiasm for the U.S. or its hegemonial role. Russia can probably be bribed to follow the American lead, but the price will be high (about $5bn, according to the latest reports). America's overwhelming preponderance will come to an end sooner or later, just as Britain's did. But the Bushites' aim is to freeze the global political economy in its present shape, to ensure that the U.S. is for ever invulnerable and invincible and, to that end, to remake the rest of the world in the image of American-style democracy and the American version of capitalism - in short, to turn Francis Fukuyama's preposterous vision of the end of history into a reality. It cannot be done. The American model is specific to the U.S., the product of a unique (and very short) history to which the rest of the world offers no parallel. The notion that it can be transplanted in the ancient soil of China and India, or even in the somewhat less ancient soil of Europe, betrays a mixture of arrogance and parochialism that would be comic if the likely consequences were not so tragic. American predominance will sooner or later be challenged by the rising superpowers of east and south Asia, just as Britain's predominance was challenged by Germany and the U.S. a hundred years ago. They may well be joined by a phoenix-like EurAsian successor to impoverished and IMF-battered Russia. Sadly, multilateral globalisation through law and politics may not be the wave of the future. Another possibility is a new version of the shifting balance of power that led to the First World War, the demise of the Victorian global market and the economic disasters of the 1920s and 1930s. That is the real nightmare for our time. The choice between these futures will not be made in or by Europe, but Europe will have a crucial part to play. It will not be an easy one. Fawning on the Americans, as virtually all postwar British governments have done, does no service to anyone, least of all to the Americans themselves. President Bush has become the playground bully of the west. The only way to stop him is to stand up to him. Blairite sweet talk does more harm than good. Members of the American hard right see it as a sign of weakness and, like all bullies, they despise the weak. De Gaulle's proud intransigence is a better model than Churchill's sentimental Atlanticism for the federalising Europe that is slowly beginning to emerge from the quagmire of confederalism. Yet simplistic anti-Americanism is equally dangerous. The civic, law-based model of globalisation, which offers the only alternative to the bankrupt hegemonial model, cannot come into being without American participation. This won't happen under Bush, but Bush is not the United States. 
Multilateralism paves the way for a stable transition to multipolarity

Richard Haass, VP and director of foreign policy studies at Brookings, and Sydney Stein Jr., chair in intl security, the Record, September 19, 1999
It must be said at the outset that America's economic and military advantages, while great, are neither unqualified nor permanent. The country's strength is limited by the amount of resources (money, time, political capital) it can spend, which in turn reflects a lack of domestic support for some kind of American global empire. De Tocqueville's observation that democracy is ill suited for conducting foreign policy is even more true in a world without a mortal enemy like the Soviet Union against which to rally the public. Moreover, U.S. superiority will not last. As power diffuses around the world, America's position relative to others will inevitably erode. It may not seem this way at a moment when the American economy is in full bloom and many countries around the world are sclerotic, but the long-term trend is unmistakable. Other nations are rising, and non-state actors , ranging from Usama bin Ladin to Amnesty International to the International Criminal Court to George Soros, are increasing in number and acquiring power. For all these reasons, an effort to assert or expand U.S. hegemony will fail. Such an action would lack domestic support and stimulate international resistance, which in turn would make the costs of hegemony all the greater and its benefits all the smaller. Meanwhile, the world is becoming more multipolar. American foreign policy should not resist such multipolarity (which would be futile) but define it. Like unipolarity, multipolarity is simply a description. It tells us about the distribution of power in the world, not about the character or quality of international relations. A multipolar world could be one in which several hostile but roughly equal states confront one another, or one in which a number of states, each possessing significant power, work together in common. The U.S. objective should be to persuade other centers of political, economic, and military power, including but not limited to nation-states, to believe it is in their self-interest to support constructive notions of how international society should be organized and should operate. The proper goal for American foreign policy, then, is to encourage a multipolarity characterized by cooperation and concert rather than competition and conflict. In such a world, order would not be limited to peace based on a balance of power or a fear of escalation, but would be founded in a broader agreement on global purposes and problems. In his insightful first book, "A World Restored, "Henry A. Kissinger argues that the competitive multipolar world of 19th-century Europe managed to avoid great-power war because the great powers forged a consensus on certain core issues of international relations. American leaders must seek to build such an international consensus for the 21st century. This goal is not as far-fetched as it may appear. Even now, significant areas of international life are characterized by substantial cooperation, especially in the economic realm. The World Trade Organization (WTO) is an orderly, rule-based mechanism for resolving trade disputes and opening the world economy; finance ministers meet regularly to coordinate monetary policies; and broadly supported conventions ban bribery and corruption. Economic interaction is also regulated by an international marketplace that puts a premium on government policies and procedures , privatization, reduced government subsidies, accepted accounting practices, bankruptcy proceedings, that encourage investment and a free flow of capital. Military and political interactions are also regulated, although less deeply and extensively. There are some accepted grounds for using military force, such as self-defense. Norms (along with treaties or other arrangements to back them up) outlaw biological and chemical weapons, prohibit nuclear-bomb testing, and discourage the proliferation of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. In the political domain, formal international agreements promote human rights, outlaw genocide and other war crimes, and safeguard refugees. Clearly, though, the political-military area is going to be characterized by greater anarchy and discord than is economics. Important questions remain hotly debated: When is it legitimate to use military force other than in self-defense? What should be done to further limit weapons of mass destruction? What restrictions, if any, ought to exist on the ability of governments to act as they wish within their own borders? Only when there is consensus among the major powers on these and related issues will a significant degree of order exist. Without great-power agreement, international relations could easily revert to a much more hostile system than the one that exists today. With such cooperation, however, we can ameliorate (though never abolish) some of the dangers of great-power competition and war that have plagued the world for much of its history. 

Unilat erodes soft power

Unilateralism erodes soft power, which is key to leadership

H.D.S. Greenway, Boston Globe, January 25, 2002
Nye articulated the concept of "soft power," arguing that America's real strength lay not only in military prowess but in the attractions of its open society, its universities, its popular culture, and economic opportunities that had become a world magnet. Then, at century's end, when the United States had reached a zenith of power and authority, Nye started a new book to warn against hubris and unilateralism - the soon-to-be-published "The Paradox of American Power: Why the World's Only Superpower Can't Go It Alone." Before the book was finished the events of Sept. 11 came along and underscored his thesis. As the 21st century dawned, Americans had forgotten their fears of being overtaken by the Far East and instead had become "arrogant about our power, arguing that we did not need to heed other nations," according to Nye. "We seemed both invincible and invulnerable." Then came September to put paid to all that. To some, the very freedoms that make up our soft power are "repulsive," particularly to fundamentalists. But "hard nuggets of hate are unlikely to catalyze broader hatred unless we abandon our values and pursue arrogant and overbearing policies that let the extremists appeal to the majority in the middle," Nye argues. There are world problems that simply cannot be tackled by one country alone, no matter how powerful: financial instability, climate change, drugs, infectious diseases, and terrorism. If the United States is bound to lead, it is also bound to cooperate, Nye writes. With the end of the Cold War America went too quickly from declinism to triumphalism. All the trends of globalization and the information age favor the growing soft power of the United States, "but only if we avoid stepping on our own message." Nye writes that "isolationists who think we can avoid vulnerability to terrorism by drawing inward fail to understand the realities of a global information age." As for going it alone, unilateralism is not a viable option; it risks undermining our soft power and invites coalitions to form against us, which would eventually limit our hard power.

Unilateralism erodes soft power – legitimacy

Unilateralism erodes soft power, which is key to leadership

H.D.S. Greenway, Boston Globe, January 25, 2002
Nye articulated the concept of "soft power," arguing that America's real strength lay not only in military prowess but in the attractions of its open society, its universities, its popular culture, and economic opportunities that had become a world magnet. Then, at century's end, when the United States had reached a zenith of power and authority, Nye started a new book to warn against hubris and unilateralism - the soon-to-be-published "The Paradox of American Power: Why the World's Only Superpower Can't Go It Alone." Before the book was finished the events of Sept. 11 came along and underscored his thesis. As the 21st century dawned, Americans had forgotten their fears of being overtaken by the Far East and instead had become "arrogant about our power, arguing that we did not need to heed other nations," according to Nye. "We seemed both invincible and invulnerable." Then came September to put paid to all that. To some, the very freedoms that make up our soft power are "repulsive," particularly to fundamentalists. But "hard nuggets of hate are unlikely to catalyze broader hatred unless we abandon our values and pursue arrogant and overbearing policies that let the extremists appeal to the majority in the middle," Nye argues. There are world problems that simply cannot be tackled by one country alone, no matter how powerful: financial instability, climate change, drugs, infectious diseases, and terrorism. If the United States is bound to lead, it is also bound to cooperate, Nye writes. With the end of the Cold War America went too quickly from declinism to triumphalism. All the trends of globalization and the information age favor the growing soft power of the United States, "but only if we avoid stepping on our own message." Nye writes that "isolationists who think we can avoid vulnerability to terrorism by drawing inward fail to understand the realities of a global information age." As for going it alone, unilateralism is not a viable option; it risks undermining our soft power and invites coalitions to form against us, which would eventually limit our hard power.

Unilateralism hurts US soft power while multilateralism rebuilds it

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

There is considerable evidence that the new unilateralists' policies tend to squander U.S. soft power. Before the war, a Pew Charitable Trust poll found that U.S. policies (not American culture) led to less favorable attitudes toward the United States over the past two years in 19 of 27 countries, including the Islamic countries so crucial to the prosecution of the war on terrorism. Other polls showed an average drop of 30 points in the popularity of the United States in major European countries. No large country can afford to be purely multilateralist, and sometimes the United States must take the lead by itself, as it did in Afghanistan. And the credible threat to exercise the unilateral option was probably essential to getting the UN Security Council to pass Resolution 1441, which brought the weapons inspectors back into Iraq. But the United States should incline toward multilateralism whenever possible as a way to legitimize its power and to gain broad acceptance of its new strategy. Preemption that is legitimized by multilateral sanction is far less costly and sets a far less dangerous precedent than the United States asserting that it alone can act as judge, jury, and executioner. Granted, multilateralism can be used by smaller states to restrict American freedom of action, but this downside does not detract from its overall usefulness. Whether Washington learns to listen to others and to define U.S. national interests more broadly to include global interests will be crucial to the success of the new strategy and to whether others see the American preponderance the strategy proclaims as benign or not. To implement the new strategy successfully, therefore, the United States will need to pay more attention to soft power and multilateral cooperation than the new unilateralists would like.

Unilateralism undercuts US leadership

Stewart Patrick, Center on International Cooperation, “Concept Paper for Workshop on Multilateralism, and US Foreign Policy,” January 28, 2000, http://www.nyu.edu/pages/cic/projects/Unilateralism/WorkingPaper.html

In the several decades after 1945, the willingness of other countries to defer to US leadership depended on the ability and willingness of the United States to provide collective goods, promote shared values, and commit itself credibly to multilateral cooperation. Since there were few checks on the exercise of US power, weaker countries needed to be confident that the United States would not exploit its privileges or defect from its international obligations. During the Cold War, America’s partners could find comfort in its bipartisan consensus on international engagement; the relative transparency of its domestic decision-making processes; and Washington’s readiness to consult regularly with partners on important international matters. (Cowhey, 1993) Both international and domestic circumstances have changed, however, undermining the credibility of US commitments. In their cumulative impact, recent instances of US unilateralism threaten to undercut the legitimacy of US leadership within the international community. 

Unilateralism erodes soft power – respect

Unilateralism makes leadership unviable

William Stover, professor of political science at Santa Clara University, International Journal on World Peace, December 2001, p. 67-68

Intellectual leaders in many countries strongly resist the prospect of American hegemony; instead viewing the United States as an external threat to their societies. They don’t see the US as a military treat so much as a menace to their integrity; autonomy, prosperity and freedom of action. They view the US as intrusive, interventionist, exploitative, unilateralist, hypo​critical, applying double standards, engaging in financial control and intel​lectual elitism. To gain the respect of other members in the international community; the United States must overcome this arrogance. Leadership in foreign policy does not come by proclaiming truth as from Mount Sinai. Support for a plan of action must be won by earning trust not by dictating policy. This is best illustrated by G.K. Chesterton’s play, The Surprise. In it a holy monk comes across a master puppeteer whose life-size figures act out a romantic tale of love and adventure. The puppeteer laments that his char​acters, so dear to him, cannot move independently. The monk prays for a miracle, and the puppets begin to move on their own, acting out the very same story. But little things go wrong and accumulate until lovers quarrel and friends become violent. The puppeteer then shouts out “Stop! I’m coming down!” The curtain falls, just when the puller of strings must for the first time become a leader. The puppeteer just like American policy makers thought he knew what was best for the characters he was manipulating. He had all the available information about these creatures and their environment. What he did not have was interaction with other independent minds. He was not leading but dictating, just as the United States has done to countries whose leaders it has intimidated. But at the end of the play; the puppeteer has to accom​modate different desires, doubts and objections from the puppets turned actors. That is the arena every leader must enter. Until America’s leaders address other nations as well as the American people with that kind of respect, attention and persuasion, we shall fail to solve the many global problems that require cooperation, and our arrogance will continue to thwart our leadership.

Unilateralism erodes soft power – security

US unilateralism erodes security

Carah Ong, “Force Above Law: The New International Disorder?” July 11, 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.07/0711ongforce.htm, accessed 8/11/02

The US has historically been one of the most resolute advocates of the Rule of Law. However, current trends indicate that it is moving dangerously towards completely shunning this approach, resulting in US reliance on Rule of Force as the principal means for solving global conflicts. While on the one hand the US disavows current obligations under international law and refuses to participate in new international legal mechanisms, it expects other countries to adhere to such laws and to US directives. Continued US attempts to increase its military domination combined with its withdrawal from international legal processes are eroding national and international security in an already unstable and unbalanced international environment.

Unilateralism casues conflict

Unilateralism inspires great power conflict. Multilateralism preserves leadership

Heiko Borchert, business and political consultant, and Mary Hampton, associate professor of political science at the University of Utah, “The Lessons of Kosovo: Boon or Bust for Transatlantic Security?” Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
In a similar vein, the Washington Post editorialized against the new unilateralism during President Bush's first European visit in June 2001, arguing that if the national interest "is defined in a crabbed and narrow way, the policy is likely to fail over time." The editorial further observes that if the United States as the world's most powerful state "exercises its power on behalf of goals and values that others share¯¯liberty, democracy, prosperity¯¯the United States will be supported, not always but much of the time." In short, the less multilateralist the United States becomes, the more self-promoting, and therefore the less willing to lead responsibly, the less diffuse reciprocity will characterize its relationships with others, and the more others will try to fill the leadership void. Simply put, the challenge for the United States is to "be a hegemon without acting like one."

Unilateralism casues balancing

Unilateralism obliterates hard power – other nations will rise to challenge the US

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
Finally, the neoimperial grand strategy poses a wider problem for the maintenance of American unipolar power. It steps into the oldest trap of powerful imperial states: self-encirclement. When the most powerful state in the world throws its weight around, unconstrained by rules or norms of legitimacy, it risks a backlash. Other countries will bridle at an international order in which the United States plays only by its own rules. The proponents of the new grand strategy have assumed that the United States can single-handedly deploy military power abroad and not suffer untoward consequences; relations will be coarser with friends and allies, they believe, but such are the costs of leadership. But history shows that powerful states tend to trigger self-encirclement by their own overestimation of their power. Charles V, Louis XIV, Napoleon, and the leaders of post-Bismarck Germany sought to expand their imperial domains and impose a coercive order on others. Their imperial orders were all brought down when other countries decided they were not prepared to live in a world dominated by an overweening coercive state. America's imperial goals and modus operandi are much more limited and benign than were those of age-old emperors. But a hard-line imperial grand strategy runs the risk that history will repeat itself.

Unilateralism erodes American power and invites the rise of new great powers

Joseph Nye, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, Boston Globe, April 14, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/news/opeds/nye_unilateralism_bg_041402.htm, accessed 10/15/02

Those who recommend a unilateralist American foreign policy based on such traditional descriptions of American power are relying on woefully inadequate analysis. When you are in a three dimensional game, you will lose if you focus only on the military board and fail to notice the other boards and the vertical connections among them. For instance, as the Bush administration seeks to persuade British Prime Minister Tony Blair to support a campaign against Saddam Hussein in Iraq, the British press reports that Blair has been weakened politically by our recent unilateral impositions of tariffs on European steel imports. And many of these transnational issues cannot be solved unilaterally or by the use of military power. The good news for Americans is that the United States will likely remain the world's single most powerful country well into this new century. While potential coalitions to check American power could be created, it is unlikely that they would become firm alliances unless the United States handles its hard coercive power in an overbearing unilateral manner that undermines our attractive or soft power. As the German editor Joseph Joffe has written, "unlike centuries past, when war was the great arbiter, today the most interesting types of power do not come out of the barrel of a gun . . . Today there is a much bigger payoff in `getting others to want what you want,' and that has to do with cultural attraction and ideology and agenda setting . . ." On these measures, China, Russia, Japan, and even Western Europe cannot match the influence of the United States. The United States could squander this soft power by heavy-handed unilateralism. The bad news for Americans in this three-dimensional power game of the 21st century is that there are more and more things outside the control of even a superpower, such as international financial stability, controlling the spread of infectious diseases, cyber-crime and terrorism. Although the United States does well on the traditional measures, there is increasingly more going on in the world that those measures fail to capture. We must mobilize international coalitions to address shared threats and challenges. America needs the help and respect of other nations. We will be in trouble if our unilateralism prevents us from getting it. 

Unilateralism alienates allies

Unilateralism angers allies

Anthony Cordesman, CSIS, and Don Dahler, ABC News, July 15, 2002
In the projection of American force around the world, President Bush has shown he's not afraid to go it alone. In the war on terror, the US military continues its single-minded pursuit of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan in the face of mounting international criticism. The Pentagon seems to be preparing for an attack on Iraq against the all but unanimous opposition of the rest of the world. Mr. CORDESMAN: The problem with being--doing everything your own way is something you're really supposed to learn by the time you're two years old. It is eventually you may well be the biggest kid around, but you're not going to have any friends and no one will cooperate with you. You have to consult. You have to compromise. You have to form coalitions. DAHLER: The issue is not whether America has the economic and military clout to impose its will on the rest of the world, but whether in the long run it is prudent to do so. The United States has never engaged in empire building nor does that seem now to be the intent of the Bush administration. But gradually, piece by piece, a new strategy is being formulated. And what direction that will ultimately take is far from clear. I'm Don Dahler for NIGHTLINE in Washington.

Unilateralism angers allies

New York Times, July 12, 2002
These days America finds itself at once uniquely strong and vulnerable, the only superpower and a target of envy, hostility and suspicion around much of the globe. The Bush administration has clearly been tempted to go it alone in this new environment, dodging any international undertakings that the United States does not completely control. President Bush has shown skill in working with Russia and other nations to put together a coalition to fight terrorism. But there are other critical problems in the world, some equally important to our own future and others of pressing concern to the people whose good will we need to fight terror abroad. They include global warming, proliferation of nuclear and biological weapons, fighting infectious diseases like AIDS and malaria and assuring the prosecution of war criminals. The United States does not rule the world, and the administration needs to think more creatively and strategically about how this country works with the rest of the planet. A dash of humility might be a help, too.

Unilateralism undermines foreign relations

Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard's School of Government, Foreign Affairs, March/April, 2000
Of course, if the United States throws its weight around too often, other states will question the desirability of U.S. leadership and look for opportunities to undermine it. Such tendencies are already visible in Russia and China, but even traditional U.S. allies like France and Germany would like to keep a tighter grip on Uncle Sam's leash. But efforts to balance U.S. power have been remarkably muted thus far, largely because the United States is far from the other major powers and does not threaten them physically. In the short term, therefore, the United States faces few external constraints.

***Soft power key to leadership***

Soft power key to leadership – general

Soft power is the only way to make leadership effective

Julia Hanna, Kennedy School Bulletin, “Going It Alone,” Spring, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/ksgpress/bulletin/spring2002/features/alone.html, accessed 10/15/02

It’s more than a matter of staying one step ahead of our enemies in a technological game of cat and mouse, he continues. “When the Pan Am flight exploded over Lockerbie, Scotland, the cause was a bomb in unaccompanied luggage. “So now the airline employees ask if we packed our bag ourselves. A Mohammed Atta would say, ‘Yes, I packed my bag myself,’ so we’ve created new security procedures. Unfortunately, each time you find a solution, someone will be looking for a chink in your armor. That dynamic is bound to continue.” Military power is an essential part of the response, but an equally productive focusing point, Nye continues, would be the cultivation of what he calls “soft power,” or the ability to advance one’s agenda through attraction rather than coercion. “Soft power arises from our culture, values, and policies,” he states. Given its proper weight, soft power can serve as a much-needed balance to our economic and military might, two examples of “hard power” that can overwhelm and alienate other countries. The thousands of international students who come to study at U.S. institutions are an example of this country’s soft power. Our government’s democratic values and promotion of peace and human rights influence how other countries perceive us. For better or worse, so does the latest Bruce Willis action flick. America’s use of capital punishment and relatively permissive gun control laws undercut its soft power in European countries. While its intangible quality makes soft power much more difficult to use and control, observes Nye, that fact does not diminish its importance. “American pre-eminence will last well into this century, but our attitudes and policies will need to encompass a very different means of meeting challenges and achieving our goals,” he says. While a strong military presence will continue to be essential to maintaining global stability, it proves less adequate when confronting issues such as global climate change, the spread of infectious diseases, and international financial stability. “We must not let the illusion of empire blind us to the increasing importance of soft power,” Nye cautions. “A unilateralist approach to foreign policy fails to produce the right results, and its accompanying arrogance erodes the soft power that is often part of the solution.”

Lack of soft power inspires backlash and erodes overall hegemony

New York Times, April 14, 2002
But even if firm alliances won't work, there are still significant reasons to want friends alongside in the fight. And the most significant are political. The United States has become a global target in part by failing to address simmering resentments in much of the world, officials concede. Finding common cause with other nations widens the field of targets and builds political support abroad. In the end, that may be the secret to preserving American influence. Joseph S. Nye Jr., the dean of Harvard's Kennedy School of Government, argues that America faces a "historical test" to develop consensus with other nations around certain principles. "American power is not eternal," Mr. Nye writes in a new book, "The Paradox of American Power" (Oxford). "If we squander our soft power through a combination of arrogance and indifference, we will increase our vulnerability, sell our values short and hasten the erosion of our preeminence."

Soft power key to leadership – Will Follow

Unilateral actions undercut the allies needed to follow US actions

Lee Hamilton, Congressperson from Indiana, Congressional Record, April 4, 1995
Finally, it should be clear that unilateralism today, like isolationism in the past, would risk nullifying American leadership in the world. With the cold war at an end, our allies and friends are no longer automatically responsive to our judgments on security concerns. Nor are we able or ready unilaterally to devote massive financial resources to the solution of international economic issues. Effective leadership, therefore, cannot be dictated by the United States; it depends on recognition by others that we share security and economic interests in common. To protect and advance our own national interests as we go forward, therefore, will require careful articulation of those interests, their alignment where possible with those of others, and a commitment to lead cooperative efforts. To do otherwise would invite forms of international anarchy both dangerous and costly to our own national interests. 

Unilateralism fails – the US needs its allies

National Review, August 12, 2002
In other words, Hagel is a skeptic on U.S. force. "America must be about enhancing its relationships in the world, not just its power," he said in April. It's not that he isn't willing to unleash the military (he was an early backer of action against Serbia, for instance), but he believes everything must be done in consultation with other countries and with the approval of international organizations. "We are the greatest power that the world has ever known," he said on the Senate floor in April. "But we have limits, too. And these coalitions for peace, coalitions for change will be our future, the world's future."

Allied support is needed for US goals

Gordon Anderson, Secretary General of Professors at the World Peace Academy, International Journal on World Peace, December 2001, p. 77

In the bi-polar world during the Cold War, the world might have seemed more stable, than with a single superpower. However, a superpower cannot act successfully alone. In today’s global community, the United States is forced to act in concert with other nations in order to get a positive result. The attack on the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, though initiated by the United States, could not have been undertaken without wider global support. In fact, the crisis prompted the United States to pay $582 million dollars dues in arrears to gain its good standing with the United Nations. International cooperation is seen as necessary, even by today’s “superpower,” when dealing with global terrorism. The power balance in the world today is multi-polar, as such, no single state threatens the world with global tyranny.

Soft power key to leadership – distract resentment

Soft power distracts states from anger over US preponderance

Stephen Walt, Harvard University, “Keeping the World ‘Off-Balance’: Self-Restraint and U.S. Foreign Policy,” October 11, 2000, http://ksgnotes1.harvard.edu/Research/wpaper.nsf/d745629e080d1fe88525698900714934/20afada351c3c28485256991005cf05e/$FILE/Offbalance.doc

These arguments raise the obvious question: is the danger of an anti-American coalition so remote as to be of little practical concern? The answer is no, for two reasons. First although it would probably require repeated acts of folly to bring such a coalition about, the United States is more likely to commit such acts if it assumes that the geopolitical costs would be negligible. Second, keeping the world “off-balance” is very much in the U.S. interest even if other states are disinclined to form an anti-U.S. alliance. The ability of the United States to achieve its foreign policy objectives at relatively low cost will depend in large part on whether other powers are inclined to support or oppose U.S. policies, and whether others find it easy or difficult to coordinate joint opposition to U.S. initiatives. The more other states worry about U.S. preponderance, the more likely they are take steps—however modest and covert—designed to undermine or obstruct U.S. efforts. The United States is likely to be both more secure and better able to achieve its chosen ends if other states do not see its preponderant position as especially worrisome. Thus, even if an anti-American alliance is presently unlikely, U.S. policymakers should try to reduce other states’ incentives to interfere or resist in limited but still problematic ways. 

Soft power outweighs hard power

Multilateralism strengthens leadership by eliminating the need for coercive force

Heiko Borchert, business and political consultant, and Mary Hampton, associate professor of political science at the University of Utah, “The Lessons of Kosovo: Boon or Bust for Transatlantic Security?” Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
Many of the proponents of U.S. unilateralism equate multilateralism with multipolarity. Such critics assume, for example, that acting multilaterally, in concert with its European allies, diminishes American power. Charles Krauthammer, representative of unilateralist advocates, has heralded what he calls the "new unilateralism," observing with approval that: [W]e now have an administration willing to assert American freedom of action and the primacy of American national interests. Rather than contain American power within a vast web of constraining international agreements, the new unilateralism seeks to strengthen American power and unashamedly deploy it on behalf of self-defined global ends. In an article promoting a more unilateralist United States, Krauthammer observes: It is hard to understand the enthusiasm of so many for a diminished America and a world reverted to multipolarity. Our principle aim is to maintain the stability and relative tranquility of the current international system by enforcing, maintaining, and extending the current peace. It is not at all clear why these U.S. objectives are better provided for through unilateralism. The argument that the United States is more empowered when unshackled from the constraints of its self-inflicted multilateral binds is one made frequently since Allied Force. It is an argument that confuses leadership and power. In truth, the multilateral order the United States was instrumental in creating at the end of World War II enhanced its power. Multilateralism lessened the need for employing expensive instruments of coercion by legitimizing U.S. leadership, both at home and abroad, through interlocking webs of agreements, institutions and regimes. As John Ikenberry has put it: "The lesson of order building in this century is that international institutions have played a pervasive and ultimately constructive role in the exercise of American power." Leadership has to do with power but it does not equal power. The crucial variable is purpose. Unlike naked power-wielding, "leadership is inseparable from followers' needs and goals." Since leadership results from an interactive process where one actor is presumed to be the leader and other actors are willing to follow, the leader must be able to convince the followers. Leadership is therefore based on persuasion and normative consensus. Once the leader's commitment wanes, replaced by neglect or resort to attempted coercion, followers will find the first occasion to defect.

A2 Hard power key

Soft power is not reliant on hard power

Robert Keohane, Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Program on Democracy, Institutions, and Political Economy at Duke, and Joseph Nye, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 1998

Hard and soft power are related, but they are not the same. The political scientist Samuel P. Huntington is correct when he says that material success makes a culture and ideology attractive, and that economic and military failure lead to self-doubt and crises of identity. He is wrong, however, when he argues that soft power rests solely on a foundation of hard power. The soft power of the Vatican did not wane because the size of the papal states diminished. Canada, Sweden, and the Netherlands have more influence than some other states with equivalent economic or military capabilities. The Soviet Union had considerable soft power in Europe after World War II but squandered it by invading Hungary and Czechoslovakia even when Soviet economic and military power continued to grow. Soft power varies over time and different domains. America's popular culture, with its libertarian and egalitarian currents, dominates film, television, and electronic communications. Not all aspects of that culture are attractive to everyone, for example conservative Muslims. Nonetheless, the spread of information and American popular culture has generally increased global awareness of and openness to American ideas and values. To some extent this reflects deliberate policies, but more often soft power is an inadvertent byproduct.

A2 soft power guts hard power

Soft power key to hard power

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

One of Rumsfeld’s “rules” is that “weakness is provocative.” In this, he is correct. As Osama bin Laden observed, it is best to bet on the strong horse. The effective demonstration of military power in the second Gulf War, as in the first, might have a deterrent as well as a transformative effect in the Middle East. But the first Gulf War, which led to the Oslo peace process, was widely regarded as legitimate, whereas the legitimacy of the more recent war was contested. Unable to balance American military power, France, Germany, Russia, and China created a coalition to balance American soft power by depriving the United States of the legitimacy that might have been bestowed by a second UN resolution. Although such balancing did not avert the war in Iraq, it did significantly raise its price. When Turkish parliamentarians regarded U.S. policy as illegitimate, they refused Pentagon requests to allow the Fourth Infantry Division to enter Iraq from the north. Inadequate attention to soft power was detrimental to the hard power the United States could bring to bear in the early days of the war. Hard and soft power may sometimes conflict, but they can also reinforce each other. And when the Jacksonians mistake soft power for weakness, they do so at their own risk.

Unilateralism inspires great power conflict. Multilateralism preserves leadership

Heiko Borchert, business and political consultant, and Mary Hampton, associate professor of political science at the University of Utah, “The Lessons of Kosovo: Boon or Bust for Transatlantic Security?” Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002
In a similar vein, the Washington Post editorialized against the new unilateralism during President Bush's first European visit in June 2001, arguing that if the national interest "is defined in a crabbed and narrow way, the policy is likely to fail over time." The editorial further observes that if the United States as the world's most powerful state "exercises its power on behalf of goals and values that others share¯¯liberty, democracy, prosperity¯¯the United States will be supported, not always but much of the time." In short, the less multilateralist the United States becomes, the more self-promoting, and therefore the less willing to lead responsibly, the less diffuse reciprocity will characterize its relationships with others, and the more others will try to fill the leadership void. Simply put, the challenge for the United States is to "be a hegemon without acting like one."

Loss of soft power erodes overall leadership

Antony Blinken, senior fellow at CSIS and former member of the National Security Council, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
U.S. success in Afghanistan will count for little if the United States loses the global war of ideas. That was has produced a growing gap between much of the world's perception of the United States and the U.S. perception of itself. If this gap persists, U.S. influence abroad will erode, and the partners the United States needs to advance its interests will stand down. The few real enemies the United States faces will find it easier both to avoid sanction and to recruit others to their cause. The United States remains powerfully attractive. Most people around the world hold a favorable view of the United States, considering it a land of opportunity and democratic ideals while admiring the country's technological and scientific achievements. Millions of the world's citizens desire to move to, become educated in, do business with, or visit the United States. When people vote with their feet, the United States wins in a landslide. Yet, the United States tends to disregard an increasingly potent mix of criticism and resentment that is diluting its attraction: anti-Americanism.

***Coalitions/Cooperation***

Soft power key –effective coalitions

The US must be the sheriff of the posse

Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Leadership by the United States, as the world's leading economy, its most powerful military force, and a leading democracy, is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of great power, regional, and communal conflicts. The paradox of the post-cold war role of the United States is that it is the most powerful state in terms of both "hard" power resources (its economy and military forces) and "soft" ones (the appeal of its political system and culture), yet it is not so powerful that it can achieve all its international goals by acting alone. The United States lacks both the international and domestic prerequisites to resolve every conflict, and in each case its role must be proportionate to its interests at stake and the costs of pursuing them. Yet the United States can continue to enable and mobilize international coalitions to pursue shared security interests, whether or not the United States itself supplies large military forces. The U.S. role will thus not be that of a lone global policeman; rather, the United States can frequently serve as the sheriff of the posse, leading shifting coalitions of friends and allies to address shared security concerns within the legitimizing framework of international organizations. This requires sustained attention to the infrastructure and institutional mechanisms that make U.S. leadership effective and joint action possible: forward stationing and preventive deployments of U.S. and allied forces, prepositioning of U.S. and allied equipment, advance planning and joint training to ensure interoperability with allied forces, and steady improvement in the conflict resolution abilities of an interlocking set of bilateral alliances, regional security organizations and alliances, and global institutions.

US leadership makes coalitions effective

Joseph Nye, assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Although the United States cannot single-handedly resolve the many communal conflicts that have erupted, it can work to make international institutions better able to deal with these conflicts. The Clinton administration is working to create a web of security cooperation, from bilateral alliances, to regional alliances and security organizations, to global organizations like the UN. At times, this will involve building new alliance structures, as in the enlargement of NATO and the revitalization of the U.S. -- Japan alliance, or regional security organizations, as in the reinvigorated OSCE and the ARF. In other cases, it will require creating and leading ad hoc coalitions, like the Desert Storm coalition that defeated Iraq in the Gulf war. Sometimes, as in the Gulf war, the United States may work primarily through the UN to advance its diplomatic interests while at the same time retaining leadership of the military component of the operation as the leading contributor. In other cases where U.S. interests and forces are not as directly engaged, allies who have greater interests will naturally step into the lead. The key is to take the steps necessary to make ad hoc coalitions of the willing effective, such as developing agreed-upon mechanisms for burden-sharing, interoperability of forces, and decision-making mechanisms on missions and rules of engagement. This approach enables some states to act even when not all are willing to contribute, and, for those states most willing to contribute to internationally recognizcd missions, to lead the military component of the operation.

The US must be the sheriff of the posse

Joseph Nye, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
Thus, although great power conflicts are less likely than ever before to arise out of global or regional balance of power considerations, the great powers will continue to face difficult choices on how to prevent communal conflicts from occurring or from escalating in intensity, spreading geographically, and proliferating in number. American leadership is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of all three kinds of conflicts. This does not mean that the United States could or should get involved in every potential or ongoing conflict. Its role must be proportionate to its interests in each conflict, and the nation cannot afford the military, economic, and political costs of being a global policeman. Instead, where it has important interests, the United States must continue to aspire to a role more like the sheriff of the posse, enabling international coalitions to pursue interests that it shares whether or not the United States itself supplies the bulk of the military forces involved.
Unilateralism erodes coalitions

Unilateralism erodes alliances necessary for security

Andrew Cottey, Lecturer at University College Cork and the University of Bradford, and a board member of BASIC, September 11th 2001 One Year On: A New Era in World Politics?, September 2002, http://www.basicint.org/terrorism/cottey.htm, accessed 10/14/02

Pressure from these voices to take military action in Iraq despite strong opposition from America’s allies and without authorisation by the UN Security Council has, however, provoked renewed debate and strong criticism of the unilateralist hawks. Figures such as James Baker, Secretary of State in George Bush senior’s administration at the time of the 1990-91 Gulf War and a leading figure in the Republican foreign policy establishment, have argued that the US needs to build support amongst its allies, press for UN Security Council authority and develop plans for post-war nation-building before an military action in Iraq. More generally, criticism is emerging in America that despite its enormous power even the US cannot achieve its long term goals alone and that by acting unilaterally it undermines the political alliances and institutions that are vital to long term American security and prosperity. Ironically, critics of US unilateralism have taken to quoting Henry Kissinger, usually seen as the high priest of realpolitik, to the effect that US foreign policy must rest not just on power but also an international ‘moral consensus’. While the aftermath of 11th September 2001 has dramatically highlighted America’s global power and produced a new willingness to use that power, it has also provoked the beginnings of a new and vitally important debate on how the US should use that power – and the outcome of that longer term debate remains to be seen.

Cooperation key – general

Cooperation is key to free trade, the environment, preventing organized crime, and preventing Chinese aggression 

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
A third problem with an imperial grand strategy is that it cannot generate the cooperation needed to solve practical problems at the heart of the U.S. foreign policy agenda. In the fight on terrorism, the United States needs cooperation from European and Asian countries in intelligence, law enforcement, and logistics. Outside the security sphere, realizing U.S. objectives depends even more on a continuous stream of amicable working relations with major states around the world. It needs partners for trade liberalization, global financial stabilization, environmental protection, deterring transnational organized crime, managing the rise of China, and a host of other thorny challenges. But it is impossible to expect would-be partners to acquiesce to America's self-appointed global security protectorate and then pursue business as usual in all other domains.

Only cooperation can solve proliferation, protectionism and genocide

Richard Haass, VP and director of foreign policy studies at Brookings, and Sydney Stein Jr., chair in intl security, the Record, September 19, 1999
The other extreme, unilateralism, likewise has little appeal. On its own, the United States can do little to promote order. Too many of today's challenges -- protectionism, proliferation, genocide -- cannot be solved by one nation alone, either because cooperation is necessary to combat the problem, resources are limited, or both. The benefits of multilateralism outweigh its tendency to constrain American means and dilute American goals. In addition to distributing the burden of promoting order, multilateralism can restrain the impulses of others, reduce opposition to U.S. actions, and increase the chances of policy success. 

The US can’t solve problems alone – cooperation is necessary

Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, September 8, 2002
Still, even the United States can't fight a war without others' help, if only because it needs political support and other countries' permission to base U.S. forces. "We can't go to war unilaterally on any scale," said a senior State Department official, requesting anonymity. Washington also needs foreign help to shut down terrorist financial networks, deny weapons technology to adversaries, and deal with a range of challenges from AIDS and the environment to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the official said. The United States may be pre-eminent, "but we are not a hegemonic power," he said.

Cooperation key – US leadership

International cooperation is necessary for effective leadership 

Robert Tucker, professor emeritus of American foreign policy at Johns Hopkins University, Commentary, January 2000, p. 46

During the long period of the cold war, the justification of American power was the defense of the independence of states from the threat posed by a hostile and expansionist Soviet Union. The policy of containment responded by and large to the time‑honored compulsions of the balance of power. The order defended by American power was inseparable from containment. It is the case that the identification of threats to this order provoked periodic disputes with allies. Unilateral action taken by the principal guarantor of containment did not go without criticisms, at times even harsh criticism. On balance, though, disaffection was limited by the visible threat of Soviet power. The understandings of this earlier period no longer hold. Although the United States remains the principal guarantor of the post‑cold‑war order, this order, save for its economic dimension, no longer has the compelling character that the Soviet threat gave to the cold‑war order. Our difficulties in obtaining support for more effective sanctions against Iraq testify to this. Unless we are very lucky, a sustainable foreign policy in the years ahead will require either increasing the means of policy or invoking the greater cooperation of others. And since there is little reason for believing that the means of policy will be increased, we are left to rely on the greater cooperation of others. But the greater cooperation of others will mean that our freedom of action is narrowed. This would already appear to be the price in Europe of greater mutuality, as the Balkan wars have shown. In turn, European cooperation has been a necessary condition of American domestic support. Unilateralism would forfeit this cooperation.

Coalitions are more likely to solve than unilateral leadership

Jonathan Clarke, guest scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Foreign Policy, December 22, 1995
First and foremost, American foreign policy attitudes need to be reviewed. Barring the (improbable) appropriation of increased resources, American leadership will never again be as widely or as unquestioningly accepted as it was during the Cold War. It will, therefore, no longer be possible to believe that policy can be independently formulated in Washington and then dispensed to the outside world like a papal bull. Just as this autocratic style no longer works domestically, so it will not work overseas. This development means that, in terms of foreign policy attitudes, the United States should place more emphasis on collegiality, teamwork, and coalition-building - in short, what Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich has called "partnerships." The skills of international "triangulation" - meaning to navigate with reference to other important points - should be dusted off. In the domestic arena, these skills are second nature to all successful politicians, but to date they have been neglected in foreign affairs. A simple example is trade with Japan. The European Union (EU) shares many of the American complaints about market access, particularly with regard to agricultural products. A greater American disposition to build on European grievances would have strengthened the American case. Similarly, the United States's partners among the smaller Asian members of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum share American concerns about predatory Japanese trade practices. They form a pool of potential support for the United States. As it is, the United States finds itself unnecessarily isolated on this issue. It should be noted that a willingness to regard itself as primus inter pares rather than as paramount chief does not mean that the United States needs to abandon any core national interests. Indeed, this more realistic attitude affords greater probability that these interests will be protected.

Coalitions key – Power projection

Coalitions are necessary for power projection

New York Times, April 14, 2002
Such newfound friends would hardly make an honor roll of civic role models, one senior administration official conceded. But he added: "It's not like people have been howling. There's now an overriding first question, which is President Bush's first question: are you with us or against us when it comes to terrorism?" What does the administration hope to get out of these coalitions? On the battlefield, the answer is: not much. The United States, with its vast superiority, doesn't need much help in fighting conventional wars. But it does need bases and overflight rights in front-line states like Pakistan. And coalitions share the burden. As America contemplates getting involved in military action elsewhere, it is now looking to longstanding allies in Europe to take the lead in peacekeeping and reconstructing Afghanistan. That expectation has led to some grumbling from European members of NATO.

PAGE  
1

