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Introduction 

I was here, years ago, as the UN Under-Secretary-General for 

Disarmament. Later, just some weeks ago, Professor Naren Chitty 

wrote saying, ñIt would be a fitting closure of the circle, 17 years 

later, and a great honour for the Soft Power Analysis and Resource 

Centre (SPARC), of which you are an Honorary Professor, if you 

were to spend a week on campus in 2018, as our guest, to deliver the 

Soft Power Oration and engage with staff and students.ò When that 

original invitation came, couched in those terms, I was of course 

happy to accept it and can enjoy your generosity today.  

But there is a wider circle I am closing in terms of my career, 

for in 1966 in the first year of my diplomatic careerð52 years agoðI 

came to Australia on a Colombo Plan award to join the Australian 

Foreign Service Training Program for a three-month course of 

training based in Canberra. Since then I have interacted with 

Australian diplomats in many capitals in bilateral and multilateral 

diplomacy. Given that I regard a dynamic policy of disarmament as a 

key element of soft power and the possession of nuclear weapons as 

the peak of hard power, I am especially fortunate to have been a 

member of the Canberra Commission, a memorable Australian 

initiative in nuclear disarmament launched in 1995.  

Yet twenty-two years after the publication of that Commissionôs 

report, many events appear to be moving in the opposite direction.  

These include the unilateral US abrogation of the Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (often called the ñIran nuclear 

dealò)ðabetted by the nuclear-weapon armed Israelðand persisting 

concerns over the future of the North Korean nuclear-weapon and 

missile programmes, aggravated by the tempestuous dialogue 

between the US and DPRK Presidents now seemingly smoothened by 

a vaguely worded document following the June 12 Trump-Kim 
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Summit in Singapore. These and other such developments have 

inspired me to recall this timely and relevant quote from our 1996 

Canberra Commission Reportð 

Nuclear weapons are held by a handful of states which insist 

that these weapons provide unique security benefits, and yet 

reserve uniquely to themselves the right to own them. This 

situation is highly discriminatory and thus unstable; it cannot be 

sustained. The possession of nuclear weapons by any state is a 

constant stimulus to other states to acquire them. 

Australia was also a major actor in the Chemical Weapons 

Convention negotiated in the Geneva-based Conference on 

Disarmament (CD) and, later, brought the Comprehensive Nuclear-

Test-Ban Treaty from the CD to the UN General Assembly where it 

was adopted. That apart, the negotiation and signature in 1985 of the 

Treaty of Rarotonga converting the region around Australia into a 

nuclear-weapon-free zone was historic, all the more so given your 

countryôs tragic history of serving as a testing ground for the UKôs 

nuclear weapons for so many years. 

But it is not only the Government of Australia that has taken 

such bold initiatives. Civil society in Australia has also done so. Dare 

I say that the Government policy framework helped create an 

ambience and an intellectual climate of good international citizenship 

favourable to concepts of soft power as a route to peace and security? 

Just last yearðon 7 July 2017ðthe International Campaign for the 

Abolition of Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) movement successfully 

achieved its target of concluding a Treaty for the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons and they were awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for 

that achievement. Macquarie Universityôs own proud record of 

academic innovation in communications and in the soft power area is 

remarkable, and this of course extends far beyond my 2001 lecture at 

your Centre for International Communication on communicating the 

disarmament message.1 

This series of lectures, in which I am now privileged to 

participate, is dedicated to the memory of the late Bruce Allen whose 

                                                        
1 https://unoda-web.s3-accelerate.amazonaws.com/wp-
content/uploads/assets/HomePage/HR/docs/2001/2001Aug30_Australia.pdf. 
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reputation is formidable. I did not have the privilege of knowing 

Bruce Allen but I admire his impact on Macquarie. 

To be sure, many illustrious persons have preceded me in 

delivering this lecture. I have read their orations and learned a great 

deal. As long as armed conflict goes on in the world and military 

expenditures continue to grow, we must concede that hard military 

power is still a factor in international affairs and soft power is still a 

nebulousðif often under-estimatedðhope as a determining factor. 

Hard power is manifested in the retention of armies and weapons 

purportedly in the defence of national security, a practice that has 

been justified from time immemorial as serving a deterrent function. 

Yet the implicit corollary that soft power suggests the total absence of 

hard power is misleading and wrong.  

In many ways, soft and hard power are best seen not as simple 

opposites, but as variations on a spectrum of ñpowerò in the ever-

evolving relations of States. They are more likes poles on a 

continuum, as one can often find shades of both soft and hard power 

whenever ñpowerò serves as either the motivation or the objective of 

the behaviour of States. So also are the concepts of ñsmartò power and 

ñsharpò power which Nye has inventively defined. 

Some Definitions 

And so, let me begin with some definitions so that we can start 

today on the same page. Scholars and practitioners have debated for 

years the meaning of ñpowerò and I do not intend to enter this 

particular fray.  Yet I would like to clarify that I view ñpowerò in 

international relations as essentially the marshaling and application of 

available resourcesðsoft or hardðto achieve a purpose that advances 

a valued national interest or ideal. Whether through coercion or 

persuasion, the objective is often the same:  advancing a specific 

objective of the State.   

Now, self-described ñrealistsò customarily assert that ñsecurityò 

is the foremost objective of states, which requires some further 

definitions.  First, let me address the distinction between national 

security and human security. My experience in working for 

international peace and disarmament in the stimulating and 

challenging UN environment, and in representing my country, the UN 
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itself and Pugwashðthe prestigious international group that won the 

Nobel Peace Prizeðhas led me to conclude that ñnational securityò is 

associated with the defence of the State from external threats both 

armed and unarmed. The focus of ñhuman securityò within a 

countryðor among the international community of Statesðis the 

protection of individuals in society. The security of States does not 

automatically result in the security of their people. Indeed while 

standing armies are associated with hard power, Iceland since 1869 

and Costa Rica since 1949 have no standing armies. History has also 

shown us how, especially in dictatorships, secure States could have 

insecure peoples. 

Now clearly, the concept of ñhuman securityò is much broader 

than the military dimension. It has been said famously that we will 

not enjoy development without security; we shall not enjoy security 

without development; and we will not enjoy either without respect for 

human rights. Consequently durable security rests on a tripod of 

physical security, economic development and human rights. As with 

all tripods, stability depends on each leg.  

The world we see today is rich with evidence of the determined 

pursuit of national and human security, and applications of both hard 

and soft power.  Researchers including Uppsalaôs Peter Wallerstein 

have concluded that we are fortunate to be witnessing a decline in the 

incidence of armed conflicts, which may well be a reflection of the 

growing interdependence of peoples throughout the globe, a blessing 

often associated with soft power.  

This is welcome news indeed, but this finding must be weighed 

against some other inconvenient truths, including the perpetuation of 

massive levels of military spending and arms exports, as meticulously 

documented each year by the Stockholm International Peace Research 

Institute with which I have been privileged to have had a long 

association. All States with nuclear weapons have costly, long-term 

plans to modernize their arsenals, and no plans or negotiations 

whatsoever for nuclear disarmament. In this climate, the declining 

incidence of wars between States could shatter instantly with the first 

use of a nuclear weapon, thereby jeopardizing the security of all, both 

national and human. 
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The SIPRI Yearbook 2018 gives us a global snapshot of 9 nuclear 

weapon armed states with 14,465 nuclear warheads of which USA 

and Russia owned 92%; annual military expenditure of $1739 billion 

- the highest level since the end of the cold war, equivalent to 2.2 per 

cent of global gross domestic product (GDP) or $230 per person and 

63 multilateral peace operations 25 operations deployed in Africa, 18 

in Europe, 9 in the Middle East, 6 in Asia and Oceania, and 5 in the 

Americas. 

The total number of personnel deployed in multilateral peace 

operations decreased by 4.5 per cent during 2017, from 152 822 to 

145 911. 

 

 

Soft Power in a Hard Power Age 

I believe we are witnessing somewhat of a dialectic between the 

interplay of elements of soft and hard power, one that raises some 

difficult questions about the role and relevance of soft power in what 

in many ways looks like a hard-power age. 

It has been almost three decades since Joseph Nye introduced 

this enticing concept of ñsoft powerò. His intention at the time was to 

warn against the declinism in the late 1980s. Despite Americaôs 

emergence as the great victor of the Cold War, numerous 

commentaries in the media and political circles claimed that the 

country was in decline. Many feared that Japanôs, and later, Chinaôs, 

economic power threatened Americaôs prosperity and its status as the 

sole remaining superpower.  To dispute this view, Nye pointed out 

that the United States was the strongest nation not only in military and 

economic power but also in the third dimension of power, which he 

called ñsoft powerò.   

Fast forward to 2018. The world has changed significantly. The 

United States remains the worldôs largest military and economic 

power. But does it still wield the same soft power as it had before? 

President Donald Trump has turned away from the liberal 

international order that his predecessors had steadfastly built and 

promoted over seventy years. He is determined to close the door to 

immigrants, while pursuing protectionism by imposing hefty tariffs 
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on trading partners. His administration no longer promotes 

democracies and human rights around the world, and instead showed 

the willingness to work with authoritarian leaders. In a world hungry 

for enlightened leadership, he has given us instead the great 

oxymoron of authoritarian populism, a pernicious legacy that may last 

for generations and proliferate across national borders. 

Indeed, the world has already been witnessing the rise of 

authoritarianism. China has emerged as a new economic and military 

power that could gradually challenge the American hegemony. But it 

also continues to resist political liberalization and imprison many 

dissidents. Russia has also retreated from democracy and suppressed 

the political opposition. It has also reverted to its previous imperial 

ambitions, expanding its territories through aggression against 

Georgia and Ukraine. Authoritarian leaders regained power in other 

parts of the world, such as young democracies in Eastern Europe, 

particularly Hungary and Poland, Philippines and a number of African 

countries. 

The United States has been retreating from multilateral 

diplomacy, and pursued hostile policies against multilateral 

institutions, particularly the United Nations. But rising unilateral 

sentiments are not limited to the Trump administration. In recent 

years, a number of States have taken unilateral military actions, 

particularly in Syria and Yemen. And the UN Security Council has 

been paralyzed for more than 20 years due to the differences between 

its permanent members, which prompted many States to resort to 

military action without seeking authorization from the Council. In 

launching his ñdisarmament agendaò on 24 May this year, UN 

Secretary-General António Gutteres commented on the lack of an 

international response to the use of chemical weapons in Syria, saying 

in his words, ñThe Security Council has failed to meet its 

responsibility to ensure accountability for these attacks.ò 

Likewise, multilateral and bilateral US-Russian arms control 

negotiations have been deadlocked for two decades as nuclear powers 

are entrenched in their positions on nuclear disarmament.  

These developments testify to the increasing manifestation of 

hard power, while underscoring the decline of soft power.  Political 
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values that were identified as sources of soft power by Nyeðnamely, 

democracy, freedom and human rights, free trade and multilateral 

institutionsðare now under frontal assault. This raises a number of 

questions about soft power. How can we explain this resurgence of 

hard power? Why has soft power been in retreat? In the meantime, we 

have witnessed a new type of soft power that has negative impacts on 

international security and human development. For example, violent 

extremism has spurred Islamic terrorism by inspiring foreign 

terrorism fighters. ISIS at its peak certainly wielded tremendous soft 

power. Its appeal to disgruntled Muslim minorities around the world 

enabled the organization to recruit foreign terrorist fighters especially 

from among the youth and to continue to carry out terrorist attacks 

around the world. This soft power certainly challenges and undercuts 

hard power wielded by even the most powerful States.  And in this 

dangerous mix, how does one best characterize the rapidly evolving 

use of cyber weapons or cyber terrorism:  as hard or soft power? 

In his book, Nye stressed that soft power depends on the 

context. Seven years ago, in my speech at the Fulbright Commission 

in Sri Lanka, I dwelt upon the eclipse of hard power, referring to the 

tectonic shift of balance of power, the decline of American hegemony 

and the rise of global south, as together key characteristics of the 

changing world order. 

Since then, ñhas-beenò powers, particularly the Cold War 

superpowers, have endeavored to counter rising powers. This has 

prompted Graham Allison of Harvardôs Belfer Centre to theorize on 

the ñThucydides Trapò and the likelihood of conflict between the US 

and China. The slogan of Donald Trumpôs campaign, ñMake America 

Great Again,ò captures this effort in a soundbite or tweet. Under 

Vladimir Putin, Russia also has made a sustained, focused effort to 

revive its power and influence that it wielded during the Cold War, a 

mission that could well be accompanied by the theme from George 

Lukasôs Star Warôs movie, ñThe Empire Strikes Backò.  However, 

such efforts are centered on hard power, as both countries have been 

increasing their military spending and revitalizing their industrial 

bases. They have been spending more money to improve and 

modernize their nuclear arsenals and develop new military 

technologies. To revive the declining industries and to answer 
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lingering public frustrations with persisting foreign and domestic 

challenges, the Trump administration has resorted to the construction 

of walls to prevent both free trade and even legitimate immigration.  

Such an imperial impulse is a tactical response focused on hard 

power. Ironically, if it succeeds in undermining soft power, this could 

well inspire a strategic response that serves the long-term interests of 

these States and the entire world. Both Russia and the United States, 

while intent on reviving their hard power, have pursued deeply 

unpopular policies, belittling the core values supporting soft power, 

such as freedom, democracy and human rights. Itôs ñAmerica Firstò 

policy in trade and industry also signals that Washington is willing to 

ignore and sacrifice the interests of other countries. Putinôs 

authoritarian rule has weakened his opposition and has not helped to 

create a functioning democracy. Together, such actions by both 

Presidents represent an astonishing abdication of their leadership in 

advancing even their own soft power interests, let alone the service of 

humanity around the world. 

These developments coincide with the rise of China, whose 

ascent as a new global power has vexed many observers by the 

economic success of its authoritarian political system, despite the 

staggering record of uplifting some 300 - 800 million out of poverty. 

The model of illiberal democracy has an increasing number of 

followers in the other parts of the world. A quarter century after the 

ñthird waveò of democratization in the world, democracy is in retreat. 

But can such illiberal democracy or rising authoritarianism become a 

source of soft power, attracting more political leaders and their 

supporters? Does the rise of the new illiberal democracies augur a 

soft-power competition in which authoritarian leaders would wield 

greater soft power than their counterpart in liberal democracies? 

Such questions remain rather unappetizing food for thought, as 

do additional concerns over the impact on soft power of certain 

scientific and technological advancements. American high-tech 

companies, such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Amazon have 

tremendous influence over people around the world, changing their 

lifestyle and business models. Rapidly evolving technologies have 

significantly transformed the sources of hard power, both military and 

economic. The technologies driving the digital revolution, also known 
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as the Fourth Industrial Revolution, are blurring the lines between the 

physical, digital, and biological spheres, and fundamentally changing 

the nature of military warfare and economic activities across the 

world.  

While recognizing that most of the world has never made or 

received a telephone call, most observers would agree that the digital 

revolution certainly promises tremendous economic benefits to the 

world. It could contribute to more equitable global development, 

ameliorating the income inequalities between rich and poor and also 

between the developing and developed worlds. For the global south, 

information technologies could serve as a catalyst for economic 

growth by overcoming difficult obstacles to catching up with the 

developed world.  

However, the digital revolution could also exacerbate the digital 

divide as the lack of access to cutting-edge information technologies 

leave behind impoverished communities.  In cyberspace, developing 

societies are digitally handicapped and more vulnerable to malicious 

attacks.    

Artificial intelligence has already permeated every avenue of 

our daily lives and changed our work style and business models. 

Advanced technologies in robotics enable thoracic surgeons to replace 

and repair heart valves on the computer screen, but they also allow 

unmanned armed drones, operated from thousands miles away, to 

launch precision attacks against targets in Afghanistan, Syria or Iraq. 

This implies that military planners can now or may soon deploy 

totally unmanned, autonomous ñkiller robotsò in the combat theaters. 

But what if the peril of artificial intelligence exceeded its promise? 

Elon Musk warned that the danger of AI is much greater than the 

danger of nuclear warheads.  Stephen Hawking even declared that an 

A.G.I (artificial general intelligence) could spell the end of human 

race. That is why a coalition co-ordinated by Human Rights Watch, of 

which I was a member, has campaigned for a pre-emptive ban of 

Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems (LAWS). 

 

Perhaps, computers would rival human intelligence in another 

quarter century or longer. Currently, advanced robots operated by the 
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most sophisticated computers are still single-task machines. However, 

as artificial intelligence gradually displaces human intelligence, we 

may lose or give away control over computers, rendering certain 

machines fully autonomous. There is particularly serious concern that 

artificial intelligence would take over humans in military operations, 

deciding who lives and who dies in the battlefield irrespective of 

international humanitarian law and basic human compassion. Various 

officials and defense journals are even citing the possible 

development of autonomous strategic nuclear torpedoes and 

bombersðimagine the stakes involved from this deadly hybrid of soft 

and hard power.  

Such developments fundamentally transform the nature of war 

in what has been called the third revolution in warfareðafter the 

inventions of gunpowder and nuclear weapons. This is why 

governments have begun discussing whether to ban or how to regulate 

these so-called ñkiller robotsò.    

The loss or abdication of human control over lethal weapons has 

serious implications. It would make military engagement 

unpredictable and have a destabilizing effect on international security. 

It would also raise serious ethical, legal and humanitarian questions as 

fully autonomous weapons systems could lower the threshold for the 

use of force as they would eliminate human judgement and human 

accountability. As long as computers cannot make human-like 

subjective judgements, they are not capable of making decisions in 

accordance with legal and humanitarian principles such as distinction, 

proportionality and precaution, which is indispensable to avoid 

unnecessary civilian casualties. It also follows that the introduction of 

artificial intelligence and autonomy in weapons systems would 

diminish our ability to exercise soft power because it would, wittingly 

or unwittingly, deprive us of the ability to control hard power.  

The exponential advancement of information and 

communication technologies poses another difficult challenge: 

malicious uses of cyberspace such as cybercrime and cyber warfare. 

Since the advent of the internet, the dark web has provided 

clandestine avenues for hackers and other criminals to engage in 

malicious and disruptive activities. Governments have also employed 

the same technology to conduct covert operations against hostile 
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targets in a shadowy cyber war. These activities range from 

Wikileakôs unauthorized acquisition and distribution of confidential 

information, cyber attacks against Iranian centrifuges, and Russiaôs 

alleged interference in the 2016 U.S. Presidential elections. This 

phenomenon highlights the multiplication of non-State actors 

involved in clandestine cyber activities, including big businesses like 

Facebook, as well as growing challenges for governments to 

effectively address emerging issues related to malicious uses of 

information technologies.  Central to this challenge is that cyber 

technologies provide anonymity to hackers and criminal actors, as 

well as government agents, enabling them to evade accountability and 

continue their furtive operations with impunity. It is not yet clear what 

kind of implications cyber issues have for hard power and soft power, 

nor how they can be addressed by hard power and soft power.   

In our current age of persisting and increasingly catastrophic 

terrorist threats, we must recall that soft power rests on values and 

culture, which vary a great deal throughout the world. While Western 

culture and values derived from the Age of Enlightenment remain a 

source of inspiration and admiration, they also provoke hatred in other 

parts of the world. Despite the unmatched popularity of American 

culture, anti-Americanism has ebbed and flowed throughout the 

postwar era. Osama bin Ladenôs message was very powerful in the 

Islamic world, which explains why his recruiting video was so 

effective. More recently, Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) created 

a de facto sovereign state in a large swath of territories straddling over 

Syria and Iraq, and launched a world-wide terrorism campaign against 

Western targets. Both bin Laden and ISIS wielded tremendous soft 

power over many disgruntled Muslims, particularly those living in 

Western societies that do not accept them due to their origins and/or 

faithðeven though their atrocities are repugnant to most of the world, 

including among Islamic countries. 

All together, these contextual changes that I have been 

discussing have serious implications for international security and 

prosperity. Growing hard-power competition points to the prospects 

of major conflicts. It would also trigger global contests for resources 

and markets, and could further expand economic inequalities around 

the world, with the higher potential of civil unrest and political 
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turmoil in various regions. Under these circumstances, what kind of 

soft power can we exercise and exploit to prevent and mitigate clashes 

and conflicts arising from hard-power competition?  

The Road Ahead 

Soft power that rests on a particular culture, political values and 

foreign policy may not necessarily win the hearts and minds of 

everyone in the world. People have different cultural, religious and 

political backgrounds. Soft power shapes the marketplace for ideas. 

That means that we need to focus on sources for soft power that are 

attractive universally and that do not spark hatred or any other 

negative reaction. So what are such sources of soft power?  

I once emphasized the need to value the elements of smart U.S. 

soft power, beginning with the constitution of the United States, 

referring to democracy, the separation of powers, the civil liberties 

and the rule of law. Authoritarian government leaders, of course, will 

not universally accept these political values for fear that they may 

challenge and undermine their hold on power. Respect for human 

rights is also subject to political manipulation and reactionary 

sentiments, as we have witnessed even within the European Union. 

Given the political realities in many parts of the world, these values 

may be anathema to certain political, religious or tribal leaders, but 

they may appeal to the majority of people broadly, particularly those 

who are denied basic human rights or the rule of law.  

Then, is there any other source of soft power that is universally 

accepted?  Many people turn to their religion for guidance. But there 

are numerous religions and contending beliefs, and frankly, too many 

armed religious conflicts, a subject well known in my own region. 

But morality and ethics, as well as legitimacy, are a less controversial 

compass for our behavior. Hence, they have been and remain potent 

sources of soft powers. Therefore, I believe it is worthwhile to 

examining how moral and ethics-based soft power has played an 

effective role in mitigating or prevent conflicts or dangerous 

developments. I also would like to look at the role of legitimacy as an 

enduring source of soft power. And in considering the future, we 

should also consider the abiding importance of legal normsðboth 

treaties and customary international lawða theme that Hans Blix 
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chose to emphasize in his 2018 Annual Lecture at SIPRI.2  These, 

along with the UN Charter, constitute a set of values and principles 

that have the potential to command fully universal support. 

I can think of many specific examples where soft powerðbased 

on widely-supported moral, ethical, and legal themes have led to 

positive results satisfying a high standard of legitimacy. 

In Sri Lanka, our long and painful internal conflict which ended 

in 2009 is continuing to forge a growing political and ethical 

consensus over reconciliation and the institutions of transitional 

justice, as our people are increasingly unified behind such noble soft-

power values as are incorporated in the UNôs Millennium 

Development Goals and the democratic ideals now rooted in the 19th 

Amendment to the Sri Lankan Constitution. Further constituional 

reform to ensure the devolution of power and safeguarding ethnic and 

religious unity, tolerance and harmony await a multi-party consensus. 

Here in Australia, moral leadership, ethical soft power, and an 

ethical public diplomacy have long been core elements of your 

national political culture.  Even your communications systems have 

reflected such values, as seen in the continued reputation of Radio 

Australia as a trusted source of information, focused on improving 

mutual understanding and awareness between peoples.  Your anti-

nuclear movement in Australia and in New Zealand illustrate the soft 

power behind the rise of the nuclear-free zone in the South Pacific 

Ocean and the negotiation of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 

Treaty 

Globally, national and civil society advocates for nuclear 

disarmament have managed not only to persist in the face of 

overwhelming obstacles, but have in many ways grown in both their 

intensity and international political foundation, culminating most 

recently with the conclusion of the Treaty on the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons.  In many countries, including the nuclear-weapon 

states, the scientific community has demonstrated its moral leadership 

on a wide range of disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control 

issues.  Due to its universal membership, its neutrality, its role as a 
                                                        
2Https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/Inaugural%20SIPRI%20Lecture%20by%20HE%20Dr%20H
ans%20Blix.pdf. 
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central meeting place for dialogue, its legitimacy rooted in the 

Charter, and its contributions as a trusted source of information, the 

United Nations has managed to sustain disarmament as a priority ever 

since the organization was created in 1946. 

My present discussion of the ñroad aheadò would be incomplete 

without a brief reference to two additional paths that surely require 

further attention by enlightened leaders and citizens across the globe. 

The first is the importance of pursuing a re-orientation of 

ñnational defenceò policies and strategies in virtually all countries.  

The present emphasis on hard power, massive military spending, 

zero-sum-game diplomacy, and the endless pursuit of more powerful 

and deadly weaponry, must give way to a new approach, one 

emphasizing soft power and human security.  Some European 

scholars (notably Bjørn Møller) have been advocating for a security 

posture called, ñnon-offensive defenceò, which involves the willful 

avoidance of the development, stockpiling, or export of weaponryð

and military doctrinesðthat are intrinsically threatening to 

neighboring countriesðthe weaponry and doctrines that can enable 

aggression, thereby eroding confidence and stability. The UN Institute 

for Disarmament Research has published reports about this concept 

and I hope they will continue to help in advancing this most timely 

and important subject. 

For the second path, I would like to look not ahead, but behind, 

and recall after the fall of the Soviet Union how many scholars were 

examining options for what they called, ñdefence conversionò.  

Writing at the end of the Cold War, they sought to outline how peace 

and disarmament did not necessarily mean the unemployment of 

countless citizens who worked in the military and defence 

establishments. They sought to understand how to adapt existing 

military factories and laboratories to civilian ends, including meeting 

basic human needs, pursuing clean energy and transportation 

technologies, meeting the goals of sustainable development, and 

serving this forgotten concept of the ñcommon goodò. The ability of 

governments to achieve the great goals of peace and disarmament will 

require a deep understanding among the peopleðespecially people 

who have benefitted from past militarist defence policies.  Successful 
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defense conversion projects will reassure these publics that soft power 

and human security is a fitting and effective way to advance both their 

ideals and self-interests.  

Conclusion 

The tectonic shift of power that I have been discussing presents 

a tremendous opportunity to reshape the history of humanity. Yet the 

transition to the multipolar world is an inherently messy process as 

emerging powers challenge the existing hegemonic powers that be. In 

particular, the resurgence of hard power remains a source of growing 

concern as it would give rise to rivalries, tensions and conflicts, 

inevitably leading to a serious deterioration of international security. 

To prevent such a downward spiral, soft power plays a critical role in 

guiding a pathway to a multipolar world and facilitating a smooth 

transformation thereto. Now, the world needs soft power more than 

ever in order to prevent and mitigate conflicts that would inevitably 

arise from hard-power competition.  

The question is how political leaders can exercise soft power to 

save the world from violent conflicts resulting from the changing 

configuration of hard power.  

I have argued today that the answers lie largely in the realm of 

measures to advance the great common causes of ethics, morality, and 

law.  We have a great body of universal principles, norms and values 

that are deeply rooted in both international treaty law and customary 

international law.  What is needed is not necessarily more norms, but 

a better effort by individual States to incorporate such norms into the 

own national laws, policies, institutions, and practices.  We need to 

see a better coherence and congruence between a countryôs solemn 

international commitments and concrete national actions. 

The way to achieve this great goal is through the marshaling of 

the necessary political will through a combination of activities at three 

levels.  First, we need massive support and understanding from the 

general public, assisted by persistent work by organized civil society 

groups.  This is a diverse constituency indeed, but it not only should 

cross national borders through expanded international cooperation 

among these groups, but it must also reflect a greater diversity of the 

types of civil society groups that are mobilized to support what might 
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be called this new humanitarian agenda.  Peace will never be achieved 

by the peace groups alone, but can be achieved if diverse sectors 

throughout societyðincluding professional societies, the medical 

profession, women, teachers, environmentalists, development 

advocates, religious leaders, former government and military officials, 

and countless othersðwork together to ensure that their own country 

is living up to these high soft-power standards. 

The second vector of this political strategy is to mobilize 

coalitions of like-minded States to form diplomatic alliances to 

advance soft-power goals that are consistent with these universal 

moral, legal, and political standards I have been discussing.  Their 

work can result in joint positions in formal diplomatic arenas, such as 

those associated with the UN and multilateral treaty review 

conferences.  They can also take the form of public joint statements 

and resolutions, efforts to provide funding for peace and disarmament 

education, and determined efforts to engage the news media.     

 Mahatma Gandhi once was famously asked about his opinion of 

western civilization, and he replied, ñit would be a good idea.ò  Soft 

power can be, and to a large extent already is, a good idea.  And it 

will remain so as long as it remains focused on universally recognized 

ends.  As citizens, voters, tax payers, members of political parties, 

legislators, and countless othersðall of usðwe must strive to steer 

our great national ships of security and justice to the true benefit of 

our common humanity. There can be no more noble cause to devote a 

lifetime, and no better epitaph for our individual tombstones than ñwe 

triedò. 

 

Our prospects for success will depend heavily upon a growing 

realization throughout the world of our membership in a common 

human family.  In this spirit, I will now conclude my remarks by 

recalling these words from your great aboriginal poet, Ms. Oodgeroo 

Noonuccal: 

 

Black, white or brown race, yellow race or red, 

From the torrid equator to the ice-fields spread, 

Monsieurs and senors, lubras and fraus, 
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All one family, so why family rows? 

Weôre not interested in their igloos,  

Theyôre not mad about kangaroos; 

Iôm international, never mind place; 

Iôm for humanity, all one race. 

 

(From ñAll One Raceò) 


