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 آية قرآنية- الاستهلال

ٹ ٹ 

  ئۆ  ئۆ  ئۈ  ئۈ  ئې   ئې  ئې  ئۇئو  ئو  ئۇچ 

   چئى  ئى  ئى  ی    

 صدق الله العظيم 

 (85) الآية :سورة الإسراء

Preface: 

Quranic phrase:   

Allah the Almighty said: 

 They ask you about "the spirit". Say: "The چ

spirit descends by the command of my God, but 

you have been given only a little knowledge."  چ 

 

Surah Al-Isra [17:85] 

   

https://quran.com/17/85?translations=17,85,22,19,18,95,101,34


 

 

 الإهداء

 

 

  (رحمة الله عليه)إلى روح أبي 

إلى الوالدة العزيز وأفراد الأسرة 

 الفضلاء 

 

  



 

 

 الشكر والتقدير 

هيلري مارينو فيتيا/ الدكتور

  

 

  



 

 

 المستخلص 

 



 

 

 الصفحة الموضــــــــــــــــــــوع 
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 (90، ؿ1939شىسٔرىْ تىذشوسز،: ٌٕذْ)ُٔىىٌغىْ، ذطىس الأعٍىب اٌذتٍىِاعٍ  .1

سوذٍذض، : ٌٕذْ)ذطىسها، ٔظشَح : لأغىسْ، ِّاسعح اٌذتٍىِاعُح .س هاٍُِرىْ و. ن .2

 .7-124، اٌصفؽاخ (1995

ؼفظ اٌغلاَ ػٕذِا ِاذشط ذى ِىس : وىِغرىن، اٌّىاطٓ عىِرشٌ .د واسٌغىْ و. د .3

 13ؿ (1986ٌىط أٔعٍظ واذاسؽش، )ٌُفد ذى تىٌُرُؾُأض 

إداسج اٌغُاعح اٌخاسظُح فٍ اٌمشْ اٌؽادٌ : ، اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌغُثشأُح(ِؽشس)تىذش . إ .4

 (2002ؤُفشصَرٍ تشَظ،   وىَٓ-ِىعًُ: ِىٔرشًَ أٔذ وُٕغغرىْ)واٌؼؾشَٓ 

 .7تىذش،  اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌغُثشأُح ، ؿ .5

وٍَُاِض،  .M ؽىىٌد أٔذ .J.Aغىذض،  .R.A O'Brien ،Mأظش، ػًٍ عثًُ اٌّصاي،  .6

اٌّؤعغاخ الالرصادَح اٌّرؼذدج الأطشاف واٌؼاٌُّح : اٌرٕافظ ػًٍ اٌؽىوّح اٌؼاٌُّح

 )2000واِثشَذض ؤُفشصَرٍ تشَظ، : واِثشَذض)عىعُاي ِىفُّٕرظ 

، فٍ تىذش، اٌذتٍىِاعُح "الأعطىسج واٌىالغ: اٌذتٍىِاعُح فٍ اٌىلد اٌؽمُمٍ"ظٍُثىا،  .7

 .85 اٌغُثشأُح، ؿ

، إْ "ِا هٍ اٌؼىالة اٌذَثٍىِاعُح؟ : وعائً الإػلاَ اٌعذَذج واٌؾفافُح"ٌُفُٕغغرىْ، . ط .8

 .27-110تىذش، اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌغُثشأُح ، ؿ 

، 25سَاٌُغُ سَاٌُغُ، سَفُغُرذ، إٔرشٔاؽىٔاي عرىدَض وىاسذُشٌٍ، ض'هُشذض، . ض .9

 .97-182َ، ؿ1981، َىُٔى  (2)سلُ

 .9، ؿ) 2002فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ عُٕرش، : ٌٕذْ )ٌُىٔاسد، اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌؼاِح . َ .10

، 'داخً اٌؼآٌُّ سائؼح ِٓ اٌؼلالاخ اٌؼاِح و إسشىسٌ : فاْ هاَ، وصف الإلٍٍُّ. ب .11

 .pp.249-69، 2002، 2.، ٔى31 .ٍُُِٕىَ، فىي

: ُٔى َىسن)اٌرعاسج واٌفرػ فٍ اٌؼاٌُ اٌؽذَس : سوصوشأظ، صؼىد اٌذوٌح اٌرعاسَح. س .12

 (1986تاعُه تىوظ، 

، 1997دَٕاُِىُاخ اٌغُاعُح اٌؼاٌُّح، ستُغ : ِفاسلاخ اٌذوٌح إٌّافغح"عُشٍٔ، . ب .13

 .251-74ؿ

: ٌٕذْ)ٌّارا اٌثٍذاْ واٌؾشواخ ذأخز ػًٍ وً أدواس أخشي : أوٌُٕض، اٌهىَح اٌرعاسَح .14

 .3-1، ؿ (1999فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ عُٕرش، 

، اٌصىسج، اٌذوٌح واٌؼلالاخ اٌذوٌُح، الاذؽاد اٌثشٌّأٍ اٌذوٌٍ ، 'ِمذِح'هًُ، . ط .15

  .9، وٍُح ٌٕذْ ٌلالرصاد واٌؼٍىَ اٌغُاعُح، ؿ2/2012أوساق اٌؼًّ، 

وصاسج اٌؾؤوْ اٌخاسظُح اٌفٍٕٕذَح، واٌرؽذَاخ اٌرٍ ذىاظهها وصاسج اٌخاسظُح اٌفٍٕٕذَح  .16

 .21 و 6، اٌصفؽراْ (2001وصاسج اٌخاسظُح، : هٍغٕىٍ)فٍ اٌمشْ اٌؽادٌ واٌؼؾشَٓ 

 

. 



 

 

 تاعُه : َىسنٍُٔ، تىٔذ  .ض أظش 

وعائً إٌعاغ فٍ اٌؼاٌُ اٌغُاعٍ : ٔاٌ، اٌطالح إٌاػّح .ض ؛ و(1990تىوظ، 

 (2004تُشعُىط، : ُٔىَىسن)

 .48، ؿ2004أتشًَ / ، فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ، ِاسػ 'عرُىٍ تاوس s'أُِشوا'ُِذ، . س.و 

 وُف أْ الإٔرشٔد :تىٌُش، صؼىد ُٔرثىٌُرُه .د ذؼٍُك أدًٌ ته واسَٕغ تاسذشَذض، فٍ 

هى ذغُُش اٌغُاعح اٌذوٌُح واٌذتٍىِاعُح، ذمشَش اٌّؤذّش اٌغٕىٌ اٌؽادٌ ػؾش ٌّؼهذ 

 .17ؿ (2003أعثٓ إٔغرُرُىخ، : واؽٕطٓ دط)آعثٓ ؼىي ذىٕىٌىظُا اٌّؼٍىِاخ

 ِاٌ 12، فُٕأغُاي ذُّظ، 'أوط ؤُفشصَرُض فٍٍُذ تٍ فُغا تشوعُظ'غشَّظ،  

2004. 

/ 5 /8، اٌّاٌُح ذاَّض، "ٌمذ اورؾفد اٌصُٓ ذىافمها الالرصادٌ اٌخاؿ"وىتش، . ض 

2004. 

ِاَى / أَاس  28، فإَٕؾاي ذاَّض،"ٔعاغ اٌصُٓ ٍَهُ اٌؽغذ واٌشػة"ِاوعشَعىس، . س 

2004. 

 .21، ؿ2003فُثشواسٌ، / ، فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ، ظأىسٌ 'تاوس'فُشغغىْ، . ْ 

 .'اٌغٍطح'فُشغغىْ،  

 ِاسط 23، و إوىٔىُِغد، 'سوِا اٌعذَذج ٍَرمٍ اٌثشاتشج اٌعذَذج: لىج أِشَىا'ٔاٌ،  

ٌّارا اٌمىج اٌؼظًّ اٌىؼُذج فٍ : ٔاٌ، ِفاسلح اٌغٍطح الأِشَىُح .ض. 24، ؿ2002

 .)2002ظاِؼح أوغفىسد اٌصؽافح، : أوغفىسد)اٌؼاٌُ لا َّىٓ أْ ذزهة وؼذها 

/ أَاس  27، إٔرشٔاؽىٔاي هُشاٌذ ذشَثىْ،'تىعُُٕظ تشوتٍُ A'ٍُِش،  .خ سإَهاسد و. ن 

 .2004ِاَى 

ِشوض اٌذساعاخ الاعرشاذُعُح واٌذوٌُح، إػادج اخرشاع اٌذتٍىِاعُح فٍ إٔفىسِاذُىْ  

 (1998وغُظ، : واؽٕطٓ، دط)إَذض 

اٌرطىس أوف : ِأهاَُ، اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌؼاِح الاعرشاذُعُح واٌغُاعح اٌخاسظُح الأِشَىُح 

 (1994أووغفىسد ؤُفشصَرٍ تشَظ، : ُٔى َىسن أٔذ أووغفىسد)إٔفٍىأظ 

فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ : ٌٕذْ)ِعرّغ دتٍىِاعُح اٌّؼٍىِاخ : ألاوغىْ، اٌعّهىس .ف ٌُىٔاسد و 

 .98-88ؿ (2000عُٕرش، 

، 'َّىٓ أْ َفىص فٍ اٌّؼشوح ِٓ أظً اٌمٍىب واٌؼمىي '' اٌمىج إٌاػّح '' وولاوىخ، . َ 

 .2002أغغطظ /  آب 2و غىاسدَاْ، 

، 5 ، واؽٕطٓ وىاسذُشٌٍ، ض'تىتٍُه دَثٍىِاعٍ وىُِظ أوف إَذض'سوط، . ط أظش 

، اٌؾؤوْ اٌخاسظُح، "ِا وساء اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌؼاِح"هىفّاْ، .؛ ، د2002ستُغ 

 ؛ ِعٍظ اٌؼلالاخ اٌخاسظُح2002أتشًَ / ُٔغاْ - ِاسط / ، آراس 2، سل81ُ.اٌّعٍذ

اعرشاذُعُح لإػادج ذٕؾُط اٌذتٍىِاعُح الأِشَىُح اٌؼاِح، ذمشَش فشلح : صىخ أُِشوا"

 (2003ِعٍظ اٌؼلالاخ اٌخاسظُح، : ُٔىَىسن)اٌؼًّ اٌّغرمٍح 

 .7 ِأهُُ، اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌؼاِح الاعرشاذُعُح واٌغُاعح اٌخاسظُح الأِشَىُح، ؿ 

( 2003تاٌغشاف ِاوُّلاْ، : هىٔذٍُِض)هًُ، اٌغُاعح اٌّرغُشج ٌٍغُاعح اٌخاسظُح . ط 

 .279ؿ



 

 

 دوس فىش ظٕىب ؽشق :اٌؽعش واٌؾثىاخ واٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌصأُح واٌرؼاوْ الإلٍٍُّ- داي  

 .1997 اٌذوٌُح عرىدَض وىٔفٕرُىْ، ذىسؤرى، ِاسػ 38آعُا، وسلح لذِد إًٌ 

تشووُٕغظ، : واؽٕطٓ )اٌؽىُ ِٓ دوْ ؼىىِح؟ : سَُٕه، اٌغُاعح اٌؼاِح اٌؼاٌُّح. و 

، "عُاعاخ اٌغُاعح اٌؼاٌُّح اٌؼاِح : رٌ ووسد واَذ وَة'سإَُه،  .W؛ (1998

 .57-44، ؿ 2000، 117 اٌغُاعح الأظٕثُح، ض

 وفٍ وراب صذس ِؤخشا، ذعادي آْ ِاسٌ عٍىذش اٌمضُح اٌّرؼٍمح تٕهط اٌؾثىح  

َ عٍىذش، . أظش أ.واٌذتٍىِاعُح، وٌىٕها ذفؼً رٌه فٍ عُاق اٌؾثىاخ اٌؽىىُِح اٌخاٌصح

 .(2004ظاِؼح تشَٕغرىْ تشَظ، : تشَٕغرىْ ٔط)إٌظاَ اٌؼاٌٍّ اٌعذَذ 

 .9تىٌُش، رٌ سَظ أوف ُٔرثىٌُرُه، ؿ 

، (.إد)، فٍ ٍُُِغٓ "دَىٍُٓ " و"ُٔىَٕظ " ِا تؼذ: اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌرؽفُضَح"هىوُٕغ، .ب 

 .42-21، ؿ (1999ِاوُّلاْ: ٌٕذْ)إٔىفاذُىْ إْ دَثٍىِاذُه تشاورُظ 

 ."لىج أُِشوا"ٔاٌ،  

، ؿ 2002أتشًَ / ُِشذؾأرظ أوف ِىساٌُرٍ، فىسَٓ تىٌُغٍ، ِاسػ 'تىب، . ط 

36-45. 

 اٌغفاساخ الأٌّأُح فٍ تٍذاْ الاذؽاد 14ذمشَش ػٓ اٌرفرُؼ اٌخاؿ ِٓ : ذمشَش تاؽىٍ 

 .2000الأوسوتٍ، تشٌُٓ، وصاسج اٌخاسظُح الأٌّأُح الاذؽادَح، عثرّثش 

لذ ؼذشد تؾىً وثُش ' اٌرىػُح'ولذ لاؼظ اٌؼذَذ ِٓ اٌذتٍىِاعُُٓ وُف أْ وظُفح  

ِأاط : ُٔىدٌهٍ)سٔا، إٔضَذ دَثٍىِاعٍ  .Kأظش، ػًٍ عثًُ اٌّصاي،  .ِىعغ

 (2000تىتٍُىاذُىٔظ، 

 .22، ؿ'أٔذ ذشأضتاسٔغٍرٌ ُٔى ُِذَا 'ٌُفُٕغغرىْ،  

 ."وعائً الإػلاَ اٌعذَذج واٌؾفافُح"ٌُفُٕغغرىْ،  

ٍُُِغٓ الاترىاساخ فٍ .وىهُٓ، الأؼىاعاخ فٍ اٌذتٍىِاعُح اٌؼاِح اٌعذَذج، ض.س 

.16ؿ (1999ِاُِلاْ، : هىٔذٍُِض)اٌّّاسعاخ اٌذتٍىِاعُح 
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The New Public Diplomacy: Between Theory and Practice 

Jan Melissen 

Introduction 

It is tempting to see public  diplomacy as old wine in new bottles. 

Official communication aimed at foreign publics is after all no new 

phenomenon in international relations.  Image cultivation, propaganda 

and activities that we would  now  label  as public  diplomacy are nearly  

as old  as diplomacy itself. Even in ancient  times, prestige-conscious 

princes and their representatives never completely ignored the potential 

and pitfalls of  public  opinion in  foreign  lands.  References to  the  

nation and  its image go as far back as the Bible, and international 

relations in ancient Greece and Rome, Byzantium and the Italian 

Renaissance were familiar with diplomatic activity aimed at foreign 

publics. 

It was not until the invention of the printing press in the fifteenth 

century  that  the scale of official communication with foreign  publics 

potentially altered. Towards the end of the Middle Ages, the Venetians 

had  already  introduced the  systematic  dissemination of  newsletters 

inside  their  own  diplomatic service, but  it was Gutenberg‟s invention 

that  cleared the way for true pioneers in international public  relations, 

such as Cardinal  Richelieu in early seventeenth-century France. Under 

the ancien régime, the French went to much greater lengths in remoulding 

their country‟s  image abroad than other European powers, and they put 

enormous  effort  into  managing  their  country‟s  reputation, seeing it as 

one of the principal sources of a nation‟s power.1  Identity creation and 

image  projection – nation-branding in  today‟s parlance  – reached a 

peak under Louis XIV.2 Other countries followed suit, such as Turkey in 

the aftermath of the Ottoman Empire. Kemal Atatürk  was in charge of 

nothing less than  a complete  makeover of the face of his country andits  

identity, without which  Turkey‟s  present  prospects of  integrationinto  

Europe would  not  have been on  the EU‟s political agenda. Less benign 

twentieth-century versions of identity development and nation- building – 



 

 

such as Fascism and Communism – directly challenged and gave an  

impetus   towards  communication with  foreign   publics  by democratic  

powers.  Political leaders‟ battles  for  overseas „hearts  and minds‟  are 

therefore anything but a recent invention. 

The First World  War saw the birth of professional  image 

cultivation across national borders,  and  it was inevitable after  the  war  

that  the emerging  academic study of international  politics  would  wake 

up to the importance of what  is now  commonly dubbed as „soft power‟.3 

In the  era of  growing  inter-state  conflict between  the  two  world  

wars, E. H. Carr wrote  that  „power  over opinion‟ was „not  less essential 

for political purposes than  military and economic  power, and has always 

been closely associated with them‟.  In  other  words, to put  it in  the 

terminology  recently  introduced by Joseph S.  Nye, „hard  power‟  and 

„soft power‟ are inextricably linked.4 It is now a cliché to state that  soft 

power – the postmodern variant of power over opinion – is increasingly 

important in  the global information age, and that  in  an environment 

with multiple transnational linkages the loss of soft power can be costly 

for hard power. Many practical questions about the power of attraction in 

international affairs are, however, still unanswered. Political 

commentators in many countries  have become gripped by the notion of 

soft power and ministries of foreign affairs wonder how to wield it most 

effectively. As Nye argued, countries that are likely to be more attractive 

in postmodern inter- national relations  are those that  help to frame 

issues, whose culture  and ideas are closer to prevailing international 

norms,  and whose credibility abroad is reinforced by their values and 

policies.5 

Public diplomacy is one of soft power‟s key instruments, and this 

was recognized in diplomatic practice long before the contemporary 

debate on public  diplomacy. The United  States, the former  Soviet 

Union and Europe‟s three major powers invested particularly heavily in 

their „communications with the world‟ during  the Cold  War. Although 

conventional diplomatic activity and public  diplomacy were mostly  



 

 

pursued on  parallel  tracks, it became increasingly  hard  to see how  the 

former could  be effective without giving  sufficient attention to the 

latter.6  In fact, as early as 1917–18, Wilson  and Lenin had already 

challenged one another  at the soft power level, long before their  

countries turned  into global superpowers and started colliding in the 

military and economic fields.7   The battle  of  values and  ideas that  

dominated international relations  in  the  second half  of  the  twentieth 

century  evolved  into competition in the sphere of hard power, and not 

vice versa. The worlddiplomatic community nevertheless woke up late to 

the fundamental challenges of communication with foreign  publics  

rather  than  then habitual  international dialogue with foreign  officials.  

Diplomatic culture is  after  all  fundamentally  peer-orientated,   and  the  

dominant realist paradigm  in  diplomatic circles was a by-product of  a 

long  history  of viewing international relations in terms of economic and 

military power. The question today of how foreign ministries can 

instrumentalize soft power is testing their diplomats‟ flexibility to the 

full. 

Against this backdrop it may not be surprising to see that most 

students of diplomacy have given little systematic attention to public 

diplomacy. The basic distinction between traditional diplomacy and 

public diplomacy is clear: the former is about relationships between the 

representatives of states, or other international actors; whereas the latter  

targets the general public in foreign societies and more specific non-

official groups, organizations and individuals. Existing definitions of 

diplomacy have either stressed its main purpose („the art of resolving 

international difficulties   peacefully‟),   its principal agents  („the   

conduct   of  relations between sovereign states through the medium  of 

accredited representatives‟) or its chief function („the management  of 

international relations by negotiation‟). In a sense, such definitions do not  

take into  account the transformation of the environment in which  

diplomacy is at work. Students of diplomacy saw diplomatic 

communication in  principle as an activity between symmetrical actors. A 

more inclusive  view of diplomacy as „the mechanism of representation, 



 

 

communication  and negotiation  through which  states and other 

international actors conduct  their business‟ still  suggests a neat 

international environment consisting of a range of clearly identifiable 

players.8 

Diplomacy in a traditionalist  view  is depicted  as a game where theroles 

and responsibilities of actors in international relations  are clearly 

delineated.  This  picture  no  longer  resembles the  much  more  fuzzy 

world  of postmodern transnational relations – a world,  for that  matter, 

in which  most actors are not  nearly as much  in control as they would 

like to be. Moreover, the interlocutors of today‟s foreign service officers 

are not necessarily their  counterparts,  but a wide variety  of people that 

are either involved in diplomatic activity or are at the receiving end of 

international politics. As a result, the requirements  of diplomacy have 

been  transformed.  As  Robert  Cooper  put   it,  success in   

diplomacy„means openness and transnational cooperation‟.9  Such 

openness andmulti-level cooperation call for the active pursuit  of more 

collaborative diplomatic relations with various types of actors. Public 

diplomacy is an indispensable ingredient for such a collaborative model 

of diplomacy.10 

First of all this chapter introduces and defines public  diplomacy as 

a concept  and it assesses current  developments  in  this  field.  Second, it 

evaluates the importance of public  diplomacy in the changing  

international environment, and  it identifies characteristics  of  good  

practice. Third,  this chapter distinguishes between on the one hand 

propaganda, nation-branding and cultural relations, and on the other hand  

public diplomacy. It concludes that  public  diplomacy is here to stay, but 

that its requirements  sit rather uneasily with traditional diplomatic 

culture. Public diplomacy is a challenge for diplomatic services that  

should  not be   underestimated.   Finally,    this    analysis   indicates    

that    public diplomacy is not  a mere technique.  It should  be considered 

as part of the fabric  of world  politics  and its rise suggests that  the 

evolution of diplomatic representation  has reached a new stage. 



 

 

Beyond American public diplomacy? 

Is it possible to discuss public  diplomacywithout giving  central 

importance to US public  diplomacy and the debates on public  diplomacy 

in the anglophone world? The origins of contemporary public  diplomacy, 

and  the  current  debate on  the  need for  more  public  diplomacy, are 

dominated by  the  US experience.  In  the  mid-1960s  the  term  public 

diplomacy was allegedly  coined  by  a former  American  diplomat  and 

Dean of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Edmund  Gullion, 

and in the following decades its practice became most closely associated 

with the United  States. Against the backdrop of the Cold War, public 

campaigns were above all about communicating the American  way of 

life to foreign  publics. As becomes clear in Cynthia Schneider‟s chapter 

in  this  book,  public  diplomacy and promotion of culture  were in  fact 

closely connected and served similar  purposes. Criticism of public 

diplomacy as the  soft  side of  foreign  relations  was silenced  by  the 

demands of the Cold War but gained strength  after its demise. Budget 

cuts were one of the main  driving forces behind  the integration of the 

United  States Information Agency (USIA) into  the State Department in 

the mid-1990s, when  the Cato Institute argued that  „public diplomacy is 

largely  irrelevant to the kinds  of challenges now  facing  the United 

States‟.11 The post-Cold  War case against public  diplomacy did  in  fact 

reinforce  ever-present bureaucratic  pressures: it has always been 

difficult to give public  diplomacy priority on the State Department‟s 

agenda (and few flashy  careers were therefore  built on diplomatic jobs 

in  the field of information and cultural work).  As is well known, the 

tragedy of  11  September  2001  changed  the  fortunes  of  public  

diplomacyagainst  the  backdrop  of  a troubled  relationship between  the  

Islamic world  and the West, as well as the „war on terror‟  declared by 

the Bush presidency.  Interestingly, when  it comes to  exercising  soft 

power,  the United  States possesses unparalleled  assets that are 

accompanied,  as it has turned  out,  by an unrivalled capacity to make a 

free fall  into  the abyss of foreign perceptions. 



 

 

Other  countries  can learn  a great deal from  the strengths  and 

weak- nesses of present US public  diplomacy. This chapter will only  

point out a limited number of lessons from US public diplomacy, yet the 

clearest of all is that  the  aims  of  public  diplomacy cannot  be achieved  

if they  are believed  to  be inconsistent with a country‟s  foreign  policy  

or military actions.  US policies  towards  the Middle  East or its military 

presence in Iraq,  for  instance,  undermine the  credibility of  public  

diplomacy. The starting point of this variant of diplomacy is after all at 

the perceiving end, with the foreign consumers of diplomacy. This may 

be conventional wisdom among public  diplomacy practitioners, but its 

salience can hardly be overestimated and the age of visual politics  is 

adding a new dimension to this truism.  Pictures speak louder than words, 

and they do so instantaneously and with lasting effect. There is, for 

instance, little doubt  that press coverage of human rights‟ violations in 

the Abu Ghraib prison will damage perceptions of the US in the Islamic 

world for many years. Another  lesson from  the US experience is that 

sound policies may be of enormous sup- port to public diplomacy, but 

that money and muscle are no guarantee for   success. The  availability  of  

unparalleled financial  and  media resources does not prevent small non-

state actors, even terrorists, from being  more  successful in  their   

dealings  with critical   international audiences. To be sure, throwing 

money  at self-advertising  campaigns in countries  with a sceptical public  

opinion is based on a gross under- estimation of assertive postmodern 

publics,  as was demonstrated  by ineffective US television commercials 

in Indonesia, showing the life of happy  Muslims  in  the  US. The  rather  

simplistic practice  of  selling images and peddling  messages to foreign  

audiences has little chance of paying off. 

On the other hand, foreign nations can benefit enormously from  

the stimulating US debate on public  diplomacy and the valuable and free 

advice produced by foreign policy  think tanks and other bodies outside 

and  inside  government.  There  is  considerable  overlap  between  the 

reports  and  recommendations  that   were  published   after  

September2001, and  not  all  of  the  ideas are equally  stimulating, but  



 

 

no  other country benefits to the same degree from  good offices provided  

by the non-governmental sector.12 

 

The USexperience also  shows  the  importance  of  developing   a 

long-term public   diplomacy strategy  with central  coordination of 

policies. There are evident  problems in this area within the US executive 

branch  of  government, but  it does not take much  to  see that  many 

other countries  have only  begun to think about such issues. Coordination  

and  control have always been easier  in  non-democratic regimes and  

they  are not  incompatible with  traditional  images  of  public 

diplomacy. As Ingrid d‟Hooghe  implies in  her  chapter,  the People‟s 

Republic of China excels in central coordination of its public diplomacy 

activities  and  can therefore,  in  a sense, be seen as a leader in public 

diplomacy. Moreover, US experiences with public diplomacy 

demonstrate that skills and practices from the corporate sector, in 

particular from the disciplines  of public  relations and marketing, can be 

particularly useful in   public   diplomacy  campaigns.   Marketing-

oriented thinking   was anathema  and  even a vulgarization to  traditional 

diplomacy, but is slowly   but  surely  entering   today‟s  diplomatic  

services. Finally,   US efforts aimed at links  with domestic civil society 

organizations  operating overseas and so-called „citizen diplomacy‟ 

confirm the relevance of the hinterland. „Domestic public  diplomacy‟ 

can in  a way be seen as the successor to public  affairs during the Cold 

War, and its objectives go beyond traditional constituency-building.13 

After 11 September 2001, which  triggered a global debate on 

publicdiplomacy, „PD‟  has become  an  issue in  foreign  ministries from  

all countries,  ranging  from  Canada to New Zealand and from  

Argentina  to Mongolia. Many  ministries of  foreign  affairs  now  

develop  a public diplomacy policy  of their  own,  and few would  like  

to  be caught out without at least paying lip-service to the latest fashion in 

the conduct of international relations.  Their association with public  

diplomacy can be seen as a symptom of the rise of soft power in 



 

 

international relations or, at another  level, as the effect of broader 

processes of change in diplomatic practice, calling  for transparency  and 

transnational collaboration. The new public  diplomacy is thus much  

more than  a technical  instrument of foreign  policy.  It has in fact 

become part of the changing  fabric of international relations.  Both small 

and large countries,  ranging  in size from the United  States to Belgium 

or even Liechtenstein, and with either democratic or authoritarian 

regimes, such as China  and Singapore, and including the  most  affluent, 

such as Norway,  and  those that can be counted among the world‟s 

poorest nations, for example Ethiopia,  have in recent years displayed a 

great interest in public  diplomacy. 

It should, however, be stressed that  it was not  „9/11‟  that  

triggered most countries‟  interest  in  public  diplomacy. Many  foreign  

ministries‟motives for prioritizing public  diplomacy had relatively little 

to do with US policy  preoccupations  such as the „war on terror‟  or the 

relationship with the Islamic world.  What  is true in a more general 

sense, however, is that  – as in  the case of the United  States – the rising  

popularity of public  diplomacy was most of the time a direct response to 

a downturn in  foreign  perceptions.  Most  successful public   diplomacy 

initiatives were born  out of necessity. They were reactive and not  the 

product  of forward-looking foreign services caring about relationships 

with foreign audiences as a new  challenge  in  diplomatic practice.  In  

Europe, the German  variant  of  public  diplomacy – 

politischeÖffentlichkeitsarbeit – accompanied the foreign relations of the 

Federal Republic from the very beginning in 1949, and it was a critical  

instrument in raising acceptance and approval  of Germany  in  other  

Western democracies. The external image of postwar France, deeply hurt  

by the country‟s  humiliation in the Second World  War, also relied 

heavily on its politiqued‟influence and the  cultivation of national  

grandeur. Smaller European countries have experiences of their own.  

Austria‟s public diplomacy wake-up call, for instance, was the Waldheim 

affair, discrediting the then  UN Secretary- General  because of  his  Nazi  

past. The Netherlands  started  seriously professionalizing its 



 

 

publieksdiplomatie in  the  face of  foreign  opinion that  was horrified by 

ethical  issues such as euthanasia legislation and liberal  policies on 

abortion and drugs, and the need for this  defensive public  diplomacy has 

by no means abated. 

Outside Western Europe, public diplomacy can often be seen to 

support the most vital  interests of nations.  Some European countries  

that  were in a sense already part of the West and that have gone through 

a period of transition, including aspirations of integration into  larger 

multilateral structures, have embraced public  diplomacy with particular 

enthusiasm. This perspective may help  us to understand  in  part the 

recent success stories of European transition countries  such as Spain in 

the post-Franco era, Finland after the Cold  War, or Ireland  in  the 

aftermath of a long period   of  relative   isolation  from   mainland  

Europe.  More  recently, Polish public  diplomacy was successfully 

developed in the framework of Poland‟s strategy for  NATO and EU 

membership  (but now  leaves that  country with a post-accession 

challenge).  Such sharply  focused public diplomacy serving strategic 

foreign policy goals can nowadays be witnessed  among  EU candidate  

members such as Bulgaria,  Romania, Croatia and Turkey – countries that 

have invested heavily in persuading supposedly  sceptical  audiences  in  

Western  Europe.  These countries‟ motives  in  engaging in  public  

diplomacy have everything to do with their desire to integrate into  the 

European and transatlantic world,  withall  the  expected benefits  of  

social stability, security  and  economic prosperity. 

More than nations  in transition, Global South countries engaging 

in public  diplomacy have strong economic motives. During  the Cold 

War, public  diplomacy was not a major  concern in the poverty-stricken 

part of  the  world,  but more  interest  could  gradually  be discerned in  

how public  diplomacy or nation-branding can contribute to 

development.14 



 

 

Apart from  the slowly  growing  interest in the Global South, there are a 

number  of exceptional cases where public  diplomacy was triggered by 

specific events or came into  the picture almost naturally. After the 2002 

Bali bombing in Indonesia,  for  instance,  public  diplomacy was given 

top  priority and received attention  at cabinet  level. Terrorism  caused 

the Indonesian  foreign ministry to prioritize public diplomacy, as it was 

thought to be instrumental in dealing with the crisis in the tourist  sector. 

Alternatively, countries that would have gone largely unnoticed 

outside their own region if geopolitics and security issues had not placed 

them in the spotlight of world  attention have become sharply  aware of 

the power  of  perceptions  in  international relations.  Pakistan is a case 

in point. Few diplomats are probably  more aware of the effects of foreign 

views on their country, which  is loosely associated with military tensions 

and skirmishes along the border with India, nuclear proliferation, 

assistance to  the  Taliban  regime in  Afghanistan, and Islamic  

extremism. So-called „rogue  states‟ in  the  Global  South,  deprived  as 

they  are of regular diplomatic networks  and structurally handicapped  in 

their  diplomatic relations  with other  states, also see communication 

with foreign publics as an essential instrument in their  diplomatic 

toolbox. A country like North Korea does not  have many  alternatives  to 

resorting  to the public gallery. Rogue or pariah states, it could be argued, 

like other small actors in  international relations,  have even benefited to  

a disproportionate  degree from the decentralization of information 

power.15 

But these and other cases of public  diplomacy bridging major 

dividesin international relations, such as the well-known practice of 

communication  with foreign  publics  by socialist powers, are in  fact 

exceptional. As a structural   development,  public   diplomacy above  all  

thrives  in highly interdependent regions and between countries that are 

linked  by multiple transnational relationships and therefore  a substantial  

degree of „interconnectedness‟ between their civil societies. The 

emphasis in the present  debate on  public  diplomacy is on  the  United   



 

 

States and  its relationship with the Islamic world, but public diplomacy 

is widely prac- tised outside North America and much of it in fact 

antedates the current US preoccupation with „winning  foreign hearts and 

minds‟. 

 

Defining the new public diplomacy 

The world  in  which  public  diplomacy was considered as one of 

the leftovers of diplomatic dialogue is rapidly  disappearing. So is the 

world in  which  public  diplomacy can easily be dismissed as an attempt 

at manipulation of foreign  publics. In order to understand  the new public 

diplomacy properly,  it is neither  helpful to hang on to past images of 

diplomacy (still prevailing in much  diplomatic studies‟ literature), nor is 

it advisable to make a forward  projection of historical practices into the 

present international environment (in  the case of equalling public 

diplomacy to traditional propaganda).  The new public  diplomacy will be 

an increasingly  standard  component of overall  diplomatic practice and 

is more than  a form  of propaganda conducted  by diplomats. True, many  

foreign  ministries are still struggling  to  put  the  concept  into practice 

in a multi-actor international environment, and some diplomatic services 

do in  fact construct  their  public  diplomacy on  a formidable tradition of 

propaganda-making. But public  diplomacy‟s imperfections should  not  

obscure the fact that  it gradually  becomes woven  into  the fabric of 

mainstream diplomatic activity. In a range of bilateral relation- ships it 

has already become the bread and butter  of many  diplomats‟ work,  as 

for  instance  in  the  US–Canadian relationship, in  relations between 

West European countries,  or between some South-East Asian 

neighbours.  As a Canadian  ambassador to  Washington observed: „the 

new diplomacy, as I call it,  is, to a large extent,  public  diplomacy and 

requires different skills, techniques,  and attitudes  than  those found  in 

traditional diplomacy‟.16 In Europe, public  diplomacy has also become a 

staple  commodity  in  international  affairs.  A  much-quoted  2002 report  

by  the  German  AuswärtigesAmt  (foreign  ministry) came to  a 



 

 

conclusion of historical proportions about the role of EU embassies in 

other  member  states: „in  Europe public  diplomacy is viewed  as the 

number  one priority over the whole  spectrum of issues‟.17 Both exam- 

ples underline a broader point: in regions characterized by a great deal of 

economic and/or  political interdependence  as well as a high level of 

interconnection at  the  level  of  civil   society,  public   diplomacy has 

become essential in diplomatic relations. 

Perhaps the most succinct definition of public  diplomacy is given 

by Paul Sharp in his chapter, where he describes it as „the process by 

which direct  relations  with people in a country are pursued to  advance 

the interests  and  extend  the  values of  those  being  represented‟.  

Writing15 years earlier, Hans Tuch defined public diplomacy as „a 

government‟s process of communicating with foreign  publics in an 

attempt to bringabout understanding for  its nation‟s  ideas and  ideals, its 

institutions and culture,  as well as its national goals and policies‟.18  

Tuch claimed neither  that public diplomacy was something  like a new 

diplomatic paradigm,  nor  that  it in  any sense replaced the discreet and 

confidential relationships between state representatives, which  of course 

it does not. It is indeed  important to  stress the  limits of what  is new and 

not  to overstate the importance of public  diplomacy. 

Tuch‟s definition is persuasive, but where this analysis differs is 

first of all that  it does not  see public  diplomacy, or indeed  diplomacy in 

general, as a uniquely stately activity, even though it stresses the practice 

of  states. Large and  small  non-state  actors, and  supranational and 

subnational players develop  public  diplomacy policies  of  their  own. 

Under media-minded Kofi  Annan,  the UN shows supranational public 

diplomacy in  action,  and  Barroso‟s European  Commission has given 

top  priority to the EU‟s public  communication strategy. Interestingly, 

however,  as John Hemery  relates in  his chapter,  neither  of these two 

organizations is actually  giving  much  attention to  public  diplomacy 

training of its internationally operating  staff, which seems to be evidence 

that  they are public  diplomacy novices. Non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) have also demonstrated  that  they  are particularly adept at 



 

 

influencing foreign  publics.  Definitely not  all  campaigns  by  globally 

operating  NGOs such  as Greenpeace or  Amnesty  International  have 

turned  out to be equally successful, but their  effectiveness has generally 

drawn the admiration of foreign  ministries that are trying to operate in 

increasingly  fluid international networks.  What  is more, one can 

observe converging  interests among  states and NGOs – actors that  

previously looked  at one  another  with suspicion  and  as competitors.  

The 1997 Ottawa Convention (the treaty banning landmines) and 

establishment of the International Criminal Court are only  two prominent 

examples of a number  of global  governance initiatives where states, 

NGOs and the UN have joined  forces in mobilizing international public  

opinion. International companies operating in a global marketplace are 

now also facing  up to  their  social and ethical  responsibilities, and their  

public diplomacy policies are slowly but surely becoming more 

sophisticated.19 

Some do better than others: many  countries  envy the 

professionalism and public  diplomacy muscle of some major 

multinational corporations. In other words, diplomacy is operative in a 

network  environment rather than  the hierarchical state-centric  model  of 

international relations,  as Brian Hocking  argues in the following 

chapter. What  is of interest here is that  in  the  field  of  public  

diplomacy different types of  actors can learn vital  lessons from each 

other. 

Second, public  diplomacy is aimed at foreign  publics,  and 

strategies for   dealing   with  such  publics   should   be  distinguished  

from   the domestic  socialization of  diplomacy. Nevertheless, separating  

public affairs (aimed  at domestic  audiences) from  public  diplomacy 

(dealing with overseas target groups) is increasingly  at odds with the 

„interconnected‟  realities  of  global  relationships. It is commonly 

known that information directed  at  a domestic  audience  often  reaches 

foreign publics, or the other  way round,  but the relationship between 

public affairs  and  public   diplomacy has become  more  intricate than  



 

 

that. Engaging with one‟s own domestic constituency with a view to 

foreign policy  development and external  identity-building has become 

part of the public  diplomacy strategy of countries  as diverse as Canada, 

Chile and Indonesia.20 In a domestic context the socialization of 

diplomacy is a familiar theme  for  foreign  ministries, but  it is  one  that  

deserves renewed attention as the domestic  and foreign  dimensions  of 

engagement with „the public‟ are more connected than ever before. This 

is, for instance,  the  case in  the  debate on  the  supposed intercultural 

divide between the West and the Islamic  world,  and is illustrated by the 

fact that the British  Foreign Office now talks through Middle  Eastern 

policy with moderate domestic Muslim organizations.  Both public  

diplomacy and public  affairs are directly  affected by the forces of 

globalization and the recent revolution in communication technology. In 

an era in which it has  become  increasingly   important  to  influence  

world   opinion, domestic   and   international  communication  with  the   

public   has become an increasingly  complex challenge for foreign 

ministries. 

Third, public  diplomacy is often  portrayed  as a one-way 

information flow, and at best one in two directions, but essentially aimed 

at relaying positive  aspects of a country to  foreign  publics.  In  reality,  

and as is presently emerging in a number of countries, some of the more 

intelligent initiatives remind us less of  the  traditional activities  of  

information departments.  The main task of press and information 

departments was, and in many cases unfortunately still is, dissemination 

of information and coordination of relations with the press. The new 

public  diplomacy moves away from – to put it crudely – peddling 

information to foreigners and  keeping  the  foreign  press at bay, towards  

engaging  with foreign audiences. The innovative „niche  diplomacy‟ of 

Norway  and Canada – two vanguard countries in the field of public 

diplomacy that are discussed in the chapter by Alan Henrikson  – is a case 

in point. A learning  process is therefore taking  place, although not  in as 

many places as one would hope, but it is quite clear that the new public  

diplomacy is here to stay. International actors accept more and more that 



 

 

they have to engage indialogue  with foreign  audiences as a condition of 

success in  foreign policy. To be sure, public  diplomacy is no altruistic 

affair and it is not a 

„soft‟  instrument. It can pursue a wide variety  of objectives, such as in 

the field  of political dialogue, trade and foreign  investment, the 

establishment of links with civil society groups beyond the opinion 

gatekeepers, but  also has „hard  power‟  goals such as alliance  

management,  conflict prevention or military intervention. 

As a diplomatic method, public diplomacy is far from  uniform and 

some public  campaigns have little to do with international advocacy. As 

mentioned above, public  diplomacy is increasingly  prominent in 

bilateral  relations  but  can  also be actively pursued  by  international 

organizations.21 Public diplomacy‟s national variant  is more 

competitive, whereas multilateral public  diplomacy can be seen as a 

more cooperative form  of engagement with foreign  publics. Referring to 

the latter,  Mark Leonard  rightly suggests that  there  is  little advantage 

in  making,  for instance, civil  society-building or the promotion of good 

governance an activity explicitly coming  from one single country.22 

Yet  there  are  other   unconventional  forms  of  public   

diplomacy. A political leader may even engage in public  diplomacy in 

defense of a foreign  counterpart‟s  international  reputation. This  was the  

case in2004 when Tony Blair, Gerhard Schröder and other heads of 

government visited Libyan leader Qaddafi in an ostentatious  show of 

support of this former rogue state leader, whowas until recently branded 

as an international outlaw  and exponent  of state terrorism. It is not the 

purpose here to  list  unusual  displays  of  public  diplomacy, but  an 

interesting  one deserves mention: the intentional divulging of bad news, 

such as the deliberate spreading of news about one‟s own country that  is 

bound  to be received  abroad as  an adverse development.  A recent  

example  of„negative branding‟ was the Dutch  Ministry of Justice‟s 

communication in 2004 that 26,000 illegal asylum seekers would  

eventually be expelled from the Netherlands. This bombshell  about the 



 

 

„expulsion‟ or „potential mass deportation‟ of  foreigners  by  a country 

with a reputation for liberal immigration policies quickly spread via the 

worldwide web and did indeed have the intended effect of a subsequent 

decrease of refugee flows to the Netherlands. Such initiatives have a 

direct effect on foreign policy  and  bilateral  relations  with other  

countries,  which  leads our discussion to the more general point of the 

relationship between public diplomacy and foreign policy. 

It is tempting to see public  diplomacy as just another  instrument 

of foreign  policy,  as was mentioned above in relation to the recent 

debate in the United  States. One should caution  for too close a nexus 

betweenforeign  policy  and  public  diplomacy, however,  as this  may  

damage a country‟s credibility in its communications with foreign 

audiences. The view that public  diplomacy activities are essentially 

aimed at creating a public  opinion in  a country „that will enable target-

country political leaders to make decisions that  are supportive  of 

advocate-country‟s foreign policy  objectives‟, is too mechanistic  and 

ambitious.23 What is problematic with the approach of public  diplomacy 

as an immediate foreign policy  tool  is that  it exposes public  diplomacy 

to  the  contradictions, discontinuities, fads and fancies of foreign policy.  

If it is too closely tied to foreign policy  objectives, it runs the risk of 

becoming counterproductive and indeed a failure when foreign policy  

itself is perceived to be a failure.  In  such circumstances, a foreign  

ministry‟s public diplomacy becomes a liability and no longer  serves as a 

diplomatic tool  that  has the special quality of being able to go where 

traditional diplomacy can- not. In any case, it should be borne in mind 

that the influence that government  actions can bring  about in other 

societies tends to be limited. US experiences after  September  2001 are a 

case in  point. In  the  first Bush administration‟s conception of public  

diplomacy as an instrument in the service of short-term objectives, it 

appeared hard to steer policy in a direction that dissociated public  

diplomacy from the „war on terror‟ and the „clash of civilizations‟. In 

these circumstances, and against the background  of US policy  in  the 

Middle  East, target populations in  the Islamic world  and elsewhere 



 

 

could not be blamed for seeing US public diplomacy under Bush as „a 

velvet fist in an iron  glove‟.24 

Public diplomacy should  of course not  be developed regardless of 

a country‟s  foreign  policy,  and it should  be in  tune  with medium-term 

objectives  and  long-term aims. Public  diplomacy builds  on  trust  and 

credibility, and it often  works best with a long  horizon. It is, however, 

realistic to aspire to influencing the milieu factors that constitute the 

psychological and political environment in which attitudes and policies 

towards other countries are debated. The milieu aims of public  

diplomacy should not, however, be confused with those of international 

lobbying. The latter aims at directly influencing specific policies, and the 

individuals targeted in lobbying are without exception  those who are in 

the loop of the policy  process. In contrast, there is only  so much  that 

public  diplomacy can achieve, and the case for modest objectives is even 

stronger where public  diplomacy aims at spanning  bridges between  

different cultures. When  bilateral  relationships  are complicated by  a 

cultural divide  between the civil societies involved, it will be harder for 

diplomats to  find  the  right  interlocutors and  to strike  the  right  tone.  

It is, for instance,  one thing to  confess  to  the  necessity of  speaking 

with the„Arab street‟, but quite  another  to  get through to  youngsters in  

their formative years in  the  highly politicized societies of  Middle   

Eastern countries.  The next hurdle  is to make sure that  information is 

received in the way that it was intended, which is far from easy as people 

tend to be suspicious  of  foreign  officials‟   motives.  In  too  many  

societies, members of the public  are unfortunately justified in  making  

fun  of anyone  who  places trust  in  their  own  government‟s 

representatives. When  it comes to dealing with the public,  diplomats 

therefore have to work harder to achieve the credibility that is essential to 

facilitate foreign relationships. This is true in countries where government 

is not trusted, but also in stable democracies diplomats know that they 

may not be the best messengers when  it comes to communicating with 

the public.  As Shaun Riordan suggests in his chapter, public  diplomacy 

is made more effective with the help of non-governmental agents of the 



 

 

sending coun- try‟s own civil society and by employing local networks in 

target countries. 

Public diplomacy and related concepts 

Three concepts that  deserve brief  attention in  a discussion on  

public diplomacy are propaganda, nation-branding and foreign cultural 

relations. Similar   to  public   diplomacy,  propaganda  and  nation-

branding  are about the communication of information and ideas to 

foreign  publics with a view to changing  their  attitudes towards the 

originating country or reinforcing existing beliefs. Propaganda and 

nation-branding, however, neither point to the concept of diplomacy, nor 

do they generally view communication with foreign  publics in the 

context  of changes in contemporary diplomacy. The practice of cultural 

relations  has tradition- ally been close to diplomacy, although it is clearly 

distinct from  it, but recent  developments  in both  fields  now  reveal 

considerable  overlap between the two concepts. 

 

Separating the new public diplomacy from propaganda 

Propaganda has a much longer intellectual pedigree than public 

diplomacy and in the context  of this introductory discussion it is 

impossible to do justice to the literature on propaganda. Students of 

propaganda see public diplomacy as an outgrowth of propaganda, a 

phenomenon with common historical roots and roughly similar  

characteristics, and there is therefore general agreement that it can be 

submerged into  the pre-existing  concept of propaganda. Such an 

approach is facilitated by a broad and inclusive definition of propaganda. 

According to Welch, for instance, propaganda is„the  deliberate  attempt  

to  influence  the  opinions  of  an  audiencethrough the transmission of 

ideas and values for the specific purpose, consciously designed to serve 

the interest of the propagandists and their political masters, either directly 

or indirectly‟.25 Definitions such as this are hard to distinguish from  

some of the definitions of public  diplomacy that  are given  above and 



 

 

are therefore  virtually interchangeable.  It is then  easy to see how  public  

diplomacy can be pictured  as a subset of propaganda.  In  the  best case, 

the  former  suggests a newly  emerging form  of  interconnection 

between  governments  and  foreign  publics. Traditionalist students of 

diplomacy‟s interpretations of public  diplomacy approximate  this  view,  

albeit  from   a  completely  different  vantage point.26 They see public  

diplomacy as a corrupted  form  of diplomatic communication that is 

occasionally useful and therefore not necessarily anti-diplomatic – a view 

that is shared by some practitioners. As Richard Holbrooke  wrote: „Call 

it public diplomacy, call it public affairs, psycho- logical warfare, if you 

really want to be blunt, propaganda‟.27 

Two  key features of  propaganda  are its  historical baggage and  

the popular  understanding of  it as manipulation and  deceit  of  foreign 

publics. Propaganda is commonly understood   to  be a concept  with 

highly negative  connotations,  reinforced   by  memories  of  Nazi  and 

Communist propaganda, Cold War tactics and, more recently, so-called 

psychological  operations in post-Cold War conflicts. But in 

contemporary diplomatic practice,  there  are also fundamentally different 

and  less objectionable ways of dealing  with foreign  publics.  Few, for  

example, would  consider public  campaigns by West European countries 

aimed at civil society building, rule of law and the improvement of 

democracy in Eastern Europe as propaganda. When  unwinding the 

threads of propaganda and public  diplomacy, it does not make things  

easier that  in the public  campaigns of some countries  one can discern a 

mix  of modern public  diplomacy and  old-style  propaganda,  although 

sold  as public diplomacy. That  should,  however,  not  obscure the  

emergence of  the new  public  diplomacy as a significant development in  

contemporary diplomatic practice. A category such as propaganda simply  

cannot  capture the contemporary diversity in relations between 

diplomatic practitioners  and increasingly  assertive foreign  publics. For 

instance, it seems hard to equal Dutch diplomats – discussing the 

Netherlands‟  integration policy in the context of Germany‟s debate on 

the risks of radicalization among Islamic minorities – to propagandists. 



 

 

Neither is a Canadian diplo- mat discussing environmental issues with US 

civil  society groups necessarily practicing  propaganda. 

For academics there seems to be an easier way out of this 

conundrum than  for  practitioners just  doing  their  job.  If  propaganda  

is to  be auseful concept,  as Nick  Cull  argues, „it first  has to  be 

divested of its pejorative connotations‟. In  this  view,  propaganda  

should  be seen a wide-ranging and ethically neutral political activity that 

is to be distinguished  from  categories such as information and  

education.  What separates propaganda  from  education  or  information 

(assuming  that these two are uncontroversial and straightforward!) is that 

it „tries to tell people what  to think. Information and education are 

concerned  with broadening  the audience‟s perspectives and opening  

their  minds, but propaganda  strives to  narrow  and preferably  close 

them.  The distinction  lies in the purpose‟.28  With public  diplomacy 

presented as a variety of propaganda, it would  hence also be an activity 

that has as its conscious or unconscious  purpose the narrowing or closing  

of the minds of tar- geted publics  abroad. At  first  glance, the  record 

may  indeed  seem to point in this direction. Governments  have tried to 

fool foreign  publics rather too often.  Even many  of today‟s official 

information campaigns aimed at other countries‟  societies are basically a 

form of one-way messaging, and a number  of countries that pay lip-

service to public  diplomacy actually  have a better track record in  the 

field  of manipulating public opinion. It is true that our collective memory  

of official communication with publics  in  other  countries  is 

contaminated by  past examples – more than  just  occasionally  

confirmed by present practice  – of states practicing  propaganda in the 

sense of narrowing people‟s minds. 

Some contemporary  authors  on  public   diplomacy  hardly   seem 

bothered by such questions and merely assert that today‟s public  

diplomacy  is  different.29   An  early  definition of  propaganda  

nevertheless points  to  a useful  indirect differentiation between  public  

diplomacy and  propaganda,  describing  the latter  as „a process that  

deliberately attempts through persuasion techniques to secure from the 



 

 

propaganda, before he can deliberate freely, the responses desired by the 

propagandist‟.30The distinction between propaganda  and public  

diplomacy lies in  the pattern  of  communication.  Modern  public  

diplomacy is a „two-way street‟, even though the  diplomat practicing  it 

will of  course always have  his  own  country‟s   interests  and  foreign  

policy   goals in  mind (which most likely  inspired his or her association 

with the public  in the first place). It is persuasion by means of dialogue 

that is based on a liberal notion of communication with foreign  publics.  

In other  words, public diplomacy is similar  to propaganda in  that  it 

tries to persuade people what to think, but it is fundamentally different 

from it in the sense that public  diplomacy also listens to what people 

have to say. The new public diplomacy that  is gradually  developing  – 

and if it is to have any future in  modern  diplomatic practice  – is not  

one-way  messaging. As onesenior diplomat said at a British  Council 

conference: „The world  is fed up with hearing us talk: what it actually  

wants is for us to shut up and listen‟.31  The crux  becomes clear in  Jay 

Black‟s description of  propa- ganda: „Whereas creative communication 

accepts pluralism and displays expectations  that  its receivers should  

conduct  further investigations of its  observations,  allegations  and  

conclusions,   propaganda  does not appear to do so‟. Black is perfectly  

right  that  it is possible to conduct public  relations and persuasion 

campaigns without being unduly prop- agandistic.32   Meaningful 

communication between  official agents and foreign publics may have 

been extremely difficult or even impossible in the  past; but  it is certainly 

not  too  far-fetched  in  the  increasingly complex web of transnational 

relations that is presently in the making. 

 

Public diplomacy and the challenge of nation-branding 

The second concept in relation  to this discussion is nation-branding or 

nation re-branding  – one of the  last frontiers  in  the  marketing disci- 

pline.  The practice of branding  a nation involves  a much  greater and 

coordinated effort  than public  diplomacy. For one, public  diplomacy is 



 

 

initiated by practitioners, whereas branding is about the mobilization of 

all of a nation‟s  forces that  can contribute to the promotion of its image 

abroad. Paradoxically, for the very same reason, nation-branding and 

public  diplomacy are sisters under the skin, and this explains why 

foreign ministries in a great variety of countries have expressed an inter- 

est in branding. In light of the overlap between the two fields, it is in fact 

surprising  that  the debates on nation-branding and public  diplomacy  

pass one  another  like  ships  in  the  night. This  can  partly  be 

accounted for by the fact that  students of branding stick to the field of 

international marketing and have little affinity with the field  of diplo- 

macy.33  Simon Anholt put it perhaps most bluntly, writing that there is„a 

lot of  confusion about  this  term “public diplomacy”  and  what itreally 

means. I myself do not  use the term  until I really have to‟.34   In this 

perspective, marketing is seen as the master of all disciplines,  and 

communication with foreign publics is more than anything else a matter 

of applying its principles to international relations.  The contrary  view 

taken  here is that  it does not  serve either  nation-branding or public 

diplomacy if the  two  discourses are completely separated. They  are 

distinct but not entirely dissimilar  responses to the increased salience of 

countries‟  identities and also to  globalization‟s effect of international 

homogenization (next  to,  of  course, a trend  towards  cultural frag- 

mentation). Modern  nations look more and more like one another, and 

there are few things  that  officials  detest more than  their  country 

beingconfused  with others  that  are seen to be ranking  further down  the 

league table of nations.  Well known is Slovenia‟s fear of being taken for 

Slovakia. 

Two conceptual differences between nation-branding and public 

diplomacy immediately meet the eye. First, branding‟s level of ambition 

easily outflanks that  of the limited aims and modesty  of most public 

diplomacy campaigns. Put simply,  for public  diplomats the world  is no 

market  and  practitioners are constantly reminded  of  the  fact  that 

diplomatic communication is only  a flimsy  part  of  the  dense and 

multilayered transnational communication processes. In  other  words, the 



 

 

strength of public  diplomacy lies in the recognition and acceptance of its 

limitations. Many  public  diplomacy campaigns are based on the 

common-sense assumption  that they are by no means the decisive factor 

in  determining foreign  perceptions.  In  contrast,  the  main  feature  of 

branding projects  is their  holistic approach.  The language of  nation- 

branders resembles the „can-do‟ approach from  the practice of marketing 

and the clarity  of strategic vision from  the corporate world.  It is hard to 

deny that  the idiom of branding  is „cool‟  and promising, and branding 

has particularly attracted countries with a weak international image or a 

reputation that leaves much to be desired. It is looked upon favorably in a 

number  of transition countries and also among the very small and 

„invisible‟ nations.  It is perhaps no wonder  that  the likes of 

Liechtenstein and Estonia were attracted  by the lure of branding, even 

though it is important to emphasize that  to the present day no outside 

expert has succeeded in  re-branding   a single  country. Experienced  

consultants know from first-hand experience the immense difficulties of 

influencing foreign perceptions, as also becomes clear from Wally  Olins‟ 

chapter. As Anholt writes: „Brand management is often, as we know, 

something  quite humble:  the cautious and slow-moving husbandry of 

existing perceptions. It is a process as unglamorous as it is un-scandalous 

and, not coincidentally, hard stuff to get journalists excited‟.35 

Second, nation-branding accentuates a country‟s  identity and 

reflects its aspirations, but it cannot  move much  beyond existing  social 

realities. The art of  branding is often  essentially  about  reshaping  a 

country‟s self-image and moulding its identity in a way that  makes the 

re-branded nation stand out  from  the pack. Crucially, it is about  the 

articulation and projection of identity. The new public  diplomacy does 

not  at all contradict nation-branding, and  there  are various  reasons to  

suggest that  it prospers particularly well in  a country that  is also putting  

an effort  into  branding. Branding  and public  diplomacy are in fact 

largely complementary. Both are principally aimed at foreign  publics but 

havea vitally important domestic  dimension, and  in  contrast  to  much 

conventional diplomacy both  have foreign  rather than  one‟s own  



 

 

perceptions as their  starting point. Branding and public  diplomacy are 

also likely  to  be more  successful if they  are seen as long-term 

approaches rather  than  seen as being  dominated by  the  issues of  the  

day.36  But instead of aiming  at the projection of identity, public  

diplomacy is fundamentally different from  branding in that  it is first  of 

all about  promoting and  maintaining  smooth   international 

relationships. In  an international environment that is characterized by 

multiple links between civil  societies and the growing  influence of non-

governmental actors, public  diplomacy reinforces the overall  diplomatic 

effort  in the sense that  it strengthens  relationships with non-official 

target groups abroad. 

Interestingly, the modus operandi of the new public  diplomacy is 

not entirely different from  the public  relations  approach. As 

BennoSignitzer and Timothy Coombs observe in a comparative  study, 

the objectives of both   reveal  evident   similarities: „Virtually  any  

introductory  public relations text will note public  relations is used to 

achieve information exchange, the  reduction of misconceptions, the  

creation  of goodwill, and the  construction of an image‟.37   To be sure, 

a lesson that  public diplomacy can take on board from  the sometimes 

misunderstood field of PR is that  the strength  of firm relationships 

largely determines  the receipt and success of individual messages and 

overall attitudes. Laurie Wilson‟s conclusion on the creation of strategic 

cooperative communities also applies to public  diplomacy: 

It is important for practitioners to devote some time  to identifying 

and building relationships, or they will forever be caught in the reactive  

mode  of  addressing  immediate problems  with no  long-term vision or 

coordination of strategic efforts. It is like being trapped in a leaky boat: If 

you spend all your time bailing and none of it rowing, you will never get 

to shore.38 

 

The overlap of cultural relations with the new public diplomacy 



 

 

Cultural relations are in a way closer to recent trends in the new 

public diplomacy than propaganda and nation-branding. In cultural 

relations as much  as in the new public  diplomacy, the accent is 

increasingly  on engaging with foreign audiences rather than selling 

messages, on mutuality  and  the establishment  of  stable relationships 

instead  of  mere policy-driven campaigns,  on  the  „long haul‟  rather  

than  short-term needs, and on winning „hearts and minds‟  and building 

trust. Whereastraditional cultural relations are often thought of as a pretty 

straightforward (and undervalued) adjunct  to inter-state  relations,  they 

now  also include  entirely new areas and social responsibilities. To be 

sure, there are still  plenty  of reasons for traditional foreign  cultural 

activities,  but in the view of many  practitioners cultural relations as a 

wider concept now also include  new priorities, such as the promotion of 

human  rights and the spread of democratic  values, notions such as good 

governance, and the role of the media in civil society. As MetteLending  

argues, the new emphasis on public  diplomacy confirms the fact that  the 

familiar divide between cultural and information activities  is being 

eradicated: 

cultural exchange is not only  „art‟  and „culture‟ but  also 

communicating   a  country‟s   thinking,  research,  journalism  and   

national debate. In this perspective, the traditional areas of cultural 

exchange become part of a new type of international 

communication and the growth  of „public diplomacy‟ becomes a 

reaction to the close connection  between cultural, press and 

information activities,  as a result of new social, economic and 

political realities.39 

Modern culturalrelations  as a wider  concept  result in  a measure 

of overlap with the work of diplomats, particularly those practising  

public diplomacy. This  gradual  convergence  between  public  

diplomacy and cultural relations  blurs  traditional distinctions and  meets 

opposition. Cultural relations‟  enthusiasts may fear that the new public  

diplomacy is encroaching  upon  their  field,  whereas traditional public 

diplomacy practitioners may feel that the practice of influencing foreign 



 

 

publics is being diluted by new practices. Both will have to come to terms 

with current  transformations in  diplomatic practice and transnational 

relations.  The new public  diplomacy is no longer  confined to 

messaging, promotion campaigns, or even direct governmental contacts 

with foreign publics serving foreign policy  purposes. It is also about 

building relation- ships with civil society actors in other  countries  and 

about facilitating networks between non-governmental parties at home 

and abroad. Tomorrow‟s  diplomats will become increasingly  familiar 

with this kind of work, and in order to do it much better they will 

increasingly have to piggyback on non-governmental initiatives, 

collaborate with non-official agents and benefit from local expertise 

inside and outside the embassy. 

Cultural institutes prefer to keep the term „cultural relations‟  for 

their own activities, serving the national interest indirectly by means of 

trust- building abroad.  Cultural relations  are in  this  view  distinct from 

(public) diplomacy, in the sense that they represent the non-

governmentalvoice in transnational relations. As Martin Rose and Nick 

Wadham-Smith write,   diplomacy  is  „not  primarily about  building  

trust,  but  about achieving  specific, policy-driven transactional 

objectives. Trust is often a by-product of diplomacy, but  tends to be in  

the shorter rather  than the longer  term.  Nations  don‟t have permanent  

friends,  as Palmerston put it: they only  have permanent  interests‟. Rose 

and Wadham-Smith‟s concern  is that  if their  work  becomes 

indistinguishable from  public diplomacy, cultural relations‟  practitioners 

will not  be trusted:  „they risk being seen as a “front” for political 

interests. This damages not only our  ability to do  cultural relations, but 

also our  ability to  do  public diplomacy‟.40  Arguably,  however,  

diplomacy takes place in  an  inter- national environment that can no 

longer  be described as exclusively state-centric, and diplomats have a 

stake in different forms of transnational relations.  Tomorrow‟s  public  

diplomacy practitioners will be operators in complex  transnational 

networks, and trust-building and the facilitation of cross-border civil  

society links is therefore part of their  core business. In his own day 



 

 

Palmerston may have been right in saying that  nations did  not  have 

permanent friends,  but  the  art of  diplomacy now  also involves  getting  

other people on one‟s side. In order to safeguard their interests in  a 

globalized  world,  countries need „permanent friends‟  in other  nations.  

Foreign ministries are therefore  unlikely to restrict their public  

diplomacy to traditional, policy-oriented and increasingly  ineffective  

one-way  communication with  foreign  publics.  Whatever  the 

consequences, the overlap between public  diplomacy and postmodern 

cultural relations is bound to grow, unless cultural relations‟  practitioners 

return  to a more limited conception of their  work. 

 

Conclusion: diplomacy and the ordinary individual 

Diplomacy is the management  of change, and for many  centuries 

the institution of diplomacy has indeed succeeded in adapting  to multiple 

changes in  an  expanding   international society.  Diplomatic  practice 

today  not  only  deals with  transformations in  the  relations  between 

states, but progressively it also needs to take into  account the changing 

fabric of transnational relations.  For diplomats the host countries‟  civil 

society matters in a way that  was inconceivable only  a generation  ago. 

The  ordinary individual  is  increasingly  visible  in  the  practice  of 

diplomacy, particularly in the areas of public  diplomacy and consular 

relations.  As to  the  latter,  looking after  one‟s own  citizen-consumers 

abroad has become a major  growth  sector for  foreign  ministries, and 

there is probably  no area of diplomatic work that has more potential 

toaffect the  foreign  ministry‟s reputation at home.  Public  diplomacy is 

another such growth sector and anything but an ephemeral phenomenon. 

There are, of course, vast areas of diplomatic work and plenty  of bilateral 

relationships where contacts with the public  abroad have no priority, but 

the number of countries exploring public diplomacy‟s potential will 

continue to  grow.  It is probably  no  exaggeration  to  suggest that  this 

development is an indication of the fact that the evolution of diplomacy 

has reached a new stage. Those who see public  diplomacy as postmodern 



 

 

propaganda  or as lip-service  to the latest fashion  in  the  conduct  of 

international relations therefore miss a fundamental point. 

People have always mattered  to diplomats, but  this  point has 

taken on a new meaning.  The democratization of access to information 

has turned  citizens into independent observers as well as assertive 

participants in  international politics, and the new agenda of diplomacy 

has only  added to the leverage of loosely organized groups of 

individuals. Issues at the grass roots of civil  society have become the 

bread and butter of diplomacy at the highest levels. Foreign ministries 

increasingly  take into  account  the concerns of ordinary people – and 

they  have good reasons for  doing  so. The explosive  growth  of non-

state  actors in  the past decade, the growing  influence of transnational 

protest movements and the meteoric  rise of the new media  have 

restricted  official diplomacy‟s freedom of manoeuvre.  Non-official 

players have turned  out to be extremely  agile and capable of mobilizing 

support  at a speed that  is daunting for  rather  more  unwieldy foreign  

policy  bureaucracies. The wider public  turns out to be an even harder 

target for diplomats. Foreign publics  do not  tend  to  follow agreed rules, 

nor  do they  usually have clearly articulated  aims. Many  diplomats are 

baffled by the elusiveness and apparent unpredictability of public  groups 

in foreign civil  societies, which  makes the challenge of public  

diplomacy a real one. 

Working with „ordinary people‟ is a formidable challenge for 

diplomatic practitioners who  feel more  comfortable operating  within  

their own professional circle. Traditional diplomatic culture is slowly  

eroding and sits rather uneasily with the demands of public diplomacy. 

Although there are many  success stories that  can be told,  broadly  

speaking diplomatic attitudes  and habits – steeped in many  centuries of 

tradition – are still more peer-oriented than is desirable for foreign 

ministries with ambitions in the field of public diplomacy. The dominant 

perspective in diplomatic services is hardly  capable of conceiving of the 

individual in any other than a passive role. For these and other reasons, 

the rise of soft power in international relations is testing diplomats‟ 



 

 

flexibility to the full.  Public diplomacy cannot  be practised successfully 

without accepting that  thegame that  nations  play  has fundamentally 

changed, and it implies  a rather  more  important role  for  the  twenty-

first century  ambassador than is sometimes suggested. In recent decades 

diplomatic services have gone  through other difficult transitions, with 

states adapting  to the growing  complexity of  multilateral  decision-

making and  learning to live with the rise of multiple actors in 

international affairs, but dealing with foreign  publics  may prove a harder  

nut  to crack. Engaging with foreign   societies  requires  a  totally  

different mindset.   Among   other things  it supposes the taking of 

calculated  risks, abandoning the  illu- sion of near-complete control over 

one‟s own initiatives, and it is based on outreach techniques  that were 

unknown to previous generations of practitioners. Newcomers  to  the  

world‟s  diplomatic services therefore deserve good preparation for  the  

changed realities  of their  profession and students of diplomacy would  

benefit  from  new thinking about the conduct  of international relations. 
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Events since 11 September 2001 have encouraged renewed debate on a 

dimension of  diplomacy that,  in  varying  forms,  has a considerable 

pedigree. But, as with earlier debates concerning what is „old‟  and „new‟ 

in the practice of diplomacy, there is a danger here in failing to set the 

key issues within the framework  of broader changes in  world  politics. 

More precisely, in the context  of the theme of this book, current 

preoccupations  with implementing public  diplomacy strategies and 

developing new mechanisms within foreign ministries for overseeing 

them lead to the danger of misunderstanding the significance of public  

diplomacy and confusing  its role as a mode of exercising power with the 

changing environments in which  power is projected. 

Moreover,  this  may help to explain  the problems  that  

governments confront in  utilizing public  diplomacy – particularly in 

environments marked  by  high levels of  intercultural tension  and  

conflict, such as those in  which  we now  find  ourselves. This chapter  

suggests that  the current  debate about state-based public  diplomacy, 

while  by no means unimportant, has to be seen in  the  context  of more 

profound trends underpinning the changing  nature of diplomacy as an 

activity and the environment of  world   politics   in  which it operates. 

Indeed,  public diplomacy may be more important than  we realize, but 

not always in the ways sometimes assumed. Attempting to penetrate the 

multifaceted nature  of public  diplomacy requires us first  to  unpick  the  

threads of which it is composed. Although clearly related, these provide  

differing perspectives on  the  goals and  assumptions  underpinning its  

deployment.  Second, it is suggested that  we need to re-examine  „soft 

power‟argumentation with which  much  of the public  diplomacy debate 

hasbecome entwined. Finally,  the place of public  diplomacy in  two  

contrasting  models of diplomacy will be distinguished: on the one hand, 

a state centred, hierarchical model in  which  renewed emphasis is given 

to public  diplomacy within the traditional image of intergovernmental 

relations;  and,  on  the  other, a „network‟ model  of  diplomacy.  The 

suggestion here is that  there may be tension  between the assumptions on 

which the more traditional approaches to public  diplomacy are 



 

 

constructed and the requirements  of reconstituted public  diplomacy 

strategies that a network  approach demands. 

 

Unpicking the threads of public diplomacy 

One of the problems in evaluating the place of public  diplomacy within 

the changing  frameworks of world  politics  is that it subsumes a number 

of themes  that  often  suggest differing – if not  conflicting – aims and 

objectives.  Recognizing  this  helps to explain  both  the roots of public 

diplomacy strategies and  why  the  expectations  of  their  practitioners 

may well  be frustrated.  The proposition that  there is – or should  be – a 

link between the public and the practice of diplomacy embraces 

distinctive elements. On  the  one  hand,  there  is the  thread  of  

democratic accountability, which  Harold Nicholson identified as one of 

the elements of the  changing  international environment following the  

Great War, and which  he feared would  compromise  the exercise of 

effective diplo- macy.1  However, a normative belief in „open 

diplomacy‟, whose precise definition was generally obscure, certainly did 

not imply an active role on  the  part  of  the  „public‟, however  that  

might be defined.  Veteran practitioners such as Canning  – who 

recognized the potency of what he referred to as „the  fatal artillery of 

public  excitation‟ – Metternich and Talleyrand  were only  too aware of 

the power of public  opinion in  the maelstrom  of European politics  in  

the wake of the French Revolution and sought to manipulate foreign  

opinion through use of the press.2A century and a half later, the impulse 

towards democratic accountability had evolved into  belief in the 

possibility of, or necessity for, direct public involvement in diplomacy, as 

represented by advocates of „citizenship summitry‟ in  what  was to prove 

the closing  phases of the Cold  War. According  to one proponent of this 

approach, governments  as complex entities  respond  to  many  impulses  

but  are most  likely  to  respond  to perceptions  of  external  threats,  

whereas the  main  source of  peaceful initiatives are „ordinary citizens 

and voluntary associations‟.3 



 

 

The second thread is much  more recent and weaves together  some 

of the assumptions  underpinning the legacy of open diplomacy withthose 

associated with globalization argumentation: the intensification of  social  

networks  that  transcend  traditional boundaries,  both  geo- graphical  

and  those separating  foreign  and  domestic  policy  agendas; the  

expansion  of social relations  from  those represented by financial 

markets to those of terrorist  groups; thecompression of time and space 

and the impact  that  each of these processes has on the way in  which 

people view their  place in local and global environments. 

These are linked  together with a third thread, often subsumed 

within the globalization debate but of particular significance  in the 

evolution of diplomacy, namely the technological developments  implicit 

in such terms as „cyber-diplomacy‟, linking the impact  of innovations in 

com- munications  and information technology (CIT)  to  foreign  policy  

and diplomacy.4 Potter argues that  the primary force underpinning 

globali- zation  processes is the  proliferation of linkages that 

developments  in fibre optics, cable and satellite communications affords 

and that  these carry with them profound questions for the future of 

diplomacy that are essentially „about how states exchange, seek and 

target information‟.5 

All  of these developments  offer  opportunity for  the  redefinition 

of public  diplomacy in  terms of an active role for publics rather  than  as 

passive objects of government foreign  policy  strategies. The growth of 

civil  society and global social movements  is changing  the character of 

multilateral diplomacy, as its  intergovernmental credentials are redefined 

in  the  light of growing  participation by non-governmental 

organizations.6  Utilization   of   new   technologies   –  particularly  the 

internet – by NGOs in contexts such as the 1999 World  Trade 

Organization   (WTO)  summit  in  Seattle and  the  failed  negotiations  

on  the Multilateral Agreement on Investment appear to offer groups and 

individuals  a scope for  direct  action  in  international affairs that  was 

not hitherto available. 



 

 

The impact  of the media, despite its close association with developments 

in  CIT, has come to assume a very significant fourth thread  in the  

public   diplomacy debate  that   deserves separate treatment.  The 

proposition that  electronic  media is no longer  a tool  of governments‟ 

public diplomacy strategies but is now itself capable of determining 

foreign policy,  especially in situations of dramatic humanitarian crisis, is 

enshrined in the much-debated  „CNN effect‟. This is regarded as 

impacting on the policy-maker–public link by generating pressure on the 

former to respond to  crisis events, and to  do so in  an often  unplanned 

and incoherent fashion.7 In fact, as a number of studies have argued, the 

reality is much more complex.  Whereas the media is able to act both as 

agenda-setter in international politics  and also gatekeeper, determining 

and regulatingflows  of information to publics,  in  practice it plays a 

variety  of roles, some of which  may well be supportive  of the goals of 

official diplomacy. Moreover,  technological developments  such as the 

miniaturization of IT equipment are producing what  Livingston has 

termed a „post-CNN‟ effect,  as an  unprecedented  degree of  global  

transparency  in  public affairs, enabling individuals and groups to 

acquire information directly, makes the quest for diplomatic 

confidentiality during negotiations ever harder to maintain.8 

A fifth thread in the public  diplomacy tapestry has become the 

subject of increasing debate since the mid-1990s, that is the 

preoccupation with image in international politics and the possibility of 

states „rebranding‟ themselves in  the  global  marketplace.  Of  course, 

the  significance  of image is not a new phenomenon in international 

politics. Just as Louis XIV was aware of the significance  of Versailles in 

an era when prestige was an essential component of power,  so Napoleon  

was conscious of the  impact  of  the  portraits  of  him  painted  by  his  

favourite  artist, Jean-Louis  David.  Image,  in  this  sense, has  a  place  

on  the  realist agenda, as John Hertz noted in the early 1980s when he 

suggested that half of power politics  consists of image-making.9 

However, the concern with image and  branding  has moved  on  to  

reflect  newer  preoccupations,  reflecting  the fact that  the direction of 



 

 

image management  has shifted from policy elites to a broader, mass 

market. Hence Mark Leonard‟s observation that  „public diplomacy is 

based on  the  premise that  the image and reputation of a country are 

public  goods which  can create either  an enabling  or a disabling  

environment for  individual transactions‟.10  This  has come  about,  it is 

argued,  because of  fundamental changes in  the  nature  of  international 

politics  as power  politics  are reconfigured in an era of globalization.11 

On the one hand, in a situation where economic  power has enhanced 

significance, and the concepts of the „trading state‟12  and the 

„competition state‟13  replace that based on the primacy of military 

security, image determines the capacity to promote exports, attract 

foreign investment and promote  a country as a desirable tourist  

destination.14 

Looked at another  way, concerns with a country‟s  image might be 

interpreted as a defensive reaction to globalization whereby governments, 

pressured by internal and external forces, seek to redefine their  identity 

and role in  an environment that  challenges both.15  In  terms of goals, 

image management  aims to  fulfil a range of  objectives,  from  simply 

making  target audiences more familiar with a country (and the particular 

brand being peddled) to influencing the actions of others – potential 

foreign  investors, for example. But unlike one of the original functionsof 

commercial branding, namely  a guarantee of product quality, country 

branding reflects the belief that a flood of global communications is 

making  it harder  for  national communities to  maintain a voice  and 

identity amid a welter of competing messages. 

Taken together, these pieces in the public diplomacy jigsaw 

produce a more intricate picture than is apparent at first sight – and 

certainly one more complex than the assumptions on which  some 

governments‟ official  public  diplomacy efforts  appear to  rest. Ideas 

now  underpinning contemporary analyses of  public  diplomacy rest on  

differing perceptions  of  what  constitutes the „public‟ and where it fits in  

diplomatic practice. Thus one approach defines the public  as a target of 

influence generating pressures on foreign governments  through their own 



 

 

domestic constituencies,  or even acting as an indirect tool in influencing 

opinion at home. A variant  on this perspective portrays the public  as a 

mode of influence on foreign policy-makers generated by media 

manipulation of public  opinion. 

In contrast, public  diplomacy is increasingly  defined as diplomacy 

by rather than of publics. Here, individuals and groups, empowered by 

the resources provided  by the CIT revolution – and particularly the 

internet – are direct participants in the shaping of international policy  

and, through an emergent global civil society, may operate through or 

independently of national governments. 

A further variant  sees the public  as neither  a target nor a 

generator of diplomatic activity but as a consumer of diplomacy, a 

reflection of global mobility and the twin forces of tourism  and 

terrorism.  The growth  of mass  tourism   has vastly  increased the  extent 

to  which people  now come face to face with diplomats and has enhanced 

the significance  of consular services, for long regarded as inferior 

elements in the panoply of diplomatic representation.  How governments  

deal with their citizens abroad has become a sensitive issue, not least in 

the popular press. A recent report on the Finnish Foreign Service makes 

the point that the dramatic growth of overseas travel is making many 

more Finns „potential customers for the services of the MFA‟ and that 

consular matters dealt with by the Finnish  Embassy in London have 

doubled in recent years.16 Taking this point outside the realm of 

diplomacy by states, Bruter suggests that the EU Commission‟s 

delegations have begun  to carve out  a diplomatic niche  for  themselves  

in  developing   a consumer-oriented diplomatic strategy that is 

distinctive from that of the EU member state missions.17 

More  dramatically, terrorism  has tested these same qualities,  

some- times to breaking point. As citizens find  themselves caught up in 

acts of terrorist  violence  or taken hostage in  the promotion of some 

politicalobjective,  so the  demands placed by them  on  foreign  

ministries and their diplomatic networks grows. The reaction of the UK 



 

 

diplomatic service to criticisms  of its handling of events in the wake of 

the Bali bombings in 2002 is a case in point, stinging  the Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office into  a major review of its capacity to respond to 

the demands of such incidents.In the light of these distinctive yet 

interlinked facets of public diplomacy, it is not surprising  that we are 

confronted with apparently  contradictory interpretations of its 

significance and the techniques deemed appropriate to  the  

implementation of  public  diplomacy strategies. At  root,  these reflect  

the  complexities  of  contemporary  statecraft  („actorcraft‟ is  a more 

appropriate  term for a mixed  actor milieu) and the modalities of power 

relevant  to the pursuit  of policy  goals. Few analysts have done more to 

tease apart these complexities – albeit from  a US perspective – than  

Nye.18  Indeed,  his contrast  between the  utility of hard  and soft power 

has become a key principle in the current debate on the significance of  

public  diplomacy. Arguments relating  to  the  limitations of hard, or 

military, power and the advantages that  can accrue from  the use of 

„attractive‟ power rooted in factors such as culture, ideals and values, 

which, it is argued, encourages others to want  what  you want,  are basic 

assumptions  among  advocates of  an  enhanced  role  for  public 

diplomacy. Added to these, argues Mead, is what he terms „sticky‟ power 

or  the  power  of  economic  attraction, which   once  imbibed   becomes 

addictive  and hard  to escape from.19  Over time,  both  Britain  and the 

US have been able to deploy this variant of power play. After 1945, the 

US built its sticky power on the pillars of free trade and the Bretton  

Woods institutions, together with the reality that  the economic  well-

being  of other countries was linked  to that of the US. 

Several related issues flow  from  these dimensions of power that  

help us to  appreciate better  some of the  problems  that  surround  both  

the concept  and the deployment of public  diplomacy. First is the linkage 

between the three modalities. As was observed during  an Aspen Institute 

round  table,  „soft  power  supports  the  exercise of  military and  hard 

economic  powers, and arrogant or unjust use of hard power can erode 

soft power‟.20  Moreover, it should come as no surprise to policy-makers 



 

 

that  the  emphasis on  „homeland‟ security  in  the  post-11  September 

security  agenda should  result in  policies  diametrically opposed to the 

projection of soft power. The US has discovered this in, for example, 

thesudden  and  significant decline  in  the  numbers  of  overseas students 

enrolling in  its universities in  the wake of increasingly  restrictive  visa 

policies.21   The relationship between soft power and Mead‟s variant  of 

sticky  power  is clearly  evident.  Economic  power  is partly  configured 

from  the appeal and exportability of economic principles, exemplified in 

the doctrine  termed the „Washington Consensus‟ that was developed in 

the early 1990s as a model for developing  countries.  But the 

attractiveness  of  this model  is being  challenged  by  another:  the  

„Beijing Consensus‟, which  appears to be more relevant to their needs, 

„attracting adherents at almost the same speed the US model is repelling  

them.22This, it is argued, is enabling  China  to  become a far more  

successful deployer of soft power than  the US, as other countries  seek to 

embrace it as a political partner.23 

Second, contrary  to  the  impression  that  some recent writings  

have given, public  diplomacy does not in itself constitute a new 

paradigm of international politics,   in  the  sense that  it replaces earlier  

and  older patterns.  More specifically,  it is not  the case that  public  

diplomacy is itself uniquely the  expression of soft power.  Rather, there 

is a public diplomacy of  hard,  sticky  as well  as soft  power  and  this  

helps us to recognize why  it is that  application of public  diplomacy 

techniques  is often  frustrated.  Not  least, it goes a long  way towards 

explaining why soft power itself is the cause of misunderstanding as to 

how the dynamics of world politics  operate. As Niall Ferguson has 

pointed  out, one problem with soft power is that  it is soft!24  Despite (or 

perhaps because of) the cacophony of messages surrounding them, people 

are able on the one hand to relate the actions of governments  and other  

actors to the messages that  public  diplomacy strategies seek to  project,  

while  on  the  other hand  dissociating  these messages  from  their  own  

actions.  Thus they may be happy to carry anti-Starbucks placards in one 

hand and a Coke bottle in the other. But of greater significance to US 



 

 

foreign policy man- agers, they may adopt aspects of American culture 

while resisting global policies emanating  from  Washington. This 

phenomenon, suggests Ferguson, is rooted  in  historical  precedent:  „ . . . 

it was precisely from  the most Anglicized  parts of the British  Empire 

that nationalist movements sprang‟.25  While  still arguing the 

significance  of soft power, Nye in his later writings has acknowledged 

this as a problem  for the United  States. There is a link  between the 

successful deployment of hard or coercive power and soft power, and if 

the present US addiction to unilateralism is pursued in  an overbearing  

and insensitive  fashion,  then  soft power will not be much help to it.26  

Realization of this has stimulated concern among  American  business 

leaders that  anti-US  sentiment followingevents in Iraq is threatening 

their  interests. Hence the creation of Busi- ness for  Diplomatic Action,  

a non-profit, private-sector  organization whose aim is to promote  the 

recognition among business leaders of the dangers  that   anti-

Americanism  presents  and  to  devise  strategies to counter it.27 

All this helps to illuminate one of the logical inconsistencies  in  

soft power/public diplomacy argumentation: namely,  why public  

diplomacy should be such a major preoccupation if the underlying 

rationale of the„politics of attraction‟ really works. If people want to do 

what you want them  to do through cultural affinity, why  expend so 

much  energy on public  diplomacy?  The answer lies partly,  of course, 

in the fact that few actors possess soft power in the form presented by 

Nye in the US context. Indeed, it is precisely the lack of soft power of 

hegemonic  proportions that energizes the public  diplomacy strategies of 

many governments. 

But additionally, there are a range of public  diplomacies in 

circulation, some state centered and reflecting  the desire of governments  

to project and „sell‟ their  policies together  with the fact that states are no  

more unitary actors in this dimension of their activities than in others. 

However, a potential multiplicity of government-generated messages is 

reinforced by the activities of non-state actors for whom,  as suggested  



 

 

later, public diplomacy strategies are central to their identities and a 

major component of their  capacity as actors. 

 

Public diplomacy: hierarchies and networks 

This latter point greatly reinforces the dilemmas confronting 

governmental policy-makers  who are increasingly  faced with skilled 

public  diplomacy practitioners outside the domain  of the state and its 

agencies. The reality is that  there are in a sense „two  worlds‟  of public  

diplomacy that inter- sect, overlap, collide  and cooperate in a variety of 

contexts. On the one hand we have a traditional, „hierarchical‟ image of 

diplomatic systems, and, on the other,  what  has come to be termed a 

„network‟ model.  As indicated  above, both rest to a considerable degree 

on arguments about the significance  of soft power. But the two models 

appear to carry with them  very different implications for understanding 

soft power and its relationship to public  diplomacy. 

Looking at the first (the hierarchical) model, we are presented with 

an image of  diplomacy that  stresses the  centrality of  intergovernmental 

relations,  in which  the foreign  ministry and  the  national diplomatic 

system over which  it presides act as gatekeepers, monitoring  interactions  

between  domestic  and  international policy   environments  andfunneling 

information between them.  To be sure, this national diplomatic system 

has been required to adapt to pressures from within states and society – 

so, for example, the conduct of diplomacy is diffused more widely  

throughout bureaucratic systems – and from  a rapidly  changing external 

environment. But the emphasis tends to be on top-down processes and  

this  is reflected  in  approaches to  public  diplomacy, particularly those  

reflected  in  post-11  September 2001  writings, especially  those coming  

out of the United  States. 

Paying  homage  to  the  growing   significance   of  soft  power,   

the advocates of enhanced public  diplomacy view it in terms of top-down 

information flows. Having  been accused of ignoring its significance  by 



 

 

several reports on US diplomacy, such as that  produced  by the Center 

for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in  the late 1990s, this  is 

suddenly  forced to the center of the diplomatic agenda.28  However,  it 

embraces a much more refined approach, which  accords closely to what 

has been termed by Manheim as „strategic public  diplomacy‟ founded on  

theories of strategic political communication.29 Claiming to be 

an„applied  transnational science of human  behavior‟,  this  is much  

more sophisticated than simple images of influencing publics suggest – 

whether in the domestic or foreign  arenas. Ultimately, it implies  a high  

level of awareness of the varying  attributes  of human  behaviour  

determined  by culture and patterns of media usage as well as a deep 

knowledge of over- seas news  organizations   and  political  systems.  In   

other   words,  it demands the kind  of holistic approach to building a 

„public diplomacy chain‟ identified by Leonard and Alakeson.30 

As already noted, this approach colours much of the post-11 

September  preoccupations   with public   diplomacy.  In  the  US context   

and elsewhere, the  central  emphasis  is  now  on  the  allocation of  more 

resources to public diplomacy and better coordination – as exampled by 

the transfer of the US public  diplomacy effort at reimaging  the US from 

the State Department to the  White  House.31  Beyond this,  the agenda 

includes  enhanced  programmes of  foreign  exchanges, better  public– 

private  collaboration, the ability to respond to crisis situations flexibly 

and  rapidly   – the  concept  of  „surge capacity‟,  being  the  soft  power 

equivalent  of  the  military „rapid  reaction  force‟  – and  more  

subtleprogrammes of influence that  engage with, rather  than  target, 

foreign publics.32  But despite its apparent sophistication and nods in the 

direction of changing  patterns in  world  politics, all of this  rests on  

established realist models of public diplomacy as propaganda, which  is 

precisely the point that Manheim himself  makes about strategic public  

diplomacy: „It is, within the limits of available knowledge,  the practice 

of propagandain  the earliest sense of the term, but  enlightened by half  a 

century  of empirical  research into  human  motivation and behaviour‟.33 

Thus public diplomacy remains a technique for achieving  policy  



 

 

objectives; it is not in  itself  a description of a new environment for 

world  politics. As Hill has pointed out,  the rationale  of the soft power 

paradigm  is that people are targets of foreign policy.34 

While  not  denying  the significance  of these developments  in 

official diplomatic strategies, the  network   model  provides  a 

fundamentally different picture  of how  diplomacy works in  the  twenty-

first century and, thereby, the significance  of its public  (as well as its 

private) dimension. Underpinning the various definitions of networks is 

the proposition that they are now indispensable in managing increasingly  

complex policy environments through the promotion of communication 

and trust. In this sense, a policy  network  can be defined  as „a set of 

relatively  stable relationships which  are of a non-hierarchical and 

interdependent nature linking a variety of actors, who share common 

interests with regard to a policy  and  who  exchange resources to  pursue  

these shared interests acknowledging that  cooperation  is the  best way to  

achieve common goals‟.35 This is the fundamental principle on which  

Reinecke‟s concept of global public  policy  networks  rests.36 Starting 

from  the premise that globalization has highlighted the  deficiencies  of  

governments,  both acting alone or in concert, in terms of their  scope of 

activity, speed of response to global issues and range of contacts, he 

identifies the significance of the emergence of networks incorporating 

both public and private sector actors. It is not, he suggests, that 

multigovernmental institutions are irrelevant but that  the more diverse 

membership  and non-hierarchical qualities  of public  policy  networks  

promote  collaboration and learning and speed up the acquisition and 

processing of knowledge.37  Further- more, as the Aspen Institute report 

referred to earlier argues, centralized decision-makers are at a 

disadvantage when  confronted by decentralized networks, in that the 

latter face fewer transactional barriers and are able to direct relevant 

information speedily to where it will have greatest effect.38 

In  contrast  to  assumptions  of  control exercised by  the  agents of 

government over international policy,  the emphasis here is on the 

limitations  confronted by all of the actors – both  state and non-state  – in 



 

 

achieving their  policy  objectives.  Challenged  by  evermore  complex, 

multifaceted agendas, there is a necessity to establish policy  networks of 

varying scope and composition, which  may, for example, bring together 

governmental actors, civil  society organizations (CSOs) and business. 

This has been described elsewhere as „catalytic‟ diplomacy, a form  

of communication that acknowledges that a range of actors has the 

capacityto  contribute  resources to  the  management  of  complex   

problems, whether  these assume the form  of knowledge  and financial 

resources or, less tangibly, the conferment of legitimacy on processes.39 

There are numerous examples of these network  processes in a variety of 

areas. The example of the Ottawa Process relating  to landmines is one of 

the most oft-cited  examples. More recently,  the establishment  of the 

Kimberley Process dealing with the problem  of the sale of illicit 

„conflict‟ or „blood‟ diamonds  is a good example where an NGO – 

Global Witness – acted as a catalyst to a process in  which  national 

diplomats, especially British and American,  and the EU Commission 

together  with journalists and De Beers, the global  diamond firm,  each 

contributed to the establishment of a diamond regime. 

In such situations,  hierarchical flows of information are replaced 

by highly fissile, multidirectional flows. „Secret‟ diplomacy is, of  course, 

still in the  frame, but  the  point is that  it is both  harder  to  maintain 

secrecy and less relevant  to the management  of many  pressing issues. 

Frequently,  the  real challenge  is managing  „openness‟ constructively. 

Nevertheless, there is an obvious  tension  between the concept of 

strategic public  diplomacy as presented above and the realities implicit in 

the  network  image where the  appropriate  mode  of  public  diplomacy 

goes way  beyond  traditional  prescriptions, however  much  they  are 

being  modified to  suit  the  needs of  security  in  an  era increasingly 

defined  in terms of global terrorism.  Not insignificantly,  policy-makers 

and  diplomats stand  in  increasing  danger  of  getting  their  messages 

mixed.  It is not merely a problem  of coordinating the public  diplomacy 

effort as the handbooks adjure, but one of recognizing  that it is 

increasingly  hard to segment the target audience when delivering the 



 

 

message. One oft-cited  example is that of President Bush‟s „axis of evil‟  

speech, devised for domestic consumption but absorbed by foreign policy  

elites and  publics.  In  short,  public  diplomacy may  be needed 

increasingly, but it is much harder to deliver in a coherent and effective 

fashion. 

Reflecting the permeable nature of public  diplomacy in the 

networked diplomatic environment in which transnational coalitions 

range along- side governments  in  the  quest  for  policy  influence, this  

apparently quintessential manifestation of  soft  power  is, in  fact, 

becoming  hard power – obviously not in the sense that it is military  

power, but because it is often  used coercively  in the pursuit  of policy  

objectives. Moreover it is a resource that civil society  is becoming  

extremely  effective  in deploying – not least because it is one of the few 

at its disposal. Nye notes this  development as one  of  the  several 

challenges  that  threatens to undermine American  power. On the one 

hand, NGOs and other actorshave the capacity to play the „attractive 

power‟ game and to use the results to coerce governments.40 Indeed, 

NGOs have become central players in the  image stakes because their  

own  „brand‟  as forces for  good, unencumbered by the trappings of 

sovereignty and untainted by realpolitik, appears to give them  a moral  

edge over governments  and big business. Manipulating the images of 

other actors, creating what might be termed„image  dissonance‟,  based 

on  the  exploitation of  differences  between images that countries project 

of themselves and those that  other actors can be persuaded to regard as 

more accurate, has indeed become a new„great game‟. The essence of the 

game lies not in the strength but in the vulnerabilities of soft power as 

manifested  in the fragility and porosity of image. In other  words, this is 

the diplomacy of the sovereignty-free actor. Two recent examples 

illustrate the point. 

The first was the well-orchestrated campaign  engineered by 

environ- mental NGOs and directed towards Canadian forest industry 

companies regarding their forest management practices. The 

manipulation of Canada‟s cherished reputation as a good international 



 

 

citizen  and the substitution of the badge „Brazil of the North‟ was telling 

and effective. The second was the  campaign  waged by  a variety  of  

groups against Swiss Banks concerning their  dealings with Nazi 

Germany  before and after the Second World  War and their subsequent 

treatment of Holocaust victims  and their  descendants. Again, a 

considerable part of the success of this campaign turned on the deftly  

deployed strategy of questioning the image of probity enjoyed by the 

banks and the reputation for neutrality that is a key element in the Swiss 

self-image. 

But as critics  of  the  image of  a beneficent global  civil society 

have pointed out, the centrality of public  diplomacy in world  politics  

and the importance of establishing a voice in the marketplace of messages 

poses as many  dilemmas  for NGOs and other  non-state  actors as it does 

for states. One recent analysis of the relative success of local protest 

movements in finding a voice in this marketplace points to the 

importance of NGOs as key gatekeepers. Only  those movements  able to 

sell their  cause to influential NGOs stand a chance of penetrating the 

global information  flows.41   And for NGOs, the centrality of image to 

their  survival  as organizations is a factor in determining who they 

choose to support. 

 

Public diplomacy and diplomats 

A central aspect of the public  diplomacy debate turns  on  the  

impact that it is having  on national diplomatic systems. This, of course, 

is subsumed  within the  broader  debate  regarding  the  present  status  

andfuture  role of professional  diplomats  and the environments in  which 

they operate. Nevertheless, the two images of public  diplomacy set out 

above suggest somewhat  different pictures  of  its implications for  the 

diplomat. As we have seen, the hierarchical image of public  diplomacy 

creates new tasks. Current  reports and foreign  ministry working papers 

are replete with acknowledgements  of the need to expand, refine  and 

better coordinate  the public  diplomacy effort. But much of this rests on 



 

 

the  demands that  this  places on  the  diplomatic infrastructure and is 

often  used as a rationale  for  justifying the  central role of the  foreign 

ministry. This  is linked  to  the  well-recognized  point that  diplomats, 

by the nature of their work, lack effective domestic constituencies. 

Enhancing  the public  diplomacy role may help to lessen this problem, 

inasmuch  as it stresses the services that diplomatic services can provide 

for  people as distinct from  policy  elites. Thus the  Paschke Report on 

Germany‟s bilateral representation within the European Union concludes 

that the most critical  function of the diplomat in this context  is that of 

public  diplomacy.42 And this is used as a key rationale  for maintaining 

bilateral  missions in  the  EU, countering arguments  that  question  the 

relevance of bilateralism in a complex, multilayered policy environment. 

The second – network  – image of diplomacy does not deny the 

significance of the „outreach‟  functions that are now  deemed central  to 

any self-respecting diplomat‟s duties, but takes them  much  further and 

in a direction that places new demands on diplomats but which  also 

affirms their  significance  in  the  world  of image management.43  In  

part  these result from  the proliferation of information flows, which  

adherents of the CNN-effect  arguments have taken to imply a 

diminishing role for professional  diplomacy. Livingston, however, in 

arguing that  the CNN effect is overstated, argues that  the proliferation of 

global information places a premium on  the  capacity  to  sift  valuable  

information from„white noise‟.44  He concludes that „... if the diplomatic 

community canmaintain a reputation for unflinching honesty  at a time  

when  publics everywhere are inundated by yet more undigested data, the 

diplomatic community will actually improve  its position‟, and warns of 

the dangers of being suborned by the lure of image management,  which  

is likely to make the foreign ministry simply another voice in the global 

wilderness.45In  short,  this  is a reaffirmation of  the  classic function of  

diplomacy adjusted to the demands of globalization. Cohen makes a not 

dissimilar point when  arguing  that  diplomacy has an „old-new‟ role in  

the con- temporary global environment, namely to „work on the boundary 

between cultures  as an interpretive and  conjunctive mechanism;  to  act 



 

 

as an agent of comprehension‟.46 However, rather than acting as 

gatekeepers,claiming to control linkages with public  constituencies,  the 

imperatives of diplomacy are defined  increasingly  as the capacity to 

contribute to policy  networks. Consequently, the role of the diplomat in 

this context is redefined  as that  of facilitator in  the  creation  and 

management  of these networks. 

 

Conclusion 

In the current  preoccupation with public  diplomacy, stimulated by 

the post-11 September security environment, there is a real danger of con- 

fusing its varying  manifestations. To a degree, this confusion reflects a 

misunderstanding of what  soft power is – and how  it relates to other 

modes of power. Public diplomacy in its state-based „strategic‟ guise is a 

more  sophisticated  variant  of  a well-established  idea  – namely  

that„publics‟  matter  to governments  as tools of national foreign  policy.  

In this sense, public  diplomacy is hardly  a new paradigm  of 

international politics  but a strategy located within a hierarchical image of 

how those politics  are configured  and the information flows 

underpinning them. At  the  same time,  however,  governments  are 

reworking their  public diplomacy  strategies in  a changing milieu of  

world  politics,   within which access to  modes  of  communication with 

publics  around  the world have become of prime importance to all 

categories of international actor. This is redrawing the environment in 

which  much contemporary diplomacy is now conducted,  bringing the 

diplomat‟s traditional skills to the management of complex  policy  

networks.  In short, public  diplomacy  is now  part  of  the  fabric  of  

world  politics  wherein  NGOs and other non-state  actors seek to  

project  their  message in  the  pursuit  of policy  goals. Image creation 

and management is a key resource and one where non-state actors may 

have an advantage, helping  to explain  why the more traditional, 

hierarchical concept of strategic public  diplomacy often fails to achieve 

its goals. 
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