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Soft Power Sustainable
Soft Power Sustainable – recent economic developments prove 

Lieber 10 (The American Era, Robert J. Lieber, Fellow at Harvard University, pg. 25) 
In place of world affairs, a booming new economy surging stock market, and fixation on the foibles of entertainment stars and politicians (0. J. Simpson, Princess Di, Monica and Bill) preoccupied the media and the public. But this holiday from history ended abruptly on 9/11, and in the years since that fateful morning, the claims of a troub bled world have intruded into everyday American life. As a result, terrorism, weapons of mass destruction (WMD), Iraq, Iran, North Korea, tensions with Europe, problems of failed states, and seemingly endless turmoil in the Middle East now dominate the attention not only of poli ccmmkeess and the media but of the wider public as well.2 Soft power is sustainable as a case in point, the 2004 presidential election was the first since the era of Vietn nam in which voters accorded a higher priority to foreign affairs and national security than to the economy. The 2004 iigure was 34 percent, whereas in 2000, only 12 percent rexorted that world affairs mattered most in deciding how they voted ror President, and in 1996, just 5 perc een? did so. In addition. substantial majorities continue to rank Iraq and terrorism as top priodities for the attention of the President and Congress. In view of this intense preoccupation, debates have erupted at home and abroad not only over specific policies, but also about the proper role of the United States. Uryent questions are now posed by politic ciass, journalists, ethicists, academics, and ordinarv citizens: Has the United States become an empire on a scale surpassing even ancient Rome? Are the burdens of its engagement sustainable or do we risk overstretch? Will this unipolar moment endure? Has America become “Mars” to Europe's “Venus7? Should U.S. grand strategy dictate going it alone or acting only in concert wilh others? Is there a clash of civilizatiion?? Why can't we bring peace to the Middle East? Why do foreigners have such ambivalent attitudes toward the United states? And given the problems and threats to world order and America’s great power, how should we conduct ourselves on the world stage? 

Soft power is sustainable-despite fluctuations, America is able to recover

Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 26, CM)
American skeptics about soft power say not to worry. Popularity is ephemeral and should not be a guide for foreign policy in any case. The United States can act without the world's applause. We are the world's only superpower, and that tact is bound to engender envy and resentment. Foreigners may grumble, hut they have little choice but to fallow. Moreover, the United States has been unpopular in the past yet managed to recover. We do not need permanent allies and institutions. We can always pick up a coalition of the willing when we need to. The issues should determine the coalitions, not vice-versa. But it is a mistake to dismiss the recent decline in our attractiveness so lightly. It is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past, but that was •warm i he backdrop of the Cold War, in which European countries still reared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. Moreover, while America's size and association with disruptive modernity is real and unavoidable, wise policies can soften the sharp edges of that reality and reduce the resentments they engender. That is what the United States did after World War II. We used our soft power resources and co-opted others into a set of alliances and institutions that lasted for sixty years. We won the Cold War against the Soviet Union with a strategy of containment that used our soft power as well as our hard power. 

Soft power sustainable-no challengers
Lieber 10 (The American Era, Robert J. Lieber, Fellow at Harvard University, pg. 25) 
All in all, American soft power is both robust and unlikely to be challenged in the near future. It is robust because it rests on preponderance across all the realms — military economic, technological, wealth, and size — by which we measure power. And with the Possible exception of china, no other country or group of countries is likely to emerge as an effective global competitor in the coming decades. This unique status is evident when we consider other possible contenders. 
Soft Power High-Obama

Obama is hard-bent on pursuing soft power and international relations – national security strategy released in May proves

Greg Grant, writer for DoDbuzz.com, 5/27/10 (“New strategy touts soft power”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/05/27/obama-releases-national-security-strategy/)

The Obama administration has finally released its long awaited national security strategy. The 52-page document correctly identifies economic power as the foundation of U.S. national power and calls for a greater focus on economic growth, reducing deficits and rebalancing the instruments of statecraft away from the current over-reliance on the military. The new strategy advocates coalition building and acting in concert with and through international organizations such as the U.N. and NATO. It also puts heavy emphasis on the instruments of “soft power,” diplomacy, global partnerships and economic development. “When we overuse our military might, or fail to invest in or deploy complementary tools, or act without partners, then our military is overstretched, Americans bear a greater burden, and our leadership around the world is too narrowly identified with military force,” it says.  “The burdens of a young century cannot fall on American shoulders alone – –indeed, our adversaries would like to see America sap our strength by overextending our power,” Obama writes in the introduction. “Our strength and influence abroad begins with the steps we take at home,” He calls for greater investment in education, scientific research and green industries. It identifies the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction as the single greatest security challenge, “particularly the danger posed by the pursuit of nuclear weapons by violent extremists and their proliferation to additional states.” The U.S. is leading the global effort to secure loose nukes and is pursuing “new strategies” to protect against biological weapons. While ensuring the viability of the nuclear deterrent, the administration is also working to strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which it calls the “foundation of nonproliferation.” The strategy says Iran and North Korea will be held accountable for violations of their international obligations to disarm. The strategy also identifies attacks on computer networks in cyberspace as one of the most serious national security challenges. “Our digital infrastructure, therefore, is a strategic national asset, and protecting it—while safeguarding privacy and civil liberties—is a national security priority.” It calls for more spending on people and technology to increase the resilience of critical government and industry networks. The strategy identifies Afghanistan and Pakistan as the frontlines of the global fight against terrorism, “where we are applying relentless pressure on al-Qa’ida, breaking the Taliban’s momentum, and strengthening the security and capacity of our partners.” It also calls for attacking terrorist sanctuaries in Yemen, Somalia, the Maghreb and the Sahel. It also calls for boosting economic development and diplomatic “expeditionary capacity” and updating national security institutions for the 21st century. The strategy, in a return to classic Clausewitzian terms, calls for the use of soft power before the military is called in: “While the use of force is sometimes necessary, we will exhaust other options before war whenever we can, and carefully weigh the costs and risks of action against the costs and risks of inaction. When force is necessary, we will continue to do so in a way that reflects our values and strengthens our legitimacy, and we will seek broad international support, working with such institutions as NATO and the U.N. Security Council. The United States must reserve the right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend our nation and our interests, yet we will also seek to adhere to standards that govern the use of force. Doing so strengthens those who act in line with international standards, while isolating and weakening those who do not. We will also outline a clear mandate and specific objectives and thoroughly consider the consequences —intended and unintended—of our actions. And the United States will take care when sending the men and women of our Armed Forces into harm’s way to ensure they have the leadership, training, and equipment they require to accomplish their mission.”  
Soft Power High-Obama

 Obama is increasing soft power,-recent policies prove
Grossman 2/17/10 (graduate of Harvard College, taught at Tufts University, Jerome http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5313904-americas-soft-power) 

The United States cannot solve the problems of the world on its own, and the world cannot solve them without the United States. As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power.
Obama will shift power projection from military unilateralism to multilateral diplomacy

Jerry Harris,  Professor of History, DeVry University and Carl Davidson,  Networking for Democracy, 2009 (“Obama: The New Contours of Power”, p. 227-228, http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/deliver/connect/brill/15691500/v9n1/s16.pdf?expires=1278264346&id=57531469&titleid=5430&accname=University+of+Michigan+At+Ann+Arbor&checksum=9D2A695FFA5F7A4FFAC78CEF2099FE76)

Given this perception of global conditions, Obama’s security policy will move to multilateralism and nation building as its central effort. This will mean a shift to soft power which relies on multilateral diplomacy, economic reconstruction and political solutions. Admiral James Stavridis, head of SouthCom (US Southern Command, responsible for all US military activity in South and Central America), gives voice to this emerging policy, ‘I don’t need Humvees down here, I don’t need high-priced fighter aircraft. I need the inter-agency and I need to hook up with private-public ventures . . . like Operation Smile, Doctors Without Borders and the American Red Cross. This approach has been advocated for the last six years in foreign policy and security circles in opposition to the military unilateralism of the Bush White House. As Zbigniew Brzezinski succinctly stated, ‘the war in Iraq is a historic, strategic and moral calamity’. But none of this means an end to military efforts. Unfortunately, there will in all likelihood be a reduced but long-term military presence in Iraq, including limited combat duty and more troops sent to Afghanistan. The war against the Taliban and al-Qaida will be the biggest and most controversial foreign policy challenge for Obama. Although most Americans still view the effort in Afghanistan as a just war against those who attacked the US, the experience in Iraq has dampened support for combat, and this majority is shrinking. Additionally, Afghanistan, with a population close to 33 million has about 5 million more people than Iraq and is larger by 82,000 square miles, with a geography more adaptable to guerrilla warfare. The Taliban is based among the Pashtun, the largest ethnic group and close to 42 percent of the population. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, there are 45 million Pashtuns whose tribal identity is stronger than the colonial border drawn by the British. More problematic is that the tribal areas of Pakistan are now part of a broader war. One of the few military advantages the US has is air power, but its use is responsible for a large number of civilian deaths, thereby alienating the population and driving people into the arms of the insurgency. All this has resulted in a growing number of US foreign policy elites recognizing that a military solution is impossible. But the balance between military force and political compromise is still being debated inside both the US and NATO. 

Soft Power High-Obama 
Nations perceive Bush’s policies negatively – Obama transition will reverse arrogant image
Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post, January/February 2010 (“Obama’s Year One: Medius”, p. 20-21)

Obama was not wrong to believe that many people in the world wanted a different style of American leadership, or that he was well positioned to offer it. I could not identify the precise polls to which he referred in his CNN interview, but it seems beyond dispute that Bush was unpopular in most countries, and that this was impairing perceptions of the United States. Many of the same global villagers who had rallied to America’s side in the aftermath of the September 11 attacks turned away in dismay after realizing that the response would include the invasion of Iraq and the scandals of Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo, and “enhanced interrogation techniques.” This was a terrible reversal. You don’t have to concede that the criticism was justified to acknowledge that it was real, and that it was impeding America’s ability to advance its interests. Moreover, to the extent Obama wished to emphasize diplomacy over, say, preemptive war, he was merely restating a belief in “soft power” that previous presidents have also articulated. Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton each attempted an outreach to Iran. During the 2000 campaign, Bush himself said that “if we’re an arrogant nation, they’ll resent us; if we’re a humble nation, but strong, they’ll welcome us” (emphasis added). 
Despite a perceptually weak foreign policy, Obama has taken steps to increase soft power-polls prove
Nye 09 (distinguished service professor and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, PhD in Political Science from Harvard, Joseph, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/nye77/English)
Approaching the end of his first year as president, Barack Obama has taken a bold step in deciding to increase the number of American troops in Afghanistan to over 100,000. Critics on the left point out that the Korean War crippled Harry Truman’s presidency, just as the Vietnam War defined Lyndon Johnson’s administration. Obama thus risks becoming the third Democratic president whose domestic agenda will be overshadowed by a difficult war. But critics on the right have complained that Obama’s approach to foreign policy has been weak, too apologetic, and overly reliant on soft power. They worry about Obama’s promise to begin withdrawing American troops from Afghanistan 18 months after the surge. Obama inherited a fraught foreign policy agenda: a global economic crisis, two difficult wars, erosion of the nuclear non-proliferation regime by North Korea and Iran, and deterioration of the Middle East peace process. Obama’s dilemma was how to manage this difficult legacy while creating a new vision of how Americans should deal with the world. Through a series of symbolic gestures and speeches (in Prague, Cairo, Accra, the United Nations, and elsewhere), Obama helped to restore American soft power. As a recent Pew poll reported, “in many countries opinions of the United States are now as positive as they were at the beginning of the decade before George W. Bush took office.” It is a mistake to discount the role that transformative leaders can play in changing the context of difficult issues. Power involves setting agendas and creating others’ preferences as well as pushing and shoving. That is why Obama’s administration speaks of “smart power” that successfully combines hard and soft power resources in different contexts. But soft power can create an enabling rather than a disabling environment for policy. Critics contend that Obama has been all words and no deeds. They portray him as a rock star who won a Nobel prize on the basis of promise rather than performance. They scoff at his popularity, and note that the Middle East remains intractable, North Korea nuclear, Iraq and Afghanistan unsettled, and Iran difficult. But no serious analyst would expect otherwise in the short term. Bush and Cheney’s hard-power approach certainly did not solve these problems. 
Soft Power High-Posture Changes

Soft power increasing now-recent posture changes prove

Clark 09 (editor of DoDBuzz and Pentagon correspondent for Military​.com, Colin, “Afghan Strategy Marks Soft Power Shift” http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/03/27/afghan-strategy-begins-soft-power-shift/)
If you read the tea leaves around Washington the beginning of the shift in power from the Pentagon to the State Department, US AID and other centers of soft power is easy to see. First leaf: The Obama administration decides to send 4,000 soldiers to Afghanistan to train and help rebuild the national police and military and committed to beefing up the civilian forces to help rebuild the country. A key House Democrat immediately pledged to help fund a beefed up State Department and AID. “For far too long, we have failed to provide adequate funding for the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development, the civilian national security and stabilization agencies that will be at the forefront of our efforts in Afghanistan,” said Rep. Howard Berman, chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee. Second leaf: When Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Michele Flournoy helped to unveil the Army’s new stability operations doctrinal manual, FM 3–07, she made it very clear today that USAID and other civilian agencies must grow substantially in size and capability so that the US can handle the demanding job of stabilizing and eventually leaving Afghanistan. When Flournoy, who played a major role in designing the new Afghanistan-Pakistan strategy, discussed it at the Brookings Institution today, she listed the means for achieving the three Ds: disrupting, dismantling and defeating Al Qaeda and its allies. Few of those means had much to do with kinetics: the US must reverse the Taliban’s gains (OK — this will mean some dead people); provide the Afghan security forces with training and resources and provide Afghans with a secure environment. “Defeating the insurgency will also mean breaking the link between drugs and the insurgents,” she said. Improving Hamid Karzai’s government will be crucial as well, combating corruption and improving transparency so that Afghans gain trust in the government. “This is not just America’s war,” Flournoy said, adding that administration representatives will soon be “fanning across the globe” to build support for this big push. The Army leader who oversaw creation of the stability operations manual, Army Lt. Gen. William Caldwell, said that at least 70 percent of what commanders are doing on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan “is helping to provide services and a stable environment.” Caldwell made the case very clear when he said “the military is necessary but it’s not sufficient” to accomplish national security goals. Flournoy put the case simply when she said the country must answer the question to each war: how does this end. Soft power is most of the answer. No doubt that kinetics — AKA hard power — will continue to be a crucial instrument of national power. But watch for the money and policy focus to begin migrating to soft power.  

Soft Power High
Soft power becoming more popular- backlash to US militarism.

Hall, 10- Senior Lecturer in International Relations at Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. (Ian, “The transformation of diplomacy: mysteries, insurgencies and public relations”, pg.247-256)

Even its most enthusiastic students would acknowledge that diplomacy is something of a backwater in the academic study of International Relations (IR), a subject area far less exciting than security studies and far less glamorous than international theory. Indeed, it is fair to say that most scholars in the field think of diplomacy as largely inconsequential. They recognize diplomatic activity as a continuous feature of international affairs, of course, but generally do not think that diplomacy is where the real action in international politics is to be found.1 We must look elsewhere, most scholars insist, to understand how states behave, wars begin, wealth is made, and so on. A redoubtable few have continued to toil away in the study of diplomacy—working on processes of negotiation, the structure of resident embassies, official protocol or the niceties of state dinners—but the majority of the field moved on to apparently greener pastures long ago.2 Lately, however, there have been signs of a resurgence of interest in matters diplomatic. Some of this excitement has been seen in universities, but most of it has occurred in think-tanks, governments and even in the diplomatic corps itself.3 Long thought in decline and relatively unimportant, diplomacy is now regarded by some as on the cusp of a transformation that will see its relevance to contemporary international politics restored.4 This change of mind is largely a response to current events, especially to the widespread perception that America’s image in the world is not what it should be, and that antipathy to the United States is affecting its ability to pursue a successful foreign policy. These concerns were magnified first by 9/11, which led many to ask why the perpetrators hated the United States in the way they did, and second by negative reactions worldwide to what some have described as the creeping ‘militarization’ of American foreign policy and diplomacy.5 Together, these worries drove a renewed interest within and outside the Bush administration in what Joseph Nye famously termed ‘soft power’, at the centre of which must be sound and effective diplomacy.6  Despite the change of presidents and some changes in the direction of American foreign policy, this growth of interest has shown few signs of abating. The significant ‘bounce’ produced in polls of foreign public attitudes to the United States by the election of Barack Obama has merely confirmed, for many, the potential of this new diplomacy, generating a further outpouring of enthusiastic studies of ‘soft power’ and its mechanisms.7  In quite different ways, the three books under review reflect this change of mood that seems to promise that our world of ‘warrior politics’ can and will be transformed by a reinvigorated diplomacy fit for a new age.8
Cultural clout high—US businesses are smart
Newsweek, 6/4/10 (“Winning the Soft Power War”, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/04/winning-the-soft-power-war.html)
But, as it turns out, America is actually winning the culture race for global audiences and leaving Europe in the dust, says French journalist Frédéric Martel in his new hit book, Mainstream. Martel spent five years traveling to 30 countries to conduct his research, and his conclusions are striking, especially coming from a Frenchman (albeit one who served as a diplomat in the U.S.). American businesses are far savvier than their European counterparts at using new digital materials—such as cell phones and online search engines—to distribute movies, music, television shows, and books all around the globe. Most of all, they excel in producing a “culture that everyone likes,” says Martel. But mainstream doesn’t only mean Americanized. The strength of the U.S. is to be able to create universal content that caters to different interests. So although the country is often resented as being politically or economically imperialistic, its cultural output—from Avatar and Lord of the Rings to Lady Gaga and Friends—is economic democracy in action, embraced by consumers throughout the global marketplace. But the U.S. is now getting some stiff competition from other countries—and emerging economies, in particular— that thrive in exporting their own cultural content. India, Brazil, China, and South Korea are fast becoming regional cultural powers, symbolized by the rising fame of Bollywood, telenovelas, and K-pop. In Latin America, in particular, Brazil is much more of a threat in the regional marketplace than the U.S. And in the Arab world, big multimedia groups (Rotana, Al-Jazeera, MBC) are trying to unify a very diverse population by offering an alternative to the Western model. This developing-world surge means Europe lags behind even more. In part, it’s because Europe’s default definition of “high culture” (which is taken to be synonymous with “good culture”) finds few fans abroad. European films and literature are increasingly seen as too obscure, haughty, and self-referential to appeal to mass audiences. In part, it’s because each nation has its own cultural industry and little, if any, cohesion (much less common business strategy) across EU borders. And Europe could learn a few things from the U.S. For example, American producers have figured out how to go for the margins as well as the middle—which is to say, to diversify and market to a whole range of tastes and groups. Take Rupert Murdoch’s Fox Entertainment Group, for example, which churns out the politically conservative Fox News as well as provocative liberal shows like The Simpsons and Glee. The result: even though the U.S. may be losing financial and political clout, it’s gaining soft power through its cultural, media, and technological exports. Europe can regain this soft-power edge only if it embraces some new notions: that mass culture is not necessarily “bad culture,” and that diversity, including contributions from immigrants and new arrivals, could make its films, books, and art more accessible to audiences abroad. That is, if Europe really wants to be part of the mainstream.
Soft Power Good-O/W Hard Power

Even though it’s declined, Soft power outweighs hard power: Kennedy

Nye, 08 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109, CM)

Soft power is an important reality. Those self-styled realists who deny the importance of soft power are like people who do not understand the power of seduction. They succumb to the “concrete fallacy” that espouses that something is not a power resource unless you can drop it on a city or on your foot. 2 During a meeting with President John F. Kennedy, senior statesman John J. McCloy exploded in anger about paying attention to popularity and attraction in world politics: “ ‘world opinion?’ I don’t believe in world opinion. The only thing that matters is power.” But as Arthur Schlesinger noted, “like Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt, Kennedy understood that the ability to attract others and move opinion was an element of power” (McCloy and Schlesinger, as quoted in Haefele 2001, 66). The German editor Josef Joffe once argued that America’s soft power was even larger than its economic and military assets. “U.S. culture, lowbrow or high, radiates outward with an intensity last seen in the days of the Roman Empire—but with a novel twist. Rome’s and Soviet Russia’s cultural sway stopped exactly at their military borders. America’s soft power, though, rules over an empire on which the sun never sets” (Joffe 2001, 43). But cultural soft power can be undercut by policies that are seen as illegitimate. In recent years, particularly after the invasion of Iraq, American soft power has declined. For example, a 2007 BBC opinion poll reported that across twenty-five countries, half of those polled said the United States played a mainly negative role in the world (New York Times 2007). 

Soft Power Good-O/W Hard Power

Hard power fails- overreliance on military power is counterproductive to American objectives; reliance on soft power is preferable
Seib, 09- Director of the USC Center on Public Diplomacy, Philip Seib is a Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations (Philip, “Toward a New Public Diplomacy”, pg. 8)
The case for soft power rests partly on the fact that hard power is insufficient to support American national interests adequately.  Professor Nye says, “The current struggle against international terrorism is a struggle to win hearts and minds, and the current over- reliance on hard power is not the path to success”—adding that the Bush administration specifically has depended too much on hard power and not enough on soft power.15  The CSIS Commission on Smart Power argued that “maintaining U.S. military power is paramount to any smart power strategy” but it also concluded that “U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power because it is the most direct and visible source of American strength.. . . U.S. foreign policy is still struggling to develop soft power instruments.”16  Military power used as a foreign policy instrument may not necessarily help us achieve our national objectives despite the fact that America has military capabilities that are unrivaled in the world. For example, on the military side, the United States in 1990 in its confrontation with Iraq over Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait clearly had overwhelming military power that it threatened to use in attempting to persuade Iraq to withdraw. Saddam Hussein however refused to withdraw and the United States had to use that military power as a foreign policy weapon to force Iraq to do so. The threat failed, and although the actual use of force succeeded, the Iraq problem was not resolved. Then in 2003, the United States again threatened Saddam and again when the threat did not work, American troops entered Iraq and changed the regime by force. The military action however did not bring about democracy and stability in Iraq and the region, goals that the Bush administration has claimed to have, and one result of the U.S. military actions in Iraq has been actually to diminish respect for the United States as the failure to achieve our states objectives has damaged the prestige and reputation of our country. In other words, the potential positive “soft power” impact of American military action did not materialize, and the military action turn into a soft power negative, undermining respect for the United States 
Soft Power Good-O/W Hard Power: Information Age
Internal and international credibility are the key internal links to soft power – more important than hard power due to recent free flow of information

Nye, 08 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109, CM)

Politics has become a contest of competitive credibility. The world of traditional power politics is typically about whose military or economy wins. Politics in an information age “may ultimately be about whose story wins” (Arquila and Ronfeldt 1999). Governments compete with each other and with other organizations to enhance their own credibility and weaken that of their opponents. Witness the struggle between Serbia and NATO to frame the interpretation of events in Kosovo in 1999 and the events in Serbia a year later. Prior to the demonstrations that led to the overthrow of Slobodan Milosevic in October 2000, 45 percent of Serb adults were tuned to Radio Free Europe and VOA. In contrast, only 31 percent listened to the state-controlled radio station, Radio Belgrade (Kaufman 2003). Moreover, the domestic alternative radio station, B92, provided access to Western news, and when the government tried to shut it down, it continued to provide such news on the Internet. Reputation has always mattered in world politics, but the role of credibility becomes an even more important power resource because of the “paradox of plenty.” Information that appears to be propaganda may not only be scorned, but it may also turn out to be counterproductive if it undermines a country’s reputation for credibility. Exaggerated claims about Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction and ties to Al Qaeda may have helped mobilize domestic support for the Iraq war, but the subsequent disclosure of the exaggeration dealt a costly blow to American credibility. Similarly, the treatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo in a manner inconsistent with American values led to perceptions of hypocrisy that could not be reversed by broadcasting pictures of Muslims living well in America. In fact, the slick production values of the new American satellite television station Alhurra did not make it competitive in the Middle East, where it was widely regarded as an instrument of government propaganda. Under the new conditions of the information age, more than ever, the soft sell may prove more effective than the hard sell. Without underlying national credibility, the instruments of public diplomacy cannot translate cultural resources into the soft power of attraction. The effectiveness of public diplomacy is measured by minds changed (as shown in interviews or polls), not dollars spent or slick production packages. 
Soft power is becoming increasingly important-information age 

Nye 09 University Distinguished Service Professor, is also the Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations and former Dean of the Kennedy School Joseph “Learning the New Leadership” pg 319)
Leadership requires power, but many leaders think of power narrowly in terms of command and control. New studies, however, show that the soft power of attraction is increasingly important in an information age. According to Samuel J. Palmisano, CEO of IBM, under today’s conditions “hierarchical, command-and-control approaches simply do not work anymore. They impede information flows inside companies, hampering the fluid and collaborative nature of work today.” Soft power rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others to want what you want. At the personal level, we all know the power of attraction and seduction. Power in a relationship or a marriage does not necessarily reside with the larger partner. Smart executives know that leadership is not just a matter of issuing commands, but also involves leading by example and attracting others to do what you want. It is difficult to run a large organization by commands alone unless you can get others to buy in to your values. As Harvard Business School’s Rosabeth Moss Kanter comments, “managers can’t control everything. They must instead work through influence, persuasion and an awful lot of training. And corporate culture – the common organizational values that people learn – is often what guides people, not the rules or the instructions of any one manager.”
Soft Power Good-O/W Hard Power: $$

Soft power is better than hard power, its cheaper 
Cooper 04 (Director-General for External and Politico-Military Affairs at the General Secretariat of the Council of the 

Union" 
European Union
  Robert “American power in the 21st century” pg1 76)
NATO was a success for soft power. It was cheaper for the USA to secure cooperation from West European allies by being friendly and giving them some say in the system than it would have been if it had tried to operate like the Soviet Union.3 It is also questionable whether the American people would have permitted that. The USA may not have chosen soft power consciously nor did the USSR choose hard power consciously: that is just the way that they were. Within the Soviet Union, Stalin’s terror came close to achieving the ultimate horror of a pure hard power system — where people were disoriented and even normal social life ceased to function. Earlier, however, it had seemed that the Soviet Union had quite a lot of soft power at its disposal. For a period it seemed to represent some attractive ideals, to be a force for modernizat ion (“I have seen the future and it works” — a sentence that has outlived the memory of its author Lincoln Steffens), and in the 1930s communists seemed to be the only people who were resisting Hitler. But in fact it didn’t work and just as tanks can break down and airplanes can crash if the hardware fails, so states can break down if the software is badly designed. What looked attract ive turned out to be a failure. 
When you have succeeded with hard power the normal thing to do is to try and turn it to soft power. Endless coercion provokes resistance and is too costly. All conquerors try to set up a new order, following Rousseau’s advice: “The strongest is never strong enough always to be master unless he transforms strength into right and obedience into duty” — hard power into soft power he might have said today (with rather less force). The Soviet Union made a mess of the transformation. Hitler’s New Order was so unattractive that it could not function without coercion. The order thatAmerica prom oted after the war including both NATO and the European Union, the OECD, the WTO, and much else was simply a more competent job. Perhaps the most competent job anyone has ever done. 
Soft Power Good-Laundry List (Nye)

The United States can no longer exercise power unilaterally due to the changing nature of the international sphere. Soft power is key to mobilize action to solve all problems, including world war, disease, climate change, and terrorism. 

Joseph Nye, professor of international relations at Harvard University, 2008 or later (n.d.) (“American Power After the Financial Crises,” http://www.foresightproject.net/publications/articles/article.asp?p=3533)
Power always depends on context, and in today's world, it is distributed in a pattern that resembles a complex three-dimensional chess game. On the top chessboard, military power is largely unipolar and likely to remain so for some time. But on the middle chessboard, economic power is already multi-polar, with the US, Europe, Japan and China as the major players, and others gaining in importance. The bottom chessboard is the realm of transnational relations that cross borders outside of government control, and it includes actors as diverse as bankers electronically transferring sums larger than most national budgets at one extreme, and terrorists transferring weapons or hackers disrupting Internet operations at the other. It also includes new challenges like pandemics and climate change. On this bottom board, power is widely dispersed, and it makes no sense to speak of unipolarity, multi-polarity or hegemony. Even in the aftermath of the financial crisis, the giddy pace of technological change is likely to continue to drive globalisation, but the political effects will be quite different for the world of nation states and the world of non-state actors. In inter-state politics, the most important factor will be the continuing "return of Asia". In 1750, Asia had three-fifths of the world population and three-fifths of the world's product. By 1900, after the industrial revolution in Europe and America, Asia's share shrank to one-fifth of the world product. By 2040, Asia will be well on its way back to its historical share. The "rise" in the power of China and India may create instability, but it is a problem with precedents, and we can learn from history about how our policies can affect the outcome. A century ago, Britain managed the rise of American power without conflict, but the world's failure to manage the rise of German power led to two devastating world wars. In transnational politics, the information revolution is dramatically reducing the costs of computing and communication. Forty years ago, instantaneous global communication was possible but costly, and restricted to governments and corporations. Today it is virtually free to anyone with the means to enter an internet café. The barriers to entry into world politics have been lowered, and non-state actors now crowd the stage. In 2001, a non-state group killed more Americans than the government of Japan killed at Pearl Harbor. A pandemic spread by birds or travelers on jet aircraft could kill more people than perished in the first or second world wars. This is a new world politics with which we have less experience. The problems of power diffusion (away from states) may turn out to be more difficult than power transition among states. The problem for American power in the 21st century is that there are more and more things outside the control of even the most powerful state. 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. Under the influence of the information revolution and globalisation, world politics is changing in a way that means Americans cannot achieve all their international goals acting alone. For example, international financial stability is vital to the prosperity of Americans, but the United States needs the cooperation of others to ensure it. Global climate change too will affect the quality of life, but the United States cannot manage the problem alone. And in a world where borders are becoming more porous than ever to everything from drugs to infectious diseases to terrorism, America must mobilise international coalitions to address shared threats and challenges. As the largest country, American leadership will remain crucial. The problem of American power after this crisis is not one of decline, but realisation that even the largest country cannot achieve its aims without the help of others.

Soft Power Good-Laundry List (Nye)

Hard power is insufficient - Soft power is key to hegemony, the war on terror, and solving warming and disease.

Joseph S. Nye Jr., created the theory of “soft power,” distinguished service professor and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, PhD in Political Science from Harvard, 3/7/08 (http://abs.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/51/9/1351)
Etzioni is correct that a successful policy of security first will require the combi- nation of hard and soft power. Combining the two instruments so that they reinforce rather than undercut each other is crucial to success. Power is the ability to get the outcomes one wants. In the past,it was assumed that military power dominated most issues, but in today’s world, the contexts of power differ greatly on military, economic, and transnational issues. These latter problems, including everything from climate change to pandemics to transnational terrorism, pose some of the greatest challenges we face today, and yet few are susceptible to purely military solutions. The only way to grapple with these problems is through cooperation with others, and that requires smart power—a strategy that combines the soft power of attraction with the hard power of coercion. For example,American and British intelligence agen- cies report that our use of hard power in Iraq without sufficient attention to soft power has increased rather than reduced the number of Islamist terrorists throughout the past 5 years. The soft power of attraction will not win over the hard core terrorists but it is essential in winning the hearts and minds of mainstream Muslims,without whose sup- port success will be impossible in the long term. Yet all the polling evidence suggests that American soft power has declined dramatically in the Muslim world. There is no simple military solution that will produce the outcomes we want. Etzioni is clear on this and highly critical of the failure to develop a smart power strategy in Iraq. One wishes, however, that he had spent a few more pages developing one for Iran.

Soft Power Good-Laundry List (Jervis)
Soft power & perception is key to effective leadership – builds alliances, checks counter-balancing, maintains domestic support – multilateral co-op is the best internal link to solving terrorism
Jervis 09 (professor of international politics at Columbia University. (Robert, Unipolarity: A Structural Perspective, World Politics Volume 61, Number 1, January 2009)
To say that the system is unipolar is not to argue that the unipole can get everything it wants or that it has no need for others. American power is very great, but it is still subject to two familiar limitations: it is harder to build than to destroy, and success usually depends on others’ decisions. This is particularly true of the current system because of what the U.S. wants. If Hitler had won World War II, he might have been able to maintain his system for some period of time with little cooperation from others because “all” he wanted was to establish the supremacy of the Aryan race. The U.S. wants not only to prevent the rise of a peer competitor but also to stamp out terrorism, maintain an open international economic system, spread democracy throughout the world, and establish a high degree of cooperation among countries that remain juridically equal. Even in the military arena, the U.S. cannot act completely alone. Bases and overflight rights are always needed, and support from allies, especially Great Britain, is important to validate military action in the eyes of the American public. When one matches American forces, not against those of an adversary but against the tasks at hand, they often fall short. Against terrorism, force is ineffective without excellent intelligence. Given the international nature of the threat and the difficulties of gaining information about it, international cooperation is the only route to success. The maintenance of international prosperity also requires joint efforts, even leaving aside the danger that other countries could trigger a run on the dollar by cashing in their holdings. Despite its lack of political unity, Europe is in many respects an economic unit, and one with a greater gdp than that of the U.S. Especially because of the growing Chinese economy, economic power is spread around the world much more equally than is military power, and the open economic system could easily disintegrate despite continued unipolarity. In parallel, on a whole host of problems such as aids, poverty, and international crime (even leaving aside climate change), the unipole can lead and exert pressure but cannot dictate. Joint actions may be necessary to apply sanctions to various unpleasant and recalcitrant regimes; proliferation can be stopped only if all the major states (and many minor ones) work to this end; unipolarity did not automatically enable the U.S. to maintain the coalition against Iraq after the first Gulf War; close ties within the West are needed to reduce the ability of China, Russia, and other states to play one Western country off against the others. But in comparison with the cold war era, there are fewer incentives today for allies to cooperate with the U.S. During the earlier period unity and close coordination not only permitted military efficiencies but, more importantly, gave credibility to the American nuclear umbrella that protected the allies. Serious splits were dangerous because they entailed the risk that the Soviet Union would be emboldened. This reason for avoiding squabbles disappeared along with the USSR, and the point is likely to generalize to other unipolar systems if they involve a decrease of threats that call for maintaining good relations with the superpower. This does not mean that even in this particular unipolar system the superpower is like Gulliver tied down by the Lilliputians. In some areas opposition can be self-defeating. Thus for any country to undermine American leadership of the international economy would be to put its own economy at risk, even if the U.S. did not retaliate, and for a country to sell a large proportion of its dollar holding would be to depress the value of the dollar, thereby diminishing the worth of the country’s remaining stock of this currency. Furthermore, cooperation often follows strong and essentially unilateral action. Without the war in Iraq it is not likely that we would have seen the degree of cooperation that the U.S. obtained from Europe in combating the Iranian nuclear program and from Japan and the PRC in containing North Korea. Nevertheless, many of the American goals depend on persuading others, not coercing them. Although incentives and even force are not irrelevant to spreading democracy and the free market, at bottom this requires people to embrace a set of institutions and values. Building the world that the U.S. seeks is a political, social, and even psychological task for which unilateral measures are likely to be unsuited and for which American military and economic strength can at best play a supporting role. Success requires that others share the American vision and believe that its leadership is benign.

Soft Power Good-Hegemony

Soft power key to preserve unipolarity

Layne, 09 Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service (Christopher, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality”,  International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1, Summer 2009)

In The Post-American World, Fareed Zakaria argues that both China and India are rising great powers and are destined to emerge as the number two and three economies in the world during the next several decades (p. 21). But, in an odd formulation, he says that his book is “not about the decline of America but rather about the rise of everyone else” (p. 1).22 Indeed, Zakaria’s view of the United States’ power trajectory is remarkably sanguine. Instead of mounting traditional geopolitical challenges, he argues, China and India are focusing on soft power challenges to U.S. primacy. Thus, China has adopted an “asymmetric” strategy comprising skillful diplomacy and economic statecraft, and highlighting its own model of political and economic development, to make itself “an attractive partner, especially in a world in which the United States is seen as an overbearing hegemon” (p. 127).23 Although his book’s title is provocative, Zakaria engages in the literary equivalent of bait and switch, because he concludes that U.S. relative power, in fact, is not declining significantly. Although paying lip service to the notion that the post-1991 unipolar order is waning, Zakaria maintains that the United States can retain most of its international political dominance. Such decline as the United States is experiencing, he says, is economic—not geopolitical—and shallow, not steep (pp. 42–45).24 Zakaria argues, moreover, that the problems besetting the U.S. economy—overconsumption, low savings, current account and budget deficits, and reliance on foreign creditors—could be fixed except that a dysfunctional U.S. political system is incapable of undertaking needed reforms (pp. 210–214). When Zakaria looks at U.S. “decline,” he sees a glass still nearly full rather than one half-empty and leaking. The world, he says, is moving America’s way with respect to modernization, globalization, human rights, and democracy [End Page 155] (p. 218). The United States has the opportunity to “remain the pivotal player in a richer, more dynamic, more exciting world” (p. 219). All it must do is to renounce the unilateralism and blunderbuss diplomacy that characterized the George W. Bush administration, and revert to its tradition of working through multilateral institutions and relying on diplomacy and persuasion. Zakaria argues that the United States can remain at the center of the international system for a long time to come because there is “still a strong market for American power, for both geopolitical and economic reasons. But even more centrally, there remains a strong ideological demand for it” (p. 234). The United States can remain the pivot of international politics by assuaging the need of rising powers for validation of their status; avoiding the imposition of its preferences on the rest of the world; and engaging in “consultation, cooperation, and even compromise” (p. 233).25 For the United States, Zakaria argues, the way to retain preeminence in the emerging international system is through soft power, not hard power. 
Soft Power Good-Hegemony
Soft Power is key to hegemony-comes before all else

FRASER  03  (Matthew, doctorate in political science from Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris, former Editor-in-Chief of National Post
p.9-13, “Weapons of Mass Distraction: Soft Power and American Empire”). 
The central thesis in the pages that follow may seem outlandish, controversial, and provocative. It will be argued here that, while U.S. military and economic power is indispensable to America's superpower status, soft power historically has been a key strategic resource in U.S. foreign policy. During the First World War, one of America's most powerful ambassadors was Charlie Chaplin. When the Second World War broke out two decades later, Mickey Mouse and Donald Duck conducted Disneyland diplomacy to spread American values throughout the world. Today, in the Information Age of the Internet, soft power has become increasingly instrumental in the emerging world order dominated by an American Empire.The notion of "empire" is admittedly contentious, even among American leaders. President George W. Bush declared: "America has no empire to extend or utopia to establish." And yet, when President Bush demonstrated the awesome force of American hard power against despicable regimes in Afghanistan and Iraq, it suddenly became fashionable to discuss, even if disapprovingly, America's imperialist ambitions. When U.S. bombs obliterated targeted sections of Baghdad, the United States was referred to as a "smart-bomb imperium." Despite claims that America is a reluctant hegemon, the new global reality of a Pax Americana is a fact that cannot easily be contradicted. Today, no nation disputes America's status as the planet's sole superpower. Recognition of America as a "hyperpower" is usually based on material facts—specifically, the superiority of American hard power. Yet America's global domination has been achieved largely through non-military means—in short, through the extension, assertion, and influence of its soft power. If hard power, by definition, is based on facts, soft power is based on values. American hard power is necessary to maintain global stability. American soft power—movies, pop music, television, fast food, fashions, theme parks—spreads, validates, and reinforces common norms, values, beliefs, and lifestyles. Hard power threatens; soft power seduces. Hard power dissuades; soft power persuades. Ironically, many Americans are only vaguely aware of the global impact of U.S. soft power. Yet America's adversaries have never underestimated its effects. Mao Zedong once warned that American pop cultural products were "candy-coated bullets." He was wrong on only one point: their impact is much more powerful. One can only imagine how Mao would react today upon learning that one of his successors, Jiang Zemin, succumbed to the allures of American soft power. In 1998, the Chinese leader confessed he'd seen, and enjoyed, the Hollywood movie Titanic. Jiang Zemin even recom¬mended the movie to members of his communist Politburo. Reactions to American soft power are diverse and ambiguous. Soft power incites awe and envy, but also provokes resentment and hostility. Anti-globalization protestors condemn the United States as a cultural juggernaut driven by the commercial values of "Brand America." Hostile passions are easily inflamed against American cultural symbols, which are associated with a cosmopolitanism that incites deep-seated anxieties. In France, Hollywood and McDonald's are bitterly resented among elites—who denounce "Coca-colonization"—despite profound historical affinities with America as an enlightened republic founded on the same universal values. Even in Canada, the most American nation outside the United States itself, local patriotism is tinged with deep-seated anti-American sentiments. In the non-Western world, American cultural icons and U.S. corporate brands—from MTV to McDonald's—are resented precisely because they are so seductive. If American-style cultural globalization is considered subversive, it's because its powerful messages are so efficiently transmitted and readily received. When Islamic ayatollahs invoked the Koran to ban MTV from their local television screens, their interdictions were symbolic declarations of war against America. Some countries, like Saudi Arabia, benefit from the protection of American hard power, yet banish the symbols of American soft power—despite a predilection among their elites for Cadillacs and Gulfstreams. In North Korea, communist dictator Kim Jong-il idolizes Michael Jordan and is a fan of Hollywood movies, and yet his regime provokes America with the threat of nuclear arms.  These intense and contradictory reactions to American soft power pose a serious challenge to America's overwhelming presence in the world. Traditionally, U.S. foreign policy has been torn between the cold calculations of self-interested realism and the high-minded mission of moral idealism. As Franklin Roosevelt once declared: "Our chief purpose to humanity rests on our combining power with high purpose." Today, in the early years of the 21st century, U.S. foreign policy appears to be inspired by a more assertive unilateralism—or what has been called the Bush Doctrine. The Bush Doctrine was born on September 11, 2001, when the entire planet watched in horrified disbelief as New York's gleaming World Trade Center collapsed into a colossal heap of twisted metal onto lower Manhattan. Osama bin Laden's space-age barbarians perpetrated their terrorist violence not against the United States, but against an entire system of values and beliefs. The Islamic terrorists had no specific demands. Their cause professed greater ambitions: the destruction of Western civilization. And the West's leader was the Great Satan: America. When the United States retaliated against the Taliban regime, which was harbouring bin Laden's Al Qaeda operation, U.S. military strikes in Afghanistan immediately provoked violent counter reprisals throughout the Islamic world. America's fanatical enemies, powerless to counter Amer¬ican hard power, targeted the usual symbols of American soft power: McDonald's, Coca-Cola, Pizza Hut, KFC, and Burger King. No American pop cultural icon was safe from hysterical acts of fundamentalist vandalism. The impact of these spontaneous outbursts was immediately felt around the world. international tourism ground to a panic-stricken halt. Major airlines were driven close to bankruptcy. Stock markets plum¬meted, wiping out billions in wealth. The Walt Disney Company, fearing more terrorist attacks, closed its Disneyland theme parks. Mickey Mouse, it seemed, was hastily retreating to a Disney hunker to escape the wrath of Allah. It did not take long, however, for the U.S. military to retaliate and reassert American power. When President Bush declared that America would embark on a full-scale "crusade" to rid the world of evil, his word choice—denounced by critics—evoked medieval Christian expeditions to recapture the Holy Land from the heathens. Ominous predictions about a looming "clash of civilizations" seemed prescient. America's decimation of bin Laden's terrorist regime in Afghanistan was the first demonstration of the Bush Doctrine's broad reach. The overthrow of Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein sent an even more powerful message to the world that America was prepared, even unilaterally, to impose its will on the world. Yet once again, the assertion of U.S. hard power met with fierce reactions against symbols of American soft power. The Golden Arches, in particular, became the target of anti-American violence from Buenos Aires and Quito to Seoul and Manila. For America's adversaries, McDonald's has become a preferred substitute for U.S. embassies. Make no mistake, America's global domination is based mainly on the superiority of U.S. hard power. But the influence, prestige, and legitimacy of the emerging American Empire will depend on the effectiveness of its soft power. No empire-- Greek,Roman, French, Ottoman, British—has been indifferent to the effects of its soft-power resources. The endurance of the American Empire, too, will depend on the effectiveness of its soft power. This book provides a detailed analysis—historical and contemporary" of the complex role played by soft power in the emergence of an American Empire. Divided into four main sections: movies, television, pop music, and fast food—the pages that follow will trace the origins, history, and current role of soft-power resources in U.S. foreign policy. By the end of this book, it will have been demonstrated that America's soft-power arsenal contains awesome weapons of mass distraction.

Soft Power Good-Hegemony (AT: China)

Soft power is key to heg--balances China and corrects past mistakes--policies key
Denesha Brar, 7/16/09. (The Henry Jackson Society. “Obama - The Promise and Reality of the ‘Soft Power’ President”. http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1212)
The restoration of American soft power could also have a positive impact in protecting US hegemony. The rise of China has long been perceived as a threat to the hegemonic status of America. China has been making some gains in developing its soft power through the creation of Confucius Institutes, which in a similar vein to the British Council; aim to improve relationships and interaction between China and the world.[9] Nevertheless, China has a long way to go before it can achieve significant soft power status as the lack of human rights, freedom of information and speech means it is limited in its ability to spread its culture and ideas. By championing these values and strengthening its own soft power, the US will find itself in a better position to protect the international system and Western values of democracy. It is important to note that American values and culture did not decline in fashion despite the low popularity of American foreign policy during the Bush administration. After all, Hollywood movies continued to profit in foreign markets, McDonalds still opened branches across Asia with overwhelming success and freedom was not any less appealing than it had been before the Iraq war. However, the Iraq war was widely perceived as a form of American imperialism and this perception bred mistrust and misunderstanding of US foreign policy and Western intentions. Obama’s appeal has done much to restore trust but another effective way to generate understanding between America and the world is through the establishment of cultural ties via student exchanges and language immersion courses. These initiatives could also be undertaken by other Western countries with the Middle East to work past the veil of mystery that exists between their different cultures. An exchange of ideas and people will significantly impact upon the appeal of Western values of democracy and freedom, as well as the promotion of greater international understanding of non-Western values within the international system. This could go a long way towards the establishment of better international cooperation through soft power capabilities.
Soft Power Good-Leadership
Soft power key to leadership

Nye 08 ( distinguished service professor and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, PhD in Political Science from Harvard Joseph, “Joseph Nye on Smart Power,” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/publications/insight/international/joseph-nye-smart-power)
Nye: I am interested in “soft power,” the ability to get what you what through attraction rather than coercion and payment. I had originally applied that idea to international relations, but in my new book I try to apply the concept of soft power to individual leaders. What I’ve found is the way we talk about leadership is quite inaccurate. We have in our minds a sort of a leader as the person who gives orders, the king of the mountain, and the orders sort of cascade down to below. And that fits with hard power, payment, or coercion. But if you think about a networked world, that we have in the information age, then you realize that a leader isn’t the king of the mountain. The leader is in the center of the circle and he or she has to be able to attract people to them and that requires soft power, the power to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion. So as we think about leadership there’s a great danger that we say – as President Bush has said – the leader is the “decider.” More important is how do we pick the goals? How do we decide who decides? How do we decide the timing of deciding? What I’ve discovered is the leader has to have these soft power skills to attract people, not just give orders.

There are three skills that are most crucial in the exercise of soft power – the first is emotional intelligence, the ability to control your own emotions and use them to reach out to others; second, the idea of composing a vision of the future that attracts others; and third, communication skills including both rhetorical skills and also the ability to use non-verbal communication tools. Those three crucial soft power skills have to be combined with hard power skills in organizations, in politics, and so forth. When we restrain our definition of leadership to only top-down, king of the mountain, we miss the crucial role of soft power in effective leadership.

Soft Power Good-Multilateralism

US restoration of its global political standing relies on building soft power – cooperation key

Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post, January/February 2010 (“Obama’s Year One: Medius”, p. 19-20)

After almost a year in office, President Obama has governed as he campaigned. When the president won his contested Nobel Peace Prize, it was for “extraordinary efforts to strengthen international diplomacy and cooperation between peoples.” Bono, the U2 frontman and antipoverty activist, lauded Obama for promising to help cut extreme poverty in half by 2015. “Many have spoken about the need for a rebranding of America,” Bono wrote. “In my view these . . . words, alongside the administration’s approach to fighting nuclear proliferation and climate change, improving relations in the Middle East and, by the way, creating jobs and providing health care at home, are rebranding in action.” In a recent CNN interview, the president himself cited rebranding as one of his major accomplishments: I think we’ve restored America’s standing in the world, and that’s confirmed by polls. I think a recent one indicated that, around the world before my election, less than half the people, maybe less than 40 percent of the people, thought you could count on America to do the right thing. Now it’s up to 75 percent. That builds good will among publics that makes it easier for leaders to cooperate with us. Tellingly, the president made this comment while in China, during a time-out from meetings with that country’s Communist leaders that were widely regarded as fruitless, if not downright humiliating. The Chinese, to whom the United States owes hundreds of billions of dollars, had dismissed Obama on a range of issues, from human rights to economic policy. They not only refused to bolster their currency, as the United States wished, but also lectured the visiting Americans on the need to get their own financial house in order. Obama’s hosts arrested dissidents and confined his interaction with the Chinese people to a stage-managed “town hall.” “President Barack Obama returns from his maiden Asian swing with none of the concrete accomplishments that White Houses typically put in place before big trips,” Mike Allen of Politico observed, with considerable understatement, “setting up a stark test for his idealistic theory that the United States should act more like a wise neighbor than a swaggering superpower.” Rebranding, in other words, has a price. 

Soft Power Good-Afghan Stability Module
Defense Secretary Gates agrees – reducing US military might is key to multilateral globalism and stabilizing Afghanistan

Jerry Harris,  Professor of History, DeVry University and Carl Davidson,  Networking for Democracy, 2009 (“Obama: The New Contours of Power”, p. 228-229, http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/deliver/connect/brill/15691500/v9n1/s16.pdf?expires=1278264346&id=57531469&titleid=5430&accname=University+of+Michigan+At+Ann+Arbor&checksum=9D2A695FFA5F7A4FFAC78CEF2099FE76)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates seems to be aware of the dangers of military occupation. In December, when commenting on sending more troops to Afghanistan, he stated: ‘The history of foreign military forces in Afghanistan, when they have been regarded by the Afghan people as there for their own interests, and as occupiers, has not been a happy one. The Soviets couldn’t win in Afghanistan with 120,000 troops. And they clearly didn’t care about civilian casualties. So I just think we have to think about the longer term in this.’33 Although a Bush appointee who oversaw the surge strategy, Gates was part of the Baker-Hamilton Iraq Study Group that called for a military drawdown and a regional political settlement. In fact, his own views on how to conduct the war are closer to Obama’s than Bush’s. Recently, new thinking on the regional conflict was laid out in an article by Barnett Rubin and Ahmed Rashid in Foreign Affairs in which they argue that ‘the next U.S. president must put aside the past, Washington’s keenness for “victory” as the solution to all problems, and the United States’ reluctance to involve competitors, opponents or enemies in diplomacy’. This means a regional solution that would include Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia and China. As the authors write: Lowering the levels of violence in the region and moving the global community toward genuine agreement on the long-term goals there would provide the space for Afghan leaders to create jobs and markets, provide better governance, do more to curb corruption and drug trafficking, and overcome their countries’ widening ethnic divisions [and] have a more meaningful dialogue with those insurgents who are willing to disavow al Qaeda and take part in the political process. All this is in keeping with the soft-power approach of multilateral globalism, but it is far easier said than done. If the military solution becomes dominant, Afghanistan will be Obama’s Iraq. 

Instability goes global causing nuclear war

Morgan in ‘7 (Stephen, Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639)
However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.   

Soft Power Good-US/EU Relations

Unilateralism and lack of soft power cripple transatlantic relations – polls prove

Nye 2004 (Joseph, former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, “Soft Power, The Means to Success in World Politics,”)
There is increasing evidence that the policies and tone of the new unilateralists were directly responsible for the decline of America s attractiveness abroad. A survey conducted a month before September II, 2001, found that Western Europeans already described the Bush administration’s approach to foreign policy as unilateralist. Nearly two years later, the Iraq War hardened these perceptions: pluralities of respondents said that American foreign policy had a negative effect on their views of the United States.1O8 In a dramatic turnabout from the Cold War strong majorities in Europe now see U.S. unilateralism as an important international threat to Europe in the next ten years. Nearly nine in ten French and Germans share this point of view, perceiving the threat of U.S. unilateralism as comparable to the threats represented by North Koreas or Iran’s developing weapons of mass destruction. Even among the Iraq coalition allies, Britain and Poland, two-thirds of these countries’ populations agree that U.S. unilateralism is an important threat.109

US/EU relations prevent global conflict.

Asmus 2003 (Ronald D.; Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations) “Rebuilding the Atlantic Alliance” Foreign Affairs Sept/Oct l/n
Meeting in Washington in the spring of 1999, NATO leaders pledged to recast the transatlantic relationship to make sure it is as good at dealing with the problems of the next 50 years as it was in dealing with those of the last. September 11 has opened eyes in both the United States and Europe to those problems and may have heralded the beginning of a dangerous century. It is clearly desirable for both sides of the Atlantic to coalesce in meeting the challenges of this new era. If major instability erupts in either the region lying between Europe and Russia or in the greater Middle East, both the United States and Europe are likely to be drawn in to deal with it. Their ability to do so successfully will be much greater if they find a way to rebuild their alliance around a common framework and strategy.   There is little doubt that if leaders of the caliber of Truman and his European counterparts existed today, they would be setting a new strategic direction and rebuilding the alliance to meet precisely these challenges. Whether President Bush, Jacques Chirac, and German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder are up to the task remains to be seen. Progress may very well require regime change on one or both sides of the Atlantic. One thing, however, is clear: if today's leaders fail to achieve such progress, both the United States and Europe will be worse off. Transatlantic strategic cooperation is one reason why the second half of the twentieth century was so much better than the first. If the United States and Europe can agree on a common strategy to meet the challenges of the new era, the world will be much the better for it.

Soft Power Good-US/EU Relations Ext
American soft power is critical to sustaining a healthy relationship with Europe that solves global problems.
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 32-33, CM)
Europeans can also use multilateral institutions to limit American soft power by depriving the United States of the legitimizing effects of such support. This was clearly the case when France and Germany set the agenda that denied the US a second Security Council resolution before the Iraq War. The US had to pay a higher price than necessary for the war both in soft power and in the subsequent costs of policing and reconstructing Iraq.  Europeans also invest more in their public diplomacy. The Europeans have a longer tradition and spend more. particularly in international cultural relations. France had the highest per capita spending at over 17 dollars, more than four times second-ranked Canada, followed by 13ritain, and Sweden. In comparison, American State Department funding for international cultural programs spending was only 65 cents per capita (Wyszomirski, 2003). In addition. European countries have been increasing their efforts to recruit students to their schools and universities from other parts of the world. While European soil power can be used to counter American soft power and raise the price of unilateral actions, it can also be a source of assistance and reinforcement for American soft power and increase the likelihood of the United States achieving its objectives. Soft power can he shared and used in a cooperative fashion. European promotion of democracy and human rights helps advance shared values that are consistent with American objectives. Most Europeans realize that multilateral diplomacy is possible even without a multipolar military balance, and they would be happy to share their soft power with the United States if the US would adopt a more cooperative approach to its foreign policy. The extent to which the growth of European soft power is an asset or a liability for the United States depends upon American policies and rests very much on America's own choices. European soft power can be used to help or hurt the United States, depending on how America behaves. 
US leadership is key to overcoming the diplomatic challenges that plague its relationship with Europe and maintaining soft power 
Ilgen, 06 (Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” pg. 10, CM)
While not discounting the contributions that each of these analyses makes to a lull explanation of a complex problem. This chapter takes an institutional view and argues that Atlantic relations since World War II have been shaped by two sets of institutions that shape the way the two Atlantic partners view the contemporary world. Those sets of institutions are the Atlantic Alliance, manifested both by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and its economic counterparts, the International Monetary Fund and the GATT/WTO regime and the European Union and all of the bodies and organizations that preceded it under the rubric of European integration. These series of institutions have frequently complemented each other but in important respects they have also been in tension with one other since their inception in the 1940s and 1950s. That complementarily has diminished in important ways since the end of the Cold War and the tensions have not only increased hut have become more difficult to manage_ Moreover, acting together, these institutions have proven quite unable to meet the new and diverse set of challenges in the twenty-first century. The position taken here will he that current difficulties in Atlantic Relations are not new, indeed they emerge early and often in post-World War II history as recounted in several of the chapters that follow, but they are now more challenging and threatening to the relationship because of the particular and unexpected ways these institutions have evolved over time. Whether they can be restructured to strengthen the relationship is not clear but it is certain that it will take creative and persistent leadership in both the US and Europe to sustain what has continued to be a relationship of enormous value to both. 
Soft Power Good-Rogue States

Soft power solves rogues states

Campbell ’09 [Craig, professor of international relations at the University of Southampton , “American power preponderance and the Nuclear revolution”, Review of International Studies 35 : 27-44,  Jan 2009]

Therefore, the US, if it is to avoid the dangers of disequilibrium, is primed to gravitate toward a much more conciliatory and magnanimous foreign policy. To specify what this means in a contemporary context, it will have far stronger incentives to deal with potentially recalcitrant small states in the manner of North Korea –multilateral diplomacy and economic rewards – than it has done so far with Iran. In a more general sense, the US will have an equally strong incentive to dissuade nations like North Korea or Iran from becoming recalcitrant in the first place. Because sticks do not work against nuclear states, and have not worked even in the war against non-nuclear Iraq, the US will have to resort to carrots: to persuade would-be ‘rogue states’ to accept American preponderance and reward them for doing so. It will therefore have a compelling interest to be perceived as a magnanimous superpower by all other states and especially those who possess or could readily obtain nuclear weapons; to deal with transnational problems or regional conflicts that might embolden ambitious states to do something about them themselves; and to provide security guarantees to vulnerable states, or states that successfully portray themselves as vulnerable.

Soft Power Good-Middle East

Hard power has empirically failed in the Middle East-Soft power is more attractive
Zewail 7/11/10 (Linus Pauling Chair professor at Caltech and the recipient of the 1999 Nobel prize in chemistry Ahmed, “ The us needs a new soft era” www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jul/11/soft-power-us-middle-east)
Earlier this year I was in Alexandria, speaking about educational reform in front of a packed auditorium of students, teachers, and professionals. I was there as the US president's science envoy to the Middle East. I was surrounded by talented young people, ambitious for themselves and for their country. They represent the hope of Egyptian society and are the ones whom Barack Obama's Cairo initiative, "to seek a new beginning between the United States and Muslims around the world ... based upon mutual interest and mutual respect", must motivate and engage. I recalled myself at their age, harbouring similar hopes and ideals, and how science shaped my life. My ambition was moulded by the excellent educational system that existed at that time, supported by a society that regarded academic achievement as a national priority. In that climate, science was not perceived as a threat to religion; in fact it was quite the opposite. The mosque was the neighbourhood house of worship, but it was also the place where my highschool friends and I came to study. Although the Nasser revolution of 1952 was secular, the culture remained deeply religious – but it was a faith of moderation and tolerance. Women made up nearly half my class at university, and my senior academic adviser there was a woman. In Alexandria my friends were Christians and Muslims. For my generation, America was not exactly seen as our friend. The US was in conflict with Nasser, it denied aid for the construction of the Aswan High Dam, and supplied Israel with its military arsenal. But despite these anti-American feelings, we were drawn to its soft power – the scientific achievements and constitutional values. Even after the six-day war, when relations between the US and Egypt plunged, my university professors, who had earned their PhDs in the US, gave us a more nuanced view of America, and indeed played a critical role in my coming to the US. In adapting to life in the melting pot of America, I discovered that the same soft power of science has a huge influence in building bridges between cultures and religions – and has the potential to do so with the Muslim world. By contrast, hard power is very costly. In the latest Iraq war it caused the death and suffering of millions. No matter what "good intentions" the president and the neocons had in mind – be it the spread of democracy or the security of oil supply – the war engendered more conflict in the Middle East, and diverted attention from economic development in the region and a solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. There is nothing in the cultural DNA of Islam that makes it resistant to assimilating new ideas. The vast majority of Muslims are moderates who want nothing more than to live a decent life and see their children educated. Everywhere I went in Alexandria people expressed eagerness to forge closer scientific and educational ties with the US, whatever their disagreements on political issues. In this tumultuous part of the world what is needed most is the soft power of modern  science, education and economic developments. Close to half of the 300 million Arabs are now under the age of 15, and unemployment is above 15%. This situation is a timebomb that could be triggered by frustrated youth expressing their despair through national and international violence. Progress in the Middle East is important to the west not only for obtaining natural resources, but also for maintaining an influence in a region that is luring other powers such as China and Russia. For half a century US policy has focused on securing the flow of oil and ensuring Israel's military superiority; it has supported undemocratic regimes while calling publicly for democratic change. This two-faced policy must change to one that genuinely supports human rights and good governance. In the places I visited, people wish to see an even-handedness on Palestinian issues. In the long run the best support the US can give Israel is a secure peace. We need a long-term and coherent partnership to build up and modernise science, increasing support to students and scholars. The highly qualified Arab diaspora can be involved in this partnership. Surely the aspirations and energies that I encountered in Alexandria and throughout the region can be harnessed, through soft power, to usher in a new era in the relationship between the west and the Arab and Muslim world.
Soft Power Good-Terrorism Module
Reliance on hard power prevents solvency for terrorism-soft power is better

Nye, 08 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109, CM)

Soft power is the ability to affect others to obtain the outcomes one wants through attraction rather than coercion or payment. A country’s soft power rests on its resources of culture, values, and policies. A smart power strategy combines hard and soft power resources. Public diplomacy has a long history as a means of promoting a country’s soft power and was essential in winning the cold war. The current struggle against transnational terrorism is a struggle to win hearts and minds, and the current overreliance on hard power alone is not the path to success. Public diplomacy is an important tool in the arsenal of smart power, but smart public diplomacy requires an understanding of the roles of credibility, self-criticism, and civil society in generating soft power.

The impact is extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.

So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.
But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Soft Power Good-Terrorism Ext

Soft power and cooperation is the only way to solve long term terrorism and prevent acquisition of dangerous weapons 
Nye 04 (Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor, and is also the Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations,Joseph, “American power in the 21st Century” pg. 114-15)
And the standing of the US plummeted in Islamic countries from Morocco through Turkey to Indonesia. Yet the US will need the help of such countries in the long term to track the flow of terrorists, tainted money, and dangerous weapons everywhere in the world. In the words of London’s Financial Times, “to win the peace, therefore, the US will have to show as much skiii in exerc ising soft power as it has in using hard power to win the war.”1 At the 2003 World Economic Forum in Davos, George Carey, former Archbishop of Canterbury, stood up and asked Secretary of State Cohn Powell why the United States seemed to focus only on its hard power rather than its soft power. Secretary Powell correctly replied that the United States needed hard power to win World War II but it followed up with the Marshall Plan and support for democracy. The Marshall Plan was a source of both hard and soft power, providing economic inducements as well as making America more attractive. And, of course, the attraction of American ideas and values was crucial to the US victory in the Cold War. The Soviet Union was still attractive in many parts of Western Europe after World War II, but it squandered its soft power with repressive policies at home and its invasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia. As in the Cold War, success in the war on terrorism will require patience and the use of soft power. Military containment was only part of the answer. Internal transf ormation of the Soviet bloc was equally important. Some hard-line skeptics say that whatever the merits of soft power, it has little role to play in the current war on terrorism. Osama bin Laden and his followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture, values, and policies. Military power was essential in defeating the Tahiban government in Afghanistan, and soft power will never convert fanatics. True, but the skeptics mistake half the answer for the whole answer. Look again at Afghanistan. Precision bombing and special forces defeated the Taliban government, but US forces wrapped up less than a quarter of Al-Qaeda, a transnational network with cells in 60 countries. The United States cannot bomb Al-Qaeda cells in Hamburg, Kuala Lumpur, or Detroit. Success against them depends on close civilian cooperation, whether sharing intellig ence, coordinating police work across borders, or tracing global financial flows. America’s partners work with it partly out of self- interest, but the inherent attractiveness of US policies can and does influence their degree of cooperation. 
Soft power is more relevant than ever to solving terrorism

Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1 March 2006, Foreign Policy Magazine, “Think Again: Soft Power,” CM) 

"Soft power is irrelevant to the current terrorist threat"  False . There is very little likelihood that we can ever attract people like Mohammed Attta or Osama bin Laden. We need hard power to deal with such hard cases. But the current terrorist threat is not Samuel Huntington’s clash of civilizations. It is a civil war within Islam between a majority of moderates and a small minority who want to coerce others into their simplified and ideologized version of their religion. We cannot win unless the moderates win. We cannot win unless the number of people the extremists are recruiting is lower than the number we are killing and deterring. That equation is hard to balance without soft power. We cannot win hearts and minds without it. Soft power is more relevant than ever.  

Soft Power Good-Terrorism Ext

Soft power solves terrorism--hurts terrorist recruitment--Cold War proves.
Joseph Nye, professor of International Relations. 2009. (American Idol and Iraq: Competing for Hearts and Minds in the Global Media Age., page vii.)
Some analysts have drawn analogies between the current struggle against terrorism and the Cold War. Most outbreaks of transnational terrorism in the past century took a generation to burn out. But another aspect of the analogy has been neglected. Despite numerous errors, Cold War strategy involved a smart combination of hard coercive power and the soft attractive power of ideas. When the Berlin Wall finally collapsed, it was, not destroyed by an artillery barrage, but by hammers and bulldozers wielded by those who had lost faith in communism. There is very little likelihood that the US can ever attract people like Osama bin Laden. Hard power is necessary to deal with such cases. But there is enormous diversity of opinion in the Muslim world. Witness Iran, whose ruling mullahs see American culture as the Great Satan, but where many in the younger generation want American videos to play in the privacy of their homes. Many Muslims disagree with American values as well as policies, but that does not mean they agree with bin Laden. At the strategic level, soft power helps isolate the extremists and deprive them of recruits. Even at the tactical level, soft power tools - giving small gifts, donating supplies to communities, and granting requests for immigration and education - are an important part of our arsenal. In the information age, success is not merely the result of whose army wins, but also whose story wins. The current struggle against extreme Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations, but a civil war within Islam. The US can not win unless the Muslim mainstream wins. While we need hard power to battle the extremists, we need the soft power of attraction to win the hearts and minds of the majority."' There has not been enough discussion in the US about the role of American soft power, and our political leaders often squander it with inept policies. Soft power is an analytical term not a political slogan, and perhaps that is why, not surprisingly, it has taken hold in academic analysis, and in other places like Europe, China, and India, but not in the American political debate. 

Soft power key to stop terrorism—to sustain alliances and to win the hearts and minds

Judt, 02 (Director of the Remarque Institute at New York University,Tony,  “Its Own Worst Enemy,” The New York Review of Books, , 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.10 “Failed states,” in whose detritus terrorists flourish, need to be rebuilt—the US 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. Little Bookroom / Go Slow Italy The European Union (including its candidate members) currently contributes ten times more peacekeeping troops worldwide than the US, and in Kosovo, Bosnia, Albania, Sierra Leone, and elsewhere the Europeans have taken more military casualties than the US. 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, US 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 US 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.11 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.” Scandinavian states, and Canada, exercise influence far above their weight in international affairs because of their worldwide identification with aid and peacekeeping. This, too, is soft power. 

AT: Hard Power Solves

US Hard power failed-multiple warrants 

Bakircioglua 09(Department of Law, Queen's University Belfast, Onder “The Future of Preventive Wars: the case of Iraq” Third World Quarterly, Volume 30, Issue 7 October 2009 , pages 1355-1356)

It has now become obvious that the preventive war waged against Iraq has been established to be unlawful as well as devastating in terms of humanitarian consequences. Indeed, during the Bush presidency, practices of illicit detentions, arbitrary killings, spiriting prisoners away to the cia's ghost prisons, kidnapping terror suspects to other countries for purposes of interrogation, the denial of fair trial rights, torture, and other exceptional methods of 'combating global terrorism' became widespread.97 Naturally this not only undermined the rhetoric of the 'nation-building' or 'liberation' process in Iraq, but it also seriously impaired US credibility—which the current Obama administration is seeking to repair through the repudiation of such indefensible practices.98 Ironically, during the Bush era, despite the systematic use of such extralegal practices and heightened international co-operation to combat terrorism, world-wide acts of terror have continuously increased.99 The US invasion also brought about an unprecedented economic and human cost, creating millions of refugees and internally displaced people because of increased sectarian violence, terrorism and mismanagement.100 Furthermore, the regimes in Iran and North Korea, also referred to as the 'axis of evil' by the Bush administration, rushed to acquire more nuclear material as they realised the danger of lacking wmd in the face of a hegemonic nuclear power with its vague 'preventive' war strategy.101 Given the potential of a strike-back from these states with nuclear capabilities, the USA is now forced to rely on multilateral efforts to pressure Iran into giving up its nuclear ambitions and to convince North Korea to disarm.102

AT: Hard Power Solves Terrorism

Hardline approaches to fighting terror fail- soft power critical to winning over support

Knutsen and Pettersen ‘9 (Bjørn Olav, Norwegian Defence Research Establishment,  and Elisabeth lecturer @ Univeristy of Bergen in Norway, The Arts of Michael Moore and American Soft Power, Tamara Journal of Critical Organisation Inquiry, Vol 7 Issue 7.4 March 2009, AM)
Nevertheless, Nye also emphasises that attraction can turn into repulsion if the US acts in an arrogant manner and destroys the real message of the US’ deeper values. According to Nye, the four-week war in Iraq in the spring of 2003 was a dazzling display of America’s hard military power that removed a tyrant, but it did not resolve the US’ vulnerability to terrorism. It was also costly in terms of the US’ soft power – the ability to attract others and thereby sidelining with the US in the so-called “Coalition of the willing”. In the words of the Financial Times: “To win the peace, therefore, the US will have to show as much skill in exercising soft power as it has in using hard power to win the war” (quoted in Nye 2004: xi). Therefore, domestic or foreign policies that appear to be hypocritical, arrogant, indifferent to the opinion of others, or based upon a narrow approach to national interests can undermine soft power (ibid.: 14). This is especially the case in times when the security threats become asymmetrical and originate from non-state actors. Nye agrees with the Bush administration’s focus upon threats from terrorism as well as from weapons of mass destruction (WMD), but he disagrees with the Bush administration’s exaggerated focus upon the US ability to exercise hard power, and according to Nye, it is through soft power that terrorists gain general support as well as new recruits (ibid.: 24).

Multilateralism Key to Hegemony

Hegemony is an illusion—a transition to multilateral cooperation is key to prevent war and environmental degredation.

David Calleo, Dean Acheson Professor and Director of the European Studies Department at the Johns Hopkins University’s Paul Nitze School of Advanced International Studies. Spring 2010. (THE BOLOGNA CENTER JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS. “Obama’s Dilemma:  Enraged opponents or disappointed followers ”, pg 6)

The first and second models appear to offer little hope in present circumstances. A Hobbesian hegemon cannot provide stable order because no hegemon is available. American unipolar dominance is an illusion and no one else is in position to bid for the global crown. With an appropriately disciplined policy, the US may continue to be the world’s most powerful state well into the future, but for all the reasons just outlined, America cannot sustain the power for an essentially unilateral policy. Nor can it expect others to grant its leadership exceptional legitimacy. Instead, as our present decade indicates, the US pursuing a hegemonic role points toward a progressive disintegration of world order. Nor does the liberal model provide a credible global order – as we are discovering once more. Not only is there the ever-present danger of chaos in an over-globalized system, but the inherent conflicts between a rising and populous Asia and a stagnant West are, in themselves, too great to be reconciled by the market alone – above all in a world where urgent environmental concerns curb rapid growth. There remains the “constitutionalist” model – with regional blocs achieving a collaborative balance of power within themselves, and multilateral institutional connections among the separate blocs to help them generate and identify common interests. Here Europe – for all its troubles – remains the most promising political experiment of our time. Member states retain their primary role as the creators and harvesters of political and economic consensus, but are linked in networks that favor compromise and the search for common interests. As an external actor, the EU is prominent and generous in the global system, and can marshal vast resources. Nevertheless, the EU’s confederal internal structure limits its imperial ambitions. In other words, Europe’s constitutionalist model favors balance and cooperation not only in Europe’s national and regional levels but also in its global behavior. By contrast, the U.S. is constitutionalist at home but Hobbesian abroad. As a model, the EU seems better adapted to a plural world. Of course, it is the Europeans primarily who have created their Europe. But Americans have helped. American protection, encouragement, and opposition have all played a major role in giving European states the incentive and courage to cooperate. At the same time, America’s hyperactive world role has helped to preempt Europe’s own ambitions for global domination. Thus, the bipolar Atlantic relationship between the EU states and the US has become a vital piece of the world’s constitutional architecture. It seems fitting to close with some reflections on the global significance of the Atlantic relationship. As de Gaulle told a skeptical Roosevelt toward the end of World War II, it is America’s great interest that there be a strong and vigorous Europe – even if Americans don’t always realize it. De Gaulle was pleading not only for a postwar partnership to manage the new global system, but also for restoring a healthy balance of power across the Atlantic. Across the decades, de Gaulle’s advice now speaks to Obama’s task. A world order of cooperating blocs will probably have to start with deep and enduring success within the West itself. But the prospect for serious transatlantic conflict is today probably greater than we realize, even if the need for genuine collaboration is greater than ever. In the years following Roosevelt’s death, the United States did respond handsomely to Europe’s political and economic needs. And Europe’s states did regain their vigor and began building their Union. By now, perhaps another moment for mutual aid has come. This time, however, it is Europe’s turn to rescue America. The requirements for transatlantic balance and collaboration are complex. To finish with a few reflections from my own recent study, Follies of Power: “Like all great powers, the U.S. needs to be checked and balanced. With so much power concentrated in Washington, to preserve America’s own domestic balance, something beyond a purely national constitutional framework is required. Keeping power in check at home requires balancing it abroad. Balance among states requires balance within them. Two world wars exacted a terrible price before Europe’s states learned this lesson. Their expensive education led to the EU. Their subsequent progress suggests a more general historical lesson: Among states, as among individuals, balancing is often better done among friends than between enemies; in other words, in a cooperative rather than a zero-sum relationship. To be Europe’s stabilizing friend was America’s vital postwar role. Europe must now assume that role for the overstretched and disoriented constitution of post-Soviet America. The Iraq misadventure has shown how urgently America needs to be contained by its friends – by those who share the values of liberty at home and respect for the rights of other peoples. Restoring balance to America requires more political and military weight for Europe. To succeed, each will need the other.” “If America’s political imagination regains its balance, and Europe rises to the occasion, there may be hope that the West can accommodate the new Asia and perhaps even avoid a dismal degradation of the Earth’s environment. The twenty-first century may then come to reflect Europe’s new model for peace rather than its old model for war.”

***Soft Power Good-Iran Prolif Scenario
1AC Iran Advantage
Status quo failing to contain Iranian proliferation now

Pressman ‘9 (Jeremy, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut, “Power without Influence: The Bush Administration’s Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East.” International Security, Volume 33, Number 4, Spring 2009, AM)
In the spring of 2003, the Bush administration ignored a major Iranian proposal that had support from Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Iran’s spiritual leader, and other top leaders. In it, the Iranians offered to discuss concerns about their nuclear program, accept a two-state Israeli-Palestinian resolution, and take “decisive action” against terrorists.59 In October 2003, the United States refused to support a European-Iranian agreement that Iran would have suspended uranium enrichment activities as a precondition for starting broad strategic talks.60 The administration largely left the issue of Iran’s nuclear activities in the hands of the European Union until 2005 without “offering any viable alternative.”61 Even as Iran was reaching out to the United States in 2003, it was moving forward on its nuclear program. In September 2002, Iran notified the IAEA that the Iranians were constructing new nuclear facilities. An IAEA visit in early 2003 revealed a larger, more advanced program than expected. Since then, the IAEA has continued to document issues of concern and examples of Iranian noncompliance.62 Iran offered to suspend uranium enrichment in November 2004, but the following August it restarted a uranium conversion facility. In January 2006, Iran ended its suspension of uranium enrichment. On April 11, it announced that it had completed a nuclear fuel cycle. In mid-2006, one informed evaluation called U.S. policy to that point a failure: “Coercion (e.g., political and economic sanctions) has been the primary instrument of President Bush’s Iran policy, and before that, there was the Clinton policy of dual containment. Neither can be labeled a success. Iran’s program has continued in spite of American policy, and if anything, the nuclear program—whatever its intentions—has more political support today than it did six years ago. From the simple standpoint of results (‘are you better off today . . .’), one would have to say that previous policies have failed.”63
 Obama is increasing soft power, but a prerequisite to confirming our resolve is troop withdrawal

Grossman 2/17/10 (graduate of Harvard College, taught at Tufts University, Jerome http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5313904-americas-soft-power) 
The United States cannot solve the problems of the world on its own, and the world cannot solve them without the United States. As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power.
1AC Iran Advantage
Diplomatic engagement solves Iranian proliferation

Pressman ‘9 (Jeremy, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut, “Power without Influence: The Bush Administration’s Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East.” International Security, Volume 33, Number 4, Spring 2009, AM)

The U.S. use of force is necessary in some situations, but diplomacy, incentives, concessions, and nonmilitary policies also can be used to advance U.S. objectives. This is not to suggest that the Bush administration eschewed diplomacy, but rather that it utilized the diplomatic track only infrequently and often as a result of being overstretched militarily. According to Secretary of State Colin Powell and his deputy, Richard Armitage, “The White House saw the State Department and its diplomats as appeasers.” In other words, “diplomacy was considered a weakness.”72 In addition, when the Bush administration chose force, it did so in the most aggressive way. When Iran sought a diplomatic rapprochement with the United States in 2003, the Bush administration showed no interest. Thus, an opportunity to achieve an end to the Iranian nuclear program through diplomacy was lost. Containment and deterrence, both forceful policies, were working against Iraq, but the administration pushed for a military invasion in 2002–03.73 A brief Israeli attack against Hezbollah in 2006 followed by U.S.-led diplomacy might have bolstered Israeli deterrence without boosting Hezbollah politically and generating a humanitarian crisis in Lebanon. Instead, the Bush administration chose not to push for a cease-fire for weeks. After the U.S. military defeated both the Taliban and Saddam Hussein, U.S. efforts at political reform and economic reconstruction fell far short. In Iraq, the planning effort was so focused on the military fight that the postconflict stability operation received insufficient attention.74 Unlike the Clinton administration, which assembled leaders of the warring factions in the former Yugoslavia near Dayton, Ohio, in 1995, when Iraq fell apart, Bush never brought the warring Iraqi leaders together to discuss their differences off-site, instead keeping them there until they came to an agreement.75 The Bush administration relied heavily on forceful policies with too little resort to diplomacy.76 The initial invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq were military triumphs that may have contributed to the administration’s heightened level of arrogance and sense of infallibility that undermined postinvasion policies in both countries. These cases of overreliance on force and neglect of diplomacy are in contrast with, for example, Clinton and Bush efforts to dismantle Libya’s nuclear program. With Libya, the use of coercive instruments such as economic sanctions and the Proliferation Security Initiative worked well when coupled with the carrot of reintegration into the international community. This force-diplomacy imbalance was also reflected organizationally in postwar Iraq. President Bush charged the Department of Defense with Iraqi reconstruction. By largely shutting out the Department of State—Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld fought to have specific individuals excluded from the team of L. Paul Bremer, head of the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq—Bush took away the U.S. government’s main repository of nationbuilding knowledge. According to reconstruction expert James Dobbins, Bush decided to take “all of those responsibilities away from the agencies of government that had been doing them, perhaps never well, but increasingly better for the last 50 years, and give them to the Department of Defense, a department that had no expertise, no experience in these complex and difficult areas.”77
1AC Iran Advantage
Extinction

Kurtz 06 (Stan, Senior Fellow at Ethics and Public Policy Center, “Our Fallout Shelter Future” The National Review, 28 Aug 2006, Lexis)

Proliferation optimists, on the other hand, see reasons for hope in the record of nuclear peace during the Cold War. While granting the risks, proliferation optimists point out that the very horror of the nuclear option tends, in practice, to keep the peace. Without choosing between hawkish proliferation pessimists and dovish proliferation optimists, Rosen simply asks how we ought to act in a post-proliferation world. Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence? A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict. We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike. Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model. Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan. And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. 

Impact-Stability
Iranian proliferation forces Israel to announce its nuclear capability and emboldens Shi’a minorities around the middle east, drastically increasing the risk of covert nuclear deployment
McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
Besides the possibility of a nuclear Iran, two other major features looming in the Middle Eastern security landscape have a direct impact on overall threat perceptions: the undeclared Israeli nuclear deterrent and the overthrow of Saddam Hussein. The reality of Israel's superior capabilities has always been a bitter pill for Arab nations to swallow. From the Arab perspective, defeats suffered during the various Arab-Israeli wars and Israeli-Palestinian conflicts have served to reinforce the threat from Israel. In the case of Saudi Arabia, the increasing prominence of the Wahhabi interpretation of Islam, with its anti-Zionist doctrines, creates a theological base for its anger over the Israeli deterrent. In Egypt, despite the Camp David accords, relations with Israel have always been tense, with an anti-Israeli sentiment permeating all levels of Egyptian society. President Husni Mubarak has only visited Israel once since assuming power in 1982, and "I Hate Israel" was a number-one hit song in Egypt as recently as 2001.14 This lack of parity has been tolerable because Israel has kept its nuclear capability opaque while Egypt and Saudi Arabia have supported creating a nuclear-weapon-free Middle East. The emergence of a nuclear Iran would conceivably tempt Israel to declare its nuclear capabilities openly, as it would undoubtedly complicate the tension between Israel and its neighbors and would be regarded as a very serious threat to the viability of the Israeli state itself. Since the Islamic Revolution, one of Iran's primary foreign policy goals has been Israel's elimination. To that end, Iran has essentially conducted a "war by proxy," using terrorist groups such as Hizballah and Hamas in addition to its own IRG forces to achieve this aim. Israeli policymakers would likely be confronted with the challenge of devising a deterrent policy that addressed both overt attacks from Shahab missiles as well as covert methods of delivery. It is within this context that Israel might choose to forgo its policy of nuclear ambiguity. Israel may consider an overt Iranian deterrent too dire a threat to continue its opacity policy, despite the possibility of sending dangerous shockwaves throughout the region and creating "immeasurable pressure" for states in the Arab world to reverse their nuclear policies.15 Under Saddam, Iraq had traditionally played the role of regional counterweight to Iran. Thus, the second feature in the security landscape—Saddam's ouster—dissolved that regional balance, leaving Iran somewhat less constrained in the region and making the possibility of a nuclear Iran even more problematic.16 More recently, this shift was reinforced by the election of a legitimate Shi'a government in Iraq. For Sunni-dominated countries in the region such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, the trends in Iraq run the risk of emboldening their own Shi'a minority populations. Ultimately, through instruments such as the IRG, this could strengthen Iranian influence in these states' internal affairs, which could make the possibility of covert delivery of a nuclear device a major concern.
Impact-Saudi Prolif
Iranian proliferation causes Saudi proliferation- lack of conventional deterrence, competing muslim factions and strategy reports prove
McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
According to one line of argument, the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia would not build its own nuclear weapons because the regime is burdened by other demands. The acquisition of a nuclear capability would be too difficult and too expensive and would greatly jeopardize Saudi relations with the United States. As a result, their military posture has arguably been and will remain defensive in nature. Although this argument may have been true in the past, especially before the Iraqi regional counterweight was eliminated, the emergence of a nuclear-armed Iran would shake Saudi perceptions of their regional security environment. As former U.S. ambassador to Saudi Arabia Chas M. Freeman notes, "Senior Saudi officials have said privately that, if and when Iran acknowledges having, or is discovered to have, actual nuclear warheads, Saudi Arabia would feel compelled to acquire a deterrent stockpile."17 Some form of nuclear capability would be the most effective way to restore a fragile regional balance of power.18 Historically, Saudi Arabia, the Sunni keeper of the Muslim holy sites, has viewed itself as the leader of the Islamic world. This role is disputed by Iran which, as the guardian of the Islamic revolution and, until recently, the only Shi'a country in the region, claims this leadership role for itself. Historically, tensions between Shi'a and Sunni Muslims have often bred competition, as well as violence. Each sect finds the other's interpretation of Islam difficult to accept, and positions today appear to be rehardening as increasingly conservative elements rise in prominence. Relations between Iran and Saudi Arabia have been especially tense since Iran's Islamic Revolution in 1979. While propagating its radicalism around the Muslim world, Iranian leaders saw the House of Saud as a corrupt monarchy that should be overthrown. This corruption was all the more offensive because the major Muslim holy sites are located in Saudi Arabia. Largely in reaction to the Islamic revolution and the ideals being spread by the Iranian regime, Saudi Arabia openly supported Saddam during the Iran-Iraq War. As Iran primarily retaliated through the IRG, fears emerged that Iran would work through the Shi'a minority population in Saudi Arabia to incite instability and foment an insurrection. In fact, the IRG was linked by U.S. intelligence experts to surreptitious activity including terrorist bombings through the annual Hajj, or pilgrimage, to Mecca, as well as the 1996 Khobar Towers bombing. After the Iranian election of President Muhammad Khatami in 1997, relations between the two countries began to improve. Conventional wisdom at the time held that the forces of moderation in Iran would make the Islamic Republic a more reliable, less aggressive partner in the region. Limited cooperation began in several areas, including oil production and eventually on Afghanistan's reconstruction. Yet, this rapprochement should not be mistaken for a diminished threat perception in Riyadh, especially as more conservative elements within Iran have emerged to sideline Khatami's efforts. An Iranian nuclear bomb would further upset the balance of power between the two countries because of Saudi Arabia's essentially poor conventional capabilities. What is already a troublesome imbalance would become overwhelming. Despite spending staggering sums of money on defense throughout the 1990s, the kingdom has not produced real military capability in part due to poor choices in arms acquisition as well as a general failure to focus on strategic planning and specific mission roles.19 Most importantly, the sheer size of Saudi Arabia coupled with its small population renders the physical defense of its territory extremely difficult. The Saudi royal family is still haunted by the Iraqi incursions into the kingdom's territory during the 1990 invasion of Kuwait. Israel's opaque deterrent has proved defensive in nature, which has over time led to Saudi Arabia's uneasy de facto acceptance of Israel's nuclear status. Although a nuclear Iran could cause Israel to reconsider its nuclear ambiguity and create strong pressure in Saudi Arabia to acquire its own deterrent vis-à-vis Israel, Iran presents a set of unique challenges that would undoubtedly cause apprehension in the kingdom independent of its concerns over Israel. Iranian connections with Shi'a Muslims in Iraq and Saudi Arabia, coupled with its proven ability to conduct proxy wars, create a dangerous and destabilizing combination. Iran also possesses formidable naval capabilities in the Strait of Hormuz (the "bottleneck" in shipments into and out of the Persian Gulf) that could threaten Saudi strategic interests, specifically, its ability to export oil. Iran has recently moved to consolidate its position in the strait by building a power plant and runway on the three islands in the strait that are the subject of an ongoing territorial dispute with the United Arab Emirates.20 Within this context, it is easy to envision an Iran that would feel greatly emboldened toward its neighbors and even the United States if it possessed a nuclear capability. Despite the recent rapprochement between the two countries, Iran could ultimately prove to be an even greater strategic threat to Saudi Arabia than was Saddam's Iraq. Saudi Arabia signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1988 and to date appears to have adhered to its terms, although it has not agreed to the Additional Protocol or the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Beyond the creation in 1988 of an Atomic Energy Research Institute, the kingdom has not engaged in any overt nuclear activities. It does not possess any nuclear power plants or related facilities that might develop indigenous nuclear expertise. Nonetheless, Saudi Arabia has had a somewhat ambiguous nuclear history. Fears about Saudi Arabia's nuclear activities tend to stem not from the Saudis' domestic nuclear expertise, but rather from their ability to purchase these capabilities. In the 1980s, Saudi Arabia chose to strengthen its defensive capabilities and signal its independence from the United States by purchasing an undisclosed (although estimated to be around 50) number of CSS-2 missiles from China. U.S. fears at the time centered on concerns that Saudi Arabia had chosen to acquire a nuclear deterrent, because CSS-2s are "basically junk"21 when tipped conventionally. It had also purchased the missiles without consulting the United States, and U.S. personnel have never been permitted to visit any of the sites associated with Saudi Arabia's CSS-2s. Saudi Arabia has recently explored possible replacements for their aging CSS-2 missiles. A report in The Guardian in 2003 revealed that Saudi Arabia was circulating a strategy document that outlined three nuclear options for the kingdom: acquire a nuclear capability as a deterrent, maintain or enter into an alliance with an existing nuclear power that would offer protection, or try to reach a regional agreement on having a nuclear-weapon-free Middle East.22 Although the Saudi monarchy vehemently denied allegations that the kingdom was even contemplating a nuclear option, subsequent reports have suggested that this review did indeed take place.23 Could Saudi Arabia be hedging its options? Despite suspicions about its nonproliferation commitments, the kingdom has recently begun talks with the IAEA to join the Small Quantities Protocol, which is now recognized as a challenging NPT loophole.24 Furthermore, concerns have arisen that Saudi Arabia might purchase a strategic capability from Pakistan. Saudi-Pakistani nuclear links have, in fact, been strengthening. The only foreign visitors whom Pakistan has allowed into its nuclear facilities have been Saudi officials, and some even suspect that Saudi Arabia helped fund Pakistan's nuclear program. Details have also emerged that A. Q. Khan made several trips during the 1990s to Saudi Arabia while peddling his nuclear wares.25 Pakistan vehemently denies that any nuclear linkages with Saudi Arabia exist, but such demonstrated linkages have generated legitimate concern that Pakistan might sell a nuclear capability or even extend its own nuclear umbrella to Saudi Arabia.26 

Impact-Egyptian Prolif
Israeli weapons combined with Iranian weapons guarantees Egyptian proliferation 

McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
As was the case with Saudi Arabia, Egyptian relations with Iran began to improve with Khatami's election, but suggestions of a rapprochement seem misdirected. Tehran consistently refused Cairo's request to extradite Mustafa Hamzah, the accused mastermind behind the 1995 attempted assassination of Mubarak in Addis Ababa.29 Although he was eventually extradited to Egypt in December 2004, Iran maintains that it was not behind this move.30 In late 2004, Egyptian authorities accused an IRG member of recruiting an Egyptian citizen to carry out activities "contrary to Egyptian interests."31 In the aftermath of these two incidents, some observers have been left skeptical about the prospects of the Egyptian-Iranian relationship thawing.32 Irrespective of the state of the relationship with Iran, Egypt's long-standing nuclear policy has been to support the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East with the goal of dismantling the Israeli deterrent and preventing nuclear acquisition by other states in the region. Consequently, an Iranian bomb, taken in conjunction with the existence of Israeli nuclear weapons, would fundamentally alter the region's strategic landscape, potentially leading Cairo to give up its ambitions for a nuclear-weapon-free region and start to fend for itself. In October 1998, Mubarak remarked that, "[i]f the time comes when we need nuclear weapons, we will not hesitate.... Every country is preparing for itself a deterrent weapon that will preserve its integrity and its existence."33 If the Saudis were to seek a nuclear weapon, it would further compound the situation. Egypt has always possessed both chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction and has, in the past, dabbled in nuclear weapons capability acquisition.34 Egypt founded its Atomic Energy Authority in 1955, but began focusing on civilian applications of nuclear energy and eventually gave up most of its nuclear program as a part of its 1979 peace accord with Israel. Instead, Egypt relied on security assistance from the United States to create conventional parity vis-à-vis Israel. It has maintained an incipient nuclear power program since the time of the peace accord with Israel, today comprising two small research reactors.35 Budgetary constraints, however, have appeared to be the major constraint on the program's size, not necessarily a lack of nuclear ambition. These budgetary constraints may now be changing, and Egypt has likely maintained the expertise necessary to acquire a nuclear-weapon capability if it so desired.36 Indeed, Mubarak stated as much in 1998 when he said, "We have a nuclear reactor at Inshas, and we have very capable experts."37 Establishing a nuclear power station with a reactor large enough to divert processed uranium or plutonium for clandestine purposes could signal the beginning of a hedging strategy in case more regional nuclear powers, such as Iran, emerged. In fact, in 1996, Egypt's minister of electricity and energy reported that the country would begin building its first nuclear power plant at El-Dabaa by 2012.38 It has also been suggested that another reactor may be constructed in 2010-2012.39 Given these technical constraints, acquiring a nuclear capability would likely take some time, yet is certainly not impossible. 

Impact- Super Prolif
Full Iranian proliferation results in region-wide proliferation- permanently changes regional calculations

McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
The emergence of a nuclear Iran would undoubtedly send shockwaves through the region that could result in a nuclear domino effect. Therein lies the crux of the problem: If Saudi Arabia were to follow Iran's proliferation route, that would again change the calculations of every other state in the region in a cumulative and potentially dangerous manner. Continuing with Egypt, and with other dominos such as Turkey and Syria poised to fall, the proliferation challenge in the Middle East is uniquely daunting. Perhaps most worrisome is that the United States is left, at present, with few good options in the region to thwart this dangerous trajectory.

AT: Squo/Hardline solves

Sanctions fail- no international backing

Sadat and Hughes ’10 (Mir and James, Middle East Specialist @National Defense Intelligence College, Special tactics officer in the US military, “U.S.-IRAN ENGAGEMENT THROUGH AFGHANISTAN,” Middle East Policy. Washington: Spring 2010. Vol. 17, Iss. 1 AM)
During the Bush administration, a form of sanctions enforcement known as Proliferation-Security Initiatives was launched against Iran, but it has failed to deter and has served only to delay proliferation. Previous diplomatic engagement with Iran from Russia and China also failed to deter Iran from nuclear proliferation. Furthermore, Russia may also limit the deterioration of the Iranian government, in order to prevent U.S. inroads into Iran, while China may not move against Iran because of its increasing reliance on Iranian oil and gas. Russia and China have major investments in Iran, and thus are unlikely to act against the Islamic Republic unless the United States sweetens the deal.

Hardline military options fail and hinder relations

Sadat and Hughes ’10 (Mir and James, Middle East Specialist @National Defense Intelligence College, Special tactics officer in the US military, “U.S.-IRAN ENGAGEMENT THROUGH AFGHANISTAN,” Middle East Policy. Washington: Spring 2010. Vol. 17, Iss. 1 AM)
Hard-line options include a range of military actions that are inadvisable for various geostrategic reasons. Although airstrikes or other limited attacks against Iranian targets are possible, such attacks may weaken international support for U.S. pressure on Iran, galvanize the hard-line elements in Iran's government and society, and destroy the opportunity for any constructive dialogue with the Iranian government. Karim Sadjadpour points out that bombing Iran's nuclear facilities is not a "one-off."55 Even if airstrikes destroy part of Iran's nuclear production capacity, he explains that this would be only a temporary setback, providing Iran with greater incentive to harden its facilities and continue its nuclear pursuits. An invasion and occupation of Iran for the purposes of regime change or other objectives pose a military challenge even greater than the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq. Iran is approximately four times the size of Iraq with over three times as many inhabitants - half of the Middle East's population.56 While Iran's military would be no match for invading U. S forces, it consists of over 500,000 active-duty troops and possesses a variety of land, sea and air capabilities.57 These forces, along with the mountainous terrain in northern and western Iran, would pose operational challenges. Furthermore, U.S. forces and the public are not prepared to wage or sustain a war with Iran, much less deal with the challenges of post-combat stabilization. While maintaining the status quo is feasible and does not require an investment of U.S. political or financial resources, the existing containment strategy may not achieve effects desired by Washington. Sanctions have not produced a breakthrough in 30 years and continue to hinder U.S.-Iran relations.58 While economic sanctions and demands for nuclear-development transparency should be retained, there must be an accompanying diplomatic effort. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates has noted, "Perhaps if there is enough economic pressure placed on Iran, diplomacy can provide them an open door through which they can walk."59 However, there is no necessity to link U.S. pressure through sanctions on the nuclear front to U.S.-Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.

AT: Squo/Hardline solves
Sanctions cause more support for the regime- only a risk diplomacy is better

Pressman ‘9 (Jeremy, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut, “Power without Influence: The Bush Administration’s Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East.” International Security, Volume 33, Number 4, Spring 2009, AM)

In the spring of 2003, the Bush administration ignored a major Iranian proposal that had support from Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Iran’s spiritual leader, and other top leaders. In it, the Iranians offered to discuss concerns about their nuclear program, accept a two-state Israeli-Palestinian resolution, and take “decisive action” against terrorists.59 In October 2003, the United States refused to support a European-Iranian agreement that Iran would have suspended uranium enrichment activities as a precondition for starting broad strategic talks.60 The administration largely left the issue of Iran’s nuclear activities in the hands of the European Union until 2005 without “offering any viable alternative.”61 Even as Iran was reaching out to the United States in 2003, it was moving forward on its nuclear program. In September 2002, Iran notified the IAEA that the Iranians were constructing new nuclear facilities. An IAEA visit in early 2003 revealed a larger, more advanced program than expected. Since then, the IAEA has continued to document issues of concern and examples of Iranian noncompliance.62 Iran offered to suspend uranium enrichment in November 2004, but the following August it restarted a uranium conversion facility. In January 2006, Iran ended its suspension of uranium enrichment. On April 11, it announced that it had completed a nuclear fuel cycle. In mid-2006, one informed evaluation called U.S. policy to that point a failure: “Coercion (e.g., political and economic sanctions) has been the primary instrument of President Bush’s Iran policy, and before that, there was the Clinton policy of dual containment. Neither can be labeled a success. Iran’s program has continued in spite of American policy, and if anything, the nuclear program—whatever its intentions—has more political support today than it did six years ago. From the simple standpoint of results (‘are you better off today . . .’), one would have to say that previous policies have failed.”63
Soft power is the only way to deal with Iran effectively- hardliner military actions will fail

Sadat and Hughes ’10 (Mir and James, Middle East Specialist @National Defense Intelligence College, Special tactics officer in the US military, “U.S.-IRAN ENGAGEMENT THROUGH AFGHANISTAN,” Middle East Policy. Washington: Spring 2010. Vol. 17, Iss. 1 AM)
Some issues are not only less complex than others, but they may also be resolved more easily. Engagement with Iran may require a more limited and pragmatic approach, rather than an all-or-nothing foreign-policy agenda. Suzanne MaIoney and Ray Takeyh warn that the "ideal opportunity for dealing with Tehran will never come; the objective of American policy must be to create the grounds for progress with Iran even if the Iranian internal environment remains hostile or the regional context continues to present challenges."61 They insist that the United States and Iran can pursue narrow issues of common interest, while "generating multilateral consensus to maintain or even intensify pressure on the key concerns of weapons of mass destruction and terrorism."62 The political-military challenges of war with Iran also make U.S. military action against that state difficult, whereas a U.S. commitment to work with Iran on common interests in Afghanistan may provide opportunities for diplomatic breakthroughs and confidence-building measures that would otherwise not exist. The United States should reassure the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia and China - which also seem concerned about a nuclear-armed Iran - that U.S. engagement with Iran on Afghanistan will not detract from efforts on nuclear deterrence. There are risks in engaging Iran without demanding an end to Tehran's nuclear pursuits and support for violent non-state actors in Iraq and Afghanistan; it might provide Tehran with strategic leverage in the regional neighborhood. The United States should continue all efforts to stop Iran from acquiring nuclear-weapons technology, and it should hold the Iranian state accountable for legitimate violations.

AT: No Nukes

Multiple indicators prove Iran is going for the nuclear option
McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)

The threat of an Iranian nuclear capability is worrisome enough in its own right. Since its inception, the regime has consistently denounced the United States and "Western immorality" and has criticized other states in the region as being hostages to Western influence. Iran has sought to export Islamic revolution throughout the Middle East and continues to support terrorism. Adding a nuclear component to this dangerous mix would present an even more difficult challenge. Despite the regime's insistence that it is developing a peaceful nuclear program, facts on the ground cast doubt on this assertion. For example, Iran sits on a wealth of oil and gas reserves that are cheaper to exploit than nuclear energy. Established facts about Iran's nuclear complex reinforce the belief that its nuclear program is not peaceful. The regime has taken pains to hide many of its nuclear activities, only acknowledging them when exposed by opposition groups. These concealed sites, such as an apparent enrichment facility at Natanz, are located in hardened, underground facilities. Additionally, the infrastructure appears to be strategically dispersed, separating research, manufacturing, and power generation facilities. In effect, this makes Iran's nuclear capabilities very difficult to target, both diplomatically and militarily. The Iranians have even constructed some of their nuclear sites in urban areas, presumably in an attempt to dissuade attack by placing large numbers of civilians in close proximity to their nuclear resources. Satellite photos taken in 20024 appear to reveal that, when fully operational, the Natanz site may be able to produce enough fissile material for up to 25-30 nuclear weapons.5 This enrichment process may have already begun: in 2004, International Atomic Energy Agency inspectors found traces of highly enriched uranium on Iranian centrifuges. Moreover, Iran appears to have built or be building the capability to produce both highly enriched uranium and plutonium. In 2002 a heavy-water facility was discovered at Arak, west of Tehran. Heavy water is used in the production of plutonium, creating another avenue for the production of fissile material that could be used in a nuclear device. Either way, it is worth remembering that the "peaceful purposes" justification of a nuclear infrastructure has been offered previously by Israel, India, Pakistan, and North Korea—all of which subsequently acquired their own nuclear weapons capability. There are a host of possible motivations behind Iran's proliferation efforts, including the desire to achieve strategic self-sufficiency, acquire regional status, challenge U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf region, deter Israel, and counter an erosion of Iranian conventional capabilities.6 The 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq War resulted in severe damage to these capabilities. Iran lost some 50-60 percent of its land-based conventional forces, and its surviving equipment has since experienced significant wear resulting from harsh climate conditions and insufficient funding. Arms imports currently constitute about 35-50 percent of what would be necessary to modernize Iranian forces. Although Iran's conventional capability is minimal compared to that of the United States, it is still robust compared with other states in the region.7 

Asymmetric warfare and rapidly advancing ballistic missile technology means the weapons can be delivered in some capacity

McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
Should Iran acquire a nuclear capability, it possesses two primary mechanisms through which to deliver a weapon. One is the roughly 120,000-strong Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRG),8 which acts as a security apparatus for the Iranian regime. It is also the primary instrument through which Iran conducts asymmetric warfare, including terrorist sponsorship, and has been a mechanism for exporting the Islamic revolution to other countries. As such, it has been linked to conflicts in Lebanon, Sudan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and southern Iraq, making it a strategic threat to most countries in the region. The deterioration of Iran's conventional capabilities after the Iran-Iraq War made such asymmetric, guerrilla strategies appealing as they allow Iran to pursue its national interests and influence events in the region while still retaining a veneer of deniability. Iran's second potential method of delivery is the Shahab series of ballistic missiles. The Shahab-1 and -2 missiles are capable of reaching U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as some of the smaller Gulf states and Saudi Arabia.9 The Shahab-3 is capable of hitting targets in Israel and Egypt.10 In 2004, Iran tested a space-launch vehicle, described as an intercontinental ballistic missile "in disguise."11 The technologies used in the space launch could be used to produce an Iranian missile capable of reaching targets in Europe and across the Middle East.12 Rumors among Israeli sources also suggest that Iran is developing a new class of Shahab missile capable of reaching 4,900-5,000 kilometers. Perhaps most worrisome, newly elected Ukrainian president Viktor Yuschenko recently confirmed that the previous regime sold nuclear-capable strategic missiles to Iran.13 If these missiles enter the Iranian arsenal, the regime would be able to threaten U.S. troops in the Middle East and Central Asia, as well as all major U.S. allies in the region. A nuclear Iran also presents the possibility of covert or terrorist use of nuclear weapons as well as an overt deterrent capability. The former prospect is especially worrisome, as Tehran could target the U.S. homeland and its allies through these means without relying on its ballistic missiles. U.S. allies in the region would likely feel this threat even more ardently. Given the potential range of the Shahab ballistic missiles, as well as the extensive reach of the IRG, including its connections throughout the Arab world, the perceived threat that a nuclear Iran would pose to allies in the region could be enough to reopen their own debates on possible responses, including nuclear options. 

AT: Deterrence Solves

Doesn’t solve our specific instance of proliferation- no U.S. troops and no credibility of nuclear deterrence 
McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
Cold War examples provide compelling insight into the problem. During that era, the starting point for the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent in Europe and Asia was the forward deployment of ground troops, which signaled to enemy regimes that an attack on allied nations would also be an attack on the United States. Perhaps more importantly, the forward deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe and Asia reinforced these ground troops by creating a "use it or lose it" threat of escalation. Essentially, in the event of an outbreak of hostilities, nuclear weapons would either be used or lost to an invading force. Through these policies and force deployments, a credible threat of escalation was created. Adversaries could easily envision a conventional conflict leading to nuclear war. In the Asian context, although U.S. nuclear weapons are no longer forward deployed in the region, the strong ties the United States maintains with its democratic allies help boost the credibility of U.S. assurances. Ultimately, however, should the credibility of this assurance fall into question, the United States could reasonably think about redeploying nuclear weapons there because of these strong, historic connections. There would be a high probability of the security and safety of U.S. nuclear weapons in these countries because of their stability. Although today the United States maintains a powerful forward conventional presence in the Middle East, U.S. troops are no longer present in Saudi Arabia or Egypt in significant numbers, nor are they likely to be deployed there in the near future. The rise of anti-U.S. sentiment in the region has made it very difficult to field the kind of highly visible troops that might confirm the U.S. commitment, both because these troops are terrorist targets and because their presence helps foment instability within these countries. Even in Iraq, in which the United States has staked a great strategic interest, the presence of ground troops has led to the perception by some that the U.S. presence is occupying, rather than liberating and supporting, Iraq. Given the difficulty of fielding troops in Egypt or Saudi Arabia, it is inconceivable that the United States would deploy nuclear weapons in these countries. Saudi Arabia and Egypt are both countries facing a degree of domestic unrest that might possibly lead to the eventual overthrow of their regimes. In the Saudi case, if the House of Saud were deposed, its likely successor would be a radical Wahhabi regime that would almost by definition be anti-American. Even if the current regimes remain in power, it would be difficult to guarantee the safety and security of nuclear weapons in the Middle East, where the possibility of terrorists gaining access to these weapons would be much greater than in Europe or Asia. Politically, the Saudi royal family would have significant reason to question whether the United States possessed the willingness necessary to follow through on their extended deterrence policy. The September 11 attacks led to U.S. frustration with the Saudis, especially because many members of the royal family tacitly approved of the extremists' actions and because 15 of the 19 hijackers came from Saudi Arabia. Revelations that the Saudi monarchy continues to propagate anti-U.S. sentiment has aggravated this frustration. A study by Freedom House has confirmed that the Saudi regime is behind a wealth of anti-American, anti-Semitic literature in mosques across the United States.40 Would the United States really come to the aid of such an ambiguous ally? Even if it did, would U.S. public opinion sustain these policies in the long term? 

AT: Others Trust Us
Saudi Arabia and Cairo don’t trust the US currently

McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
Politically, the Saudi royal family would have significant reason to question whether the United States possessed the willingness necessary to follow through on their extended deterrence policy. The September 11 attacks led to U.S. frustration with the Saudis, especially because many members of the royal family tacitly approved of the extremists' actions and because 15 of the 19 hijackers came from Saudi Arabia. Revelations that the Saudi monarchy continues to propagate anti-U.S. sentiment has aggravated this frustration. A study by Freedom House has confirmed that the Saudi regime is behind a wealth of anti-American, anti-Semitic literature in mosques across the United States.40 Would the United States really come to the aid of such an ambiguous ally? Even if it did, would U.S. public opinion sustain these policies in the long term? These direct questions of political commitment might not feature as prominently in Cairo's decisionmaking, but they are far from inconceivable. Politically, the United States has expressed a clear commitment to Egypt. The president's singling out of Egypt in the State of the Union address and the administration's stated prioritization of democracy promotion, however, might cause Mubarak or his successor at least to question whether the United States would come to the aid of an undemocratic Egypt. Saudi and Egyptian concern about the U.S.-Israeli connection could further undermine any U.S. offer of a nuclear umbrella. Both states consider the Israeli deterrent a direct threat and thus would likely also consider Israeli capabilities when making decisions about their security needs in response to an Iranian nuclear weapon. Beyond Tehran, states in the region would have good reason to question whether the United States would come to their aid in the event of an Israeli attack. Regardless of how Saudi Arabia and Egypt decided to respond to Israel's nuclear program in the past, the combined threat of Israel and Iran in a region without an Iraqi counterweight could change Riyadh's and Cairo's calculus today. 
AT: Nuclear Umbrella Solves

Credibility is the key internal link- even if we extend it, countries would still proliferate
McInnis ‘5 (Kathleen J., coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, “Extended Deterrence:  The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East,” The Washington Quarterly 28.3 (2005) 169-186, AM)
Taking into consideration the potential for Egypt and Saudi Arabia to proliferate, could the United States assure Cairo and Riyadh, dissuading them from building their own nuclear weapons, by extending the U.S. nuclear umbrella? Assurance gained through a reasonably sound extended deterrence policy relies on two primary factors: capability and credibility. Although the United States arguably possesses the physical capability to deter the Iranian regime on behalf of Gulf/Near Eastern states, whether it has sufficient political credibility needed to assure its regional allies is not clear. Without this credibility, states in the region may yet be tempted to acquire their own nuclear guarantee.

***Soft Power Defense
Soft Power Low
Soft power low-hypocrisy
Beinart - Jun 12, 2010 (Writer for Time Magazine, Peter,” How the Financial Crisis Has Undermined U.S. Power”)When the White House announced its National Security Strategy last month, it titled it A Blueprint for Pursuing the World That We Seek. A better title might have been The Fun Is Definitely Over. The document used the phrase "hard choices" three times, called for "a disciplined approach to setting priorities" and predicted "trade-offs among competing programs and activities." The nature of those trade-offs was never spelled out, but the implication was clear: America doesn't have as much money and power as we once thought. We can no longer conduct foreign policy on a blank check. Call it Obama foreign policy 2.0. When the President and his national-security team came into office, broccoli was not on the menu. Instead, the talk was about boosting the nonmilitary aspects of American might. In her confirmation testimony, Hillary Clinton talked endlessly about "smart power," meaning power that does not come only from the barrel of a gun. She dispatched über-envoys like Richard Holbrooke, George Mitchell and Dennis Ross to supercharge American diplomacy in the greater Middle East. A little more than a year ago, Obama went to Cairo University and projected himself as a 21st century global peacemaker, promising to close Guantánamo Bay and repeatedly quoting the Koran. (See pictures of Obama's trips overseas.) At the time, all this made sense. Coming into office, Obama inherited a foreign policy in the red. The Bush Administration had staked out a series of commitments — vanquishing the Taliban, preventing a nuclear Iran, spreading democracy far and wide — that it lacked the power to fulfill. So like a debtor who decides that it's easier to ask for a raise than chop up his credit cards, Team Obama decided to focus on boosting American power, not reducing American obligations. The Bush Administration, they reasoned, had leveraged only military power. Obama would deploy "soft power" too, the power to attract rather than coerce. The Obama Administration's charm offensive hasn't been a complete failure. Personally, Obama is far more popular overseas than was George W. Bush, and that popularity has brought the nastiness of adversaries like Mahmoud Ahmadinejad into sharper relief. But the very nastiness of those adversaries means that they don't get rattled by low favorability ratings. What's more, Obama's efforts to change America's image have been constrained by his inability to change certain U.S. policies at home. The best way for America to promote its values is "by living them," declares the National Security Strategy, but when it comes to closing Guantánamo Bay or dramatically reducing U.S. carbon emissions, Congress has shown little interest in making Washington a shining city on a hill. These problems, however, pale before the overarching one: despite Obama's personal popularity, American soft power isn't going up; it's going down. The reason is the financial crisis. America's international allure has always been based less on the appeal of the man in the Oval Office than on the appeal of the American political and economic model. Regardless of what foreigners thought of Bill Clinton, in the 1990s America's brand of deregulated democracy seemed the only true path to prosperity. American economists, investment bankers and political consultants fanned out across the globe to preach the gospel of free elections and free markets. America represented, in Francis Fukuyama's famous words, "The End of History." (See pictures of Obama in Russia.) Now it is much less clear that history is marching our way. The financial crisis has undermined the prestige of America's economic model at the very moment that China's authoritarian capitalism is rising. A decade ago, poor governments hungry for trade and aid had no choice but to show up in Washington, where they received lectures about how to make their economies resemble America's. Now they can get twice the money and half the moralizing in Beijing. From Iran to Burma to Sudan, the Obama Administration's charm offensive has been undermined by China's cash offensive. The result is that 18 months after it took over a foreign policy in the red, there are growing signs that Team Obama understands that no raise is on its way. The White House is starting to confront the "hard choices" that come from trying to pare down America's commitments overseas.
Soft Power Low
US soft power declining now- loss of strength and rise of balancers
Mason, 09- professor of political science at Butler University (David S., 12/5/2009, “Joseph Nye on American Power in the 21st Century”, http://endoftheamericancentury.blogspot.com/2009/12/joseph-nye-on-american-power-in-21st.html)


But I disagree with him that ''American power in the twenty-first century is not one of decline'' and the difference lies mostly in how we view America's domestic record. In Soft Power, Nye identifies many elements of American soft power, including its economy, culture, values, and global image. But as I show in my book, the U.S. has lost ground in virtually every domain of such soft power, while also losing strength and credibility with its military power and its global reputation. Meanwhile, other regions or powers, like China, the EU, India and others have gained global soft power influence, often at the expense of the U.S.  The U.S. economy and standard of living, since World War II a source of envy and admiration worldwide, is no longer much of a model or aspiration for others. Its astounding growth over the last two decades, it turns out, was a hollow shell, built on ballooning levels of household and government debt. The current economic downturn-still not finished by a long shot-is bringing the United States back to a more ''natural'' economic position, much lower than before. Even before the current crash, by many measures more meaningful than GDP/capita-like quality of life indices-the U.S. was nowhere near the top of the global list. While growing the economy, based mostly on increased consumption, the U.S. neglected health care, education, investments, R&D, and infrastructure, and allowed increased levels of poverty and inequality. On all of those measures, the U.S. fares poorly in comparison to other developed countries. Global opinion surveys conducted by Pew, BBC and others show little enthusiasm in other countries for ''American-style democracy,'' for American ways of doing business, or for the spread of U.S. ideas and customs. Though global opinion about the U.S. has improved somewhat with the election of President Obama, far more people worldwide continue to see U.S. influence on the world as ''mostly negative'' rather than ''mostly positive.'' On this scale, among 15 countries, the U.S. ranks 10th, below Germany, Britain, Japan and China, according to a recent BBC poll….The United States is certainly in decline, both in absolute terms, and relative to other countries. 

Soft Power Low
Soft power low-negative impact from abandoning political fairness
Seib, 09- Director of the USC Center on Public Diplomacy, Philip Seib is a Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations (Philip, “Toward a New Public Diplomacy”, pg. 11)
This domestic political process enhances respect for American political values and American soft power & however, there have been other circumstances in which foreign audiences have had a negative impression of American political values. After 9/11 several developments that were widely reported around the world have undermined the respect that most foreigners have for by the American approach to politics.  On the other hand, when Secretary of Defense Donald Rurnsfeld was required to appear before congressional committees to answer tough questions about Abu Ghraib that enhanced American soft power despite the overall negative impact of the story. His appearance was seen as an example of American official accountability of the security measures taken by the United States after 9/11 also had ended to diminish the soft power potential it had enjoyed as a country that defended individual rights and had a system of laws that did not discriminate. The new visa screening measures that the United States implemented immediately after 9/11 were widely regarded as 10 The Case for Soft Power discriminatory against Muslims and Arabs. New delays in visa processing caused study abroad students to miss enrollment deadlines and persuaded foreign businessmen to cancel their trips to the United States. Moreover, stories of harassment of Muslims and foreigners in the United States were picked up by the foreign press and had a negative impact. Although very few individuals were actually mistreated, their stories received wide circulation abroad and helped reinforce the impression abroad that the United States was abandoning its longstanding principles of political fairness.  Revelations about the American treatment of Iraqi detainees at Abu Ghraib, plus extended detentions without trial of detainees at Guantanamo, and media stories about torture being used by American officials, all have served to undermine the respect that most foreigners have had for the American judicial system and the humanitarian treatment of detainees
Human rights violations kill any credibility of the United States abroad- can’t solve soft power

Gardels ‘5 (Nathan, Editor of New Perspectives Quarterly since it began publishing in 1985. He has served as editor of Global Viewpoint and Nobel Laureates Plus, ‘The Rise and Fall of America’s Soft Power,” New Perspectives Quarterly Winter 2005, AM)
Certain images so iconify a moment in history they are impossible to erase. Germans knocking down the Berlin Wall piece by piece with sledge hammers is one. The lone individual standing down a Chinese tank near Tiananmen Square is another. On the ignoble side, now there are the images of Abu Ghraib. The further the truth of the image is from a false claim, the deeper and more enduring the damage. Whereas American softpower undermined Soviet hard power nearly 15 years ago, here American hard power undermined its own soft power. As Brezezinski argued recently: “In our entire history as a nation, world opinion has never been as hostile toward the US as it is today.” The hearts and minds once won are now being lost. And there are real costs. Just two examples to illustrate the case. After the Abu Ghraib images emerged, I asked Boutros Boutros-Ghali about the impact in the Arab world and beyond. First, of course, he said these photos were a gift to Al Qaeda recruiters. Second, he said, “they damage the role of organizations all around the world that deal with the protection of human rights and law in the time of war. I am the president of the Egyptian Commission on Human Rights, “ he told me. “It will be difficult for me now to say, ‘Look, the international community is demanding that we clean up the human rights situation in the Arab world.’ Their response now is: ‘The superpower is not respecting human rights in Iraq or Guantanamo. So the pressure is off the governments all over the world will say that security is more important than the protection of human rights.’” Similarly, Shirin Ebadi, the Iranian lawyer who won the Nobel Peace prize last year, told me after Abu Ghraib, “America was once recognized as the standard of human rights everywhere . . . but now, I see these pictures from Iraq, and I ask myself, ‘What has happened to American civilization?’” She recounted how, during all her dark years struggling against the ayatollahs for human rights, Eleanor Roosevelt and the UN Human Rights charter she helped draft were her inspiration. “Of all the apologies in order by America’s current leaders,” Ebadi said, “one of the most important is an apology to the spirit of Mrs. Roosevelt.” The figures on America’s image in the Arab world are well known, with the positives falling below 6 percent in our closest Arab political ally in the region, Egypt. Even the Bosnian Muslims, whom the US saved from genocide and is the greatest provider of development aid, share the attitudes of the Arab world. A recent Marshall Fund poll shows 60 percent of Europeans want more independence from the United States. Marketing studies show that brands with too close an American tie—Marlboro cigarettes, American Express, Coca-Cola, McDonalds—are facing market share losses. Beyond this, Abu Ghraib, damaged the credibility of the handful of antiantiAmerican intellectuals in Europe—namely Bernard Henri Levy, Andre Glucksmann and Jean Francois Revel. Levy, for example, argued that, even if people didn’t want THIS war against Iraq, they had to understand that America was the historic champion of universal human rights and must be stood with when it topples dictators. Today, they are barely holding their anti-anti-American line in public debate, arguing that American power is a draw. US troops may have acted brutally like the French in Algeria, but at least Seymour Hersh exposed it all.

Soft Power Low

US Soft Power low since Iraq

Taylor, 9 (Richard, security editor for The Guardian,“Insufficient Force in Afghanistan”, June 23, 2009, The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/jun/23/afghanistan-british-generals-troops-brown)

It is possible defence chiefs have been pushing for more troops to be deployed in Afghanistan partly out of concern for the reputation of Britain's armed forces, seriously dented among the US military after Iraq. "Credibility," Dannatt pointedly remarked in a speech at Chatham House last month, was "linked to the vital currency of reputation. And in this respect there is recognition that our national and military reputation and credibility, unfairly or not, have been called into question at several levels in the eyes of our most important ally as a result of some aspects of the Iraq campaign." He added: "Taking steps to restore this credibility will be pivotal - and Afghanistan provides an opportunity."
Middle East Policy

Kabalan, 9 (Marwar, a lecturer in media and international relations, Faculty of Political Science and Media, Damascus University, Syria, “Lebanon war destroyed US credibility”, May 04, 2009, http://archive.gulfnews.com/indepth/israelattacks/opinion/10062459.html)
The grim images of tortured Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib have not only lost the Bush administration the moral high ground that it claimed to justify the invasion of Iraq, but have also embarrassed Arab liberals. When the US was still trying to recover from the Abu Ghraib abuse scandal, the war on Lebanon broke out. At the beginning many thought that Israel was trying to reclaim its lost dignity, resulting from the kidnapping of two Israeli soldiers by Hezbollah.  Days into the fighting, however, stunning information about the complicity of the US with Israeli to attack Lebanon and destroy the military wing of Hezbollah, was leaked to the US media.  On July 18, the San Francisco Chronicle reported that Israel's military response was unfolding according to a joint US-Israeli plan finalised more than a year before the war on Lebanon.  In May 2005, the Chronicle claimed, "a senior Israeli army officer began giving PowerPoint presentations, on an off-the-record basis, to US and other diplomats, journalists and think tanks, setting out the plan for the current operation in revealing detail". When Hezbollah kidnapped the Israeli soldiers, Israel was ready to react almost instantly. Furthermore, the policy of the Bush administration during the 33-day war was so irritating for most Arabs, including those who consider themselves America's friends. Week after week, the US continued to provide political cover for the Israelis to finish the job break the back of Hezbollah and turn the Lebanese against it. For many Arabs, it was America's war on Lebanon executed by Israel. Refused to condemn More disgusting was the US position on the Qana massacre, where some 60 Lebanese civilians were killed by the Israeli air force on July 31, half of them children. US Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, who was at the time in Israel trying to broker an agreement, refused to condemn the incident, stating that "civilians do die during wars". She also refused to call for a ceasefire until conditions were right, ie Israel's conditions were met. US arms shipment to Israel through Qatar and Britain has further alienated US's friends in the region. US weapons were used not only to hit Hezbollah but also to destroy Lebanon's infrastructure, causing the death of more than 1,300 civilians.  For five consecutive weeks, pro-democracy Arab intellectuals watched their most loved city Beirut being systematically destroyed by US-made bombs and missiles. Beirut, for those who do not know the city, occupies a special place in the mind and conscience of Arab liberals. It is the city of liberty, enlightenment and free press. To destroy Beirut is to destroy the heart of Arab liberalism and modernity. Indeed, the Bush administration may have sought to achieve a different outcome, but in reality it has done the cause of democracy no favour; and has certainly not helped the cause of Arab democrats.

Soft Power Low-Obama

Soft power declining—Obama's acting like Bush, and the financial crises diminished credibility

David Calleo, Dean Acheson Professor and Director of the European Studies Department at the Johns Hopkins University’s Paul Nitze School of Advanced International Studies. Spring 2010. (THE BOLOGNA CENTER JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS. “Obama’s Dilemma: Enraged opponents or disappointed followers”, pg 6)

So far the twenty-first century has been a time of exceptional economic and political fluidity. Contrary to what was widely expected when the Soviet Union imploded, the collapse of the old bipolar system has led not to a more closely integrated and “unipolar” global system but to a more plural world of distinctive and independent-minded states and regions. This pluralist transformation challenges powers around the world to reinvent themselves – to reconsider their place among nations and how they should present themselves to others. This is a troubling task for Western nations – for the prosperous but vulnerable European states, and above all for the United States. For decades, America has been accustomed to seeing itself as the leading power within an increasingly united cosmopolitan “global” system. In the administration of George W. Bush this “unipolar vision” is widely believed to have inspired a disastrous series of dysfunctional policies. In 2008, Americans elected Barack Obama, a leader of impressive intelligence, eloquence and grace. Many supporters hoped Obama’s own multicultural life experience would prove well designed to reorient his countrymen away from unipolar views toward a more pluralistic vision of world order. But what seemed Obama’s advantage may also prove his undoing. His exceptional experience separates him from many of his fellow citizens. Fearing their alienation, Obama grows too cautious and thereby risks alienating his own most ardent supporters. This appears to be the pattern exemplified by his recent Nobel Prize speech, particularly when followed by his escalation of the war in Afghanistan. Accepting the Nobel Peace Prize might seem an event ideally designed for exposing fresh thinking about the new world order and America’s place within it. Instead, the speech was a vigorous affirmation of traditional American aspirations for global leadership. To be sure, the speech was delivered with the President’s habitual grace and intelligence. And it neatly sidestepped the objection that many people felt toward the award: Why to Obama now, at the start of his Presidency? Obama’s solution was to say the award was not to him, but to America – for helping to underwrite global security over many decades, “with the blood of our citizens and the strength of our arms.” 1 But while Obama’s solution was a tactical success, it may also have been a strategic misstep. What the President said was certainly true. Americans have good reason to be proud of their country’s postwar role. But Obama’s speech was one that could have been expected from any American president since Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Most notably, it was a speech that could have been given by Mr. Obama’s predecessor, George W. Bush. It seemed designed to show Obama’s own continuity with the past, rather than to lead Americans into a more plural future. It did not reflect why many Americans had voted for Obama. While Obama’s compromise did little to satisfy increasingly violent critics of his “weakness,” it disappointed many of his own ardent supporters. In the long run, of course, the real challenge for Obama is not merely to present an identity that suits the current psychological preferences of Americans, but rather to bring those preferences into accord with the realities of a rapidly changing world. Obama’s critics on the right seem to think calls for American retrenchment are merely signs of a weak-willed leadership. Arguably, however, the change is required, above all because the old assumptions that lay behind America’s unipolar role and identity no longer hold true. For several generations America’s soft power has consisted mainly of its image as the world’s land of capitalist opportunity. With the present financial crisis, the prestige of American capitalism seems at a new low point throughout the world. Numerous studies now argue that there is less circulation in American society than in most of Europe.2 In any event, America’s domestic accomplishments are not easily exported to other countries and neighborhoods. This is not a new lesson, but one we have been re-visiting at great cost in places like Iraq and Afghanistan.

Obama soft power failing now-contradictory policies
Nadia, 10-writer for “The Republic of Discontent” (Christelle, 3/11/2010, “The Ineffectiveness of Soft Power”, http://www.globalclashes.com/2010/03/the-ineffectiveness-of-soft-power.html) 

The truth is that Soft power only works when hard power isn't contradicting it and when actions and policies demonstrate that soft power is about more than empty gestures, but about accepting that others do have their point of view and their own self-interests. Soft power hasn't worked for the Obama administration and has little chances of working for the EU if it ever gets its act together because it is seen as bandage not confront peacefully real and substantive differences about the world. I think that even Obama realizes how American-centric and naive, it was of him to believe that soft power would fix everything and lead to changes without policy changes.

Soft Power-Alt Causes

Iraq War, Overstretch and Middle East Policy

Jacques, 09 (Martin, co-founder of Demos, “A sense of an Ending”, July 6, 2009, New Statesman, Lexis) 

The Bush administration was the exemplar par excellence. The invasion of Iraq mired the US in an expensive and debilitating war, making it deeply unpopular throughout the world and undermining its soft power. Furthermore, it became so preoccupied with the Middle East that it neglected American interests elsewhere, such as in east Asia, which is in fact far more important by most criteria, but where its position is declining rapidly. In contrast to the gung-ho mentality of its predecessor, the Obama administration  has been anxious not to overreach itself, employing a rhetoric that emphasises limits to US power and the need to work with other nations. However, even this enlightened administration has greatly increased its military commitment to an unwinnable war in Afghanistan.  Declining imperial nations enter into military entanglements shaped by power and ambitions that they previously took for granted, but increasingly can no longer sustain. In other words, they overreach themselves in a manner that often ends in humiliating retreat; the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan is a case in point. Iraq, in a less drastic way, serves as a similar warning to the US. Of course, this has been considerably less humiliating than the US defeat in Vietnam, but it occurred at a different point in the arc of the country's global hegemony. In the mid-1970s, the US was very much the dominant power in the world and it was to remain so for another quarter-century or more. Today US power is palpably on the wane. The Middle East, more than any other region, is likely to ensnare a declining America in a costly and energy-sapping commitment. As we all know, the region is highly unstable, riddled with conflict and fraught with dangerous uncertainties. America's two closest allies in the region are Saudi Arabia, a deeply dysfunctional state, and Israel, whose future is utterly dependent on the United States. Both are living testimony to the extent to which the Middle East has been shaped by US power since 1945. Obama  has been cautiously seeking a way of resolving the seemingly intractable problems of the region. He has sought to find a modus vivendi with Iran and has been pressurising Israel to accept a two-state solution and an end to the expansion of its settlements. But recent events illustrate just how difficult this will be: Iran remains firmly in its bunker, even more so since its disputed presidential election, and Israel is loath to make the slightest concession. If any American president is going to cut the Gordian knot of Palestine - the central impasse of life in the region, linked to so many other political difficulties - he will have to be far bolder and braver than any other leader we have seen.
Coop with dictators, rejection of hamas and human rights violations undermine US credibility

Pressman, Jeremy (Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut). 5/6/09. “Power without Influence; The Bush Administration's Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East,” Iraq and Beyond. http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T6953210683&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T6953210642&cisb=22_T6953210641&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=258937&docNo=1.
In addition to the democratic performance of individual states in the Middle East, U.S. policy also affected the Bush administration's promotion of democracy. The United States, the supposed liberal democratic standard bearer, has itself undermined the case for democratic change by supporting policies that appear antiliberal and thus hypocritical. U.S. hypocrisy--meaning the promotion of policies that do not prioritize democratization despite lofty U.S. rhetoric--has further contributed to problems with U.S. credibility and the spread of democracy. Under the Bush administration, the United States looked hypocritical in three ways. 44 First, the administration worked with dictators even when calling for greater freedom for their people and a new U.S. way of doing business in the region. National security trumped democracy in U.S. relations with Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and several states in the Persian Gulf as well as outside the region. As noted above, U.S. democracy efforts were aimed almost exclusively at U.S. enemies rather than U.S. allies, and democratization efforts aimed at allies such as Egypt were watered down or dropped altogether. 45 Second, the United States rejected the democratically elected Hamas government, hoping (along with Israel) to bring about its collapse. 46 The message that Washington likes democracy as long as the winners are pro-American strikes many in the region and elsewhere as hypocritical. Third, the image of the United States has suffered greatly as the result of a variety of questionable decisions and string of cases involving U.S. personnel and accusations of human rights abuses. In the cases of the detention facility at Guantanamo Bay or the rendering of terror suspects to countries that openly use torture, the Bush administration denied that these amounted to human rights abuses. 47 In other examples, such as the treatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib or the allegations that U.S. Marines killed Iraqi civilians at Haditha in 2005, the U.S. government launched investigations but tended to blame low-level soldiers rather than admit systemic causes. Regardless of whether the United States ultimately concedes to having engaged in human rights abuses, the perception in the Middle East is that it intentionally treats Arabs and Muslims as inhuman, thus turning U.S. pronouncements on the need for respect for human rights and liberty into nothing more than propaganda.

Soft Power-Alt Causes

Financial Crisis and Iraq

Morris, 9 (Lyle, Consultant on Asian Affairs for the US, “Chinese Perceptions of U.S. Decline and Power”, July 9, 2009, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttne ws %5Btt_news%5D=35241&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7&cHash=2d090405f7) 

Recent events, notably U.S. involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan and the financial crisis, juxtaposed against China’s sustained economic growth, have rekindled the debate in China about the sustainability of a U.S.-dominated international structure and China’s role in that new structure of power. In particular, many Chinese experts are viewing the recent U.S.-led financial crisis as sounding the death knell for unfettered American economic and hard power predominance and the dawn of a more inclusive multipolar system in which the United States can no longer unilaterally dictate world events.  Signs that the debate has been rejuvenated surfaced in 2006 with a provocative newspaper article by Wang Yiwei, a young scholar at Shanghai’s Fudan University, who posed the question, “How can we prevent the USA from declining too quickly?”. The article, which suggested that a precipitous decline in U.S. power would harm Chinese investments, predicted the United States would soon fall to the status of a regional power rather than a global power because of its arrogance and imperial overreach and advised Washington to “learn to accept Chinese power on the world stage.” Wang’s article generated a tremendous response from readers and intellectuals, which spurred further debate within China about whether U.S. power was in decline [4]. After the onset of the financial crisis in the United States in 2008, which quickly reverberated globally, more articles appeared in Chinese newspapers positing a radical shift in the global structure of power.  In a May 18, 2009 article in China’s official state-run newspaper China Daily, Fu Mengzi, assistant president of the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations, maintained that “the global financial crisis offers global leaders a chance to change the decades-old world political and economic orders. But a new order cannot be established until an effective multilateral mechanism to monitor globalization and countries' actions comes into place. And such a mechanism can work successfully only if the old order gets a formal burial after extensive and effective consultations and cooperation among world leaders” [5].  Li Hongmei, editor and columnist for People's Daily online, the official mouthpiece of the Chinese Communist Party, framed the argument more assertively in a February 2009 article by predicting an “unambiguous end to the U.S. unipolar system after the global financial crisis,” saying that in 2008, U.S. hegemony was “pushed to the brink of collapse as a result of its inherent structural contradictions and unbridled capitalist structure.” Li forecast that “in 2009, as a result of this decline, the international order will be reshuffled toward multipolarity with an emphasis on developing economies like China, Russia and Brazil” [6]. Li Hongmei and others highlight what they see as the main source of U.S. power decline: economics; and especially share of global Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  The IMF’s recently published figures on global GDP points out that in 2003, GDP in the United States accounted for 32 percent of the world total, while the total GDP of emerging economies accounted for 25 percent.  In 2008 however, the figures were reversed, with the total GDP of emerging economies at 32 percent and U.S. GDP at 25 percent of the world total respectively [7]. From Li’s perspective, the recent financial crisis portends a continuation of the downward trend for the United States. Scholars such as Wu Xinbo, professor and associate dean of the School of International Relations and Public Affairs at Fudan University, and Zhang Liping, senior fellow and deputy director of Political Studies Section at the Institute of American Studies in the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), highlight a major shift in U.S. soft power and legitimacy after the U.S. invasion of Iraq.  According to Wu, the United States “lost its ‘lofty sentiments’ after it invaded Iraq and is feeling more ‘frustrated and lonely’ which will lead it to seek more cooperation with other big powers” [8].  Similarly, Zhang points to a diminution in U.S. soft power, a decrease in its ability to influence its allies, and diminished ability to get countries ‘on board’ with U.S. foreign policy initiatives after the invasion of Iraq—all signs that augur a decline in America’s legitimacy abroad [9].

Cuba Policy

Cynthia McClintock 2/11/09  a Foreign Policy In Focus contributor, is a professor of political science and international affairs at 
Current U.S. policies toward Cuba, drug control, and immigration have been in place for 20 years or more, and it's now very clear that they have failed. These policies are unwelcome in Latin America, where they are considered anachronisms, maintained only because they are responses to U.S. domestic politics. Given the robust agreement within the Democratic Party on the need for change in these policies, it's appropriate that they be the Obama administration's top priorities in the region. For nearly half a century, the U.S. has maintained a trade embargo and other sanctions against Cuba, with the expressed goal of a democratic transition on the island. Clearly, this hasn't happened. For decades, U.S. sanctions have been overwhelmingly repudiated in the United Nations and other forums. Every other government in the hemisphere has diplomatic and economic relations with Cuba. 
Soft Power-Alt Causes

Space colonization
Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University. 4/1/9. (Air and Space Journal. “Soft Power and Space Weaponization”, pg 1.)

Editorial Abstract: The United States has taken steps to weaponize space despite the objections of world powers such as China and Russia. Other nations interpret US actions as an attempt to develop proprietorial domination of the medium. The author argues that this perception has incurred a geopolitical backlash and has diminished our soft power (the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them). Drawing parallels with maritime history, he develops a new approach that protects US interests and achieves space supremacy through competitive scientific and commercial pursuits that are less confrontational. The United States has plans to weaponize space and is already deploying missile-defense platforms.1 Official, published papers outline long-term visions for space weapons, including direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) missiles, ground-based lasers that target satellites in low Earth orbit, and hypervelocity rod bundles that strike from space.2 According to federal budget documents, the Pentagon has asked Congress for considerable resources to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Cold War.3 Although two co-orbital escort vehicles—the XSS-11 experimental microsatellite and the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space—are intended to monitor the space environment and inspect friendly satellites, they possess the technical ability to disrupt other nations’ military reconnaissance and communications satellites.4 These developments have caused considerable apprehension in Moscow, Beijing, and other capitals across the world, resulting in a security dilemma. Russia and China believe that they must respond to this strategic challenge by taking measures to dissuade the United States from pursuing space weapons and missile defenses. Their response will likely include developing more advanced ASAT weapons, building more intercontinental ballistic missiles, extending the life of existing ballistic missiles, adopting countermeasures against missile defenses, developing other asymmetric capabilities for the medium of space, and reconsidering commitments on arms control.5 The military options for Russia and China are not very appealing since neither can compete directly with the United States in space on an equal financial, military, or technical footing. Consequently, their first and best choice is the diplomatic route through the United Nations (UN) by presenting resolutions and treaties in hopes of countering US space-weaponization efforts with international law. Although such attempts have thus far failed to halt US plans, they have managed to build an international consensus against the United States. Indeed, on 5 December 2007, a vote on a UN resolution calling for measures to stop an arms race in space passed by a count of 178 to one against the United States, with Israel abstaining.6 The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8

One Shot Policy Fail-No Solve

One policy not key – rebuilding requires multiple steps the aff doesn’t do – asia proves

Bush, 9 (Richard, Director of Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, “On the Eve of Obama's Inauguration: American Soft Power in Asia”, January 2009, http://www.brookin gs.edu/opinions/2009/01_asia_bush.aspx)

Nor will it be easy or quick to restore the United States to a position where Asian countries will be inclined to accept U.S. proposals on major issues out of respect for what America is and what it has done. When, for example, will Asian economic leaders listen to—much less take—American advice on financial liberalization after the sub-prime mortgage scandal, the credit freeze, and the government takeover of American financial institutions? How long after Abu Ghraib will it be before the Chinese government takes seriously the entreaties of U.S. diplomats that it end torture? Creating influence through attraction is not going to be easy for a while. It will take time to regain the legitimacy to lead through soft power, which is the best way to lead.  The United States therefore needs to consider what should be done to restore its soft power. Whether we want to do so is another question that bears on the question of domestic support. I would argue that our stakes in the stability and prosperity of the global system are still too great for us to not play a role in future agenda-setting, whatever other countries do. Some of the steps for rebuilding soft power have nothing to do with Asia, since the creation of our soft-power deficit was the result of policies outside the region. As Ashley Tellis says, it has to do with redefining the U.S. role in the world. It has to do with rebuilding our national strength and competitiveness, particularly economic. It has to do with reaffirming our core values in a meaningful way, particular those that were called into question by the conduct of the war in Iraq. It includes having a “decent respect for the opinions of mankind,” that is, accepting that the views of other states will set limits on U.S. action even as we seek to shape those views in an active way. In that regard, two capabilities of the U.S. government are badly in need of renovation. The first is classical diplomacy, instead of the current mode of “stating positions and then restating positions.” The second is public diplomacy, instead of “a pedestrian propaganda mill that is neither effective nor credible.”[11] With respect to Asia, rebuilding our soft power first of all means showing up. On the one hand, senior officials up to and including the president should make every effort to attend those meetings in Asia that their counterparts attend. Absence is taken as a sign disrespect. On the other hand, the practice of delegating key responsibilities for North Korea negotiations to the assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs has meant that that person has had to rely on his subordinates to conduct diplomacy with all other East Asian countries. The new administration should end the practice.  Second, we have to do a lot of listening to Asian governments, elites, and publics. Moreover, we have to be willing to reshape our understanding of East Asian realities and our resulting policies based on what we hear.  Third, we need to participate more actively in the building of Asian regional architecture, showing we take it seriously but that we do not expect Asians to accept our solutions without question. We should certainly not reject or denigrate Asian nations’ image of themselves because that is the driver of nationalism. Specifically, with respect to the East Asian Summit, Washington should strongly consider signing the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, which is a prerequisite for participation in the summit. Fourth, we need to begin working vigorously and creatively on transnational issues like climate change to demonstrate that we are serious about being a leading part of the solution.  Finally, the principal item on the East Asian agenda is adjusting to the revival of China as a great power. That is a big challenge and a big subject. It is a challenge faced by the United States and its friends and allies in Asia, who will look to Washington for guidance if they have confidence in our good sense. In this regard, we should certainly not assume that China will be our adversary, for if we do it will certainly become our adversary in its reaction to what it perceives as our hostility. By and large, China has acted as a status quo power thus far, and should be encouraged to continue to do so. Yet China’s conclusions regarding American intentions (and Japanese intentions, and so on) will be shaped by interactions on specific issues like Taiwan and North Korea. American, Japanese, and others’ perceptions of China’s intentions will be shaped in the same way. How we conduct those interactions will go a long way to determining what kind of great power China will be. In East Asia, American soft power is a resource that is depleted but not exhausted. It can be replenished, and our postwar record, the goodwill of friends in the region, and the special character of the 2008 presidential election create a basis on which to restore it. It is a strategic opportunity that should not be missed.
***Soft Power Bad

Soft Power Unsustainable

Soft power is a flimsy solution to global problems – relying on it alone is dangerous and unsustainable
Paul Kennedy, professor of history and director of international security studies at Yale University, 2008 (“Soft power is on the up. But it can always be outmuscled”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/nov/18/usa-obama-economy-military)
About a decade and a half ago certain scholars began to call attention to the importance of "soft power" in world affairs, which they defined as the capacity to win friends abroad and persuade other nations to agree to policies that you want. It was very different by nature from "hard power" - that is, military strength and economic muscle - but it was nonetheless real. Thus the crumbling USSR under Brezhnev was weakened by being culturally and ideologically unattractive to other peoples, except perhaps to the crumbling regimes of Cuba and North Korea. By contrast, a US boasting lots of soft power - the English language, Hollywood, the Wall Street way of doing business, democracy, the Bretton Woods institutions - gained from this additional measure of power and influence. Yet there has always been one feature to "soft power" that has made it less substantive than military capacity or economic resilience: you can lose it or gain it - or even regain it - very swiftly indeed. The Bush administration has been a spectacular example of how the US could rapidly destroy its attractiveness once it appeared bent on unilateralist, heavyhanded, neoconservative actions, and didn't seem to care about world opinion. Little wonder, then, that outside the US there was such jubilation when Barack Obama was decisively voted in. Phew! The nightmare is over. And soft power will prevail again. Before the world begins to think Obama can walk on water, we ought perhaps to reflect on what the recovery of US attractiveness and soft power cannot do. Here, alas, we have to return to the horrid world of "hard" power: economic reality and geopolitical reality. Soft power cannot pay for foreign oil and gas, imported cars, electronic goods, kitchenware and children's toys. Soft power cannot staunch General Motors' global disintegration, just as it could not stop the collapse of Lehman Brothers. Soft power seems to have very little influence over the wildly fluctuating exchange value of the dollar: when the trade deficit worsens, so does the greenback; and when hedge funds pull back monies from Brazil and Canada the dollar rises, like a cork on the tide, at least for a while. If Asia's appetite for Boeing's planes falls away, no amount of Obama charm will stop that. More important still, if Asia decides it is too risky to continue buying American treasury bonds - and Ben Bernanke and Henry Paulson are planning to put an awful lot more of them out on the market during the coming months - then White House glamour will count for little. There is more. American soft power cannot handle the longer term secular shifts in the world's economic balances, any more than could the replacement of a rather disturbing Disraeli with a somewhat nicer Gladstone stop the diminution of Victorian Britain's relative global influence. The international financial system is no longer as it was at Bretton Woods, when only one country could recreate the world's trading and currency systems. There is a larger lesson from the recent desperate efforts by central bankers - in Britain, Germany, the European Bank, Japan, Switzerland - to shore up a few crucial banks, country by country. The lesson is that the US followed, reluctantly. It did not lead. The same trend is evident at the IMF, yet another American institution slipping away from its founder's half-century dominance. How the world turns. We have come back to a multipolar system, whether US neocons or liberal imperialists like it or not. The same is true on the military-strategic playing fields. How exactly, one wonders, would revamped US soft power be applied to counter the assertiveness of an increasingly nationalistic Russia, smarting at its imperial collapse and intent on balancing the influence of the world hegemon? We may not like Vladimir Putin but, judging from domestic opinion polls, he is even more popular among Russians than Obama is among Americans. What can Hollywood and democratic peace theory do to missiles installed in Kaliningrad? What can the president-elect's undoubted charms do in the face of China and India's remarkable maritime expansion, with their silent submarines, long-range rocketry and satellite capacity? The probable answer is not much. No wonder they are keeping the lights on late in the night in the China Maritime Studies Centre at the Naval War College in Rhode Island. To those folks, soft power doesn't count for much. To them, it is the old story of covenants without swords. The sweeping election of Obama has generated extraordinary goodwill; who, apart from the most purblind, has not been excited? But such positivity must be tempered by the realisation that he comes into office during one of the most difficult and troubled periods in modern history; that he is to run a country far less dominant, relatively, than at the time of Wilson, Truman and Kennedy; and that, while his international attractiveness is strong, great nations cannot survive on soft power alone. 
Soft Power Unsustainable
Soft power unsustainable-disproportionate power distribution
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 29, CM)

Another source of European frustration is structural. The United States is the big kid on the block and the disproportion in power engenders a mixture of admiration, envy and resentment. Indeed a British author, W.T. Stead, already warned about The Americanization of the World as the United States emerged as a global power at the beginning of the twentieth century (Stead. 19)1). Similarly, in the mid-1970s majorities across Western Europe told pollsters they preferred an equal distribution of power between the US and the USSR rather than US dominance (Crespi. 1977). But those who dismiss the recent rise ni anti-Americanism as simply the inevitable result of size are mistaken in thinking nothing can be done about it. As Teddy Roosevelt noted a century ago, when you have a big stick, it is wise to speak softly. Otherwise you undercut your soft power. In short, while it is true that America's size creates a necessity to lead, and makes it a target for resentment as well as admiration, both the substance and style of our foreign policy can make a difference to our image of legitimacy, and thus to our soft power. 

Soft power is unsustainable-Technological advances allow non-state actors to expand their base
Nathan Gardels, journalist and Senior Fellow at the UCLA School of Public Affairs, former executive director of the Institute for National Strategy, degree in Theory and Comparative Politics;and Mike Medavoy. 2009. (American Idol After Iraq: Competing for Hearts and Minds in the Global Media Age, page 6.)
In the global battle for hearts and minds, America once had the metaphorical upper hand because we dominated the flow of images, icons, and information, not to speak of English being the lingua franca thanks not only to American hegemony but that of the British Empire before it. The democratization of media through technology is making that less true every day. Where CNN, MGM, and the BBC once ruled, now there are 75 million Chinese blogs,5 CCTV, Al Jazeera, Al Arabiya, and the Dubai Film Festival, as well as 200 satellite channels across the Arab world. A proliferation of jihadist websites, which have joined benign telemuslims like Egypt's Amr Khaled in competing for the Arab soul, are every bit as influential as YouTube or Facebook in their own demographic. Without doubt, the Internet is the single most empowering tool for recruitment and networking of jihadists. Where once American soap operas like Days of Our Lives filled boob tubes globally, now Brazilian, Mexican, or Korean daytime TV have as great or even greater appeal. Though for the moment Hollywood may still command the shock and awe blockbuster, national cinemas, as has long been the case in India, are gaining traction even as Hollywood itself is showing signs, if so far meager, of taking on a more cosmopolitan cast. In the midst of this technological and cultural democratization, America's once lustrous image has become tarnished by the misadventure in Iraq, Guantanamo and the Bush White House defense of torture, not to speak of the globally broadcast scenes of the Katrina catastrophe, the Britney breakdown, Wall St. corruption and the mortgage crash brought on by too much consumption and too little financial regulation (generating not a little schadenfreude among those we scolded in the Asian crisis a little more than a decade ago). It also doesn't help that while the US has 5 percent of the world's population, it has 25 percent of the world's incarcerated.6 Despite America's considerable technological and higher educational prowess, we can, therefore, no longer assume, as we did in the triumphant days after the end of the Cold War, that global public opinion will buy into the American narrative. 1 We can no longer assume that the world out there so readily identifies with our idea of "the good life" as universally appealing. In what amounts to a global glasshouse of instantaneous information with planetary reach, we must contend for hearts m and minds just like everyone else. The images of those bloodied Tibetan monks, censored within China, competed for sympathy in global public opinion with those of the Paralympics torchbearer, Jin Jing, who struggled from her wheelchair to protect the Olympic torch from the rough assault by a Tibetan protestor in Paris. Indeed, the Chinese government skillfully sought to recast its image through leveraging the world media's coverage of the 2008 Olympics. Before he dropped out in protest over Chinese inaction on genocide in Darfur, the authorities had recruited Steven Spielberg for this purpose. In the end another director, Zhang Yimou, masterfully orchestrated the Olympic ceremonies. That is indicative of what is to come with the rise of the rest in what Fareed Zakaria has called "the Post-American World." This book is about grappling with this challenge, so to speak, of American Idol after Iraq. It is about understanding the power of the image, the rise of that power manifested by the global dominance of American entertainment culture and the reaction to it. It is about the increasing dispersion of that power due to globalization. And it is about grabbing hold of the power of the image as a tool of cultural diplomacy in America's quest to restore its lost luster.

Soft Power Unsustainable-Nye

Even Nye concludes--Soft power is hard to maintain-external factors

Nye, 08 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109, CM)

Even when policy and communications are “in sync,” wielding soft power resources in an information age is difficult. For one thing, as mentioned earlier, government communications are only a small fraction of the total communications among societies in an age that is awash in information. Hollywood movies that offend religious fundamentalists in other countries or activities by American missionaries that appear to devalue Islam will always be outside the control of government. Some skeptics have concluded that Americans should accept the inevitable and let market forces take care of the presentation of the country’s culture and image to foreigners. Why pour money into VOA when CNN, MSNBC, or Fox can do the work for free? But such a conclusion is too facile. Market forces portray only the profitable mass dimensions of American culture, thus reinforcing foreign images of a one-dimensional country.

Soft Power Fails-Generic


Soft Power fails-most conflicts have to incorporate military force-history proves 
Abe Greenwald, policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010. (“The Soft-Power Fallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)
Like Francis Fukuyama’s essay “The End of History,” soft-power theory was a creative and appealing attempt to make sense of America’s global purpose. Unlike Fukuyama’s theory, however, which the new global order seemed to support for nearly a decade, Nye’s was basically refuted by world events in its very first year. In the summer of 1990, a massive contingent of Saddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait and effectively annexed it as a province of Iraq. Although months earlier Nye had asserted that “geography, population, and raw materials are becoming somewhat less important,” the fact is that Saddam invaded Kuwait because of its geographic proximity, insubstantial military, and plentiful oil reserves. Despite Nye’s claim that “the definition of power is losing its emphasis on military force,” months of concerted international pressure, including the passage of a UN resolution, failed to persuade Saddam to withdraw. In the end, only overwhelming American military power succeeded in liberating Kuwait. The American show of force also succeeded in establishing the U.S. as the single, unrivaled post–Cold War superpower.
Following the First Gulf War, the 1990s saw brutal acts of aggression in the Balkans: the Bosnian War in 1992 and the Kosovo conflicts beginning in 1998. These raged on despite international negotiations and were quelled only after America took the lead in military actions. It is also worth noting that attempts to internationalize these efforts made them more costly in time, effectiveness, and manpower than if the U.S. had acted unilaterally.
Additionally, the 1990s left little mystery as to how cataclysmic events unfold when the U.S. declines to apply traditional tools of power overseas. In April 1994, Hutu rebels began the indiscriminate killing of Tutsis in Rwanda. As the violence escalated, the United Nations’s peacekeeping forces stood down so as not to violate a UN mandate prohibiting intervention in a country’s internal politics. Washington followed suit, refusing even to consider deploying forces to East-Central Africa. By the time the killing was done, in July of the same year, Hutus had slaughtered between half a million and 1 million Tutsis. And in the 1990s, Japan’s economy went into its long stall, making the Japanese model of a scaled down military seem rather less relevant. All this is to say that during the presidency of Bill Clinton, Nye’s “intangible forms of power” proved to hold little sway in matters of statecraft, while modes of traditional power remained as critical as ever in coercing other nations and affirming America’s role as chief protector of the global order. If the Clinton years posed a challenge for the efficacy of soft power, the post-9/11 age has exposed Nye’s explication of the theory as something akin to academic eccentricity. In his book, Nye mentioned “current issues of transnational interdependence” requiring “collective action and international cooperation.” Among these were “ecological changes (acid rain and global warming), health epidemics such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and terrorism.” Surely a paradigm that places terrorism last on a list of national threats starting with acid rain is due for revision.
Soft Power Fails-Generic
Soft power is useless for countries that have preconceived disapproval of the US – China and Iran prove

Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post, January/February 2010 (“Obama’s Year One: Medius”, p. 21-22)

Obama is indeed very popular in Western Europe—Germany and France, especially—and the United States has recovered influence there since his inauguration. Nevertheless, Obama’s reliance on soft power, and particularly the soft power of his persona, has been excessive and, as he himself formulates it in interviews such as the one he gave to CNN, even naive. Public opinion of the United States, whether favorable or not, hardly influences governments, like China’s, which can and do ignore their people’s wishes. Beijing’s desire to “cooperate with us” doesn’t seem to have changed a bit since January 20, 2009. Another problem is that it’s difficult for America, or Obama himself, to be equally popular with countries or peoples who are in conflict with each other. India, for example, felt slighted by some of the president’s more exuberant rhetoric about working with China and other East Asian nations, and by the increasing attention he has given to Pakistan. Things “The Chinese, to whom the United States owes hundreds of billions of dollars, had dismissed Obama on a range of issues, from human rights to economic policy. They not only refused to bolster their currency, as the United States wished, but also lectured the visiting Americans on the need to get their own financial house in order.” Things have been much worse in the Middle East, where Obama has invested heavily in overtures to the Muslim world, attempting to persuade Arabs that they have at last found a U.S. president who understands their concerns and may contest Israel in the interests of peace. Yet Israel’s prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, buoyed by polls showing deep doubts about Obama among Israeli Jews, has resisted Obama’s pleas for a freeze on Jewish settlements in East Jerusalem and the occupied territories; when the administration appeared to back down, Palestinians cried betrayal; as of this writing, the “peace process” is going nowhere. This brings us to Iran, whose nuclear ambitions will present the greatest threat to global peace on Obama’s watch, and where Obama promised the clearest break with past American policy. He repudiated the Bush administration’s threats, extended an offer of direct negotiations, praised Persian culture and history, and peppered Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei with personal letters. He abolished the “axis of evil” and made a point of calling the Shiite theocracy in Tehran “the Islamic Republic of Iran.” Yet Khamenei has responded with nothing more than suspicion and hostility. “Every time they have a smile on their face, they are hiding a dagger behind their back,” the supreme leader said on November 3. “Iran will not be fooled by the superficial conciliatory tone of the United States.” While Obama was in China, Iran rejected a United Nations call for the regime to send enriched uranium abroad for processing. Obama had been banking on that. Now the president has been brought back to square one, trying to rally Russia and China to support sanctions, just as his predecessor did—with the same dubious prospect of success. 

Soft power doesn't solve—can't induce states to change their interests

Raoul Heinrichs, a Research Associate at the Lowy Institute, and coordinator of the Institute's MacArthur Foundation Asia Security Project. 5/14/09. (“Confesssions of a Soft Power Skeptic”. http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2009/05/Confessions-of-a-soft-power-skeptic.aspx

 HYPERLINK "http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2009/05/Confessions-of-a-soft-power-skeptic.aspx"
)
In practice, smart power seems to have become short-hand for a more pragmatic statecraft, defined by a renewed emphasis on negotiation, a more conciliatory diplomatic style, and the relegation of economic and military coercion to a less prominent role in America’s foreign policy conduct. Its theoretical foundations, however, derive from Joseph Nye’s concept of ‘soft power’, a concept which is well known, widely misunderstood and, in my view, highly problematic. Soft power refers to a state’s ability to achieve desired objectives through attraction rather than coercion or inducement – to get others to ‘want what you want’. According to Nye, soft power arises not from the accumulation of capabilities that can affect the behaviour of other states, but from the magnetism of a country’s culture, values, ideals, and the style — as well as the substance — of its domestic and foreign policies. Two problems come to mind. First, even if a state is full of admiration for those elements of another society that supposedly give rise to its soft power, it is not clear to me why, when divergent interests are concerned, that admiration might lead the first state to subordinate its own objectives to the other’s. And second, the concept seems to imply that a state can be powerful, and capable of attaining its preferences in international affairs, by virtue of its goodness, and not just its strength. This is a nice thought, though one that does not square with reality, as demonstrated by the need to create ‘smart power’, which seeks to integrate all elements of national power.

Soft Power Fails-Generic


Soft power is irrelevant-empirical proof and multiple warrants // hard power key
Ilhan Niaz, Assistant Professor of History at the Quaid-i-Azam University in Islamabad. 1/10/10.(“The mirage of soft power in a globalized world”.  http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/in-paper-magazine/encounter/the-mirage-of-soft-power-in-a-globalised-world-010)
One thing that soft power is a testament to is the ability of the human race to delude itself. It is remarkable that a hypothesis as intellectually bogus and empirically fragile should be projected as a legitimate new way of looking at old problems. The soft power world view is substantially invalidated by historical experience, events and trends of the contemporary era (1990-present) and future possibilities arising from historical experience and the dynamics of contemporary issues.Historically, a country’s soft power is a consequence of it having, or having had at some time in the past, great amount of hard power. The global penetration of the English language, for instance, is part of the British imperial legacy, which includes the birth and rise of the United States of America, and the resultant dynamism of the North Atlantic economy. The popular appeal of Marxism-Leninism and the proliferation of fashionably leftist third world bourgeoisie was a direct effect of the Soviet Union’s astonishing transition from the feudal age to the space age in less than 40 years (1922-1957). Before the Second World War various race theories were propagated and accepted as legitimate hypotheses. The relatively benign civilising mission of the British in India subscribed to the same pseudoscientific social Darwinism that animated the genocidal fury of Nazi Germany, the relentless aggression of Imperial Japan or the crased greed that killed millions in Belgian controlled Congo. Differences of degree granted, superior technological, military and economic power justified exploitation and oppression. It was America’s hard power that won the west from the Native Americans and Mexicans though the American pursuit of living space at the expense of its less powerful neighbours might be romanticised in countless Hollywood westerns. The ease with which the Ottoman Caliphate was disposed of by the Turkish nationalists, much to the chagrin of idealistic Pan-Islamists in British India, demonstrates yet again the illusory nature of soft power and its necessary dependence on hard power. Historically, therefore, power is power. A vast empire that possesses a sound economy, a powerful military, a competent administrative elite and a pragmatic leadership with enough political will to deal effectively with challenges, can also enjoy cultural prestige and charisma. Depending on the duration and success of that empire, its intellectual and cultural legacy may well outlast its physical dominion. This, however, does not alter the terms of causation for the imperial legacy is an effect of hard power control. Other nations and states of more moderate strength and disposition have a proportionately moderate cultural impact and appeal. Thus, Malaysia is admired for its political stability and economic prosperity amidst cultural diversity. South Korea is envied, along with Taiwan, for making a single generation leap to mature industrialisation. Some very small states, like Singapore, Monaco or Luxemburg, are greatly admired on account of their wealth. Certainly, without their wealth such states would be little more than cartographic curiosities. Their profile is a direct result of their extraordinary economic wealth. It can be pointed out that these historical examples from the period of archaic globalisation or the Cold War are no longer as relevant in the face of the tremendous integrative forces unleashed since the late-1980s. Walls have come down, regional economies unified, the Internet unleashed and the world turned into a global village. Of course, one can’t have a village without a village idiot and the behaviour of the United States since its triumph over the Soviet Union has demonstrated how infectious idiocy is in the global village. The events and trends of the contemporary era should serve as a powerful corrective to the soft-power-hearts-and-minds approach. Take globalisation of communications, which brings people into intense, often unwanted, contact with other cultures, worldviews and tendencies. By doing so, conflict is stimulated and a possibility for greater mutual understanding is opened up. Which way people jump depends on the hard power configuration that prevails at the time. If a dialogue is initiated, its terms are modified by the hard power balance. Just because kung fu movies are popular in the West and McDonalds in the East does not mean that the US and China will agree on military procurement and investment, energy policy or the environment. It is the Chinese accumulation of hard power, particularly in the military and economic spheres — ICBMs, submarines, massive foreign exchange reserves that incidentally help the US finance its over-consumption and trade surpluses — that worries western governments and some of China’s neighbours. The 2008 Beijing Olympics was the soft power fruit of hard power seeds carefully nurtured over decades of market socialism. The popularity of American fast food or pop music or political theories does not translate into agreement with its strategic policies. During the Shah’s rule in Iran perhaps half a million Iranians were sent to study in the US and many of these American-educated men and women became the spearhead of the 1979 revolution. In Pakistan, democratic governments have traditionally been more hostile to US policies in the region than non-democratic dispensations due to the overwhelming public antipathy towards the American government. With US hard power in decline following a decade of imperial misadventures, flawed domestic policies and strategic overextension, there is little doubt that Washington’s ability to influence the global village is also going to decrease. But that doesn’t mean that people will stop wearing jeans or listening to rap music or eating at Pizza Hut. Soft power just doesn’t matter strategically or diplomatically unless backed by hard power. Closer to home, the popularity of Indian movies in Pakistan is cited as an example of Indian soft power. By that argument, perhaps, the popularity of Frontier cuisine and shalwar kameez in India can be cited as examples of Pakistani soft power. Even if the whole of India were to start eating tikkas and wearing garments popular in Pakistan, one finds it difficult to see a situation in which the two countries would as a consequence start to agree on a mechanism to normalise their strategically adversarial relationship. Nor can people-to-people contact alter the nature of the India-Pakistan relationship even though, on balance, at the individual level Indians and Pakistanis get along quite well with each other.
Soft Power Fails-Generic

Soft power fails—can't override other considerations, impossible to manipulate, and causes backlash.

Ying Fan, professor @ Institute of Policy and Management (IPM), Chinese Academy of Sciences. 2008. (“Soft Power: Power of Attraction of Confusion?”. http://bura.brunel.ac.uk/handle/2438/1594)
Despite its popularity, the concept soft power remains a power of confusion. The definition is at best loose and vague. Because of such confusion it is not surprising that the concept has been misunderstood, misused and trivialised ( Joffe, 2006a). Criticisms of soft power centre mainly around three aspects: definition, sources and limitations. There may be little or no relationship between the ubiquity of American culture and its actual influence. Hundreds of millions of people around the world wear, listen, eat, drink, watch and dance American, but they do not identify these accoutrements of their daily lives with America ( Joffe, 2006b). To Purdy (2001) soft power is not a new reality, but rather a new word for the most efficient form of power. There are limits to what soft power could achieve. In a context dominated by hard power considerations, soft power is meaningless (Blechman, 2004). The dark side of soft power is largely ignored by Nye. Excessive power, either hard or soft, may not be a good thing. In the affairs of nations, too much hard power ends up breeding not submission but resistance. Likewise, big soft power does not bend hearts; it twists minds in resentment and rage ( Joffe, 2006b). Nye’s version of soft power that rests on affection and desire is too simplistic and unrealistic. Human feelings are complicated and quite often ambivalent, that is, love and hate co-exist at the same time. Even within the same group, people may like some aspects of American values, but hate others. By the same token, soft power can also rest on fear (Cheow, 2002) or on both affection and fear, depending on the context. Much of China’ soft power in south-east Asia testifies to this. Another example is provided by the mixed perception of the United States in China: people generally admire American technological superiority and super brands but detest its policies on Taiwan. The whole concept of soft power — power of attraction — is based on the assumption that there is a link between attractiveness and the ability to influence others in international relations, that is, such a power of attraction does have the ability to shape the preferences of others. This may be the case at the personal or individual level. It is questionable whether attraction power works at the nation level. Wang (2006) identifies two problems. First, a country has many different actors. Some of them like the attraction and others do not. Whether the attraction will lead to the ability to influence the policy of the target country depends on which groups in that country find it attractive (eg the political elite, the general public or a marginal group), and how much control they have on policymaking. For example, soft power by Country A may have positive influence on the political elite but negative influence on the general public in Country B, or vice versa. Secondly, policy making at the state level is far more complicated than at the personal level; and has different dynamics that emphasise the rational considerations. This leaves little room for emotional elements, thus significantly reducing the effect of soft power. Even Nye (2004a) has to admit, what soft power can influence is not the policy making itself but only the ‘environment for policy’. Soft power may be counterproductive because societies react differently to American culture, the working of which is extremely complex, not least because of the diversity, as Fehrenbach and Poiger point out, in the ‘processes by which societies adopt, adapt, and reject American culture’ (Opelz, 2004). The relationship between countries is shaped by a variety of complicating factors; soft power may play only a limited role in such a relationship. But ultimately, it is decided by geopolitics and strategic interests of nations rather than by the flimsy soft power, if the latter is found to be detrimental to the former. It is hard to imagine a country possessing great soft power without hard power to support it. It is no coincidence that the United States, as the world’s only superpower, is in possession of enormous reserves of power, both hard and soft. Conversely, countries may share a similar agenda or cultural affinities, yet retain a sense of distance in their national relationships. The relationship between China and Japan is a case in point. Despite historical cultural links and recent strong economic ties, the animosity between the two neighbouring countries remains largely unchanged. Arguably, Japan, as a cultural superpower (McGray, 2002) in terms of cultural export, has more potential soft power resources than any other Asian country, but this has not resulted in proportionate perceived attractiveness in the region (Wang, 2006). Nye’s notion of soft power is largely ethnocentric and condescending as it is based on false assumptions that American culture is superior and should be liked and adopted by other nations and that western values and culture will continue to define the rules of the world (The Guardian, 2004). Western core values of democracy, liberty and consumerism, no matter how attractive or even admirable at first sight, may not necessarily be suitable (Hunter, 2006) or achievable in other countries. To many people around the world, the US self-perception of the superiority of American way of life is very much the root cause of troubles in the world. The predicament of the United States in places such as Afghanistan and Iraq shows a clear lesson that it is naïve to believe that the West can export western-style democracy to other countries just like selling Coca Cola. Nye believes that anti-Americanism led to the decline of American’s soft power. But in fact the opposite is true. Anti-Americanism is not just the result of the US foreign policies but a response to the ubiquity of its culture. The ‘over-success’ of American’s soft power has brewed resentment and increased anti-Americanism. This is evidenced by the fact that even in European countries — American’s traditional allies — a majority of people regard the spread of American culture as a bad thing (The Pew Research Centre, 2002). Because of this confusion over cause and effect, the solution offered by Nye to enhance US soft power is in fact a part of the cause of the problem. Power is a double-edged sword and thus cuts two ways. Power has always given rise to the dichotomy of attraction and repulsion, whether soft or hard (Opelz, 2004). Soft power too can breed resentment and bitterness. Even Nye (2004b) himself admits that no country likes to feel manipulated, even by soft power. Power is power, no matter if it is soft or hard, there is no difference in terms of its utility: influencing people’s mind and behaviour to achieve one’s objectives. Soft power is still power and it can still make enemies ( Joffe, 2006a). The instrumental nature of power can lead to feelings of manipulation, and the perception of ubiquitous and invasive cultural imperialism is sufficient to create antagonism or even a backlash. The dialectic of soft power presents an ambiguous juxtaposition of outcomes that disqualifies soft power from sustaining any system or structure on its own. Rather, one can envisage a value ideology emerging from the successful rise of hard power institutions that proposes an alluring prospect for emulation, which forms the foundation for soft power. To sum up, there is a big paradox in the concept of soft power. As soft power rests on attraction, the ‘power’ lies not in the hand of the party who possesses it, but in the response and reaction of the party who receives it. Because of this unique nature of soft power, a nation’s soft power over another nation is not a factor that can be exploited purposely in any coherent way (Blechman, 2004). Next, given the nature of the concept — intangible, uncontrollable and unpredictable, it would be impossible to wield soft power in an organised and coordinated fashion as Nye (2005) suggested. Finally, human feelings such as attraction and affection can be fickle, so soft power based on this is difficult to sustain. This explains why policy makers have realised the increasing importance of soft power but have found it difficult to apply (Treverton and Jones, 2005).

Soft power fails and is impossible to control – ethnocentricity, differences in policy making, focus on rational decision making, and unpredictability prove

Fan 08 (Dr. Ying Fan - senior lecturer in marketing at Brunel University, West London,  Place Branding and Public Diplomacy,  “Soft power: Power of attraction or confusion?” 147-158, CM) 

Despite its popularity, soft power remains power of confusion. This paper examines the concept, with a special focus on the nature and sources of soft power. Nye's notion of soft power is largely ethnocentric and based on the assumption that there is a link between attractiveness and the ability to influence others in international relations. This poses two problems: First, a country has many different actors. Some of them like the attraction and others do not. Whether the attraction will lead to the ability to influence the policy of the target country depends on which groups in that country find it attractive and how much control they have on policy making. Secondly, policy making at the state level is far more complicated than at the personal level, and has different dynamics that emphasise the rational considerations. This leaves little room for emotional elements, thus significantly reducing the effect of soft power. Given the nature of soft power being uncontrollable and unpredictable, it would be impossible to wield soft power in any organised and coordinated fashion, as Nye suggested. Furthermore, the relationship between two countries is shaped by many complex factors. It is ultimately decided by the geopolitics and strategic interests of nations, in which soft power may play only a limited role. The paper also discusses the link between soft power and nation branding, as both concepts are concerned with a nation's influence on the world stage. Public diplomacy is a subset of nation branding that focuses on the political brand of a nation, whereas nation branding is about how a nation as whole reshapes international opinions. A successful nation branding campaign will help create a more favourable and lasting image among the international audience, thus further enhancing a country's soft power. 

Soft Power Fails-Generic

Soft power useless – doesn’t influence others calculations
David P. Calleo (University Professor at The Johns Hopkins University and Dean Acheson Professor at its Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS)) 2009 “Follies of Power: America’s Unipolar Fantasy”p. 67

A would-be hegemon should be well endowed with both hard and soft power; having one without the other can easily be self-defeating. Ambitious soft power, without hard power to guarantee respect, can make a nation seem pretentious and impotent. Hard power, without soft power to render it legitimate and welcome, is costly to sustain. How does this calculus apply to the United States?1 The U.S. certainly has abundant soft power. Its high culture can scarcely be considered inferior to anyone else’s – in the arts and sciences or in higher education and research – not least because the polyglot U.S. has historically been a refuge for persecuted talent from around the world. But America’s accomplishments in high culture are rivaled by others and scarcely justify America’s claims to a unipolar status. American popular culture, however, is so widely diffused that it can claim a unique global stature. Does its attractiveness to the world’s masses translate into usable soft power? Arguably, foreigners often find most appealing those aspects of American popular culture most vociferously in opposition to America’s own political, social, and military establishments. In any event, admiration for American popular culture does little to obstruct populist anti-Americanism. Terrorists eat at McDonald’s, wear blue jeans, and download popular music.
Soft Power fails in International relations US-China prove 

Machida 10 (Satoshi Machida, Univeristy of Nebraska Fellow, Volume 2, Number 3—Page 353, U.S. Soft Power and the “China Threat”: Multilevel Analyses)

As China continuously expands its capabilities in both economic and military spheres, the United States feels the urgent need to enhance (or maintain) its power vis-à-vis China. In this context, the notion of “soft power” becomes critical. Nye (2002, 2004) argues that the United States should pursue its national interests by effectively utilizing its soft power, which is capable of inducing more preferable behaviors from other actors. Similarly, Smith (2007) emphasizes the importance of soft power in implementing U.S. foreign policy because public opinion in foreign states has critical bearing on the effectiveness of U.S. foreign policy. Yet, one may question the substantive effect of soft power in the international system. For instance, Keohane and Katzenstein (2007) fail to find strong evidence showing tangible impacts of soft power on states’ behavior.1 Due to the abstract nature of soft power, critics may claim that soft power should not be taken seriously in international relations (regarding these criticisms, see Nye, 2004, pp. 15–18). However, other studies indicate the critical roles of soft power. Datta (2009) shows that American soft power significantly affects the voting behavior of member states in the United Nations General Assembly. Along with this finding, studies document how public opinion constrains policy-making processes under different situations (Baum, 2004; Smith, 2007; Stimson, 1991). Moreover, deepening levels of globalization provide a context in which soft power may generate extra leverage. The advancement of information technologies, combined with the growing interconnectedness among different actors, can spur the diffusion of soft power around the globe (Nye, 2002, 2004). 

Soft Power fails in International relations US-China prove 

Machida 10 (Satoshi Machida, Univeristy of Nebraska Fellow, Volume 2, Number 3—Page 353, U.S. Soft Power and the “China Threat”: Multilevel Analyses)

As China continuously expands its capabilities in both economic and military spheres, the United States feels the urgent need to enhance (or maintain) its power vis-à-vis China. In this context, the notion of “soft power” becomes critical. Nye (2002, 2004) argues that the United States should pursue its national interests by effectively utilizing its soft power, which is capable of inducing more preferable behaviors from other actors. Similarly, Smith (2007) emphasizes the importance of soft power in implementing U.S. foreign policy because public opinion in foreign states has critical bearing on the effectiveness of U.S. foreign policy. Yet, one may question the substantive effect of soft power in the international system. For instance, Keohane and Katzenstein (2007) fail to find strong evidence showing tangible impacts of soft power on states’ behavior.1 Due to the abstract nature of soft power, critics may claim that soft power should not be taken seriously in international relations (regarding these criticisms, see Nye, 2004, pp. 15–18). However, other studies indicate the critical roles of soft power. Datta (2009) shows that American soft power significantly affects the voting behavior of member states in the United Nations General Assembly. Along with this finding, studies document how public opinion constrains policy-making processes under different situations (Baum, 2004; Smith, 2007; Stimson, 1991). Moreover, deepening levels of globalization provide a context in which soft power may generate extra leverage. The advancement of information technologies, combined with the growing interconnectedness among different actors, can spur the diffusion of soft power around the globe (Nye, 2002, 2004). 

Soft Power Fails-4th Generation Warfare
Tradition soft power projections on states are irrelevant – substantial influence lies in diverse ties with irregular combatants 

Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, January 13, 2010 ("Is Military Power Becoming Obsolete?" Op-Ed, The Korea Times)

But in the 21st century, most "wars" occur within, rather than between states, and many combatants do not wear uniforms. Of 226 significant armed conflicts between 1945 and 2002, less than half in the 1950s were fought between states and armed groups. By the 1990s, such conflicts were the dominant form. Of course, civil war and irregular combatants are not new, as even the traditional law of war recognizes. What is new is the increase in irregular combat, and the technological changes that put ever-increasing destructive power in the hands of small groups that would have been priced out of the market for massive destruction in earlier eras. And now technology has brought a new dimension to warfare: the prospect of cyber attacks, by which an enemy — state or non-state — can create enormous physical destruction (or threaten to do so) without an army that physically crosses another state's border. War and force may be down, but they are not out. Instead, the use of force is taking new forms. Military theorists today write about "fourth generation warfare" that sometimes has "no definable battlefields or fronts"; indeed, the distinction between civilian and military may disappear. The first generation of modern warfare reflected the tactics of line and column following the French Revolution. The second generation relied on massed firepower and culminated in World War I; its slogan was that artillery conquers and infantry occupies. The third generation arose from tactics developed by the Germans to break the stalemate of trench warfare in 1918, which Germany perfected in the Blitzkrieg tactics that allowed it to defeat larger French and British tank forces in the conquest of France in 1940. Both ideas and technology drove these changes. The same is true of today's fourth generation of modern warfare, which focuses on the enemy's society and political will to fight. Armed groups view conflict as a continuum of political and violent irregular operations over a long period that will provide control over local populations. They benefit from the fact that scores of weak states lack the legitimacy or capacity to control their own territory effectively. The result is what General Sir Rupert Smith, the former British commander in Northern Ireland and the Balkans, calls "war among the people." In such hybrid wars, conventional and irregular forces, combatants and civilians, and physical destruction and information warfare become thoroughly intertwined. 
Soft Power Fails-Ethnocentric

Soft Power Fails-China

Soft power fails---China’s better at it

Layne, 09 Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service (Christopher, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality”, International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1, Summer 2009)

Like many U.S. international relations scholars and foreign policy analysts, Zakaria believes that by using its soft power the United States can preserve its “pivotal” status in international politics.64 As the NIC and Mahbubani argue, however, soft power may be significantly less potent a force for bolstering U.S. preponderance than Zakaria (and others believe). This is so for two reasons. First, the global financial and economic crisis has discredited one of the pillars of U.S. soft power: American free-market capitalism and, more generally, liberalism itself (economically and institutionally). As former U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger Altman puts it, the meltdown has “put the American model of free market capitalism under a cloud.”65 Second, as Mahbubani rightly notes, the United States is not the only country that possesses soft power. China, especially, has become increasingly adept in this regard.66 If China weathers the economic storm better than the United States, it will be in a position to expand its role in the developing world.67 Even before the melt-down, China was taking advantage of the United States’ preoccupation with the “war on terror” to project its soft power into East and Southeast Asia.68 China also is making inroads in Latin America, Africa, and Central Asia, by providing development assistance without strings and increasing its weapons sales.69 Similarly, China is using its financial clout to buy up huge quantities of [End Page 165] raw materials and natural resources worldwide, thereby bringing states into its political orbit.70
Soft Power Fails-Russia

Soft power is ineffective with Russia-fails to sway them diplomatically and makes the US look weak.
Abe Greenwald, policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010. (“The Soft-Power Fallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)
A similarly failed soft-power approach toward Russia has led the administration to checkmate itself and burn more democratic allies. It is well known that George W. Bush allowed his personal and sympathetic misreading of then Russian President Vladimir Putin to cloud America’s dealings with Moscow. But as decent as he might have thought the former KGB man to be, Bush never catered to Putin’s wish that the U.S. scrap planned missile-defense assets in Poland and the Czech Republic. On September 17, President Obama did just that. This was part of the administration’s Russia “reset” policy, a milestone in the soft-power approach.In March 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton presented a toy “reset” button (incorrectly translated) to Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov. The two held up the prop in a series of publicity photographs and Secretary Clinton, Vice President Joseph Biden, and President Obama all went on to speak passionately about the need to work with Moscow on areas of mutual interest. But despite the soft-power circus and Washington’s missile-defense concession, Moscow is now no closer to joining a “biting” sanctions regime against Iran. Meanwhile, America’s relationship with steadfast allies had been shredded. The fallout in the Czech Republic, for example, was extensive. The deputy head of Poland’s National Security Bureau said that his nation’s “strategic alliance with Washington” was “de facto” lost. Czech lawmaker Jan Vidim sounded the most ominous note, saying, “If the administration approaches us in the future with any request, I would be strongly against it.” The doctrine of soft power finds its greatest refutation in the person of Vladimir Putin, Russia’s strongman. He is a hard-power nationalist who is increasing Russia’s regional influence in the very way Nye had described as being of diminishing importance—through military expansion and geographic exploitation. In the summer of 2008, Russian troops undertook an illegal occupation of Georgia, and Moscow just secured a deal guaranteeing Russian control of Ukraine’s Crimean Naval Base for the next 30 years. If Russia’s President Dmitri Medvedev is more pliant and positively disposed toward the West than Putin is, the world has seen scant evidence of it. Moscow, although to a less dramatic degree than Tehran, does not want “the same sort of world” the U.S. does. American soft power reaches the shores of the Black Sea in a craft that could be dubbed the USS Acquiescence. The Kremlin embodies a centuries-old national psychology that places Russian “greatness” over the untested reality of democratic reform. Moscow will not abandon what it perceives as its “traditional sphere of influence” in order to engender better relations with the West.
Soft Power Fails-Russia

US soft power fails in Russia-too much reliance on Hard Power 
Seib, 09- Director of the USC Center on Public Diplomacy, Philip Seib is a Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations (Philip, “Toward a New Public Diplomacy”, pg. 72-73)
American soft power has lost its influence in Russia for two principal reasons. First, since the early l990s Russia has been neglected by the U.S. government. Second, Russia, after addressing tremendous challenges and transformations in its post-Soviet development, since 2003 has tried to diminish any U.S. impact on Russia’s internal politics to avoid destabilizing effects in Russian society. Why did once mighty U.S. public diplomacy fail to influence Russia? Given that hard power dominates in U.S.-Russia relations today, can we regard American public diplomacy as a failure? Seeking reasons for the ineffectiveness of U.S. public diplomacy efforts, many researchers considered the successful U.S. soft power experience during the cold war. However, the cold war model of public diplomacy cannot be implemented today. In the bipolar world the United States had one ideological “enemy,” so it aimed the mightiest informational weapon and hard power resources at one target. What about today? America needs to spread public diplomacy activities around the world, because strategically important regions are elsewhere: Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, China, the European Union.... The list is long. This post-cold war world, “engaged in a vast remapping of the relationship of the state to images, messages, and information within its boundaries,” demands new methods and principles of fulfilling state policies, including public diplomacy. Global net society made world leaders, policy makers, media, and nonofficial actors develop sophisticated strategies to create spheres of influence and markets for loyalties in the highly competitive information space. In the “global village,” without information boundaries and strong ideological barriers, the implementation of effective public diplomacy is increasingly difficult. The Internet and new media have complicated public diplomacy because they require special skills to define and find target audiences in a very fragmented communication field. Further, failures in strategic communication between nations occur because of transformations in geopolitics and increasing rivalry of great powers. In a fast-changing multicivilizational world or, as the Economist said, a “neo-polar world, in which old alliances and rivalries are bumping up against each other in new ways,”° public diplomacy’s ability to influence a target state is difficult. It makes sense to analyze U.S. public diplomacy through the prism of U.S.—Russian relations since the crucial historical point—the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The euphoria at the end the 1980s stimulated by freedom and convergence with the West has evaporated. Russia has entered a new decade that had been one of the most painful and desperate periods in its history. When Vladimir Putin called the collapse of the Soviet Union the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the twentieth century, he did not mean he was nostalgic for the Soviet Empire, as many Westerners interpreted this statement. As Stephen F. Cohen noted, “No one in authority anywhere had ever foreseen that one of the twentieth century’s two superpowers would plunge, along with its arsenals of destruction, into such catastrophic circumstances.”11 Ideological and economic decay after the end of the Soviet Union deprived Russia of its status and identity; people felt themselves disoriented and humiliated, many of them, including among the Russian intelligentsia, suffered from poverty. Western ideas promoted by United States and other Western public diplomats seemed elusive for the majority of disappointed Russians, who “experienced a collective inferiority complex.”2 It was the time of the next turn in the Russian mass consciousness, which shaped Russia’s skeptical attitude toward Western ideas and democracy. Instead of a wealthy Western society, the nation, recently a superpower, plunged into severe depression and ideological turmoil. Nevertheless, in 1991—1993, a majority of Russians (approximately 70 percent) held positive views about the United States.’3 That was the appropriate moment for U.S. soft power to help Russia to recover from the post-Soviet fever. 
Soft Power Fails-Can’t Solve Middle East

Its too late--Soft power won’t change the middle east- Iraq ruined any chance for the forseeable future

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

Finally, one could perhaps trace certain distinctive features of the resulting authoritarian regimes that reduce the scope for liberalization and democratization from within. Features such as the hereditary transmission of the right to rule are not confined to the ruling monarchies (think also of Libya, Syria, and indeed, Saddam's Iraq). Parliaments may be exceptionally weak, the press unusually docile, the courts no real check on the executive, and so forth. In summary, quite a diverse array of factors can be invoked to account for the absence of democratization in the Arab Middle East. Some of these are highly specific to the region while others can also be found elsewhere, although perhaps in less concentrated form. It is the reinforcing combination of all these elements (only sketched here in the most elementary and outline form) that would be needed to characterize this large region as out of line with others where democracy has been more favoured. Taken together, they may account for increased resistance, without however necessarily constituting insuperable obstacles. After all, before the 1970s, the Iberian peninsula was also characterized as unpropitious for democratization, as we have seen, and in the 1980s, the communist-ruled countries of East and Central Europe were also thought to present peculiar impediments to regime change. It was this unfavourable large regional context that made the invasion of Iraq such a world-historical experiment. Spain, Poland, and South Africa had all demonstrated the scope for democratic breakthrough in their respective regions. Key Western decision-makers persuaded themselves that imposed regime change in Iraq could yield similar transformative dividends throughout the Arab Middle East. But the interlocking impediments briefly outlined in this section have not been dissolved as a consequence of that adventurism. On the contrary, they may now be stronger than before. With the benefit of hindsight, students of comparative democratization need to explain why Western democratic leaders made such a gross misjudgement. In particular, we need to ask ourselves whether this was purely wilfulness on the part of Western leaders or whether the academic community should have provided a better understanding of the conditions under which democratization could be expected to flourish (or not) in this large region. The Iraq experience also raises a further challenge for students of comparative democratization. How well did our models perform in identifying the strains on the old Western democracies that would arise from the failure of this coercive intervention?

Soft Power Myth

Soft power is a myth

Singh 2008 – Professor, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London (Robert, International Politics, Vol. 45, Iss. 5, “The exceptional empire”, ProQuest, WEA)

Like many theoretical constructs in social science, 'soft power' has its appeal and adherents. But it is not unproblematic. Realists typically have had little time for such ephemeral notions as the popularity of nations as being especially consequential in international relations. In addition, there exists a paucity of empirical evidence that substantiates the premises and prescriptions of soft power. Soft power is not a commodity that governments can actively deploy in pursuit of discrete foreign policy goals, unlike hard military or economic resources. Moreover, to the extent that America is attractive, most of this soft resource is supplied not by the state but the private sector -- Hollywood, television and the music industry to universities, research institutes and businesses. The influence of government on whether, where and how these resources are deployed is limited, uneven and indirect (probably for the good).

Moreover, in historical terms, the literature on anti-Americanisms makes plain that long before the US had a global role to play, the nation and its people were already objects of contempt, ridicule and bafflement, especially in Europe (Singh, 2005). Anti-Americanism predated encounters with the American 'Other'. During periods of international tension in which relatively weak interlocutors confront a powerful US, it is unsurprising that animus is often vented towards Washington. As one Newsweek poll recorded the sorry figures underpinning America's 'tarnished global image':

Soft Power Bad-Generic

Soft power is counterproductive, five reasons – trades off with hard power and leads to new instability
Ding Gang, and translated By Yung-Ting Chang, writers for the Oriental Morning Post, 2009 (“The Five Weak Points of Obama’s Soft Diplomacy”, http://watchingamerica.com/News/26206/the-five-weak-points-of-obama%E2%80%99s-soft-diplomacy/) 

To affect international issues by using moral power does not mean discarding the hard-line methods and only brandishing rewards. Whether it is sugarcoating tough tactics or the “carrot first, stick later” strategy, the U.S. will never forsake its strong military support. However, moral influence, like military force, is also a power. More and more, America is using soft power in international affairs. In the foreseeable future, there will surely be a controlled power led by the U.S. over international public opinion. However, under current international circumstances, as the power of newly booming economies are rising, the economies of America and other Western countries are starting to decrease, relatively. The whole world’s politics, economies and security patterns are in an unstable interim from mono-power to becoming dominated by multi-powers. Thus, the soft diplomacy of the Obama administration will face severe challenges in at least five ways. First, soft power cannot be the panacea for every difficulty. What is the bottom line of “soft diplomacy?” For some thorny issues, especially when facing unprecedented security threats like terrorist attacks, can the Obama administration counter back with this new diplomacy? Will it then lessen its emphasis on soft diplomacy and turn back to strengthening military power? Second, whether soft diplomacy affects policy or not depends on how far the Obama administration will go. There is no free meal in the world. Even if the price of soft diplomacy costs less than military interference, it is still not a free of charge deal. How much could or will the U.S. pay? What kind of compromise will they make with what kind of countries? That is undoubtedly not a simply question. Third, if they keep using soft diplomacy, will this method advance America’s capability to bargain with its competitors? How to distinguish “friend or foe” of America has aroused concern within the U.S. diplomatic circle. Some think this Obama-style diplomacy could worry U.S. allies and delight rivals. What if rival countries took advantage of this soft diplomacy to improve their hidden agendas? Could that situation happen and provoke existing conflicts rather than soothe them? Fourth, we can draw up measures based on America’s moral standard, which might appeal to some allies, but may also bring some new troubles to international society, such as the newly formed distrust among different countries about their various societies, cultural aspects and political systems. Fifth, the expansion of exerting soft diplomacy also represents the shrinkage of hard power, and if this happens in the U.S., it will cause significant changes in global politics, the economy and security patterns. There is neither any country in the world willing to take over, nor could any sufficient mechanism take responsibility over from America. Many areas still lack security patterns, and the cutting down of U.S. military power might result in new instability in some countries. Based on the five challenges above, we can only say that there are concerns about Obama’s diplomacy. Whether it could effectively work as planned to solve problems is still hard to tell. 

Soft Power Bad-Iran/NK/Terrorism, Makes US look Weak

Soft power makes the US look weak – invites provocation from Iran, North Korea, and al Qaeda
Mary Matalin, former aide to Dick Cheney, Republican strategist and political contributor to CNN, 2009 (“Matalin: Obama's 'soft power' makes us weak”, interview with John Roberts, http://amfix.blogs.cnn.com/2009/05/22/matalin-obamas-soft-power-makes-us-weak/)

John Roberts: The former vice president has said several times that the Obama administration's policies are making America less safe. Where's the evidence for that? Mary Matalin: Common sense and history… It’s one thing to say all of the things Obama said on the campaign trail but within hours of being the actual commander in chief, he was suggesting the previous seven years marked by no attacks were policies that were ineffective, were immoral, were illegal. That broadcast to our enemies a weakness. Weakness invites provocation. Secondly, as he was clear in his speech yesterday, he wants to return to a 9/10 law enforcement policy rather than a prevention policy. Three, the threshold and key tool for fighting this enemy is gathering intelligence. And he’s clearly demoralized and undermined those intelligence gatherers. Four, Gitmo, releasing the hardest of the hardened terrorists into some system, whatever system that might be, either would divulge classified material... if they put them in the prison population, they can hatch plots as was the case in New York. So I could go on and on. But some of these policies, by virtue of the former vice president speaking out, were stopped as in the release of the detainee photos. Roberts: But is there any empirical evidence that America is less safe today? Has anything happened around the world to suggest that we are less safe? There are many people who believe that this administration's policy of engagement, in fact, will make this country more safe. Matalin: Well there's no evidence of that either. In fact there's evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn't working. There's no evidence for that. And there's plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the '90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool. Roberts: Just to go back to what you said about Iran and North Korea - both of those countries did exactly the same thing during the Bush administration. Matalin: This supposedly “let's sit down and talk,” was supposed to make them come to the table and talk. In fact, they've gotten more aggressive. So, he's doing what he said he would do, which would render them putty in his hands as he thinks is the case as sometimes appears to be the case in America in his own party. That's not what's happening. That's not real politics. So he's been in there a couple of 16 weeks, three months, whatever it's been. But if he were allowed to pursue un-debated, these sorts of policies that he's put on the table and heretofore, they have been un-debated, it’s been a one-sided argument, there’s no doubt, and history shows and common sense would dictate that we would be a less safe country than we were for the past seven or eight years. Roberts: The president said yesterday he believes America is less safe because of the very existence of Guantanamo Bay, that it's probably created more terrorists worldwide than it's ever detained. Do you agree with that statement? Because the Bush administration, President Bush said he would like to close Guantanamo and just has to figure out how to do it. Matalin: Yeah, John, I'll go to your construct. He offered no evidence for that. And it's a tautological argument, as I just noted. The ranks of al Qaeda were absolutely exponentially swollen during the '90s when we did not respond… This enemy existed way before Guantanamo. It makes no sense to say that fighting the terrorists makes the terrorist. That's a tautological argument. Yes, President Bush wanted to close it. Some of us disagreed with that. For the very reasons we're disagreeing with President Obama right now. What are you going to do with these detainees? Even the ones that have been released, which were supposed to be the ones that could have been released, the D.O.D. and some suspect this is an under-estimate – one out of seven go back to the battlefield. The top operatives in Yemen, which is the new hot grounds, the top operatives in Waziristan, were released from Gitmo. It’s not good to close it down or release these into our population, certainly, or any population. 

Soft Power Bad-Iran/NK/Russia
Soft power makes the US look weak and causes rogue states to become more belligerent. (iran, NK, Russia)
James Carafano, PhD, Assistant Director of The Heritage Foundation’s Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, and a Senior Research Fellow for defense and homeland security issues. 8/11/09. (Family Security Matters. “Obama’s ‘Soft Power’ Strategy Makes U.S. Look Weak”.http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/publications/id.3967/pub_detail.asp)

Last week, Washington seemed to lose more ground in dealing with its most intransigent foreign policy challenges. Topping foreign policy news for the week was Bill Clinton’s trip to North Korea where he got to “grip and grin” with the supreme leader Kim Jong-Il and secure the release of two American journalists imprisoned in the country. Sending Clinton, essentially Kim’s price for releasing the two Americans, was a mistake, argues Heritage North Korean expert Bruce Klingner. “Clinton’s mission risks undermining ongoing international efforts to pressure North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons. The Obama Administration should have instead insisted on resolving the issue through existing diplomatic channels, including special envoy Ambassador Stephen Bosworth.” Rather than seeing how the crisis unfolded as good news, Klingner concluded, “Clinton's visit has roiled the North Korean policy waters beyond their already tumultuous state. There are great uncertainties over North Korean and U.S. intentions, escalating the risk of miscalculation, confrontation, and crisis.” While it is great to have the journalists back home, allowing North Korea to orchestrate the event may have the perverse affect of making it harder not easier to manage the rogue regime. Other breaking national security news involved another troubling state – Russia. Last week several news agencies broke the story of Russian nuclear subs resuming patrols off the US coast. Also making headlines were new reports of Russian arms sales to Venezuela. According to one press report, “President Hugo Chávez said Venezuela would purchase dozens of Russian tanks, in a move signaling growing military ties between the two countries that have frequently clashed with Washington.” Iran has been sending tough signals to Washington as well. Recently, an editorial in Conservative Iranian daily concluded, according to a translation provided by MEMRI.org that “the Americans are sending a desperate message to the world, begging Iran for dialogue.” Last week, when Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was sworn in to a second term as president (despite continuing protests over claims of election fraud) he showed little interest in playing nice with the United States. His speech included a rebuke of the West as well as an affirmation of a determination that Iran would play a lead role in managing the world. Meanwhile, in what seems like an instant reply of what happened in North Korea, Iranian officials claimed to have arrested three Americans that strayed across the border into Iran. The administration had little to say about of any of these incidents. By electing not to speak out forcefully on Russia’s muscle flexing in the Western Hemisphere; Iran’s intransigence over its nuclear program; or showing much outrage over incarcerating American citizens in Iran and North Korea and then using them for “bargaining chips,” the administration looks weak. In addition, its vaunted “soft power” campaign focused on negotiation and accommodation appears only to be encouraging these countries to be more, not less belligerent.

Soft Power Bad-Iran

Reliance on soft power fails to prevent Iran proliferation-eliminates the ability to make credible threats and fuels anti-americanism
Abe Greenwald, policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010. (“The Soft-Power Fallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)
So in this season of new beginnings I would like to speak clearly to Iran’s leaders. We have serious differences that have grown over time. My administration is now committed to diplomacy that addresses the full range of issues before us, and to pursuing constructive ties among the United States, Iran and the international community. This process will not be advanced by threats. We seek instead engagement that is honest and grounded in mutual respect. This opening soft-power gesture was soon followed by summitry. Despite the telling absence of an American embassy in Tehran, an ambitious diplomatic effort to halt Iran’s nuclear-weapons development was soon underway. Having set aside any threats, Obama nevertheless proposed a year-end deadline for Iran to show its willingness to resolve the nuclear issue via engagement. “The important thing is to make sure there is a clear timetable, at which point we say these talks don’t seem to be making any clear progress,” the president said. American officials began shuttling to overseas meetings with Iranian representatives. But the Iranian leadership shot down this proposal, along with all others. As for the threat-free cutoff date, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad told an audience last December in the Iranian city of Shiraz, “The West can give Iran as many deadlines as they want, we don’t care.” The reliance on soft power as sufficient grounds for summitry translates into a downgrading of traditional diplomatic tools, such as credible threat and dependable alliances. Contrary to President Obama’s hopes, since his inauguration Iran has undertaken a massive expansion of its nuclear program. Coupling revelations about new enrichment facilities with declarations of God’s will or renewed threats to destroy Israel, Iran’s behavior is as far from what could be called diplomatic as could be imagined. Iran is impervious to American soft power because the Iranian regime is built on a defining opposition to America’s ideals and aims. The Khomeinist revolution is predicated on a doctrinal hatred of America. For either Ahmadinejad or Grand Ayatollah Ali Khamenei to “want what [America] wants” would constitute a refounding of the Islamic republic. Yet in its effort to soft-power Tehran into a deal, the Obama administration missed an opportunity with Iranians who desire that very thing: Iran’s democratic protesters. On June 12, 2009, an election, widely believed to have been rigged, returned Ahmadinejad to the presidency. For weeks, thousands of Iranian protesters took to the streets. The regime responded to the Green movement, as the protesters came to be called, with mass arrests, abuse, torture, imprisonment, and murder. Protesters’ demands for democracy were coupled with explicit entreaties to Washington. “Are you with us or with the regime?” they asked President Obama. The White House was slow to condemn the human-rights abuses in any meaningful way, opting instead to “bear witness,” in Obama’s words, lest American condemnation be used as a “political football” inside Iran. The characterization is telling. American condemnation is not, after all, an insensate “football” dependent on its handlers for meaning. American opinion is shaped by American ideals and carries a trademarked moral dimension. It was no oversight that Iran’s democrats did not call directly on China’s President Hu Jintao or Saudi Arabia’s King Abdullah to condemn Ahmadinejad. To the extent that American soft power works, it does so because of the democratic character of sympathetic parties such as Iran’s Green movement. The administration bartered that away for a chance to persuade a dictatorial, theocratic regime that America is now less faithful to upholding American principles. The Green movement has since been all but silenced by Ahmadinejad. 
Obama’s soft power leads to concessions to Iran, threatening proliferation

BBC 2009

(BBC Monitoring Trans Caucasus Unit, April 24, 2009, “Iranian academician urges caution over US participation in nuclear talks”, Lexis)
Commenting on America's change of mind on engaging in nuclear talks with Iran, a university lecturer has said that America was trying with the nuclear dossier, Palestine and Afghanistan to first "enter with soft power, and then relying on soft power, use hard power at later stages", ISNA reported. Mehdi Mottaharnia said the Obama administration was a "neo-Democrat" government and said "the neo-Democrats rely on intelligent power, which means a redefinition of the Democrats' approach in the political arena. Basically the Americans have concluded on the basis of intelligent power that while their rivals do not have a corresponding weight in power, they use provocation against their rival and win energy from this, and use the reaction of their rival, which is America. So, the neo-Democrats believe they must not insist on suspension or preconditions in Iran's nuclear issue." He referred to Iran's conduct in new conditions that "in the face of the intelligent power of America, which is a much more serious layer than the layers of power used by America in previous periods of history, one has to act with sense and caution. Thus diplomatic subtleties must be used and a radical discourse and hasty conduct must be avoided. While Obama is an opportunity for the world, he may also become a threat worse than the neo-conservatives in the world." The international affairs analyst said Iran could use [America's] entry into talks to "increase the level of concessions it can obtain, while considering the rival's capability to accept these concessions. The lack of a precise perspective can turn winning concessions into a dangerous game. Iran's nuclear dossier must be looked at from a broad perspective, because the nuclear issue is part of the puzzle of issues between Iran and America."

Soft Power Bad-NKorea Module

Soft power emboldens North Korea and Iran-causes prolif

Kuhner, president of the Edmund Burke Institute, a Washington think tank., 2009
(Jeffrey T., June 6, 2009, Washington Times, “Another Korean War?”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jun/06/another-korean-war/)

North Korea threatens to engulf the Korean Peninsula in an all-out war. Pyongyang's recent test of a nuclear bomb poses a serious threat to international security and regional stability. Dictator Kim Jong-il continues to thumb his nose at global leaders, especially President Obama. The ailing strongman has denuded Mr. Obama on the world stage, revealing his soft-power strategy to be ineffective and reckless. Washington's emphasis on diplomacy was supposed to facilitate rogue states into increased cooperation. Instead, it has only emboldened the likes of North Korea (and Iran) to press ahead with their nuclear-weapons programs. Mr. Obama's "open hand" has been met with Mr. Kim's iron fist - one that has smashed Uncle Sam in the face.

North Korean nuclearization triggers multiple scenarios for nuclear war – first strikes, proliferation, and loose nukes. 

Baltutis, 2009 

[Aaryn, writer for the San Antonio Examiner, “North Korea's Infinitesimal Threat” 7-22-09, http://www.examiner.com/x-16803-San-Antonio-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2009m7d22-North-Koreas-Infinitesimal-Threat]  

Despite U.S. State Department claims to the contrary, there is no bigger threat to the security of the United States in this day and age than North Korea.   Compared to the "grave and imminent" threat that was sold to us in 2003 to justify the invasion of Iraq, I would put North Korea as a 10 out of 10 in terms of clear and present danger to America.  In 2003, Saddam Hussein's Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction, no ties to terrorism and a joke of a military.  The only justifiable reason that has survived Bush-era war propaganda is Iraq's U.N. mandate violations.  Despite that reality,  not only does North Korea continue to spit in the face of the same U.N. resolutions, there is absolutely no doubt that they have manufactured WMD's and are actively trying to weaponize these systems and even proliferate them to countries like Myanmar on a daily basis.   Missile test after missile test meant for deliberate antagonizing, including some that have flown over Japanese airspace and possibly have the range to reach Hawaii, have demonstrated real-life data of the threat, and not  questionable "slam dunk" intelligence assumptions.  Not that a missile would have to go as far as Hawaii to affect American lives.  There are tens of thousands of American troops still stationed in Korea, Japan and Southeast Asia, as well as the millions innocent civilians of those nations.  Kim Jong Il's health is failing, his people are starving, and there is no clear route of succession.  He may feel he has nothing to lose in one all-out glorious attack on American interests before he passes away.  China, North Korea's steadily cold an distant ally, might support the United States after a North Korean attack, but conversely they would also resist direct intervention north of the DMZ.   A violent struggle might ensure if Kim Jong Il passes away suddenly or a coup removes him first.  All kinds of variables and uncertainties make this one of the most volatile regions in the world.  I can't think of a single other situation anywhere in the world right now more precarious.
Soft Power Bad-NKorea Ext

Soft power can’t solve and emboldens North Korea – they perceive it as weakness.

Washington Times 2009
(Wednesday, May 27, 2009, Washington Times, “North Korea tests Obama”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/may/27/north-korea-tests-obama/)

While President Obama pushes soft power, the North Korean dictator plays hardball. North Korea's underground nuclear test and missile trials show that the regime is probing Mr. Obama's resolve. Pyongyang apparently has concluded that the president's rhetoric of conciliation and understanding betrays serious weakness as a global leader. Like all tyrants, Kim Jong-il sees an open hand as a weak one. North Korea is determined to be a nuclear power. Pyongyang has vowed to continue missile tests and uranium enrichment. The Korean Central News Agency, the communist regime's mouthpiece, declared the regime's goal: to "further [increase] the power of nuclear weapons and steadily [develop] nuclear technology." This comes in the face of a string of goodwill gestures by the United States and its allies. America removed North Korea from the list of states that support terrorism in October and pointedly has overlooked the North's shipment of illegal drugs, counterfeiting, money laundering and abduction of Japanese nationals. How did North Korea respond to these open-handed, friendly gestures? Pyongyang thanked us by conducting a ballistic missile test (under the cover of a satellite launch), restarting a plutonium-producing reactor at Yongbyon, taking two American women hostage and now testing what it calls its "self-defensive nuclear deterrent." This proves that no good deed goes unpunished.
Soft Power fails to deter North Korea and Iran

Holmes, former assistant secretary of state, 2009

(Kim, also vice president at the Heritage Foundation and author of "Liberty's Best Hope: American Leadership for the 21st Century", June 12, 2009, Heritage Foundation, “The importance of hard power”, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed061109.cfm)

Many, if not most, Europeans credit "soft power" for the peace they've enjoyed for decades. Thinking their version of a Kantian universal peace arose from the committee chambers of the European Union - and not from the victories of the Western powers in World War II and the Cold War - they hold up soft power as a model for the rest of the world. In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires mainly negotiation and common understanding. The importance of our military strength is downplayed and sometimes even seen as the main obstacle to peace. Even when its importance is acknowledged, it's a perfunctory afterthought. Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, too. But the futility of it can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years - a period in which their efforts have only matured - to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory. The limits of soft power have not only bedeviled Mr. Obama but George W. Bush as well. After applying pressure on North Korea so diligently in 2006, the Bush administration relaxed its posture in early 2007, and North Korea concluded that it was again free to backslide on its commitments. Two years later, this effort to "engage" North Korea, which the Obama administration continued even after North Korea's April 5 missile test, has only led North Korea to believe that it can get away with more missile tests and nuclear weapons detonations. And so far, it has.
Soft Power Bad-Hegemony

Soft balancing cripples American hege- laundry list***
Pape ‘5 (Robert, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago. “Soft Balancing against the United States,” International Security 30.1 (2005) 7-45, AM)

Soft balancing may not stop the United States from conquering a rogue state or from pursuing a vigorous nuclear buildup, but it can have significant long-term consequences for U.S. security. In the months leading up to the U.S. invasion of Iraq, soft balancing had already encouraged millions of Europeans and hundreds of thousands of Americans to protest the impending war. Such protests can have important consequences for governments that support U.S. policy—or refuse to. In recent elections, German, Turkish, and even South Korean political leaders have already learned that anti-Americanism pays. Indeed, vigorous opposition to the Bush doctrine of preventive war in September 2002 was likely the pivotal factor enabling German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder to recover from a position of almost certain defeat to win a new term. Even if the leaders of Britain and other members of the "coalition of the willing" against Iraq can avoid domestic backlash, few are likely to be willing to cooperate with future U.S. military adventures. Soft balancing can also impose real military costs. The United States may be the sole superpower, but it is geographically isolated. To project power in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, it depends greatly on basing rights granted by local allies. Indeed, all U.S. victories since 1990—Iraq, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan—relied on the use of short-legged tactical air and ground forces based in the territory of U.S. allies in the region. Without regional allies, the United States might still be able to act unilaterally, but it would have to take higher risks in blood and treasure to do so.65 Turkey's refusal to allow U.S. ground forces on its soil reduced the amount of heavy ground power available against Iraq by one-third, thus compelling the United States to significantly alter its preferred battle plan, increasing the risk of U.S. casualties in the conquest of Iraq, and leaving fewer forces to establish stability in the country after the war. Soft balancers may also become more ambitious. As the U.S. occupation of Iraq continues, France, Germany, Russia, and China could press hard for the UN rather than the United States to oversee the administration of oil contracts in Iraq, perhaps even working with the new Iraqi government for this purpose. Even if they did not succeed, U.S. freedom of action in Iraq and elsewhere in the region would decline. If the United States gave in, it would lose control over which companies ultimately obtain contracts for Iraq's oil, and so pay a higher price for any continued presence in the region. Further, Europeans and others may take steps that start to shift the balance of economic power against the United States. Today Europeans buy their oil in dollars, a practice that benefits the United States by creating extra demand for dollars as the world's reserve currency. This extra demand allows the United States to run outsized trade and government budget deficits at lower inflation and interest rates than would otherwise be the case. A coordinated decision by other countries to buy oil in euros would transfer much of this benefit to Europe and decrease the United States' gross national product, possibly by as much as 1 percent, more or less permanently.66 Most important, soft balancing could eventually evolve into hard balancing. Now that the United States has conquered Iraq, major powers are likely to become quite concerned about U.S. intentions toward Iran, North Korea, and possibly Saudi Arabia. Unilateral U.S. military action against any of these states could become another focal point around which major powers' expectations of U.S. intentions could again converge. If so, then soft balancing could establish the basis for actual hard balancing against the United States. Perhaps the most likely step toward hard balancing would be for major states to encourage and support transfers of military technology to U.S. opponents. Russia is already providing civilian nuclear technology to Iran, a state that U.S. intelligence believes is pursuing nuclear weapons. Such support is likely to continue, and major powers may facilitate this by blocking U.S. steps to put pressure on Moscow. For instance, if the United States attempts to make economic threats against Russia, European countries might open their doors to Russia wider. If they did, this would involve multiple major powers cooperating for the first time to transfer military technology to an opponent of the United States. Collective hard balancing would thus have truly begun. Traditional realists may be tempted to dismiss soft balancing as ineffective. They should not. In the long run, soft balancing could also shift relative power between major powers and the United States and lay the groundwork to enable hard balancing if the major powers come to believe this is necessary. 

Hard Power Key to Soft Power

Hard power is a prerequisite to soft power.

Ying Fan, professor @ Institute of Policy and Management (IPM), Chinese Academy of Sciences. 2008. (“Soft Power: Power of Attraction of Confusion?”. http://bura.brunel.ac.uk/handle/2438/1594)
Some basic conditions must be in place before a country can wield soft power. It is important to distinguish potential and real soft power. A country with rich sources in soft power does not necessarily have the ‘power’ at its disposal. In other words, the existence of soft power sources provides a deposit but the country needs to have the ability, means and other resources, quite often, hard resources, to tap into the deposit and convert this potential power into real power. Without hard power soft power cannot work properly or cannot work at all. There is no country in the world that could exert significant soft power if it is in a dire economic situation. A country with soft power needs to find hard means — distribution channel or communication media — to ‘sell’ it to the wide audience. Yet to extend soft power beyond the domain of influence requires the presence of some form of hard power, either to lend it credibility, or as a channel of distribution and communication. To a greater or lesser extent, many countries in the world possess the cultural potential to influence others but lack the hard presence in the geopolitical arena to communicate their agenda. 

Soft Power Bad-Hard Power O/W
Hard Power is comparative better than soft power – key to global stability and US diplomatic Clout

Bremmer ‘09[Ian, president of Eurasia Group, PHD @ Stanford, “Obama or not, U.S. still needs hard power” Mon, 02/09/2009]
But you don't have to be a hawk to believe that, over the longer term, it's the country's hard power advantages that will ensure that America remains indispensable for the world's political and economic stability -- even as its soft power loses some of its appeal relative to that of other states. The erosion of the U.S. soft power advantage has already begun. The global financial crisis has inflicted a lot of damage on the American argument that unfettered capitalism is the best model for steady economic expansion. The rise of "state capitalism," as practiced in China, Russia, the Persian Gulf states and several other places, has created an attractive alternative. Breakout growth over the past several years in several emerging market countries ensures that American brands now share shelf space around the world with products made in dozens of developing states. The icons of American popular culture, central to U.S. soft power appeal, now share stage and screen with celebrities from a growing number of other countries. The Bush administration's unpopularity in much of the world has merely added momentum to these trends. America's hard power advantages have their limitations, as well, but their value is less subject to the ebbs and flows of popular opinion and cultural attraction. The United States now spends more on its military than every other nation in the world combined. For all the fear in Washington (and elsewhere) that China's military spending continues to grow and that Russian foreign policy has become more aggressive, U.S. military spending outpaces China's by almost ten to one and Russia's by about 25 to one. It will be decades before any other state can afford to challenge the balance of global military power-assuming that any becomes willing to accept the costs and risks that come with global ambitions. U.S. military strength will remain useful for the next several decades -- not only for the waging of wars and not just for Americans. Governments around the world that depend on the import of oil and natural gas to fuel their economies are hard at work crafting plans for a technological transition toward a more diversified energy mix. But that's a long-term process. For the next several years, the world's oil and gas will continue to come from unstable (and potentially unstable) parts of the world -- the Middle East, the Caspian Sea basin, West Africa, etc. Only the United States has a global naval presence. That's why other countries will continue to count on Washington to protect the transit of all this oil and gas from threats like terrorist attack and even piracy. Why should China or India accept the costs and risks that go with safeguarding the Strait of Hormuz, the world's most important energy bottleneck, when America will do it for them? That gives U.S. policymakers leverage they wouldn't otherwise have with their counterparts in other governments. The U.S. provision of global public goods will also extend to new military challenges. As Iran and others master uranium enrichment technology, their nuclear clout may provoke neighboring states toward even greater reliance on Washington as guarantor of regional security and stability. That's not a bad thing if it helps ease the fears and pressures that might otherwise beget a nuclear arms race. As several Eastern European governments worry over the implications of Russia's increasingly belligerent approach toward some of its neighbors -- an anxiety heightened by Europe's dependence on Russian natural gas, Moscow's demonstrated willingness to turn off the taps, and last August's war with Georgia -- they'll turn to a U.S.-led NATO to ease their fears. The U.S. military will also remain an essential weapon in America's soft power arsenal -- by delivering relief to victims of natural disasters abroad, for example. 

AT: Soft Power is Cheaper
You’re wrong-military budget is not overstretched-hard power is not too costly
Abe Greenwald, policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010. (“The Soft-Power Fallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)
In addition to limning the failings of Nye’s “intangible means of power,” it is important to note that despite Nye’s insistence, American military power has grown increasingly flexible and cost-effective. Nye said that rising expenses would make the maintenance and use of such power untenable in the long run. Yet the U.S. has now been in two ongoing overseas wars for nearly a decade, while military spending as a percentage of GDP is lower than it was when Nye coined the term soft power. Additionally, forces have suffered fewer casualties than in any previous extended American war.
AT: Soft Power Solves Conflict

Soft power doesn’t solve conflict – can’t be harnessed for foreign policy goals.
Nye, Professor at Harvard University, 2007 (Joseph, Leashing the Dogs of War, ed. Crocker, p.396
Soft power can play an important role in managing conflicts, but one must not oversell it.  For one thing, as mentioned earlier, soft power is often difficult for governments to use directly.  Much of it is produced and controlled by civil society outside the control of government.  To some extent, national soft power in the form of values is almost an  inadvertent by-product of domestic political life, and American popular cultural exports are controlled more by Hollywood than by Washington.  Even in countries with more central political control than in the United States, the importance of credibility limits the extent to which governments can manipulate their soft power in an information age.  Moreover, as mentioned, setting an example does not provide power unless others choose to follow it.  Sometimes examples are ignored; and sometimes, when cultural values differ dramatically, examples can be counterproductive.  Thus soft power is not simply another “tool” to be added to the peacekeeper’s “tool kit” like an additional battalion of troops.  But attraction to the values for which peacekeepers stand can facilitate their tasks. 

AT: Soft Power Key to Hegemony

Hard Power key to hegemony – solves all the benefits of soft power.
Holmes, former assistant secretary of state and vice president at the Heritage Foundation, 2009 (Kim, States News Service, June 12, Lexis Academic)
Many, if not most, Europeans credit "soft power" for the peace they've enjoyed for decades. Thinking their version of a Kantian universal peace arose from the committee chambers of the European Union - and not from the victories of the Western powers in World War II and the Cold War - they hold up soft power as a model for the rest of the world. In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires mainly negotiation and common understanding. The importance of our military strength is downplayed and sometimes even seen as the main obstacle to peace. Even when its importance is acknowledged, it's a perfunctory afterthought. Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, too. But the futility of it can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years - a period in which their efforts have only matured - to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory. The limits of soft power have not only bedeviled Mr. Obama but George W. Bush as well. After applying pressure on North Korea so diligently in 2006, the Bush administration relaxed its posture in early 2007, and North Korea concluded that it was again free to backslide on its commitments. Two years later, this effort to "engage" North Korea, which the Obama administration continued even after North Korea's April 5 missile test, has only led North Korea to believe that it can get away with more missile tests and nuclear weapons detonations. And so far, it has. The problem here is not merely an overconfidence in the process of "talking" and trying to achieve "mutual understanding" - as if diplomacy were merely about communications and eliminating hurt feelings. Rather, it is about the interaction and sometimes clash of hardened interests and ideologies. These are serious matters, and you don't take them seriously by wishing away the necessity, when need be, of using the hard power of force to settle things. It's this connection of hard to soft power that Mr. Obama appears not to understand. In what is becoming a signature trait of saying one thing and doing another, Mr. Obama has argued that America must "combine military power with strengthened diplomacy." But since becoming president he has done little to demonstrate an actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America's military power with diplomatic strategies. For America to be an effective leader and arbiter of the international order, it must be willing to maintain a world-class military. That requires resources: spending, on average, no less than 4 percent of the nation's gross domestic product on defense. Unfortunately, Mr. Obama's next proposed defense budget and Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates' vision for "rebalancing" the military are drastically disconnected from the broad range of strategic priorities that a superpower like the United States must influence and achieve. If our country allows its hard power to wane, our leaders will lose crucial diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense white paper concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and its implications for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. The United States can succeed in advancing its priorities by diplomatic means only so long as it retains a "big stick." Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support. 

AT: Soft Power Solves Resentment

Soft power doesn’t solve resentment – still risks backlash.

Joffe 10, publisher-editor of the German weekly Die Zeit and associate of the Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University, 2006 (Josef, New York Times, May 14, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/14/magazine/14wwln_lede.html?_r=2&pagewanted=print&oref=slogin)
In recent years, a number of American thinkers, led by Joseph S. Nye Jr. of Harvard, have argued that the United States should rely more on what he calls its "soft power" — the contagious appeal of its ideas, its culture and its way of life — and so rely less on the "hard power" of its stealth bombers and aircraft carriers. There is one problem with this argument: soft power does not necessarily increase the world's love for America. It is still power, and it can still make enemies. America's soft power isn't just pop and schlock; its cultural clout is both high and low. It is grunge and Google, Madonna and MoMA, Hollywood and Harvard. If two-thirds of the movie marquees carry an American title in Europe (even in France), dominance is even greater when it comes to translated books. The figure for Germany in 2003 was 419 versus 3,732; that is, for every German book translated into English, nine English-language books were translated into German. It used to be the other way around. A hundred years ago, Humboldt University in Berlin was the model for the rest of the world. Tokyo, Johns Hopkins, Stanford and the University of Chicago were founded in conscious imitation of the German university and its novel fusion of teaching and research. Today Europe's universities have lost their luster, and as they talk reform, they talk American. Indeed, America is one huge global "demonstration effect," as the sociologists call it. The Soviet Union's cultural presence in Prague, Budapest and Warsaw vanished into thin air the moment the last Russian soldier departed. American culture, however, needs no gun to travel. There may be little or no relationship between America's ubiquity and its actual influence. Hundreds of millions of people around the world wear, listen, eat, drink, watch and dance American, but they do not identify these accouterments of their daily lives with America. A Yankees cap is the epitome of things American, but it hardly signifies knowledge of, let alone affection for, the team from New York or America as such.  The same is true for American films, foods or songs. Of the 250 top-grossing movies around the world, only four are foreign-made: "The Full Monty" (U.K.), "Life Is Beautiful" (Italy) and "Spirited Away" and "Howl's Moving Castle" (Japan); the rest are American, including a number of co-productions. But these American products shape images, not sympathies, and there is little, if any, relationship between artifact and affection. If the relationship is not neutral, it is one of repulsion rather than attraction — the dark side of the "soft power" coin. The European student movement of the late 1960's took its cue from the Berkeley free-speech movement of 1964, the inspiration for all post-1964 Western student revolts. But it quickly turned anti-American; America was reviled while it was copied. Now shift forward to the Cannes Film Festival of 2004, where hundreds of protesters denounced America's intervention in Iraq until the police dispersed them. The makers of the movie "Shrek 2" had placed large bags of green Shrek ears along the Croisette, the main drag along the beach. As the demonstrators scattered, many of them put on free Shrek ears. "They were attracted," noted an observer in this magazine, "by the ears' goofiness and sheer recognizability." And so the enormous pull of American imagery went hand in hand with the country's, or at least its government's, condemnation. Between Vietnam and Iraq, America's cultural presence has expanded into ubiquity, and so has the resentment of America's soft power. In some cases, like the French one, these feelings harden into governmental policy. And so the French have passed the Toubon law, which prohibits on pain of penalty the use of English words — make that D.J. into a disque-tourneur. In 1993, the French coaxed the European Union into adding a "cultural exception" clause to its commercial treaties exempting cultural products, high or low, from normal free-trade rules. Other European nations impose informal quotas on American TV fare.  
AT: Soft Power Solves Resentment/Backlash

Soft power causes backlash--it’s perceived as cultural imperialism
Nathan Gardels, journalist and Senior Fellow at the UCLA School of Public Affairs, former executive director of the Institute for National Strategy, degree in Theory and Comparative Politics; and Mike Medavoy. 2009. (American Idol After Iraq: Competing for Hearts and Minds in the Global Media Age, page 62.)
When the winner takes all, including claims over the hearts and minds of a diverse world, it invites a backlash. Clearly, the dominant influence of American mass culture in the wake of the Cold War's end, quite apart from the ideas of democracy and individual freedom inherent in Hollywood films, TV shows, or even the art market, has caused a backlash precisely because of the diversity of identities unleashed by the defrosting of the bi-polar order. Hence the sentiment expressed by Josef Joffe in Chapter 2 - that the growth of America's mass cultural presence into ubiquity in the era between the Vietnam and Iraq wars has generated resentment among those who sense an odor of occupation. If there is resistance to military occupation, similarly there is resentment against cultural occupation. As much as global audiences have sucked up Titanic or global consumers have; downloaded the latest Microsoft product, they want the cultural space to make their own choices. It is simply too overbearing for America to dominate the metaworld of information, icons, and entertainment as well as possess the world's top universities and technologies and, on top of that, spend more on our military than the next eight nations combined. In typical example of post-Cold War resentment, in June 2006 the Indonesian defense minister Juwono Sudarsono tested America's pervasive soft power. "The United States is overbearing and overpresent and overwhelming in every sector of life in many nations and cultures," he protested to America’s then-secretary of hard power, Donald Rumsfeld.1 From Singapore to Ottawa, from Mexico City to Seoul, local cultural ministers, artists, filmmakers, and politicians have worried about their own cultural heritage being obliterated by the homogenizing, megastar, special-effects block- busters that former Disney chief Michael Eisner once described “planetized entertainment." [continues] In these comments, Pollack foreshadows the paradoxical issues that have emerged as American culture became ubiquitous. It may well spread a message of the promise of liberty, but douses by sheer scale other alternatives to entertainment increasingly geared to teen sensibilities. Examples of resistance abound. South Korean filmmakers have not been alone in banding together to oppose a freetrade agreement with the United States which they feel would amount to "imperialism" over their industry. When Alan Parker cast Madonna as Eva Peron in his film, Evita, Argentines all around were crying that their myths were being appropriated by Hollywood. The Peronist president at the time, Saul Menem, publicly announced his opposition to this act as "North American imperialism." 

AT: Soft Power Solves Terrorism***

There’s not a chance in hell they solve terrorism-can’t win the hearts and minds
Kroenig et al ‘9 (Matthew, assistant professor in the Department of Government at Georgetown University and a research affiliate with The Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University,  Melissa McAdam, Ph.D. student in the UC Berkeley Political Science Departmen, Steven Weber, Professor of political science @UC Berk, “Taking Soft Power Seriously,” 

39-46 AM)a

The United States has also sought to apply soft power to counter ideological support for terrorism. Again, despite a concerted effort by the United States, global support for terrorist ideology shows no sign of abating and, according to some measures, may be increasing. The inability of the United States to counter ideological support for terrorism can be attributed to an environment hostile to the application of soft power. The societies to which the United States has targeted its message lack a functioning marketplace of ideas and the U.S. message is not credible to the target audience. For these reasons, the application of soft power has been an ineffective tool for countering ideological support for terrorism, despite the importance of individual attitudes as a driver of terrorist behavior. In the 2005 National Defense Strategy, the United States presented a threepronged strategy for winning the War on Terror.77 The first two elements of the strategy, attacking terrorist networks and defending the homeland, were definitively in the realm of hard power. The third and, according to many Pentagon officials, the most important element of the strategy, however, was “countering ideological support for terrorism.”78 As part of this soft power strategy, the United States declared its intent to “Support models of moderation in the Muslim world by helping change Muslim misperceptions of the United States and the West.”79 Furthermore, the United States vowed to “delegitimate terrorism and extremists by e.g., eliminating state and private support for extremism.”80 The 2006 National Strategy for Combating Terrorism continued the theme of ideological combat stating that “from the beginning, [the War on Terror] has been both a battle of arms and a battle of ideas. Not only do we fight our terrorist enemies on the battlefield, we promote freedom and human dignity as alternatives to the terrorists’ perverse vision of oppression and totalitarian rule.”81 According to the strategy, “winning the War on Terror means winning the battle of ideas.” The United States also singled out state sponsors of terror for its soft power campaign and declared that it desired “to make clear that all acts of terrorism are illegitimate so that terrorism will be viewed in the same light as slavery, piracy, or genocide: behavior that no respectable government can condone or support and all must oppose.”82 These were serious statements of policy objectives. To isolate state-sponsors of terrorism, President Bush encouraged states to choose a position “either with us or against us in the fight against terror."83 A special task force on “strategic communications” was set up at the Defense Science Board that argued that “the United States is engaged in a generational and global struggle about ideas.” 84 The Board concluded that, “policies will not succeed unless they are communicated to global and domestic audiences in ways that are credible and allow them to make informed, independent judgments.”85 To show the level of commitment the Bush administration made to the task of public diplomacy, President Bush appointed his trusted public relations manager, Karen Hughes, as Undersecretary of State for Public Diplomacy. 86 Under Hughes’s leadership, the State Department established regional media hubs offering U.S. spokespeople with language capabilities to speak on America’ behalf in media outlets throughout the Middle East.87 The United States Government also increased the budget for the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), the U.S. agency responsible for dispensing foreign aid, by 60%, from 5 billion in 1998 to 8 billion in 2003.88 The United States funded a variety of pro-American media in the Muslim world including H1 magazine, Radio Sawa, and the Al Hurra television station. 89 Furthermore, the United States established reeducation facilities, such as the “House of Wisdom” in Iraq, to teach moderate Muslim theology to detainees captured in the War on Terror.90 Despite this widespread effort to communicate throughout the Muslim world, the United States, to date, has largely failed in its effort to apply soft power to its advantage in the War on Terror. The War on Terror will probably be a “generational struggle,” but it is nevertheless troubling that after a sustained multi-year effort to counter ideological support for terrorism, the United States has made real progress on very few of its stated objectives. The United States has, since 9/11, avoided a major terrorist attack, and while the causes of this can be debated, it is not likely the result of a waning of terrorist ideology globally as is evidenced by the string of attacks in other parts of the world. In recent years, terrorists have carried out attacks in: Algeria, Great Britain, Israel, Iraq, Jordan, Russia, Spain, and other countries.91 Despite heavy pressure from the United States in the form of hard and soft power, states still support terrorism and Al Qaeda has even reconstituted terrorist training camps in South Asia. 92 Terrorist ideology continues to flourish globally with the help of the Internet.93 The low public opinion of the United States in the Muslim world, often thought to be one of the factors contributing to terrorism against the United States, has not improved in recent years. In fact, a recent study found that people’s “attitudes toward U.S. foreign policy actually worsened slightly since they started listening to Radio Sawa and Al Hurra.”94 Few observers believe that U.S. efforts to combat Al Qaeda have been effective. In a recent worldwide poll, survey respondents in 22 out of 23 countries reported that the U.S.-led war on terror has not weakened Al Qaeda.95 The U.S. failure to use soft power effectively in the War on Terror is even more pronounced in some of the most important countries. In Egypt and Pakistan, for example, 60% and 41% of the respective publics possess either positive or mixed views of Al Qaeda.96 According to Doug Miller, chairman of the international polling firm Globescan, “The fact that so many people in Egypt and Pakistan have mixed or even positive views of al Qaeda is yet another indicator that the US war on terror is not winning hearts and minds.”97 Why has the United States failed in its effort to use soft power to counter ideological support for terrorism? Part of the reason is that the United States has not been able to compete in a functioning marketplace of ideas in most of the societies where a threat of jihadi terrorism exists. In the 2006 National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, the United States acknowledges that “terrorists recruit more effectively from populations whose information about the world is contaminated by falsehoods and corrupted by conspiracy theories. The distortions keep alive grievances and filter out facts that would challenge popular prejudices and self-serving propaganda.”98 In other words, many countries of the Middle East and the broader Muslim world lack a functioning marketplace of ideas. They are disproportionately authoritarian. 99 These governments often take measures, generally for the purposes of domestic stability, that have the effect of preventing meaningful competition in their domestic marketplace of ideas. Foreign media content containing ideas about democracy and freedom are filtered.100 Domestic political opponents are prevented from expressing views that challenge the government.101 Radical religious groups, extremist parties, and fundamentalist madrassas are supported to shore up the legitimacy of secular regimes.102 Domestic problems are externalized and blamed on an “imperial” United States.103 The lack of a functioning marketplace of ideas in this region contributes to the pervasiveness of conspiracy theories in the region from private households to the highest levels of government.104 Due in part to these phenomena, public opinion of U.S. foreign policy is lower in the Middle East than in any other world region.105 The inability of the United States to communicate in this region is aptly described by Norman Patizz, an American media entrepreneur, who notes that “there is a media war going on [in the Muslim world] with incitement, hate broadcasting, disinformation, government censorship, self-censorship, and America is not in the race.”106 Another limiting factor on the United States effort to counter ideological support for terrorism is the logic of persuasion. U.S. efforts to communicate directly with the Muslim world have been thwarted by a lack of credibility. Expert messengers are more persuasive than non-experts, but U.S. government officials are hardly qualified to discuss the intricacies of Muslim theology and the consistency, or lack thereof, of terrorism with the teachings of the Koran. U.S. strategists have recognized this and sought to adjust strategy appropriately, aiming to communicate through surrogates whenever possible.107 Attempts to channel a message through third parties face a number of challenges however. The audiences that the United States targets in the Middle East generally know which media outlets receive U.S. support and, accordingly, discount the messages that they receive from those sources. In a recent study on the effectiveness of U.S. supported media in the Middle East, a Jordanian student wrote that “Radio Sawa serves US interests and helps it spread its control over the world and to serve Zionist interests.”108 A student from Palestine wrote that the United States “[spreads] lies and fabricates news” through Television Al Hurra.109 According to Al-Ahram Weekly, an Egyptian newspaper, Arab youth listen to Radio Sawa, but “they take the U.S. sound and discard the U.S. agenda.”110 The United States efforts at persuasion may have also failed because they fail to speak to the intended audience at an emotional level. Shibley Telhami has described Al Hurra as adopting a style of “detached objectivity” to its coverage of highly controversial political issues. Telhami went on to criticize the futility of a mismatched approach that aims “to be precisely dispassionate while facing a passionate audience.”111 As difficult as it may be for the United States to accept, the United States with all of its hard and soft power is not well-equipped to persuade international audiences about the legitimacy of terrorism as a tactic. There are undoubtedly other factors that helped to discredit the U.S. message on issues of terrorism. The U.S. military intervention in Iraq and the related prisoner abuse scandal at Abu Grhaib, for example, alienated many in the broader Middle East.112 But, these factors only further weakened U.S. credibility; the United States was never in a position to be a persuasive messenger on the subject of terrorism in the Muslim world. In the War on Terror, however, individual attitudes have had an important, though mixed, effect on international political outcomes. Ideas have a critical (but by no means exclusive) impact on individual decisions to join terrorist organization, but attitudes are less important determinants of the state sponsorship of terrorism. Exposure to radical ideology is an important component leading an individual to become a terrorist. While containing an undeniable ideological component, however, many of the factors that convince people to turn to terrorism are material in origin, not ideational, and, thus, cannot be addressed with soft power tools. Social science research suggests that many factors may contribute to the production of a terrorist. Few opportunities for political participation, low levels of social integration, personal loss, and foreign occupation are among the variables that have been linked to a higher risk of terrorism. 113 The United States can combat some of these risk factors through the application or withdrawal of hard power, but few of them can be addressed through the application of soft power alone. Despite America’s soft power campaign, the state sponsorship of terrorism also appears to be alive and well and driven by states’ core material interests. Pakistan continues to walk the fine line of allowing terrorists to operate in the tribal regions while making occasional raids against terrorist hideouts to placate the United States.114 And states that can gain through the active support of terrorism as an extension of their national power, such as Iran and Syria, continue to do so.115 The United States has been unsuccessful, so far, in its attempt to use soft power to counter global ideological support for terror. This failure is due, at least in part, to the absence of the conditions necessary for an effective soft power strategy. Attitudes may be influential in determining the strength of the international terrorist movement, but the United States was unable to participate in debates in key regions in which terrorist ideology flourishes and a lack of credibility further hindered U.S. efforts to change attitudes on important terrorism-related issues.

AT: Soft Power Solves Terrorism
Soft Power is ineffective in deterring terrorism—Al Qaeda quote proves 
Abe Greenwald, policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010. (“The Soft-Power Fallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)
For what stronger negation of the soft-power thesis could one imagine than a strike against America largely inspired by what Nye considered a great “soft power resource”: namely, “American values of democracy and human rights”? Yet Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda’s second-in-command, had in fact weighed in unequivocally on the matter of Western democracy: “Whoever claims to be a ‘democratic-Muslim,’ or a Muslim who calls for democracy, is like one who says about himself ‘I am a Jewish Muslim,’ or ‘I am a Christian Muslim’—the one worse than the other. He is an apostate infidel.” With a detestable kind of clarity, Zawahiri’s pronouncement revealed the hollowness at the heart of the soft-power theory. Soft power is a fine policy complement in dealing with parties that approve of American ideals and American dominion. But applied to those that do not, soft power’s attributes become their opposites. For enemies of the United States, the export of American culture is a provocation, not an invitation; self-conscious “example-setting” in areas like nonproliferation is an indication of weakness, not leadership; deference to international bodies is a path to exercising a veto over American action, not a means of forging multilateral cooperation. It is instructive to recall that when professional diplomacy was created in the Italian city-states of the early Renaissance, both diplomats and the lands they represented belonged to a relatively straightforward order. Not only did these city-states share the same swath of the planet, but cooperating diplomats also shared something more important. As Harold Nicolson put it, “These officials representing their governments in foreign capitals possessed similar standards of education, similar experience and a similar aim. They desired the same sort of world.” That kind of privileged diplomacy, taking place among the like-minded, continues to yield results. Soft power is and always has been an organic aspect of America’s relationships with regimes that already “desire the same sort of world.”Washington may quibble over the details of energy or trade policy with other democracies, but a mutually beneficial deal can usually be reached because all parties have gone into negotiations with some type of mutually beneficial outcome in mind. For example, in March, India and the United States secured an agreement whereby the U.S. will commit to selling nuclear material to India and India will commit to firewalling its civil and military reactors under international supervision. Such bilateral comity comes as a result of India’s wanting to be a freer, more prosperous, and pluralistic democracy. America’s use of soft power, in this context, is a given. Alternately, the limits of soft power can be seen in the Obama administration’s dealings with regimes that reject the American model. The most immediate examples are Iran and Russia. Consider the Obama administration’s attempt to employ soft power and strike a uranium enrichment deal with Iran. On March 19, 2009, during the Iranian celebration of the Persian New Year, President Obama released a much-viewed video message directed at Iran and specifically its leadership. He transparently laid out, for Tehran, his vision of diplomatic rebirth.
AT: Soft Power Solves NK Prolif

Soft power is ineffective and doesn’t aid denuclearization – Nye admits
Kang Hyun-kyung, staff reporter for the Korea Times, 2008 (“`Soft Power' Leads to Better Ties”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/special/2009/11/178_29271.html)

A soft power debate leads to a question: How it can help us get what we want? The New York Philharmonic performance in Pyongyang, North Korea in February is one of the real world examples helping one get a peep of soft power. According to CNN, some musicians considered a boycott shortly after they were told that the Philharmonic was invited to perform in the Stalinist country. Christopher Hill, a chief US negotiator to the six-party talks, decided to meet and convinced the musicians to seek the performance there, stressing the importance of the cultural diplomacy in moving the multilateral talks forward. Hill told the CNN: ``I wasn't giving a pep talk to the New York Philharmonic. I was giving them information and I was telling them essentially what we're trying to do with these negotiations.'' In June, Pyongyang destroyed the nuclear cooling tower in the Yongbyon nuclear reactor and shortly after that US President George W. Bush announced the plan to delist the North from a state list sponsoring terrorism in return for Pyongyang's denuclearization. Prof. Nye confirmed the concert was a ``modest effort at soft power.'' ``But I doubt that it had much direct effect on Pyongyang's nuclear program,'' he said. Senior Presidential Secretary Pahk Jae-wan also outlined the importance of soft power in foreign policy. In a speech to business leaders in July, Pahk hinted that the government was paying the price in the campaign to defend the sovereignty of Dokdo islets as the government had paid little attention to nation branding. ``National brand of the Republic of Korea falls far behind the nation's economic status in the world,'' the senior presidential secretary said. ``I must confess that this makes it difficult for the government to launch an effective global campaign to win Japan's claim of Dokdo islets.'' In 1996, British consultant Simon Anholt coined the term of nation brand or nation branding referring to how countries are perceived by others. Anholt's team released the so-called Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands Index which measures the power of each country's brand image by combining six perspectives ― exports; governance; culture and heritage; people; tourism; investment and immigration. According to the index out in 2007, Korea ranked 28th, following Poland and Egypt. The country is behind China, whose ranking stood at 22nd and Japan which ranked eighth. Given that the economy is ranked some 13th largest one in the globe, its nation brand ostensibly falls far behind its economic status as the senior presidential secretary put. Status in China and Japan  Some local think tank people say that China has increased its foreign aid to the underdeveloped world in Africa and Latin America where natural gas and energy are abundant, in an attempt to secure energy supplies. China has provided the developing world in the regions access to cheap credit and inexpensive consumer goods.  According to the U.S. Congressional Research Service (CRS) in 2008, China has offered its ``no strings attached'' foreign aid to the underdeveloped world and its ability to deploy state-owned assets to garner soft power advantages.  China is different from the United States or other Western governments in that the Chinese government did not require the less developed world to improve human rights conditions, governance or environmental regulations in return for foreign aid.  Despite the ``unrestricted foreign aid,'' CRS found ``China's success has been mixed and its influence remains modest.''  The same paper said Japan has begun to use its aid to China to accomplish broader political and diplomatic goals.  ``Japan funnels some of its aid funds to pro-Japanese non-governmental organizations in China. Some in Japan have been questioning the need for continued official development assistance to a country that now is an aid provider and who is seen by many Japanese as a regional economic and strategic competitor,'' said the paper.  Nye observed China has placed a good deal of emphasis on soft power in recent years, calling it a ``smart strategy for a rising power'' because it makes the rise of its hard power appear less threatening to other countries.  ``China has increased its education of foreign students, started many Confucius Institutes overseas, and increased its broadcasting and public diplomacy,'' he said.  Nye observed economic aid is a longstanding economic power resource.  ``Where it is used to induce or coerce (by threat of cutoff), this is a form of hard power. When it creates a positive atmosphere that attracts the recipients, it also produces soft power. The American Marshall Plan for Europe is an example of an aid program that produced both hard and soft power,'' he said Nye, however, said whether China's aid in Africa will produce similar results is still uncertain. ``China's internal policies on human rights and political freedoms set limits on Chinese soft power.''  As for Japan's soft power, Nye observed: ``Japan derives soft power from its traditional and popular culture, its success in economics and democracy, and its policies. But Japan often limits its soft power by failing to come fully to terms with its history.'' Smart Power Nye said soft power, however, is not a panacea. ``Soft power alone is rarely sufficient to accomplish a country's goals. For example, soft power will not denuclearize North Korea or Iran. '' he claimed.  ``In most instances, countries need to combine soft and hard power into strategies where they reinforce rather than undercut each other. That is smart power. Over the past eight years, the US has relied too heavily on hard power without combining it well with soft power.''
AT: Soft Power Solves NK Prolif
US cooperation with North Korea would deter South Korea’s ability to negotiate and does not solve NK prolif
Ruediger Frank,  Professor of East Asian Economy and Society at the East Asian Institute of the University of Vienna, 2007 ("North Korea's Nuclear Weapons: Dismantlement or Disarmament", http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/07069Frank.html/)

Given both the track record of the decades since the end of the Korean War in 1953 and official propaganda, the North Korean nuclear program seems not to be designed to create inputs for an aggressive expansionist strategy but rather to provide a reliable means of deterrence. Domestically, too, what counts is the ability of the Kim Jong-il leadership to dramatically demonstrate to his people the capability of producing these weapons and their actual possession, and not the relatively unspectacular continued existence of related production facilities. Stopping the production of weapons that have a diminishing marginal utility as a tool of deterrence is one thing; it can be explained at home as a gesture of might, strength and superiority and abroad as a sign of peacefulness and goodwill. Destroying these weapons, on the other hand, would look like surrendering to the enemy and be equivalent to political suicide. It is extremely unlikely that under the present conditions, Kim Jong-il would even think about such an option. Still the question remains why he is ready to make the limited concession of freezing or dismantling the nuclear program. Although not an end to nuclear North Korea, this nevertheless is an important and laudable step towards improving security in the region. So what is in for Kim Jong-il? Various interpretations are possible. North Korea is surely concerned because of China's rising influence through economic and soft power. The classical strategy against such an imbalance would be to look for a counter-weight, so strengthening the position of the USA in the region by offering a diplomatic success after the frustration of the last few years could be a deliberate choice of Pyongyang's policy makers. Such a game is not free of risks, but North Korea has played it successfully before. An obvious explanation is the North Korean fear of a conservative victory in South Korea's presidential elections this December. By wooing Washington, Pyongyang follows the principle of what was coined Ostpolitik by Willy Brand or Northern Policy by Roh Tae-woo. If the United States would change their attitude towards North Korea from confrontation to even careful cooperation, conservatives in Seoul would have a hard time attacking Roh Moo-hyun and Kim Dae-jung for having followed such a policy in the last years. Finally, this is North Korea, and experience tells us that tomorrow things can look completely different. In other words, we might see just another tactical maneuver to buy time, to confuse the enemy, to extract some more aid and assistance, and then start the whole discussion over again. To conclude, it is unlikely that the weapons themselves will be scrapped. Nevertheless, stopping their production is a valuable thing and within reach. The reasons behind are, as usual, subject to speculation, and might include a fear of China, a concern over South Korean domestic developments, hunger for economic support and tactical gameplay. 
AT: Soft Power Solves Democracy/Human Rights

Soft power doesn’t solve human rights or democracy – many examples.
Krauthammer, Pulitzer-Prize winning syndicated columnist, 2008 (Charles, National Review, July 11, Lexis Academic)

This in foreign policy establishment circles is called "hard power." In the Bush years, hard power is terribly out of fashion, seen as a mere obsession of cowboys and neocons. Both in Europe and America, the sophisticates worship at the altar of "soft power" -- the use of diplomatic and moral resources to achieve one's ends. Europe luxuriates in soft power, nowhere more than in l'affaire Betancourt in which Europe's repeated gestures of solidarity hovered somewhere between the fatuous and the destructive. Europe had been pressing the Colombian government to negotiate for the hostages. Venezuela's Hugo Chavez offered to mediate. Of course, we know from documents captured in a daring Colombian army raid into Ecuador in March -- your standard hard-power operation duly denounced by that perfect repository of soft power, the Organization of American States -- that Chavez had been secretly funding and pulling the strings of the FARC. These negotiations would have been Chavez's opportunity to gain recognition and legitimacy for his terrorist client. Colombia's President Alvaro Uribe, a conservative and close ally of President Bush, went instead for the hard stuff. He has for years. As a result, he has brought to its knees the longest-running and once-strongest guerrilla force on the continent by means of "an intense military campaign (that) weakened the FARC, killing seasoned commanders and prompting 1,500 fighters and urban operatives to desert" (Washington Post). In the end, it was that campaign -- and its agent, the Colombian military -- that freed Betancourt. She was, however, only one of the high-minded West's many causes. Solemn condemnations have been issued from every forum of soft-power fecklessness -- the EU, the U.N., the G-8 foreign ministers -- demanding that Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe stop butchering his opponents and step down. Before that, the cause du jour was Burma, where a vicious dictatorship allowed thousands of cyclone victims to die by denying them independently delivered foreign aid, lest it weaken the junta's grip on power. And then there is Darfur, a perennial for which myriad diplomats and foreign-policy experts have devoted uncountable hours at the finest five-star hotels to deplore the genocide and urgently urge relief. What is done to free these people? Nothing. Everyone knows it will take the hardest of hard power to remove the oppressors in Zimbabwe, Burma, Sudan, and other godforsaken places where the bad guys have the guns and use them. Indeed, as the Zimbabwean opposition leader suggested (before quickly retracting) from his hideout in the Dutch embassy -- Europe specializes in providing haven for those fleeing the evil that Europe does nothing about -- the only solution is foreign intervention.

AT: Soft Power Solves Iran Pakistan Conflict

Soft power risks nuclear conflict with Pakistan and Iran

Lambro 2009
(Donald, Chief political correspondent of The Washington Times, Monday, May 11, 2009, The Washington Times, “’Smart Power’ stumped: Obama approach isn’t making the grade)

Yet these and other mounting threats abroad "illustrate the weakness of the Obama foreign policy," wrote Michael Rubin, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, in the Weekly Standard.  What the administration does not seem to grasp is that the battle against the Taliban in Pakistan and the nuclear threats posed by Iran are not going to be solved through soft power or good-faith engagement.  "The Taliban - or, for that matter, the Iranian leadership - are motivated not by earthly desires but by a religious ideology, one that brands any government unwilling to bow to their demands as illegitimate and Satanic," Mr. Rubin wrote.  Eagerness to compromise with the Taliban - as the Pakistani government sought to do when it turned over the Swat Valley to them in the hopes of a brokered peace - or attempting to buy off Iran or North Korea again only whets their demands for more concessions. And buys them time.  In the end, that always results in more dangerous consequences.

***Democracy Promotion

Demo Promo Fails-Iraq proves

It’s already too late- U.S. intervention fails and ruins local political engagement

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

One crucial feature of coercive democratization is that it requires an at least temporary and conditional forced suspension of sovereignty in the target state. This raises fundamental issues of procedure: who decides; who verifies the legitimacy of a given decision; to whom are the results accountable; what redress is available in the event of disproportionate force or unnecessary collateral damage. It also poses major difficulties for democratic theory - especially as regards the normally assumed interdependence between sovereignty and democracy. The suspension of sovereignty requires a decision on the part of external powers to act in the interests of a political community that is unable to formulate its own preferences, owing to the suppression of democracy there. But what if those preferences would not have included such a drastic remedy? What if, even after the intervention has occurred, the newly enfranchised beneficiaries of this external gift of democracy are not grateful, but hostile? In any case, coercive intervention is rarely a purely surgical operation with self-healing and the restoration of popular sovereignty as the sole outcomes. It nearly always creates 'facts on the ground'. New vested interests arise and need protection; old authorities are damaged or displaced and may not be allowed to return; economic and strategic balances are altered according to the necessities of the occupying powers. The more controversial and resisted the occupation, the more far-reaching will be this redistribution of costs and opportunities. Finally, once sovereignty has been suspended for the first time, local expectations and patterns of behaviour are likely to change. The comparative record suggests that after the first foreign intervention, both domestic actors and external patrons may become habituated to cycles of repetition that preclude a durable and cumulative democratic progression (Haiti provides one vivid example of this possibility).

Demo-promo fails- Iraq and WOT failures prove.

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

So Operation Iraqi Freedom was pivotal in more than one respect. It suspended the sovereignty of a substantial state without full and prior authorization at the highest standards of international legal authority. If a 'coalition of the willing' could make such far-reaching decisions in this case, then a precedent would be set for all sorts of other ad hoc coalitions to encroach on other national sovereignties later on. It was not even clear that the individual states within such a coalition would themselves necessarily be required to observe the highest standards of probity about domestic decision-making. (The 'global war on terror' has been used as justification for a range of questionable procedural innovations in a number of advanced western democracies - as discussed more fully in section seven below). It dismantled political and administrative structures that were needed to provide security and basic services to the population over whom it acquired custodianship. The old state was not merely suspended, it was destroyed, and the occupiers failed to make replacement provisions even at the minimal standards that had existed beforehand. It is said that the Iraqi people have benefited because they now have a directly elected democratic government. But major decisions are still taken by the occupiers from the Green Zone, and without the unmediated control of those elected authorities.24 There is still (after five years) no indication of when full national sovereignty will be restored. In the interim, how is democratic accountability in occupied Iraq to be established? If democratic accountability has been established at all, it would seem that it is the electorate of the USA, rather than that of Iraq, that still has the more important say. What redress is available to the Iraqi people for the human costs of the continued occupation - for the displacement and ethnic cleansing of millions, and for the millions of refugees driven into neighbouring countries? How does the UN 'Responsibility to Protect' declaration apply to these products of Western democracy promotion? Or does it only apply to the victims of non-democratic regimes? In the absence of a robust democratic sovereignty in Iraq, none of these legal administrative and political questions can be given a satisfactory answer.

Demo Promo Fails-Iraq & Hypocrisy

U.S. Democracy promotion fails – model doesn’t translate, others don’t follow and multiple alt causes make the US look too hypocritical

Pressman, Jeremy (Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut). 5/6/09. “Power without Influence; The Bush Administration's Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East,” Iraq and Beyond. http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T6953210683&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T6953210642&cisb=22_T6953210641&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=258937&docNo=1.
After expending significant resources, the United States has made little progress on promoting democracy in the region. The few positive changes are directly correlated with the introduction of U.S. soldiers in Iraq, and even there democratic progress has been very limited; democratization by force is not a replicable model beyond Iraq because it has proven so costly. There has been no measurable improvement in democratic performance in large regional powers such as Egypt, Iran, or Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, a number of Bush's policies and U.S. actions--including working with dictators, seeming to condone human rights abuses, and undermining democratically elected governments--made the United States appear hypocritical. President Bush's policy in the Middle East has exacerbated nuclear proliferation rather than tamed it. The United States continues to expend tremendous resources in Iraq, but Iraq did not have nuclear weapons or even an active program to develop them. Meanwhile Iran has not been deterred by forceful U.S. action in Afghanistan and Iraq. Instead it continues to enhance its nuclear program.

U.S. demo promo fails – Iraq wrecked our credibility and uneven push makes us look hypocritical

Pressman, Jeremy (Professor of Political Science at the University of Connecticut). 5/6/09. “Power without Influence; The Bush Administration's Foreign Policy Failure in the Middle East,” Iraq and Beyond. http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T6953210683&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T6953210642&cisb=22_T6953210641&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=258937&docNo=1.
The Bush administration did not press for democracy equally across the region. Instead it concentrated on nonallied states such as Saddam's Iraq, Iran, and Lebanon as well as the Palestinian Authority. 33 This approach ultimately failed. 34 Moreover, the administration applied much less pressure in the case of U.S. allies that play important strategic roles in the region such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia. That difference in treatment opened the United States up to charges that it was using democracy as a tool to punish adversaries and advance U.S. security interests, rather than as a means to extend democratic rights to Arab peoples. Tamara Wittes explains this "conflict-of-interests problem" in which short-term security needs repeatedly trump long-term democracy promotion with regard to U.S. policy toward friendly Arab states. 35In Iraq the Bush administration's effort to promote democracy is mixed, and the costs have been tremendous. Moreover, there is no evidence of the demonstration effect that the administration had expected. Iraq held elections, and the government had begun to function. The country's disparate ethnoreligious groups were only partially integrated, and many of the most contentious political issues remained unresolved. Further, the elections may have exacerbated the sectarian divide. 36 Millions of Iraqis were forced from their homes; many Sunni Arab leaders and militias remain outside the political system; and Kurdish leaders have maintained their semiautonomous zone in the north. 37 Looking forward, the stability of Iraq's democratic system remains uncertain. Iraq is unquestionably more democratic today than it was under Saddam Hussein, a change that came at a huge price for all Iraqis and some Americans. To reach even this point, the United States expended massive amounts of human and financial resources. The use of military force at such a high cost to bring about a tentative democracy at best is not a replicable model for U.S. policy in other countries. And given the mixed results in Iraq, it is not surprising that other Arab states did not embrace the Bush administration's effort to promote democratic change in Iraq. One cannot point to any examples of regional states moving toward democracy as a result of the changed political system in Iraq today.

Demo Promo Fails-Can’t Solve Middle East
You can’t win in the Middle East- Oil, long memories, and Israel

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

There are several possible areas for analysis here. Some have emphasized the political economy of oil, which includes the vast concentrations of revenue accumulated by the producing states, and the security structures and international business alliances that spring up around those revenues. To lose an election in an oil-exporting nation is to cede control over huge systems of patronage and enrichment. Moreover, these state-centric economic systems are unlikely to favour elite pluralism and civil society autonomy. They are almost bound to become collusive and non-transparent, and therefore to resist democratization as a threat to the privileges of the dominant strata. This argument could help to explain resistance to democracy in the Arab Middle East, since so much oil production is concentrated there. But, of course, it would also apply to other parts of the world (to Indonesia, and Nigeria, for example, both of which have recently displayed some countervailing tendencies towards democratization). And it would not apply with equal force in all countries (Tunisia and Jordan require other explanations). So additional explanations are sought. The history of Western colonialism may help to explain why Euro-centric patterns of democracy promotion meet with more resistance in North Africa and the Gulf region than they did in southern Europe and Latin America (where European Christian democratic, liberal, and socialist parties found eager partners and ready ideological counterparts). The specific history through which so many Europeans and North Americans came to support the Jewish state of Israel (often described as the 'only democracy in the Middle East') naturally accentuated this conflict of outlooks. Here we can identify a particularly powerful and region-wide impediment to the embrace of a liberal internationalist outlook. The security demands of Israel and their implications for stability and consent in the other countries of the Middle East constitutes an impediment to democratization that is specific to this particular region.

Demo Promo Bad-Intl Backlash

Demo-promo fails- causes international backlash and kills diplomatic engagement- Iraq proves

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

It may still be too early to determine with certainty exactly how this project will end up. But in broad terms, it is already possible to establish that none of these expected global consequences is still attainable. Even in the US and the UK, retrospective assessments of the wisdom and justice of this operation are more negative than initially anticipated. The reasons are well-known: the absence of the much-touted Iraqi weapons of mass destruction; the violence and mass disorder that ensued; the flood of refugees and internally displaced persons dislodged by sectarian and ethnic cleansing; the generalized disintegration of the most basic elements of personal security required for the exercise of citizenship rights and individualized freedoms; the fragmentation of the Iraqi political system; the problem that if the occupiers really stood back and allowed the free expression of Iraqi political opinions the results could be contrary to their security needs. These realities are reflected in the comparative indicators that democracy-watchers frequently cite. Thus, for example, the 2007 Freedom House comparative measures of freedom in the world rank Afghanistan as only 'partly free' with a (low) score of only 5 out of 7 on both political rights and civil liberties; and the same source rates Iraq 'not free', with even lower scores of 6 and 6, respectively. They also show up in the current evidence that, were public opinion to be consulted in these countries, the military discretion of the occupation forces would have to be sharply curtailed. Beyond these practical disappointments for the Anglo-American partnership, the Iraq imbroglio also affected political alignments elsewhere in the international system. It diverted Washington's attention and absorbed its energies so that the democracy-promotion priorities of the US in other parts of the world had to be at least temporarily downgraded. It boosted the assertiveness of various rival power contenders (such as China, Russia, and India), all governed by rulers who did not look favourably upon coercive democratization at the behest of a single dominant power. It undermined the international institutions and the collective consensus that had hitherto facilitated a wide array of democratizations. It brought into question the objectivity and realism of those Western authorities who had been most eager to claim for themselves a role in promoting and directing democratic regime change. The outcome of the Iraq war was therefore 'pivotal' in terms of its global as well as its regional and local consequences. This time, however, instead of triggering a wave of enthusiasm for political processes of this kind, it has elicited a widespread sense of dismay and even revulsion. Thus, most profoundly of all, it has raised serious doubts about the conceptual foundations of the Western pro-democracy consensus. If the current political configuration in Iraq (and Afghanistan, and Kosovo) is to be officially classified as a 'success' for pro-democratic regime change, then most analysts must do some serious explaining to clarify what is to be understood by the term 'democratization', and how it is to be evaluated.

Demo Promo Bad-Iraq and Afghanistan Prove
Democratic Iraq and Afghanistan is a farce- they’re less free than America’s “worst enemies”

Whitehead ‘9 (Laurence, Official Fellow in Politic, Nuffield College,  'Losing ‘the Force’? The ‘Dark Side’ of democratization after Iraq', Democratization, 16:2, 215 - 242 AM)

On this analysis, students of comparative democratization would need to direct more of their attention to the 'Dark Sides' of current Western practices of democracy promotion. Two areas in particular may require closer attention, both concerning how democracy is conceptualized, evaluated, and mobilized as a source of political advantage. The first concerns double standards in the classification of performance following regime change. According to Washington and London, democracy is being successfully promoted by their troops in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the rest of the international community should therefore throw their support and resources behind those efforts. On the other hand, Freedom House rated Iraq in 2007 as 'not free', with political rights ranked 6 (on a scale of 1-7), and civil rights also 6. This was identical to the ranking for Iran next door. Similarly, Afghanistan was rated 'part free' with scores of 5 on both dimensions (only slightly better than adjacent Pakistan, with 'not free' and scores of 6 and 5). In a similar vein, both Colombia and Venezuela were rated 'part free' (with scores of 3.3 and 4.4, respectively). So if these relatively dispassionate and neutral evaluations are correct, it would be as justifiable for the Western democracies to lend their support to democracy in Tehran as in Baghdad. Venezuelan democracy is almost as worthy of international recognition as that of Colombia (and more so than Afghanistan's). Yet in practice, leading Western democracies attempt to celebrate the progress achieved in the countries closest to their control, and to castigate the political deficiencies of those regimes they disapprove of for other reasons. In fact, since the 'global war on terror' was launched in 2001, this binary divide has been pressed to unprecedented extremes.

***Links for Disads/Case
Trade-Off

Hard power trades off with soft power – Iraq War explains current decline of US soft power

Henry H. Sun, School of International Studies, Peking University, Beijing, August 2008 (“International political marketing: a case study of United States soft power and public diplomacy”, Journal of Public Affairs, p. 165-183, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=6&hid=7&sid=2e67f668-0168-4ffe-aae3-bc10e677c38d%40sessionmgr12)
In his book, Soft Power: the Means to Success in World Politics, Joseph Nye described the US government foreign policy which led to the Iraq War in 2003. Through the comparison of the US influences in World War II and the Cold War, the current US government decided to work on the long-term changes in the Middle East. The first step is to overthrow the government of Saddam Hussein. Just like the Democratic Germany became the key state in the free and peaceful new Europe, the change of Iraq will become the key of changing the Middle East, so that the hatred ideology will not grow, as pointed out by Dr. Condoleezza Rice, who was then President Bush’s National Security Advisor (Nye, 2004). This was the fundamental logic behind the Bush foreign policy towards the Second Gulf War. Was this foreign policy goal achieved by the hard power which wiped out the Saddam Hussein government in 4 weeks? Five years later, while the US politicians are still debating whether the Iraq War was won or lost, there is one thing clear that the strength of US hard power is at the cost of its soft power. In March 2004, 1 year after the US launch of the Iraq War, Pew Global Attitudes Project found that except the US and Britain, the majority of those questioned believe that the US War on terrorism is not a sincere effort to reduce terrorism (The Pew Research Center, 2004). Table 2 and 3 shows the result of Pew Global Attitudes report on 16 March 2004. Furthermore, the Pew poll discovered deep skepticism about the motives behind the US led war on terrorism, described by the percentage of the total population who believe each is an important reason that the United States is conducting the war on terrorism. Again, with the exception of US and Britain, the responds lead to a negative impact on US soft power. The decline of US soft power is caused mainly by its foreign policy. The unilateralism Jacksonians and realism Hamiltonians have a historical trend to emphasize hard power while neglecting soft power. Numerous reports and studies have been made on the pros and cons of US foreign policy in the Iraq War, which are not the focus of this paper. From the aspect of IPM, this paper studies the case of US public diplomacy and its effects in the Iraq War. It attempts to exam the practices of US public diplomacy with the key concept of political exchange, political choice behaviour, the long-term approach and the non-government operation principles of IPM. 

While use of the military can sometimes facilitate soft power creation, the net effect, especially in times of war, is to undercut it

Nye, 08 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109, CM)

The military can sometimes play an important role in the generation of soft power. In addition to the aura of power that is generated by its hard power capabilities, the military has a broad range of officer exchanges, joint training, and assistance programs with other countries in peacetime. The Pentagon’s international military and educational training programs include sessions on democracy and human rights along with military training. In wartime, military psychological operations (“psyops”) are an important way to influence foreign behavior. An enemy outpost, for example, can be destroyed by a cruise missile or captured by ground forces, or enemy soldiers can be convinced to desert and leave the post undefended. Such psyops often involve deception and disinformation that is effective in war but counterproductive in peace. The dangers of a military role in public diplomacy arise when it tries to apply wartime tactics in ambiguous situations. This is particularly tempting in the current ill-defined war on terrorism that blurs the distinction between normal civilian activities and traditional war. The net result of such efforts is to undercut rather than create soft power. 

Trade-Off

Soft power trades off with unilateral hardpower

Coronado ‘5 (Jaime, Department of Latin American and Iberian Studies, University of Guadalajara “Between Soft Power and a Hard Place: Dilemnas of the Bush Doctrine for Inter-American Relations, Journal of Developing Societies, http://jds.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/21/3-4/321, AM)

Multilateralism and diplomacy are weakened while unilateralism and coercion are strengthened. The official declaration regarding the existence of an ‘Axis of Evil’ represented by the countries the US ruling elite considers is supporting, financing or not sufficiently fighting against terrorism creates the possibility of an expanding set of targets and enemies list. The Bush administration challenged all countries to define themselves around support for US actions in the post 9/11 scenario, by restating unambiguously the Karl Schmidt ‘friend-foe’ principle: ‘Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.’ Congruent with the neo-conservative pre-9/11 proto-doctrines discussed above (Wolfowitz, Kristol, Kagan, Rice), the US government declared that it could unilaterally perform ‘preventive strikes’ in case it perceived its security being in danger. The administration passed over the UN Security Council and unilaterally invaded Iraq, alleging an imminent threat posed by non-existent weapons of mass destruction, and subsequently attempted to legitimize its intervention by summoning a multilateral occupation force and calling the UN to get involved. The Bush administration confirmed its opposition to the International Criminal Court and lobbied for bilateral agreements to provide immunity to its citizens, including its officials and security forces. Thus, it reinforced its disdainful position towards international legal regimes, a stand it had already taken when it decided to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and not to ratify the Kyoto Protocol. This unilateralism even extended to the WTO on the issue of steel imports, though it eventually relented under economic pressure. 
Strong reliance on hard power causes Washington to abandon soft power objectives.

Treverton, 06 (Gregory F. Treverton -  Director of RAND Center for Global Risk and Security, Senior policy analyst for RAND Corporation,  director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center, associate dean of the Pardee RAND Graduate School, Ph.D. in economics and politics from Harvard, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 48, CM)

A second structural change across the Atlantic is the growth of American power, particularly in relative terms and especially in the military domain. US power now dwarfs not only Europe's military power but also everyone else's. Since power is a relative concept, this disparity is accentuated by the collapse of the Soviet Union. Perhaps the most important part of this change is on this side of the Atlantic. Many American leaders perceive that the United States is much more powerful, which in turn leads to a more ambitious post-9-11 agenda abroad—spreading freedom and democracy in the Middle East and elsewhere and imagining the growing boundaries of a benign American empire. These changes flow from the underlying structural change—that is, the move from Cold War bipolarity to American unipolarity. In fact, the "unipolar" label is somewhat misleading, for the United States is in a class by itself only in the military domain, and even there Iraq demonstrates how hard it is to convert that power into successful outcomes. In one recent model, the United States holds about 20 percent of total global power, and the Et) (considered as a unified actor) and China about 14 percent each. India holds about 9 percent." Still, Washington's belief in American omnipotence makes alliances both less necessary and increasingly a nuisance if allies refuse to follow the American lead. It also increases the temptation to resort to force rather than diplomacy to resolve problems. In both cases, the consequences fly alliance dynamics are problematic. 

Trade-Off/Soft Power bad
Soft power is counterproductive, five reasons – trades off with hard power and leads to new instability
Ding Gang, and translated By Yung-Ting Chang, writers for the Oriental Morning Post, 2009 (“The Five Weak Points of Obama’s Soft Diplomacy”, http://watchingamerica.com/News/26206/the-five-weak-points-of-obama%E2%80%99s-soft-diplomacy/) 

To affect international issues by using moral power does not mean discarding the hard-line methods and only brandishing rewards. Whether it is sugarcoating tough tactics or the “carrot first, stick later” strategy, the U.S. will never forsake its strong military support. However, moral influence, like military force, is also a power. More and more, America is using soft power in international affairs. In the foreseeable future, there will surely be a controlled power led by the U.S. over international public opinion. However, under current international circumstances, as the power of newly booming economies are rising, the economies of America and other Western countries are starting to decrease, relatively. The whole world’s politics, economies and security patterns are in an unstable interim from mono-power to becoming dominated by multi-powers. Thus, the soft diplomacy of the Obama administration will face severe challenges in at least five ways. First, soft power cannot be the panacea for every difficulty. What is the bottom line of “soft diplomacy?” For some thorny issues, especially when facing unprecedented security threats like terrorist attacks, can the Obama administration counter back with this new diplomacy? Will it then lessen its emphasis on soft diplomacy and turn back to strengthening military power? Second, whether soft diplomacy affects policy or not depends on how far the Obama administration will go. There is no free meal in the world. Even if the price of soft diplomacy costs less than military interference, it is still not a free of charge deal. How much could or will the U.S. pay? What kind of compromise will they make with what kind of countries? That is undoubtedly not a simply question. Third, if they keep using soft diplomacy, will this method advance America’s capability to bargain with its competitors? How to distinguish “friend or foe” of America has aroused concern within the U.S. diplomatic circle. Some think this Obama-style diplomacy could worry U.S. allies and delight rivals. What if rival countries took advantage of this soft diplomacy to improve their hidden agendas? Could that situation happen and provoke existing conflicts rather than soothe them? Fourth, we can draw up measures based on America’s moral standard, which might appeal to some allies, but may also bring some new troubles to international society, such as the newly formed distrust among different countries about their various societies, cultural aspects and political systems. Fifth, the expansion of exerting soft diplomacy also represents the shrinkage of hard power, and if this happens in the U.S., it will cause significant changes in global politics, the economy and security patterns. There is neither any country in the world willing to take over, nor could any sufficient mechanism take responsibility over from America. Many areas still lack security patterns, and the cutting down of U.S. military power might result in new instability in some countries. Based on the five challenges above, we can only say that there are concerns about Obama’s diplomacy. Whether it could effectively work as planned to solve problems is still hard to tell. 

Troop Withdrawal Key to Soft Power

 Obama is increasing soft power, but a prerequisite to confirming our resolve is troop withdrawal
Grossman 2/17/10 (graduate of Harvard College, taught at Tufts University, Jerome http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5313904-americas-soft-power) 
The United States cannot solve the problems of the world on its own, and the world cannot solve them without the United States. As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power.
Decline of Hard Power --> Decline of Soft Power

US influence declining in status quo due to financial crisis and rise of China – decrease of hard power will deter soft power and hurt US hegemony

Christopher Layne, Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, Texas A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, 2010 (“The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality?” p. 165-166, http://www.mitpressjournals.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2009.34.1.147)

Like many U.S. international relations scholars and foreign policy analysts, Zakaria believes that by using its soft power the United States can preserve its “pivotal” status in international politics. As the NIC and Mahbubani argue, however, soft power may be significantly less potent a force for bolstering U.S. preponderance than Zakaria (and others believe). This is so for two reasons. First, the global financial and economic crisis has discredited one of the pillars of U.S. soft power: American free-market capitalism and, more generally, liberalism itself (economically and institutionally). As former U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger Altman puts it, the meltdown has “put the American model of free market capitalism under a cloud.” Second, as Mahbubani rightly notes, the United States is not the only country that possesses soft power. China, especially, has become increasingly adept in this regard. If China weathers the economic storm better than the United States, it will be in a position to expand its role in the developing world. Even before the meltdown, China was taking advantage of the United States’ preoccupation with the “war on terror” to project its soft power into East and Southeast Asia. China also is making inroads in Latin America, Africa, and Central Asia, by providing development assistance without strings and increasing its weapons sales. Similarly, China is using its financial clout to buy up huge quantities of power: raw materials and natural resources worldwide, thereby bringing states into its political orbit. Brooks and Wohlforth, and Zakaria, believe that international institutions can help perpetuate U.S. dominance. By strengthening these institutions, the United States can “lock in” the hegemonic order that it built after World War II and thereby ensure that it persists after unipolarity ends. Brooks and Wohlforth also maintain that unipolarity affords the United States a twenty-year window of opportunity to recast the international system in ways that will bolster the legitimacy of its power and advance its security interests. Ironically, however, it is in the very arena of international institutions where a truly post-American world may be taking shape, and where multipolarization’s effects are first being felt. Although a consensus exists that international institutions need to be overhauled, pressures for reform are pushing in the opposite direction than the one prescribed by Brooks and Wohlforth, because the impetus for change is coming from China and the other emerging powers. This became evident during the lead-up to the April 2009 London meeting of the Group of 20, when China and other rising powers argued that international institutions need to be revamped to give them a greater voice, and also that the international privileges enjoyed by the United States and Europe need to be rolled back. These developments highlight a weakness in the institutional “lock in” and “twenty years’ opportunity” arguments: if they perceive that the United States is in decline, rising powers such as China need to wait only a decade or two to reshape the international system themselves. Moreover, because of the perception that the United States’ hard power is declining, and because of the hit its soft power has taken as a result of the meltdown, there is a real question about whether the U.S. hegemon retains the credibility and legitimacy to take the lead in institutional reform. 
Unilateralism Bad

Perception that the US is acting unilaterally undercuts it credibility and long term objectives

Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 30, CM)
The only way to achieve the type of transformation that the administration seeks is by working with others and avoiding the backlash that arises when the United States appears to be a unilateral imperial power. Since democracy cannot be imposed by force and requires a considerable time to take root, the most likely way to achieve our long-term goals is through international legitimacy and burden sharing with allies and institutions. The administration's impatience with institutions and allies may undercut its own objectives. 
Consultation Key to Soft Power
Consulting allies is  key to preserve US soft power and strong relations – a lack of is perceived as reckless and domineering
James B. Steinberg, dean of the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, deputy national security adviser from 1996 to 2001, 2008 (“Real Leaders Do Soft Power: Learning the Lessons of Iraq”, p. 160-161, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_steinberg.pdf)

To secure international support requires that the United States take seriously the views of others in formulating its own strategy. When the United States acts against well-intentioned counsel, its friends might not balance against the United States by joining with its adversaries. They could and did, however, stand on the sidelines, and Washington could do little to punish them. Those who were inclined to support the United States ran the risk of losing the support of their own people, as with President José María Aznar of Spain and ultimately Prime Ministers Tony Blair of the United Kingdom and John Howard of Australia. By appearing to defy important allies' advice and by short-circuiting the UN process that the United States itself had help put in place, Washington complicated its ability to gain the support of other countries on actions that were far more central to U.S. interests, including constraining Iran and tackling terrorist cells globally. Third, the strategy undermined the U.S. global position by calling into question the legitimacy of U.S. leadership. This element of U.S. soft power is particularly critical in the face of terrorist threats, which compel the United States to push the envelope of preventive force. The world rallied to the United States after 9/11 and supported the invasion of Afghanistan because the Taliban's alliance with al Qaeda represented a clear and present danger. The argument behind the necessity of dispatching Saddam, however, was more [End Page 160] remote. By acting without the support of others, the administration fueled a fear that the United States would act in an unconstrained fashion that would damage the interests of others and encourage other, more dangerous nations to follow a similar course. By lowering the substantive bar constraining the use of force in the absence of an imminent threat and rejecting the alternative that would put in place procedural checks, such as approval by the UN Security Council or a regional organization such as NATO, the invasion of Iraq unintentionally fueled a global public perception that both al Qaeda and the United States were threats to peace and stability. The administration believed that overwhelming U.S. military power freed the United States from having to seek the support of others because other countries would have no choice but to side with the world's sole superpower. Yet, those theorists got it backward. U.S. primacy makes it all the more important that the United States pay judicious attention to legitimacy and greater compliance with international law rather than it being an excuse to throw them overboard in the hubris of the moment. The challenge to the legitimacy of the intervention jus ad bellum was compounded by the disregard for international jus in bello. By falling back on the discredited "ends justify the means" defense of extreme interrogation measures such as waterboarding, which is widely viewed as torture, and denial of even the rudiments of due process at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo, the administration undermined the moral claim that elevated the U.S. cause above the one that was seeking to destroy the country. The problem is compounded by a perceived double standard that promotes democracy for adversaries but seems to turn its back on democracy where it interferes with the tactical struggle against terrorists, as in Pakistan and Central Asia, or where it produces undesired outcomes, such as Hamas's victory in the Palestinian territories. 

Focus on results of a policy rather than the process decreases legitimacy and destroys soft power-consultation is key

Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 30, CM)
Supporting democracy and human rights, for example, can help make US policies attractive to others w hen these values appear genuine and are pursued in a fair-minded way. The Bush administration has emphasized the importance of spreading democracy in the Middle East. But the administration does not want to be held back by institutional constraints. In that sense, it advocates the soft power of democracy, but focuses too simply on substance and not enough on process. By downgrading the legitimacy that comes from institutional processes where others are consulted, it squanders its soft power by failing to appreciate all its dimensions.
Consultation/Multilateralism Key to Soft Power

US soft power relies on multilateral consultation and action and cultural overlap rather than unilateral policies
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 28, CM)
Since the currency of soft power is an attraction based on shared values and the justness and duty of others to contribute to policies consistent with those shared values, multilateral consultations are more likely to generate soft power than mere unilateral assertion oldie values. Policies that express important values are more likely to be attractive when the values are shared. The Norwegian author Ger Lundestad has referred to America’s success in Europe in the latter half or the twentieth century as an empire by invitation: “On the value side, federalism, democracy and open markets represented core American values. This is what America exported" (Lundestad, 2(103, p. 155). And because of far-sighted policies like the Marshall Plan, Europeans were happy to accept. But the resulting soft power depended in part on the considerable overlap of culture and values between the US and Europe. Admiration for American values does not mean that others want to imitate all the ways by which Americans implement them. Despite admiration for the American practice of freedom of speech, countries like Germany have histories that make them wish to prohibit hate crimes that could not be punished under the American First Amendment. And while many Europeans admire America's devotion to freedom, they prefer policies at home that temper neo-liberal economic principles and individualism with a greater concern for society and community. After the end of Cold War, two out of three Czechs, Poles, Hungarians, and Bulgarians thought the United States was a good influence on their respective countries, but fewer than one in four in each country wanted to import the American economic model (Times-Mirror, 1991). 
AT: Military Use Kills Soft Power

Military operations often produce soft power-cooperation and training programs
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1 March 2006, Foreign Policy Magazine, “Think Again: Soft Power,” CM) 

Military resources are the opposite of soft power. False. Military force appears to be a defining resource for hard power, but the same resource can sometimes contribute to soft power. Dictators like Hitler and Stalin cultivated myths of invincibility and inevitability to structure expectations and attract others to join their bandwagon. As Osama bin Laden has said, people are attracted to a strong horse rather than a weak horse. A well run military can be a source of attraction, and military to military cooperation and training programs, for example, can establish transnational networks that enhance a country’s soft power. The impressive job of the American military in providing humanitarian relief after the Indian Ocean tsunami and the South Asian earthquake in 2005 helped restore the attractiveness of the United States. Of course, misuse of military resources can also undercut soft power. The Soviet Union had a great deal of soft power in the years after World War II, but they destroyed it by the way they used their hard power against Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Brutality and indifference to just war principles of discrimination and proportionality can also destroy legitimacy. The efficiency of the initial American military invasion of Iraq in 2003 created admiration in the eyes of some foreigners, but that soft power was undercut by the subsequent inefficiency of the occupation and the scenes of mistreatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib. 

Military soft power good- already solves abroad
Seib, 09- Director of the USC Center on Public Diplomacy, Philip Seib is a Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations (Philip, “Toward a New Public Diplomacy”, pg. 218)
Although civilian leadership in soft power programs is important, the military’s participation in public diplomacy initiatives does not necessarily militarize foreign policy nor mean that the military engages in activities in which it lacks doctrine or experience. The charges of militarization overlook the reality that the deployed members of the armed forces are often already the public diplomacy face of the U.S. abroad in more than sixty countries. Rather than deny the existence of the DOD in the “immediate battleground in the struggle of ideas,”2° civilian and military practitioners need to craft a strategy to achieve diplomatic and security results that capitalize on the strengths of the various organs of the U.S. government. The U.S. image can be improved in tangible ways by putting the DOS and USAID back in their “lane of the road” and providing them the resources, personnel, and infrastructure to fulfill their legal mandate to set the agenda for U.S. foreign and development policy. This strategy would not seek to remove the foreign policy mandate from DOS, but would acknowledge the effect of the military on U.S. public diplomacy. Defeating extremism can only be achieved through the patient application of civilian capabilities in the areas of economic development, education, rule of law, and public health, as well as through attention to the important public diplomacy role that the U.S. military currently plays—and should play—in the promotion of soft power. 
***Combination of Soft Power and Hard Power Key/Smart Power

Balance Key
Soft power is only effective when combined with hard power – balance of the two is key to power projection

Charles Lane, editorial writer for the Washington Post, January/February 2010 (“Obama’s Year One: Medius”, p. 23-24)

There was no easy alternative to the path Obama took; among other things, a heavy-handed U.S. intervention in Iran might have served as an excuse for the regime to crack down even more brutally. Nor am I saying it’s better to be feared than loved: that would be matching Obama’s oversimplifications with one of my own. Obviously, America needs to be both admired for its values and respected for its might. But the proper balance is, and always has been, elusive. That is true because Americans themselves have long debated what our values ought to be and where our interests truly lie. Excesses in one direction have often brought reactions in the other. Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger’s realpolitik gave way to Jimmy Carter’s human rights policy, which, in turn, stimulated Ronald Reagan’s redoubled opposition to the Soviet Union. 

We appear to be going through another such course correction, or overcorrection, now. I would hope, however, that the president has at least learned that the meaning of the American brand is not entirely under his control. Hostility toward this country and its foreign policy has many determinants. The words and deeds of the president are not necessarily first among these. There’s probably not much we could ever do to make an enemy out of Canada. Conversely, there are some in this world—the theocrats in Tehran come to mind—who will never appreciate the United States, much less do business with us in any normal sense. Perhaps the best proof that America remains, Obama’s doubts notwithstanding, an exceptional country, may be gleaned from the extent to which peoples and governments around the world make it the repository of their dreams, fears, hatred, admiration, resentment, and trust—regardless of reason and reality. We can do our best to take all that into account, but, in the end, we have to steer by our own stars. As the old song says, “You can’t please everyone, so you’ve got to please yourself.”

HP and SP Key

Soft power alone cant solve, it has to work with hard power 
Cooper 04 (Director-General for External and Politico-Military Affairs at the General Secretariat of the Council of the 

Union" 
European Union
  Robert “American power in the 21st century” pg 177)
It is a mistake, however, to think that soft power is a natural strength of Europe although the EU seems in some respects the apotheosis of soft power. Internally it operates by law; externally it uses force largely in peacekeeping mode. But soft power goes with hard power internationally as it does domestically. A country may be respected and trusted, as for example Norway is; this will bring it influence but not, when the chips are down, power. American supremacy in hard power on the other hand gives it equally enormous potential for soft power. If you want to exercise soft power you must have something to offer — a recipe for success, resources to help others get there, and probab ly armed force to protect them on the way. Hard power begets soft power. 
HP and SP-Mutually Reinforce

Military hard power is backbone of world politics – soft power is useless without

Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, January 13, 2010 ("Is Military Power Becoming Obsolete?" Op-Ed, The Korea Times)

Even if the prospect or threat of the use of force among states has become less probable, it will retain a high impact, and it is just such situations that lead rational actors to purchase expensive insurance. The United States is likely to be the major issuer of such insurance policies. This leads to a larger point about the role of military force in world politics. Military power remains important because it structures world politics. It is true that in many relationships and issues, military force is increasingly difficult or costly for states to use. But the fact that military power is not always sufficient in particular situations does not mean that it has lost the ability to structure expectations and shape political calculations. Markets and economic power rest upon political frameworks: in chaotic conditions of great political uncertainty, markets fail. Political frameworks, in turn, rest upon norms and institutions, but also upon the management of coercive power. A well-ordered modern state is defined by a monopoly on the legitimate use of force, which allows domestic markets to operate. Internationally, where order is more tenuous, residual concerns about the coercive use of force, even if a low probability, can have important effects. Military force, along with norms and institutions, helps to provide a minimal degree of order. Metaphorically, military power provides a degree of security that is to political and economic order as oxygen is to breathing: little noticed until it begins to become scarce. Once that occurs, its absence dominates all else. In this sense, the role of military power in structuring world politics is likely to persist well into the 21st century. Military power will not have the utility for states that it had in the 19th century, but it will remain a crucial component of power in world politics. 
Hard power may be used to bolster soft power – ingrained in international relations and alliances

Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, January 13, 2010 ("Is Military Power Becoming Obsolete?" Op-Ed, The Korea Times)

Will military power become less important in the coming decades? It is true that the number of large-scale inter-state wars continues to decline, and fighting is unlikely among advanced democracies and on many issues. But, as Barack Obama said in accepting the Nobel Peace Prize in 2009, "We must begin by acknowledging the hard truth that we will not eradicate violent conflict in our lifetimes. There will be times when nations — acting individually or in concert — will find the use of force not only necessary but morally justified." When people speak of military power, they tend to think in terms of the resources that underlie the hard-power behavior of fighting and threatening to fight — soldiers, tanks, planes, ships, and so forth. In the end, if push comes to shove, such military resources matter. Napoleon famously said that "God is on the side of the big battalions," and Mao Zedong argued that power comes from the barrel of a gun. In today's world, however, there is much more to military resources than guns and battalions, and more to hard-power behavior than fighting or threatening to fight. Military power is also used to provide protection for allies and assistance to friends. Such non-coercive use of military resources can be an important source of the soft power behavior of framing agendas, persuading other governments, and attracting support in world politics. Even when thinking only of fighting and threats, many analysts focus solely on inter-state war, and concentrate on soldiers in uniforms, organized and equipped by the state in formal military units. 
HP and SP-Mutually Reinforce
The success of soft power projection relies on external factors – cultural and political values of other nations, combination with hard power
Henry H. Sun, School of International Studies, Peking University, Beijing, August 2008 (“International political marketing: a case study of United States soft power and public diplomacy”, Journal of Public Affairs, p. 165-183, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=6&hid=7&sid=2e67f668-0168-4ffe-aae3-bc10e677c38d%40sessionmgr12)
In the model of IPM, the relations among IPM, soft power and diplomacy have been established. According to the model, soft power is the Product and public diplomacy is Promotion of the IPM mix. The above discussion reveals the interacting relation among IPM, soft power and public diplomacy. Just like the national image, soft power is also a political product which will not sell itself. It can be built up and promoted though public diplomacy which is one of the tactics for IPM. The exchange process of soft power takes a unique form which involves national strategic planning, government sponsorship and censorship and international coalition through multinational efforts, however, the practice of public diplomacy should be carried out by non-government interest groups in order to avoid taking the form of propaganda which has negative impact on the country’s soft power. Political choice behaviour is the key of soft power exchange studies, and the effect of soft power application will vary in countries with different cultural and political values. The IPM strategy for soft power is usually set by the foreign policy makers with the input of the think tanks in relevant field. Once the soft power development strategy is set, the exchange process is carried out through IPM tactics including international political communication, international public relations and public diplomacy. In addition, soft power exchange can be affected by hard power in both positive and negative ways. The combination of both hard power and soft power leads to the study of so called ‘smart power’. Americans are quite successful in building up its attractive national image and in applying its soft power. However, just like the situation in political marketing, the best advertisement cannot sell a defective policy. The US soft power has been affected by its foreign policies in both positive and negative ways. The relationship among IPM, soft power and public diplomacy can be better explained with a real case. Keeping in mind that soft power and public diplomacy are part of the IPM mix, that is the Product and the Promotion, the following case study on US soft power and public diplomacy should give a better illustration on the model of IPM. 

AT: Reliance on Hard Power Good

Over-reliance on hard power fails—shifting to a strategy of smart power is better (gets people to like us)
Armitage and Nye ‘8 (Richard, former secretary of state, Joseph Nye, Professor at Harvard and guru of Soft Power, “IMPLEMENTING SMART POWER: SETTING AN AGENDA FOR NATIONAL SECURITY REFORM”, http://www.drworley.org/NSPcommon/Instruments%20of%20Power/2008,04,24+Nye-Armitage+to+Senate.pdf, AM)
Distinguished Members of the Committee, we developed Smart Power in large part as a reaction to the global war on terror, a concept that we consider to be wrongheaded as an organizing premise of U.S. foreign policy. America is too great of a nation to allow our central narrative and purpose to be held captive to so narrow an idea as defeating al Qaeda. We were twice victimized by September 11—first by the attackers, and then by our own hands when we lost our national confidence and optimism and began to see the world only through the lens of terrorism. The threat from terrorists with global reach and ambition is real and is likely to be with us for some time. When addressing the threat posed by al Qaeda and affiliated groups, we need to use hard power against the hard-core terrorists, but we cannot hope to win unless we build respect and credibility with the moderate center of Muslim societies. If the misuse of hard power creates more new terrorists than we can kill or deter, we will lose. Similarly, when our words do not match our actions, we demean our character and moral standing and diminish our influence. We cannot lecture others about democracy while we backdictators. We cannot denounce torture and waterboarding in other countries and condone it at home. We cannot allow Guantanamo Bay or Abu Ghraib to become symbols of American power. The Cold War ended under a barrage of hammers on the Berlin Wall rather than a barrage of artillery across the Fulda Gap because we successfully balanced principle with pragmatism. The United States had a strategy aligned with the challenges at hand and an approach that relied on all means of national power. This is an important lesson for the challenges we face today. Americans in their hearts may be reluctant internationalists, but they also realize that we cannot cut ourselves off from the rest of the world today. We are no longer protected by our two great oceans in the way we once were. Foreigners will continue to look to America. The decline in American influence overseas is not likely to endure. Most want the United States to be the indispensable nation, but they look to us to put forward better ideas rather than just walk away from the table, content to play our own game. The United States needs to rediscover how to be a smart power. Smart Power is not a panacea for solving the nation’s problems, and it is not about getting the world to like us. It is essentially about renewing a type of leadership that matches vision with execution and accountability, and looks broadly at U.S. goals, strategies and influence in a changing world.

Combination solves NK and Iran

Combining hard and soft power key to solving Iranian and North Korean proliferation. Fitzpatrick ’06,  (Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, Mark Spring 2006 (Survival, Vol. 48, No. 1, pg. 77)
North Korea’s duplicity and Iran’s belligerence made it easier for Washington to justify a posture of relative passivity to date, letting the Europeans address Iran and hoping for China to wield its influence with North Korea. Washington has been torn between impulses toward regime change and a strategy of deterrence and reassurance.40 The Bush administration’s laudable Proliferation Security Initiative and its successes in closing down the A.Q. Khan network are directed not at rolling back the proliferation threat posed by North Korea and Iran but at containing them, to prevent onward proliferation. The administration’s policy on Iran has focused almost exclusively on bringing the case to the UN Security Council, as though that were an end in itself. The United States has coalesced world opinion on its non-proliferation goals for Iran and North Korea, but has not succeeded in enunciating a realistic strategy for achieving those goals. If Iran reassesses its belligerent behaviour and becomes amenable to negotiations and it appears US engagement is the missing ingredient that would persuade Iran to forego fissile material production capabilities, then there is more likelihood the Bush administration will do so.41 Washington should be willing to engage with its European allies on a strategy of when and how to bring the full weight of America’s potential carrots into the negotiation process with Iran. Meanwhile, the Europeans will need to be willing to deploy the full weight of the potential sticks they and the United States have at their disposal that may be necessary to persuade Iran to accept a long-term arrangement to foreclose a nuclear-weapons capability. Similarly, a willingness to employ a full range of incentives will be a necessary condition if the Korean Peninsula is ever to be nuclear weapons free. Bringing greater consistency to US policies will be a useful ingredient.
Smart Power Good

Soft power alone or hard power alone fails-smart power is critical to solve a laundry list of problems
Nye 09 (Joseph, “smart power” New Perspectives Quarterly 26 no2 7-9 Spr 2009) 
Of course, soft power is not the solution to all problems. Even though North Korean dictator Kim Jong Il likes to watch Hollywood movies, that is unlikely to affect his nuclear weapons program. And soft power got nowhere in attracting the Taliban government away from its support for al-Qaida in the 1930s. It took hard military power in 2001 to end that. But other goals -- such as the promotion of democracy and human rights -- are better achieved by soft power. A little more than a year ago, a bipartisan Smart Power Commission concluded that America's image and influence had declined in recent years, and that the United States had to move from exporting fear to inspiring optimism and hope. The Smart Power Commission was not alone in this conclusion. Defense Secretary Robert Gates called for the US government to commit more money and effort to soft power tools, including diplomacy, economic assistance and communications, because the military alone cannot defend America's interests around the world. He pointed out that military spending totals nearly a half-trillion dollars annually compared with a State Department budget of $36 billion. In his words, "I am here to make the case for strengthening our capacity to use soft power and for better integrating it with hard power." The Pentagon is the best-trained and best-resourced arm of the government, but there are limits to what hard power can achieve on its own. Promoting democracy, human rights and development of civil society are not best handled with the barrel of a gun. It is true that the American military has an impressive operational capacity, but the practice of turning to the Pentagon because it can get things done leads to an image of an over-militarized foreign policy. The effects of the 9/11 terrorist attacks threw America off course. Terrorism is a real threat and likely to be with us for decades, but over-responding to the provocations of extremists does us more damage than the terrorists ever could. Success in the struggle against terrorism means finding a new central premise for American foreign policy to replace the current theme of a "war on terror." A commitment to providing for the global good can provide that premise
Increased use of US smart power is key to solving the international economy, drug trafficking, disease, and terrorism
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 26, CM)

For the time being, the good cop/ had cop distinction accurately reflects the balance of hard and soft power between the US and EU today. There is no question that the US should pay more attention to its soil power, and that the EU should develop both its commitment as well as its capability to employ hard power. But neither of these changes will take place overnight. Public altitudes will also have to change if this dynamic is to improve, since Europeans and Americans send their democratically elected leaders very different signals about the use of force and diplomacy. In the twentieth century, Europeans for the most part perceived the US as a reliably benevolent power. As Winston Churchill once said, "The best hope of the world lies in the strength, will, and good judgment of the US." That confidence stemmed from America's combination of hard power and soft power. The paradox of American power in the twenty-first century is that world politics is changing in a way that makes it impossible for the strongest world power since Rome to achieve some of most crucial international goals alone. On many of today's key issues—international financial stability, drug trafficking, the spread of diseases. and especially terrorism—military power alone simply cannot produce success, and its use can sometimes be counterproductive. Instead, the United States must cooperate with Europe and others to address these shared threats and challenges. America's continued success will depend upon developing a better balance of hard and soft power in its foreign policy. 

Smart Power Good-Hegemony

Hegemony is declining now—only a smart power/multilateral approach will solve
Nathan Gardels, journalist and Senior Fellow at the UCLA School of Public Affairs, former executive director of the Institute for National Strategy, degree in Theory and Comparative Politics; andMike Medavoy. 2009. (American Idol After Iraq: Competing for Hearts and Minds in the Global Media Age, page 126.)
 In this information-flush environment, the allegiance of hearts and minds must be granted consensually by persuasion - as the result of the power of example instead of the example of power, as Bill Clinton has put it so well. Unilateral will-to-power policies backfire because they lack legitimacy. No amount of spin can turn people around when the Al Jazeeras or Al Arabiyas of the world, not to speak of CNN or the Western media or milbloggers (military bloggers), are on the case. The key, therefore, to recovering American prestige is to lead by seeking consensus for our vision of the world order, by working with others and by attracting support through sticking to our ideals in practice. lt would be a mistake to believe that when the debacle of Iraq War and the ruinous policies of the Bush administration are behind us, all will be well once again just as after the Vietnam War, that our prestige will automatically return. It is certainly true that market democracies, most particularly the US with its flexible culture, are self-correcting because of the robust feedback open societies afford. We learn, we change. Butself-correction does not mean a return to the status quo ante but to forward evolution based on new conditions. h the Vietnam years, the world remained frozen within the CoId War framework both geopolitically and geoculturally. The Cold War prevented the freer flow of capital, skills, formation, and technology across borders from taking Rkce. This has not been true in the years since 9/11/01. In our age of future shock and accelerated change on a global scale, a torrent of transformation has flowed under the bridge from the continuing rapid growth of China to the digital democratization of information. The changes in this period didn't start from scratch but had a running start. During the previous eight years of the Clinton residency, it was American-led globalization that helped to unleash the torrent. Paradoxically, that globalization has both bound America through deeper interdependence (for example through the current account imbalance with China that finances our consumption) and constrained its power through fostering a devolution of power to other centers, including not only the European Union but "emerging market" countries like Brazil, lndia, and China which have become established players. The multipolar world order now emerging - both culturally and geopolitically - was already in the birth canal. Paradoxically, it was the reaction incited by the muscular unilateralism of the Bush administration that finally pushed it out of its post-Cold War womb. In this sense, America's waning soft power has been the midwife of the new cultural self-assertion around the world. Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, the years after 9/11 have led to a jaded view in world public opinion of America's universalist claims. It turns out that even this historically exceptional nation, guarantor without peer of the liberal world order, retreated like any other country from its principles when fear narrowed its perception of national interest. America is no longer the same in the eyes of the world. The path to the recovery of American prestige offered by the traditional foreign policy establishment has been called "smart power" by Harvard professor Joe Nye. Essentially this means rebalancing hard power with a surge of soft power through enhanced educational exchanges, reinvigorated alliances and multilateral institutions, policies aimed at preserving an open world economy - "a commitment to universal rules of openness that spread the gains widely" in the words of John Ikenberry1 - and joining the fight against poverty and global warming. In the campaign against terrorism and nuclear non-proliferation, hard power must be deployed judiciously, wrapped in the legitimacy of multilateralism but for the most exceptional cases. Smart power seeks a retreat from ideology to the pragmatism for which American leadership was once admired.
Smart Power Good-Terrorism

Smart power key to solve terrorism-the combination of coercion and attraction is crucial
Nye 06 (distinguished service professor and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, PhD in Political Science from Harvard Joseph, “In Mideast, the goal is smart power” www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articls/2006/08/19/in_mideast_the_goal_is_smart_power/)

IN TRADITIONAL international conflicts, the side with the stronger military force tended to win. In today's information age, it is often the party with the stronger story that wins. Thus in addition to their shooting and killing, Israel and Hezbollah are struggling to shape the narrative that will prevail as the fighting stops. They are locked in a struggle over soft power -- the ability to get what you want by attraction rather than coercion. The ability to combine hard and soft power into a winning strategy is smart power and, thus far, Hezbollah seems ahead on that score. All that Hezbollah needs to win is not to lose, and to be able to tell the story that it was the only Muslim force brave enough to stand up to Israel. Sadly, the struggle over soft power did not have to turn out this way. When Hezbollah kidnapped Israeli soldiers and launched rockets across the border, the actions were condemned by many Lebanese and criticized by Sunni Arab governments such as Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia. Today that public criticism has vanished, and Hezbollah is lauded for resisting Israel. Israel used its hard military power in a manner that bolstered Hezbollah's soft power and legitimacy in Arab eyes, including many Sunnis who were originally skeptical of a Shi'ite organization with ties to non-Arab Iran. We know that terrorist organizations most often lose popular support by their own excesses -- witness the drop among Jordanians in the soft power of Al Qaeda in Iraq, led by Abu Musab al -Zarqawi, after the organization bombed a wedding in an Amman hotel. Israel had to use force in response to Hezbollah's attack to reestablish the credibility of its deterrence, but it misjudged the scale and duration of its hard-power response. Sooner or later, continued large-scale aerial bombardment, even in an era of precision munitions, was bound to produce a disaster like Qana with dozens of dead children. And with dead Lebanese children continually displayed on television day after day, public outrage was bound to limit the leeway of moderate Arab leaders and enhance Hezbollah's narrative. A shorter military response might have kept the onus on Hezbollah's initial destabilizing attacks. Israeli leaders are quoted as telling the United States that they wanted more time to degrade Hezbollah's rockets and other military capabilities, and the Bush administration provided a green light. But the costs of such a campaign seem to have exceeded the benefits. An alternative course would have been diplomacy to end the isolation of Syria, which the United States had driven into the arms of Iran and thus facilitated the transfer of equipment to Hezbollah. Lebanon provides larger lessons for the United States about how to conduct a war against jihadist terrorism. The current struggle is not a clash of Islam vs. the West, but a civil war within Islam between a minority of terrorists and a larger mainstream of more moderate believers. America cannot win unless the mainstream wins, and needs to use hard power against the hard core like Al Qaeda because soft power will never attract them. But soft power is essential to attract the mainstream and dry up support for the extremists. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld once said, the measure of success in this war is whether the number our side is killing and deterring is larger than the number that the terrorists are recruiting. By his measure, we are doing badly. In November 2003, the official number of terrorist insurgents in Iraq was 5,000. This year it was 20,000. The manner in which we use our hard military power affects Rumsfeld's ratio. In the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, there was a good deal of sympathy and understanding around the world for the American military response against the Taliban government that had provided bases for Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Our invasion of Iraq, which was not connected to 9/11, squandered that good will, and the attractiveness of the United States in Muslim countries such as Indonesia plummeted from 75 percent approval in 2000 to 15 percent in May 2003. As we have found in Iraq, occupation of a divided nation is messy and bound to lead to episodes, such as Abu Ghraib and Haditha, that undercut our soft power. By failing to be smart about how we combine our hard and soft power in the struggle against jihadist terrorism, we fall into the trap set by Al Qaeda's Osama bin Laden and Hezbollah's Hassan Nasrallah, who want to cast thxe conflict as a clash of civilizations. But Islamists, much less all Muslims, have a diversity of views. America needs to be wary of strategies that help its enemies by uniting disparate forces behind one banner. The United States has a good narrative, but its failure to combine hard and soft power into a smart strategy means that, too often, it steps on its own story, and that can be fatal.
Smart power key to solve terrorism

Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 26, CM)

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 our policies are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others, our soft power is enhanced. Hard power remains crucial in a world of states trying to guard their independence, and non-state groups such as terrorist organizations willing to turn to violence. But soft power will become increasingly important in preventing terrorists from recruiting supporters, and for dealing with transnational issues that require multilateral cooperation.
***Misc

Nye Indict

Nye is wrong, many things go unaccounted for especially non-state terrorist actors like the Hezbollah

Khatib and Dods 09 (Lina Khatib and Klaus Dods, Royal Holloways at the University of London,  Middle East Journal of Culture & Communication, Vol. 2 no. 2, 2009)

While Joseph Nye’s focus on soft power has proven popular with academic and policy audiences alike, we should avoid thinking that it is something unique to the portfolios of state-based actors. Non-state organizations also engage in activities that can fall under this rubric, and in the Middle East, Hezbollah has been the leading paramilitary group in this respect. It has had a media bureau since its inception in the 1980s, and in recent years, it has expanded its communication activities to include different kinds of media messages to reach out to audiences across the Middle East and Islamic world and even beyond. But Hezbollah’s media messages are also targeted at the Israeli state and Israeli audiences. During the days of the Israeli occupation of South Lebanon, Hezbollah utilized its television station Al-Manar to directly disseminate messages to Israel as well as to frame its own anti-occupation resistance activities in heroic terms for audiences in Lebanon and outside. As such, Zahera Harb’s article in this special issue examines Al-Manar’s performance in the last two years of the Israeli occupation of South Lebanon as a media campaign with specific anti-occupation goals. We might conceive of Al-Manar as an ‘anti-geopolitical’ actor (Agnew 2003), which actively contests what it perceives to be dominant geopolitical representations of Hezbollah as a terrorist organization hell-bent on the destruction of the state of Israel. Al-Manar’s coverage, while clearly not disinterested, is also intended to represent the realities of Israeli occupation and violence. Al-Manar’s accosting of Arab audiences is not unique. In the age of the war on terror, there has been a significant growth in the use of broadcasting as a public diplomacy tool. This growth is led by the United States, which established Al-Hurra television (shortly after launching Radio Sawa) in the early days of the war on Iraq in order to present the American point of view to audiences in the Arab world and to contest Al-Jazeera’s dominance of the Arab airwaves. However, Al-Hurra has not been able to shake the position of Al-Jazeera or its main competitor Al-Arabiya. Scholars have contested Al-Hurra’s ability to attract Arab audiences because of its association with the American government. Al-Hurra was seen as lacking credibility and as presenting views favorable to the US administration, rather than being the ‘objective’ news channel it claims to be. In this context, William Lafi Youmans examines the use of humor by both Al-Hurra employees and audiences as a response to the channel’s workings. Youmans uses Joseph Nye’s model of ‘willing interpreters and receivers’ as necessary components

Nye’s theory is compromised by his realist framework and dependence on US supremacy

Paul Cammack, Head of the Department of Politics and Philosophy at Manchester Metropolitan University, Autumn 2008 (“Smart Power and US Leadership: A Critique of Joseph Nye,” 49th Parallel, Vol 22, pg. 7-9

As is evident, Nye has never embraced the implications of his own ‘hypothesis of power diffusion’. Within the uncompromisingly realist framework to which he clings, he cannot imagine any situation other than one in which the US unequivocally takes the lead—and this despite a youthful flirtation with the notion of ‘multiple leadership’.16 In successive prefaces to the hardback and paperback editions of Bound to Lead he argued that ‘if the most powerful country fails to lead, the consequences for the rest of the world may be disastrous’;17 and ‘if the largest power does not lead in organizing multilateral action, no one will’.18 His argument at that time, that interdependence could only be managed by continued US leadership, was no aberration.19 It is consistent with his more recent insistence that the need to cooperate does not preclude the claim to lead: ‘we are not only bound to lead, but bound to cooperate’.20 Elsewhere, however, he goes further, adopting rhetorical formulations that overlook cooperation altogether to represent the choice as being between American leadership on the one hand, and abstention or isolationism on the other: [H]ow will the only superpower guide its foreign policy after the experience of the Iraq War? Will it provide global leadership or conclude that the best course in world affairs is to remain uninvolved?21 Again, this is no aberration, but a reflection of an enduring cast of mind. The same thought was expressed as follows in Bound to Lead: Although polyarchy rests in part on the diffusion of power to nonstate actors and small states, its implications for stability and welfare will depend heavily on whether the largest state takes a lead in organizing collective action among other states or if it simply allows a new feudalism to develop [emphasis mine].22 Given Nye’s various remarks on multiple leadership, the diffusion of power, and cooperation (not to mention the everyday understanding of cooperation as association for common benefit), one might have expected a middle term—engagement with and active contribution to the leadership of others when appropriate. As it is, his own definition of cooperation seems to be ‘my way or the highway’. To see why, we need to turn briefly to the theoretical foundation on which his position rests.

Nye Indict
Nye got it wrong, power is not attraction which means that soft power fails 
Cooper 04 (Director-General for External and Politico-Military Affairs at the General Secretariat of the Council of the 

Union" 
European Union
  Robert “American power in the 21st century” pg 170)
Hard power may not be as powerful as it might seem at first sight but we do at least know what it is. Soft power is a more elusive idea. Joe Nye — perhaps the best-known authority on the subject — defines power as the ability to obtain the outcomes one wants, and soft power as the ability to do that by attraction and persuasion rather than by coercion.’ In the terms of Hollywood this sounds like Marilyn Monroe rather than Arnold Schwarzenegger. But is attraction the same thing as power? There are many aspects of the USA that are extremely attractive. Somet imes Hollywood itself is held up as an important source of soft power. But both Saddam Hussein and Kim Jong-il are said to have a passion for Hollywood movies without this having done much for American ability to obtain the outcomes it seeks in Iraq or North Korea. If Hollywood put out US propaganda it might do more for American influence; but then if it put out propaganda it would be less popular. Nor can it even be said that in some more subtle way American films and music spread American values. Jaws, Psycho, Some Like it Hot, Animal House II, and The Godfat her are all deeply American but all present different views of the world and the viewer is free to make his choice. Where people adopt the values of a particular slice of American output — the rather admirable values preached by Star Trek, for example, had a following in East Germany — they choose the film because of the values not the other way round. As it happens The Godfather is said to be a particular favorite of both Saddam Hussein and Kim Jong-il. Perhaps that is because it is about power. 
Nye Prodict

Nye is a genius
The Chronicle, 3/16. http://dukechronicle.com/article/former-defense-secretary-will-speak-duke
“Professor Nye is a one-of-a-kind master of multiple trades. His scholarly work has profoundly shaped the study of international relations,” Peter Feaver, Alexander F. Hehmeyer professor of political science, said in a statement Monday. Feaver is also director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, a co-sponsor of the event. Feaver, who is co-director of the American Grand Strategy program, another co-sponsor of the event, added that Nye’s work in leading policy roles has strongly influenced the conduct of international relations as well.
Cyber Key
In today’s information era, cyber relations is key to controlling terms of soft and hard power

Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, 2010 ("Cyber Power”, p. 2-3)

The evolution modern social science definitions of behavioral power is sometimes summarized as “the three faces of power.” The first aspect or “face” of power was defined by Robert Dahl in studies of New Haven in the 1950s. His focus on getting others to do what they would not otherwise do is widely used today even though it covers only part of power behavior. In the 1960s, the political scientists Peter Bachrach and Morton Baratz pointed out that Dahl’s definition missed what they called the “second face of power,” the dimension of agenda setting, or framing issues in such a way that the issue of coercion never arose. In the 1970s, the sociologist Steven Lukes pointed out that ideas and beliefs also help shape others’ preferences, and one can also exercise power by determining others’ wants. In 1990, I distinguished hard and soft power along a spectrum from command to co-optive behavior. Hard power behavior rests on coercion and payment. Soft power behavior rests on framing agendas, attraction or persuasion. Even large countries with impressive hard and soft power resources, such as the United States, find themselves sharing the stage with new actors and having more trouble controlling their borders in the domain of cyberspace. Cyberspace will not replace geographical space and will not abolish state sovereignty, but the diffusion of power in cyberspace will coexist and greatly complicate what it means to exercise power along each of these dimensions. 

Cyberspace is essential means for projecting soft and hard power - determines the political dynamics between states

Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, 2010 ("Cyber Power”, p. 5-6)

Cyber information can also travel through cyberspace to create soft power by attracting citizens in another country. A public diplomacy campaign over the internet is an example. But cyber information can also become a hard power resource that can do damage to physical targets in another country. For example, many modern industries and utilities have processes that are controlled by computers linked in SCADA (supervisory control and data acquisition) systems. Malicious software inserted into these systems could be instructed to shut down a process which would have very real physical effects. For example, if a hacker or a government shut down the provision of electricity in a Northern city like Chicago or Moscow in the middle of February, the devastation could be more costly than if bombs had been dropped. In some facilities like hospitals, back-up generators can provide resilience in the case of a disruptive attack, but widespread regional blackouts would be more difficult to cope with. As the table above indicates, physical instruments can provide power resources that can be brought to bear on the cyber world. For instance, the physical routers and servers and the fiber optic cables that carry the electrons of the internet have geographical locations within governmental jurisdictions, and companies running and using the internet are subject to those governments’ laws. Governments can bring physical coercion to bear against companies and individuals; what has been called “the hallmark of traditional legal systems.” Legal prosecution made Yahoo control what it sent to France and Google removed hate speech from searches in Germany. Even though the messages were protected free speech in the companies’ “home country”, the United States, the alternative to compliance was jail time, fines, and loss of access to those important markets. Governments control behavior on the internet through their traditional physical threats to such intermediaries as internet service providers, browsers, search engines and financial intermediaries.25 As for investment in physical resources that create soft power, governments can set up special servers and software designed to help human rights activists propagate their messages despite the efforts of their own governments to create information firewalls to block such messages. For example, in the aftermath of the Iranian government’s repression of protests following the election of 2009, the American State Department invested in software and hardware that would enable the protesters to disseminate their messages. 
Cyber Key-small states
Cyberspace facilitates greater and more influential power projections by traditionally “small” and weaker states – leads to power shifts and asymmetrical warfare
Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, 2010 ("Cyber Power”, p. 19)

Struggles among governments, corporations, and individuals are not new, but the low price of entry, anonymity, and asymmetries in vulnerability means that smaller actors have more capacity to exercise hard and soft power in cyberspace than in many more traditional domains of world politics. Changes in information have always had an important impact on power, but the cyber domain is both a new and a volatile manmade environment. The characteristics of cyberspace reduce some of the power differentials among actors, and thus provide a good example of the diffusion of power that typifies global politics in this century. The largest powers are unlikely to be able to dominate this domain as much as they have others like sea or air. But cyberspace also illustrates the point that diffusion of power does not mean equality of power or the replacement of governments as the most powerful actors in world politics. While cyberspace may create some power shifts among states by opening limited opportunities for leapfrogging by small states using asymmetrical warfare, it is unlikely to be a game changer in power transitions. On the other hand, while leaving governments the strongest actors, the cyber domain is likely to increase the diffu​sion of power to non-state actors, and illustrates the importance of networks as a key dimension of power in the 21st century.
Cyberspace levels out political playing field – lessens power gap between large governments and small individual actors
Joseph S. Nye, former U.S. assistant secretary of defense, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor - Belfer Center Programs/Projects: International Security, author of "Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, 2010 ("Cyber Power”, p. 12-13)
So far, terrorists seem to have decided that for their purposes, explosives provide a tool with more bang for the buck. But that does not mean that terrorist groups do not use the internet for promoting terrorism. As we saw earlier, it has become a crucial tool that allows them to operate as networks of decentralized franchises, create a brand image, recruit adherents, raise funds, provide training manuals and manage operations. It is far safer to send electrons than agents through customs and immigration controls. Thanks to cyber tools, Al Qaeda has been able to move from a hierarchical organization restricted to geographically organized cells to a horizontal global network to which local volunteers can self-recruit. As one expert on terrorism describes, the key place for radicalization is “neither Pakistan nor Yemen nor Afghanistan …but in a solitary experience of a virtual community: the ummah on the Web.”56 This is an example of how cyber tools begin to blur the lines between organizations with highly structured networks and individuals with lightly structured networks. As a number of examples above have shown, individuals can easily play in the cyber domain because of the low cost of investment for entry, virtual anonymity, and ease of exit. Sometimes they act with government approval and sometimes against them. For example, before the 2008 Russian attack on Georgia, “any civilian, Russian born or otherwise, aspiring to be a cyber warrior was able to visit pro-Russia websites to download the software and instructions necessary to launch denial of service attacks on Georgia.”57 During student protests in Iran in 2009, Twitter and social networking sites were crucial for organizing and reporting demonstrations. “The U.S. government asked Twitter executives not to take the site down for scheduled maintenance. They were worried that might interfere with how Twitter was being used to organize demonstrations.” Six months later, however, an unknown group called the Iranian Cyber Army successfully redirected Twitter traffic to a website with an anti-American message, and in February 2010, the Iranian government blocked most access to Twitter and other sites.58 It is worth noting that individual actors in the cyber domain benefit from asymmetrical vulnerability compared to governments and large organizations. They have very low investment and little to lose from exit and re-entry. Their major vulnerability is to legal and illegal coercion by governments and organizations if they are apprehended, but only a small per cent are actually caught. In contrast, corporations have important vulnerabilities because of large fixed investments in complex operating system, intellectual property, and reputation. Similarly, large governments depend on easily disrupted complex systems, political stability, and reputational soft power. While hit and run cyber strikes by individuals are unlikely to bring governments or corporations to their knees, they can impose serious costs of disruption to operations and to reputations with a miniscule investment. Governments are top dogs on the internet, but smaller dogs still bite, and dealing with those bites can lead to a complex politics. 

Intl Institutions Key
An emphasis on multilateralism through international institutions is key to maintain soft power and further the agenda-critical to prevent unchecked power. 

James B. Steinberg,  dean of the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, deputy national security adviser from 1996 to 2001, 2008 (“Real Leaders Do Soft Power: Learning the Lessons of Iraq”, p. 161-163, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_steinberg.pdf)

There is much to be said for the aspirations of the Bush policy. The United States does need to focus on the danger posed by nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists. The United States would be safer if more countries had open, accountable governments that respect the rule of law. Current international institutions are inadequate to the challenges of globalization. Yet, the idea that these goals could be achieved through a naked assertion of U.S. primacy was fundamentally flawed. Bush and his supporters profoundly misunderstood the significance of the “unipolar moment.” Far from being a license to sweep away the prudential strictures that had long governed the United States’ use of power, this was precisely the moment for the United States to be circumspect in how it wielded its unprecedented strength. Despite its own certainty that its power would only be used for noble ends, even allies were legitimately concerned that unchecked U.S. power could be dangerous to global stability. This was precisely the moment when Washington needed to reassure others that its power would in fact be used for the broader global public good and thus a moment when the United States should be most willing to listen to the voices of others. At a time when the national confidence was shaken by the September 11 attacks and the public looked to its government to restore a sense of security, the ideology of primacy had a certain natural appeal. Yet, it was the job of statesmen to offer a more farsighted path forward. The damaging consequences of the departure from these truths run the risk that the United States may overcompensate for these lessons and allow the pendulum to swing back too far. The administration has placed excessive confidence in the force of arms to defeat adversaries, but that does not mean that the United States can dispense with a well-trained, capable military. Even the preventive use of force must remain an option when faced with mortal threats that cannot be eliminated through other means. The administration pursued a go-it-alone approach to avoid the challenge of patient alliance management and deliberate institution-building, but the United States cannot forsake a leadership role, retreat from global engagement, or be paralyzed by lack of consensus when action is necessary. Nor must the United States always go along with judgments of others when its security is at risk. The administration has overreached in trying to impose democracy, but the United States still has a moral and political stake in supporting the forces of freedom around the world. How can the United States undo the damage and regain the support necessary to assure its security, liberty, and prosperity? First, it must reject playing into al Qaeda’s narrative. Characterizing efforts to eliminate terrorism as an ideological crusade is exactly what bin Laden wants. By labeling the adversary “Islamic fascism” and likening the current antiterrorist struggle to the conflicts the United States and its allies waged against Hitler and Stalin, the United States gives credence to al Qaeda’s recruiting strategy, which seeks to convince young and disaffected Muslims that the United States is their enemy that seeks to destroy their religion and culture. Second, Washington can restore the legitimacy of U.S. leadership by showing a greater willingness to take into account the views of its necessary partners. The administration’s about-face on North Korea and Iran and support for global initiatives on HIV/AIDS and malaria are valuable steps in the right U.S. primacy makes it all the more important to pay judicious attention to legitimacy. Yet, more could be done, starting with a leadership role in addressing climate change, supporting the International Criminal Court, and reducing the salience of nuclear weapons in U.S. strategy to bolster the flagging nonproliferation regime. The United States has a unique capacity to foster peace and stability in the world, but its unique role and capabilities do not justify an unconstrained version of U.S. exceptionalism. If the United States wants others to live by the rules and be “responsible global stakeholders,” it must accept the need to do the same. Third, the United States must take seriously the need to reform international institutions rather than disparage or ignore them. Like-minded organizations such as the proposed Community of Democracies have their place, but fora in which countries with divergent views can develop strategies together are also necessary, from the UN to the World Trade Organization. The time has come to bite the bullet on UN Security Council reform and accept that the greater legitimacy offered by a more representative Security Council justifies the risk that action in an enlarged and more diverse council will be more cumbersome or less to Washington’s liking. Similarly, the United States should take the steps necessary to join the East Asian Summit, including ratifying the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, which would put the United States back in the mix in the most dynamic region of the world. In short, the United States must return to the strategies of leadership that brought it unprecedented power and security in the first place. 
AT: China Soft Power Good
AT: Soft Power Good – China Scenario
Chinese soft power isn’t strong enough  

Denise E. Zheng, program coordinator and research assistant at CSIS, researched Chinese politics and US-China relations for the President’s Office at CSIS, Mar 2009 (“China’s Use of Soft Power in the Developing World: Strategic Intentions and Implications for the United States,” Chinese Soft Power and Its Implications for the United States, edited by Carola McGiffert, Center for Strategic and International Studies,  (http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090305_mcgiffert_chinesesoftpower_web.pdf, pg. 9) 

Although Beijing has devoted significant effort to increasing its soft-power capability, the extent to which China’s soft power has actually increased is often exaggerated. Two recent public opinion studies conducted by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs and the Pew Global Attitudes Project suggest that China’s real soft-power achievements are not as impressive as some analysts suggest. In other words, the statement that the world finds China more charming is not entirely supported by empirical evidence. The soft power of the United States still exceeds that of China by a substantial margin, even in China’s own neighborhood. In a study conducted by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, which surveyed public opinion in Japan, South Korea, Indonesia, Vietnam, the United States, and China, the United States was regarded by every state (with the exception of China) as the most influential in the key areas of soft power: economic, culture, human capital, diplomacy, and politics.19 A majority of respondents saw China as a future leader of Asia; however, it is uncertain whether Asian states see this as an entirely positive thing. In fact, the United States is seen as a stabilizing and countervailing force in the Asia region as China takes on a greater role.

Chinese soft power rise is peaceful

Bonnie S. Glaser, resident senior associate with the CSIS Freeman Chair in China studies, focusing on Chinese foreign policy, senior associate with CSIS Pacific Forum, consultant on East Asia for US government, and Melissa E. Murphy, fellow with the CSIS Freeman Chair in China Studies, former US-China relations specialist at international law firm Dewey Ballantine, worked in East Asia for US government for 7 years, Mar 2009 (“China’s Use of Soft Power in the Developing World: Strategic Intentions and Implications for the United States,” Chinese Soft Power and Its Implications for the United States, edited by Carola McGiffert, Center for Strategic and International Studies,  http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090305_mcgiffert_chinesesoftpower_web.pdf, pg. 24-25)

From the Chinese perspective, the primary purpose of building up the country’s soft power has been defensive, not offensive.100 The popularity of the China-threat theory and calls to contain or curb China’s rise have threatened to scuttle the goal of amassing greater comprehensive national power, which is essential if China is to reclaim what it believes to be its rightful place as a major global player. In tandem with propagating the peaceful-development policy, the imperative of China’s soft-power promotion has therefore been to improve China’s image abroad. According to a senior Chinese official, “China is using soft power with the objective of creating an international environment that is favorable to China’s development.”101 In line with the foreign policy guideline to keep a low profile and eschew being a leader, China continues to assiduously avoid being perceived as challenging the United States, either through the use of hard power or soft power.

Economic Sanctions =/= Soft Power
Economic measures usually incorporate hard power
Nye, 06 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, 1 March 2006, Foreign Policy Magazine, “Think Again: Soft Power,” CM) 
"Economic measures are soft power" No. In discussing Iran, Peter Brookes of the Heritage Foundation refers to “soft power options such as economic sanctions.” But there is nothing soft about sanctions if you are on the receiving end. They are clearly intended to coerce, and thus a form of hard power. The confusion arises because economic resources can produce both hard and soft power behavior. As Walter Russell Mead has argued, “economic power is sticky power; it seduces as much as it compels…A set of economic institutions and policies…attracts others into our system and makes it hard for them to leave.” A successful economy is an important source of attraction. Sometimes in real world situations, it is difficult to distinguish what part of an economic relationship is comprised of hard and soft power. European leaders describe the desire by other countries to accede to the European Union as a sign of Europe’s soft power. Turkey today is making changes in its human rights policies and laws to adjust to European standards. But how much are the changes the result of the economic inducement of market access and how much is the result of attraction to the Europe’s successful economic and political system? The situation is one of mixed motives, and different actors in a country may see the mix in different ways. Some Turks are replying more to the hard power of inducement, but others are attracted to the European model of human rights. 
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