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1.  Introduction: The Integrated Public 
Diplomacy Perspective

Guy J. Golan & SunG-un yanG

Research on public diplomacy serves as the intellectual meeting point of var-
ious academic disciplines, including international public relations, mass com-
munication, international relations, strategic studies, and diplomatic studies 
(Gilboa, 2008). Since Edmund Gullion, dean of the Fletcher School of Law 
and Diplomacy at Tufts University, coined the term public diplomacy in 1965 
(Cull, 2009), the field of public diplomacy has increasingly attracted attention 
from international professionals and scholars alike. Despite the growing body 
of scholarship on public diplomacy, there is still much confusion about what 
the term actually means and how it differs from international public relations. 
The current book aims to clear some of the confusion regarding the percep-
tual intersection between the two fields. Based on Golan (2013)’s integrated 
public diplomacy model, our book aims to provide a comprehensive perspec-
tive on what often seems like a complex and multilayered area of scholarship 
and practice.

Public relations is most commonly referred to as management of commu-
nication between an organization and its publics (e.g., J. E. Grunig & Hunt, 
1984). To be more specific, public relations has been defined as “the manage-
ment function that establishes and maintains mutually beneficial relationships 
between an organization and the publics on whom its success or failure de-
pends” (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 2000, p. 6). As such, international public 
relations can be understood as the relationship management function in its 
global sense.

In the past, communication scholars and researchers, especially those 
studying international public relations, have tried to identify the conver-
gence between public relations and public diplomacy (e.g., Gilboa, 2008; 
Manheim, 1994; Signitzer & Coombs, 1992; Signitzer & Wasmer, 2006; 
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Wang & Chang, 2004). Among them, Signitzer and Wasmer (2006) viewed 
public diplomacy as a specific governmental function of public relations, and 
explained that a matrix of goals in public diplomacy can be intertwined with 
those in public relations. Signitzer and Wasmer (2006) maintained that these 
key objectives of public relations can be applied to communication manage-
ment between a sovereign nation and its strategic foreign publics in an inter-
national or diplomatic situation.

Public diplomacy essentially deals with the management of communica-
tion among diplomatic actors, including nations and non-state actors, which 
have specific informational or motivational objectives toward reaching the 
foreign publics through various channels of communication to promote na-
tional interest. Above all, in contemporary public diplomacy, the focus has 
shifted from conventional diplomatic means and goals for promotion to re-
lationship cultivation with key foreign publics (e.g., Kruckeberg & Vujnovic, 
2005; Snow, 2009). 

The focus of earlier development within public diplomacy was on me-
dia diplomacy or political information for advocacy, including international 
broadcasting: i.e., one-way transmission of information to foreign publics to 
“influence the behavior of a foreign government by influencing the attitudes 
of its citizens” (Malone, 1988, p. 3). In recent years, key changes in concep-
tualizing contemporary public diplomacy have shifted the focus to the roles 
of non-state actors and the nature of their global relationships (Yun, 2012; 
Yun & Toth, 2009) in their cultivation of substantial relationships or genu-
ine contact. Also, The New Public Diplomacy (Melissen, 2005) emphasizes 
the relational role of non-state diplomatic actors, the inter-connectedness of 
foreign/domestic publics on multiple layers, and the two-way engagement of 
publics through the use of “soft power” (Nye, 2008) as the key leverage to 
attract foreign publics.

Consequently, rather than a one-way transmission of information for 
one-sided persuasion from a nation to foreign publics, contemporary public 
diplomacy now emphasizes ways to establish and foster mutual understanding 
and two-way exchanges of information on the basis of the soft power of a na-
tion. Examples of these changes are the emergence of cultural and education-
al exchange in terms of cultural diplomacy (e.g., Melissen, 2005; Schneider, 
2003; Snow, 2008). Along the same line, Snow (2009) called for the need 
for “rethinking public diplomacy” (pp. 3–11) in order to conceptualize a 
relationship-centered public diplomacy, calling for the adoption of public re-
lations’ two-way symmetrical communication1 (J. E. Grunig, 2001) in public 
diplomacy (p. 10).
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A key area of differentiation between international public relations and 
public diplomacy can be identified in its ultimate goal. While international 
public relations between any organization and foreign publics may focus on 
mutual beneficial relationship for the sake of long term ends of consumerism 
or philanthropy, public diplomacy’s ultimate aim is to gather international 
support for a nation’s foreign policy.

 

Brand/Reputation Dimension  

Relational Dimension  

Mediated Public Diplomacy  

 
Figure 1.1. The Integrated Public Diplomacy Model.

Introduction

International Public Relations and Public Diplomacy provides a collection of 
chapters that integrate research on public diplomacy with research on pub-
lic relations. Unlike traditional public diplomacy research largely focused on 
soft power programs such as educational or cultural exchanges, our volume 
accepts the argument presented by many scholars for the/regarding the ap-
propriateness of studying public diplomacy from a public relations perspec-
tive (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Signitzer and Coombs, 1992; L’Etang, 2009). We 
posit that public diplomacy should be examined as a strategic management 
approach (Grunig and Repper, 1992) and therefore should apply key lessons 
from public relations literature. This book includes chapters by scholars who 
synthesize and argue for the suitability of such public relations functions as re-
lationship management (Ki), crisis communication (Kim), advocacy (Vibber 
and Kim), stewardship (Gilmore and Waters) and campaign evaluation (Pam-
ment) to the field of public diplomacy. In addition, the chapters discuss how 
governments (Schneider), corporations (Kochhar and Molleda) and NGOs 
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(Zatepilina-Monacell; Yang) apply various public relations tactics to build and 
maintain relationships with foreign publics.

When viewed holistically, the current book presents an integrated ap-
proach to public diplomacy scholarship (in this chapter, I will refer to this 
approach as integrated public diplomacy) that combines both the short, 
medium and long termed perspectives on public diplomacy. The relational 
perspective focuses on the long term relationship management efforts of gov-
ernment, corporations and NGOs to build and maintain mutually beneficial 
relationships with foreign publics. Such efforts traditionally focus on such soft 
power programs as aid, development and exchange programs. The mediated 
public diplomacy approach (Entman, 2008) is focused on government at-
tempts to shape and influence its framing in the global news media and, there-
fore, constitutes a short term perspective. As global governments compete to 
shape international debate regarding global conflict and salient international 
relations issues (Sheafer and Gabay, 2009; Sheafer and Shenhav, 2009), the 
success or failure of mediated public diplomacy efforts can have direct con-
sequences regarding global public opinion (Manheim, 1994; Wanta, Golan, 
Lee, 2004). Mediated public diplomacy is under-invested by scholars but is 
likely to gain much attention from both scholars and public diplomacy prac-
titioners considering the powerful impact of such satellite broadcast channels 
as Al Jazeera and Al Arabyia on political events around the world (Powers 
and Samuel-Azran, in this book). Representing a more tactical approach that 
is meant to produce long term results, government nation branding efforts 
extend the attempt to link issues and attributes to nations through public 
relations and marketing tactics (Wang, 2006; Kaneva, 2011; Rasmussen and 
Merkelsen, 2012). However, it is these efforts that may ultimately shape long 
term relational outcomes and therefore play an important element bridging 
between the short term mediated public diplomacy and the longer term rela-
tional public diplomacy.

It is important to note that a full understanding of public diplomacy can-
not be attained through either the relational, nation branding or mediat-
ed perspectives alone. The long term success of relationship building and 
stewardship is often contingent on the success or failure of organizations to 
communicate their values, culture or policies to their target audiences. As 
such only the integrated public diplomacy approach to public diplomacy (as 
illustrated in Figure 1.1) can provide a meaningful understanding of the field 
that can guide both academics and professionals. 

The current chapter will outline the soft power approach as the theo-
retic framework of previous public diplomacy scholarship. Next, it will dis-
cuss the mediated public diplomacy approach and its centrality to the success 
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of American public diplomacy efforts abroad. Finally, the chapter will argue 
for the integrated public diplomacy concept and argue for a new approach 
to the practice of public diplomacy that draws upon the political campaign 
model as the most appropriate operational perspective for achieving both the 
short, medium and long term public diplomacy outcomes.

In this introductory chapter, the authors will explain the convergence 
between public diplomacy and public relations, followed by a brief overview 
of two key public relations perspectives, relational public diplomacy and me-
diated public diplomacy.

Regarding the convergence between public diplomacy and public re-
lations, there have been at least two distinctive perspectives. One is the 
view of public diplomacy as a field of relational public diplomacy, involving 
key foreign publics by means of cultural exchange or other forms of public 
engagement and utilizing two-way communication, which can bring out 
mutual benefits between a nation and its publics (e.g., Yun, 2006, 2012; 
Yun & Toth, 2009).

The other is the view of public diplomacy’s primary role in the context 
of mediated public diplomacy (e.g., Entman, 2003; Sheafer & Gabay, 2009; 
Sheafer & Shenhav, 2009) by which a nation attempts to strategically pro-
mote its agenda and frames, through strategically selected mass media efforts, 
in order to impact opinions held by targeted foreign audiences (Manheim, 
1994; Wang & Chang, 2004; Wanta, Golan & Lee, 2004). Whereas the first 
perspective has emerged from the field of public relations, particularly influ-
enced by relationship management (e.g., Ledingham & Bruning, 2000), the 
later has stemmed from researchers in the field of public opinion and political 
communication.

Recognizing the importance of both the mediated and relational public 
diplomacy perspectives, the current book provides a comprehensive approach 
to what Golan (2013) referred to as the integrated public diplomacy per-
spective. Key to this perspective is the understanding that the focus of public 
diplomacy is contingent upon the context in which governments and or non-
state actors operate. As explained by Golan, the mediated public diplomacy 
approach may be best suited for short to medium term public diplomacy ob-
jectives. On the other hand, reputation management and relational diplomacy 
may be best suited for medium to long term objectives. 

Recognizing that no model provides a one size fits all solution to pub-
lic diplomacy, we contend that different nations and non-state actors will 
focus on either or both the mediated or the relational approaches to public 
diplomacy, depending on the internal and external factors that may impact 
their stakeholder relationships. The purpose of the current edited book is to 
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provide an intellectual bridge that connects public relations and public di-
plomacy scholarship with the hopes of clarifying the conceptual overlaps and 
academic commonalities between the disciplines.

Mediated Public Diplomacy

The perspective of mediated public diplomacy has considered public diplo-
macy as the field of strategic management of communication content that is 
able to effectively pursue favorable image cultivation through media coverage 
on international affairs (Sheafer & Gabay, 2009). Typically, this field of pub-
lic diplomacy touches upon governmental attempts to issue-manage through 
mass communication outlets in times of crisis or international competition 
over issue framing. Entman (2008) defines mediated public diplomacy as 
a government’s strategic attempts to exert control over the framing of the 
country’s policy in foreign media (p. 89). Foreign publics often have limited 
global awareness of and direct experience with foreign nations; therefore,  
mass media have become suitable in shaping foreign publics’ images of for-
eign countries (Entman, 2004; Kunczik, 1997; Leonard, Stead & Smewing, 
2002). For such reasons, some countries have garnered and enhanced fa-
vorable national images through strategic implementation of public relations 
campaigns to influence international media coverage (Manheim, 1994).

Wanta, Golan, and Lee (2004) tested the extent to which international 
media coverage influences public perceptions of foreign nations. They argued 
that the study found supportive first-level and second-level agenda-setting 
effects (McCombs & Shaw, 1972). Wang and Chang (2004) analyzed the 
relationship between Chinese public diplomacy efforts and American news 
coverage of China during the Chinese president’s visit to the United States 
in 1997. Wang and Chang found that, despite the significant public rela-
tions efforts for strategic communication of head-of-state visits, the image 
of China in the local press coverage had not improved. Additionally, Sheafer 
and Gabay (2009) recently analyzed agenda and frame building in foreign 
media on Israel’s disengagement from Gaza and the general elections in the 
Palestinian Authority. Accordingly, Sheafer and Gabay considered mediated 
public diplomacy efforts as strategic contests over international agenda build-
ing and frame building where various public diplomacy actors need to compete 
to promote their own agenda and frames to influence foreign policy. In the 
current book Powers and Samuel-Azran discuss the global significance of in-
ternational broadcasting in the realm of public diplomacy. They contend that 
actors use international broadcasting to promote an ideological perspective 
that the audience is hopefully willing to “buy” with attention. Over time, as 
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an individual consumes more information, that individual becomes increas-
ingly loyal to both the medium and that actor’s ideological perspective.

National Branding and Country Reputation

Unlike the media-centered mediated public diplomacy, governmental and/ 
or organizational attempts to shape and define their reputation or brand has 
been an area of great interest to both scholars of international public relations 
and public diplomacy. While definitions of nation branding and country repu-
tation may depend on the intellectual perspective of the researchers, there are 
many lessons from the area of public relations that are applicable to this area 
of inquiry. Several of the chapters in the current book deal with these top-
ics from a variety of perspectives. For example, Hung’s chapter builds upon 
the topic of how countries utilize information subsidies, such as speeches, to 
establish and promote a nation brand. Their research finds that information 
subsidies were often used as part of a one-way communication approach but 
can be applied to new media that lend themselves to a more relationship-based 
communication approach. This shift would ultimately better engage the glob-
al audience and would more effectively help a nation in their nation branding 
and perception management. Hung’s chapter further builds upon the topic 
of nation branding by examining China’s use of advertisements in their global 
engagement efforts. Looking at the success of China’s “Made with China” ad 
campaign, Hung argues that countries can re-brand themselves more effec-
tively if they are able to build their credibility through advertising.

Discussing the problematic nature of the nation branding area of scholar-
ship, Anholt presents his concept of competitive identity. The author defines 
competitive identity as the way in which a nation holistically presents itself to 
other nations, taking into account all aspects of how a country develops its 
image. This image, or “brand,” is then applied to public diplomacy, which is 
said to “wield” the soft power created by a nation’s competitive identity. 

Relational Public Diplomacy

Recently, especially with the influence of the field of public relations, there 
has been a notable shift to relationship-centered endeavors in the study of 
public diplomacy (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 2007; Yun, 2006; Yun & Toth, 2009). 
To advance issues facing contemporary public diplomacy, Fitzpatrick (2007), 
for example, suggested that the relationship management theories from the 
public relations field can be a useful framework in public diplomacy:
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[by] defining public diplomacy’s central purpose as relationship management, 
unifying the functions under one overarching concept, adopting a management 
(rather than communication) mindset, and recognizing the importance of dip-
lomatic deeds that support communication practices, practitioners will be better 
equipped to conduct public diplomacy effectively. (p. 187) 

The quality of first-hand, substantial relationships management will be the 
key basis of excellence in public diplomacy. This can be enhanced by effective 
two-way communication and public engagement that connect governments 
and various non-state actors with key foreign publics through an exchange of 
information, ideas, education, and culture. Emphasizing inter-organizational 
relationships, Zatepilina-Monacell, one of our contributors, also suggested 
that public diplomacy can enhance its effectiveness through the role of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) by creating a quality relationship be-
tween state and non-state actors with similar values.

Despite such increasing connection to public diplomacy, public relations 
has been sometimes criticized as a mere tool to “sell democracy.” For exam-
ple, “In many op-eds and addresses before Congress, the public relations 
industry is singled out as the main culprit in why U.S. public diplomacy ef-
forts have failed” (Snow, 2009, p. 9). Those critiques often relegate public 
relations to being propaganda or unilateral persuasion to manipulate public 
opinion; Grunig has called this asymmetrical communication. Regarding this 
ethical dilemma facing public relations, Grunig (1993) explained:

As noted earlier, the asymmetrical models can be ethical if their practitioners 
can be certain they know what is best for the publics they try to influence. In 
contrast, the two-way symmetrical model is inherently ethical because it opens 
the question of right and wrong to dialogue, collaboration, and compromise. 
In practice, the asymmetrical models almost always present ethical problems. 
(p. 160)

The book chapter by Jiang on public diplomacy ethics, calls for the 
direction of public diplomacy to reflect the theories of public relations, in-
cluding two-way symmetrical communication (J. E. Grunig, 2001) and 
community-building (Kruckeberg & Vujnovic, 2005). The latter theory 
recognizes overseas audiences as publics with whom public diplomatic actors 
cultivate quality relationships for mutually beneficial outcomes rather than as 
“markets” to sell foreign policies (Kruckeberg & Vujnovic, 2005, p. 303). 
In a recent book, Excellent Public Relations and Effective Organizations,  
L. Grunig et al. (2002) concluded that effective organizations build quality 
relationships with key publics by management of symmetrical communica-
tion, which allow those organizations to sustain ethical practice.
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Therefore, public relations should not be considered as the manipulation 
of the image or reputation that foreign publics hold of a nation. Rather, fa-
vorable images or country reputations must be conceptualized as a byproduct 
of quality actions and related information, which includes foreign policies and 
exchange of values and cultures to cultivate quality relationships with foreign 
publics. To accomplish this, effective management of communication is es-
sential to signal the quality of diplomacy actions to key foreign publics.

A relevant example of relational diplomacy addresses growing diaspora 
communities. Citing Salter and Teger’s (1975) differentiation of people con-
tact to genuine contact and superficial contact, Yun and Toth (2009) called for 
relational public diplomacy to enhance quality genuine contact among global 
migrants. Accordingly, “a country’s soft power resources are nakedly exposed 
to migrants’ living experiences” (p. 500); through (diplomatic) actions to 
sustain the quality of relationships, migrants themselves can be a more con-
ducive channel of communication to overseas publics than “messages and 
information abroad on the attractiveness of its soft power resources” (p. 500). 
Likewise, in terms of relational public diplomacy efforts to emphasize the role 
of transnational communities (Yun, 2012), Bravo, in her chapter, suggests 
that diaspora communities should be considered strategic publics for public 
diplomacy actors. Diaspora communities, as permanent migrants, are unique 
and important as strategically intervening publics that connect home and host 
countries.

The chapter by Ki, introduces the relationship management theory in the 
context of public diplomacy. She contends that nation-states employ public 
diplomacy to create and maintain the relationship between a nation-state and 
foreign publics. The shift of public diplomacy’s focus from one-way commu-
nication to managing networks of relationships (Riordan, 2003) is largely 
attributed to new communication technologies, such as the Internet, which 
have placed heavier emphasis on developing relationships.

Conclusion

To summarize, this edited book aims to demonstrate aspects of both rela-
tional public diplomacy and mediated public diplomacy in conceptualizing 
contemporary public diplomacy through the integrated public diplomacy 
perspective. The collection of chapters collectively aim to bridge between re-
search on international public relations and public diplomacy. Goals of public 
diplomacy can range widely, from short-term to long-term, between the var-
ious vehicles that exist to influence foreign publics’ perceptions of, attitudes 
toward, and behaviors towards a nation, corporation or any other non-state 
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actor. These vehicles include personal/relational experience, interpersonal in-
fluence, strategic communication delivered through traditional mass commu-
nication or social media platforms. Therefore, rather than focusing on each 
perspective separately, our edited book intends to provide readers with those 
competing perspectives to understand the study and practice of contemporary 
public diplomacy. While the diplomacy fields have many differences between 
them, we posit that they also share many commonalities. Based on the stra-
tegic communication functions of the mediated public diplomacy perspective 
and the organizational-stakeholder functions of reputation management and 
relational diplomacy, we believe the integrated public diplomacy perspective 
fits well into the political public relations approach (Strömbäck and Kiousis, 
2011) with the requirement of global organization-public engagement.

Note

 1. Symmetrical communication is a model of public relations/communication manage-
ment between organization and publics, in which the outcomes of communication 
process is mutually beneficial between organizations and their key publics, rather than 
unilateral/asymmetrical persuasion to change publics’ opinions and behaviors for the 
interests of organizations.
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2. U.S. Public Diplomacy Since 9–11: 
The Challenges of Integration

Michael D. SchneiDer

The narrative of U.S. public diplomacy in the past decade weaves together a 
revolution in communication, world-wide demographic changes and a num-
ber of serious threats to U.S. national security. Trans-national non-state actors 
play a far greater part in global affairs than in the past. With mobile devices, 
Wi-fi zones and broadband spreading almost exponentially, information flows 
ever faster and threatens to overwhelm our absorptive capacity. These and 
other elements of the new communications have greatly expanded participa-
tion in decision making. Even in the authoritarian nations, leaders can neither 
ignore nor easily dominate publics. Paradoxically, the new communication 
can fragment as well as mobilize, confuse as well as enlighten, harden as well 
as challenge values and customs. So long as the pace of change accelerates, 
societies seem to have little time or capacity to consolidate all the changes. 
U.S. statecraft has struggled to adopt to the new realities. 

Post-9/11 PD Realities

Among the many challenges of post-9–11, U.S. leaders faced the need to gain 
worldwide public support for a global war on terrorism. Initially key publics 
rallied to support the U.S. In many languages people said, “We’re all Ameri-
cans!” As the focus of U.S. diplomacy shifted to the Middle East, Afghanistan 
and Pakistan as well as a few other “frontline states, the Bush Administration 
warned that other governments must side with the U.S. or be considered 
tantamount to opponents. However, with the U.S. invasion of Iraq, public 
support dropped rapidly. New lows persisted throughout the central zone of 
contention in the Middle East and in Pakistan. European approval of U.S. 
policies dropped significantly (Kull, 2007).1 
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While America initially rallied to the Bush Administration, as the Bush 
team pressed for international action against Saddam Hussein, and as the 
subsequent successful invasion turned into a highly contentious occupation, 
domestic opinion turned against the Administration. Over the past decade 
domestic opinion has remained highly divided over the wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, with increasing calls for scaling down and removing our forces 
from the conflict (Dao, 2011). The 9–11 terror attack also brought home 
with a vengeance historic demographic and technological changes as well as 
myriad unresolved tensions in Islamic societies. A “youth bulge” in the Mid-
dle East and Africa underlies other influences on public opinion. The acceler-
ating digital revolution has opened new lifestyles centering on individual free-
dom and material aspirations denied previous generations and empowered far 
more people throughout societies. Others have sought more violent answers 
as recruits for al Qaeda and its various offshoots (Venhaus, 2010).

State’s Public Communication Response

While the Department has been well served by a fine corps of highly ener-
getic, intelligent and devoted public servants here and around the globe, it 
has lacked the communications capacity, funding and staff levels to respond 
to the new challenges. Only in recent years has the Department strengthened 
its communications. 

The Department was saddled with mid-20th century telecommunications 
in the face of 21st century challenges. Not until Colin Powell became secre-
tary of state did the Department aggressively modernize its public communi-
cation capacities with the large-scale purchase of new systems. As one senior 
officer commented, “State was in the dark ages in that regard and Powell was 
committed to bring them into the 21st century” (Senior State Department 
Official, personal communication, August 16, 2012).

Gradually State shifted toward more universal unclassified Internet con-
nectivity and the increased use of email rather than the traditional, slow cable 
system. The merger of USIA into State brought experience with contempo-
rary communication technologies, but the Department wasn’t able to draw 
on that experience as fully as it should.

Beyond the tools of communication, Public Diplomacy (PD) needed 
more strategic focus. PD professionals in Washington and abroad had suf-
fered from a decade of budget cuts, indecisive leadership, and the awkward 
absorption of USIA into State. Field posts had fewer U.S. Foreign Service 
and indigenous foreign national employees. A number of libraries and cultur-
al centers had closed or reduced their service. The corps of Foreign and Civil 
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Service officers previously involved in public diplomacy through USIA were 
disheartened by the loss of autonomy inherent in their agency’s merger with 
State. Between 2001 and 2013 seven individuals served as under secretary 
for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, none staying much more than two 
years. The position was vacant almost 40 percent of the time, according to 
several accounts. 

In early 2001, Secretary Powell selected Charlotte Beers to be under sec-
retary of state for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. Ms. Beers, a leading 
advertising executive, called for a PD response to 9–11and beyond that por-
trayed values of life, family, religion and community that Muslim commu-
nities shared with American society. In mid-2002 she told a Congressional 
Committee: “We have to be able to enter the Information Revolution ag-
gressively to build a larger presence—what I’d call a larger ‘share of voice’ 
engaged in discussing shared ideas and values.” She accepted the need to 
speak with government officials and elites but argued

At the same time, we must improve considerably our communication with the 
mainstream of young adults, especially in the Middle East and South and South-
east Asia…We have to meet this expanded target on their terms and in their 
channels of distribution.

Ms. Beers wanted to employ more public opinion research as well. She 
emphasized the role of exchanges in leading to “transformations” in personal 
understanding by foreign visitors to America (Beers 2002).

While her concepts wisely played for the mid- to- long run, her approach 
could not meet the immediate negativity in the Arab World and Europe. Crit-
ics thought a campaign to stress commonly held American and Islamic values 
was artificial and forced. Some argued that the U.S. needed to deal with the 
hard, immediate policy issues more forcefully. In the face of rising dissent at 
home over the invasion of Iraq and strong opposition from media and publics 
abroad, it is not likely that any public diplomacy campaign would have gained 
supporters for the Bush Administration between 2003 and 2008. Frustrated 
by negative reaction abroad and in the American press to her values cam-
paign, and also by the slowness of bureaucracy to act and the lack of funds, 
Ms. Beers resigned her position in early March 2003. “The gap between who 
we are and how we wish to be seen and how we are in fact seen is frighten-
ingly wide,” she testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee the 
week before (Beers, 2002). 

Ms. Beers’ successors, Margaret Tutwiler, Karen Hughes and James 
Glassman, also stayed too briefly in the State Department to upgrade pub-
lic diplomacy. Drawing on her experience as ambassador to Morocco,  
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Ms. Tutwiler emphasized improved and increased exchanges, but stayed on 
the job for only three months. (Tutwiler, 2004). In the face of skeptical pub-
lics abroad, Karen Hughes conducted heralded “listening tours.” However 
to the press and other observers she seemed to do most of the talking in 
her meetings abroad. (Weisman, 2005). Her emphasis on “the diplomacy of 
deeds” seemed a passing flourish rather than a serious endeavor. Neither Ms. 
Tutwiler nor Ms. Hughes seemed to use their political prominence to signifi-
cantly shape any particular U.S. foreign policy direction at State or in their 
relations with the president. Nor was Mr. Glassman able to achieve much in 
his six months’ tenure at the end of the Bush Administration. He worked 
quickly, however, and brought to State from his tenure as chair of the Broad-
casting Board of Governors, a concept of “Public Diplomacy 2.0.” This idea 
emphasized the use of social media and Internet interactivity. He also focused 
on what appeared to be a re-make of the ideological battle of the Cold War in 
his own war of ideas against radical Islam (Glassman, 2008). 

By the end of the Bush Administration, the State Department was tech-
nically better equipped for public diplomacy. While Congress had provid-
ed significantly more funding for exchanges, it had not provided adequate 
funds to rebuild staff levels in the field nor to handle the expanding exchange 
program. In DC and abroad public diplomats had lost autonomy and orga-
nizational clout through the merger of USIA and State. Only slight chang-
es occurred in the operational culture of the Department. Political appoin-
tees stayed too briefly, had some useful ideas but were not able to see them 
through. The potential for public diplomacy to broaden and deepen change 
at State remained unfulfilled.  

The Department of Defense Response:  
The Rise of  “Strategic Communication”

Officials in the U.S. Department of Defense had long developed concepts of 
strategic influence. Shortly after 9–11, with direction from the White House, 
the Department initiated a comprehensive approach for addressing interna-
tional audiences in response to terrorists’ propaganda (Gough, 2003). The 
Department relied on massive increases in funding and experimentation in 
information operations, psychological operations and media relations, espe-
cially in Iraq and Afghanistan. In the absence of adequate civilian USG capac-
ity to assist media and affect public opinion in conflict zones, the Pentagon 
stepped in with varied programs, at one point totaling close to $1 billion 
(Cary, 2010).2
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The Department understood Strategic Communication not only as a way 
to affect the perceptions and behavior of audiences in conflict zones, but also 
in societies where extremists or terrorists could flourish. Arguing that “every 
action, image and word sends a message,” the 2008 paper, “Principles of 
Strategic Communication” asserted:

Communication no longer has boundaries, in time or space. All players are com-
municators, wittingly or not. Everything the Joint Force says, does, or fails to 
do and say, has intended and unintended consequences. Every action, word, 
and image sends a message, and every team member is a messenger, from the 
18-year-old rifleman to the commander.

For the Department of Defense the Global War on Terrorism became a 
Global War on All Forms of Extremism, and our involvement in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan validated an expanded program of strategic communication. These 
include, among others, a few notable initiatives:

The Department staffed some 21 Military Information Support Teams (MIST) 
assigned to work for U.S. embassies. These teams have provided printing and ra-
dio-TV/video support, and supplement the more limited media outreach of the 
embassies. A number of these teams operate under embassy direction in Africa 
(Cary, 2010). 

Since 2010, in part for the optics, the DoD extended the reach of its 
psyops assets beyond immediate conflict zones, and retitled psyops MISO–  
Military Information Support Operations. “Psyops” has long posed a prob-
lem in the eyes of civilian PD practitioners abroad who fear association will 
affect the credibility of State Department public and cultural affairs officers as 
well as non-governmental organizations working to build media capacity and 
other elements of democratic governance abroad (Cary, 2010).

In Afghanistan DoD has partnered with State PD and USAID to help 
build communications capacity in Afghanistan. With annual budgets as high 
as approximately $120 million, the PD shop in the U.S. embassy in Kabul 
benefited greatly from DoD and USAID transfers.

In a late 2009 report to Congress, the Defense Department summarized 
its efforts and philosophy. Strategic communication “is the process of in-
tegrating issues of audience and stakeholder perception into policy-making, 
planning, and operations at every level.” The report also stressed the impor-
tance of “active listening and sustained engagement with relevant stakehold-
ers.” The DoD report stressed another essential consideration:

A key lesson…is that processes intended to develop separate and distinct stra-
tegic communication priorities, plans or organizations are ineffective when 
divorced from other planning processes. Strategic communication must instead 
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be integrated into existing and time-tested policy-making and planning processes 
(Department of Defense, 2009)

DoD concepts are reflected in the 2006 U.S. National Strategy for Public 
Diplomacy and Strategic Communication, and the 2010 National Frame-
work for Strategic Communication, published by the National Security Staff 
for the White House. 

Both documents emphasized the importance of “synchronization” and 
integration of communication with policy and action. Ultimately, inter- 
agency consultation helped the White House in both the Bush and Obama 
Administrations promulgate reports to Congress that sanctioned concepts of 
strategic communication as an over-arching “whole of government” endeav-
or abroad (The White House, 2010).3

State’s Vision: The QDDR and the PD Strategic  
Framework at State

More recently public diplomacy in the State Department evolved within the 
broader effort to develop a Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review 
(QDDR). Aware of the DoD Quadrennial Defense Review and frustrated by 
the slowness of change at State, Secretary of State Clinton saw the oppor-
tunity to achieve several goals with a new QDDR. It would better integrate 
development and diplomacy, gain greater support in Congress, strengthen 
State’s competitive position with DoD and other federal agencies with stakes 
in international affairs. Overall, it would better prepare State for leadership 
in the national security community. As much as the exercise and resulting 
document were an attempt to integrate USAID and State and restructure 
responsibilities, it was also an attempt to modernize State (W. Burke-White, 
personal communication, n. d.).

Secretary Clinton encapsulated the new spirit, 

We will also pursue new ways of doing business that help us bring together 
like-minded people and nations to solve the pressing problems we all face. We 
will reform and update international institutions, and we’ll use 21st century state-
craft to extend the reach of our diplomacy beyond the halls of government office 
buildings. (U.S. State Department, 2010).4

Section III of the QDDR, “Engaging Beyond the State” dealt with public 
diplomacy and related concerns. It recognized the increased prominence of 
non-state actors in international affairs, and promised three broad, new orien-
tations: to engage through expanded private-public partnerships; to enhance 
public diplomacy through new communication technologies and expanded 
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people-to-people relationships; and to “incorporate women and girls into all 
our public-engagement efforts” (U.S. State Department, 2010). 

The report asserted:

as much as civilian power derives from the combined resources and expertise of 
all U.S. government agencies, it is also the power of the public—of NGOs, cor-
porations, civil society groups, and individuals around the world who share our 
goals and interests. Making the most of civilian power requires connecting with 
these actors and designing programs, projects and partnerships with them to 
advance America’s security, prosperity and values around the world. (U.S. State 
Department, 2010)

To achieve these goals, the QDDR briefly recommended that State 
strengthen its public affairs relations with international media, employ new 
technologies, expand English language teaching, combat extremism through 
an innovative inter-Agency Center for Strategic Counter-Terrorism Commu-
nication, and improve 21st century statecraft through “community diplomacy” 
and public-private partnerships (U.S. State Department, 2010).

While PD was underplayed in the document, the QDDR’s commitment 
to a new culture, new approaches, greater involvement in the public sector, 
public-private partnerships and new communication technologies paved the 
way for important enhancements in public diplomacy. 

The State PD Strategic Framework: A Road Map to Innovation

The QDDR deferred to the Strategic Framework for Public Diplomacy, 
issued by Judith McHale in February 2010. With the blessings of Secretary 
Clinton, Under Secretary Judith McHale, formerly CEO of Discovery Com-
munication and a talented group of experienced pros and newcomers with 
management experience developed a plan to revitalize public diplomacy and 
its instrumentalities in State. Their late February 2010 report, “Public Di-
plomacy: Strengthening U.S. Engagement with the World—A Strategic Ap-
proach for the 21st Century,” provided a detailed roadmap.5

The Framework developed ideas for how public diplomacy could respond 
to key transnational demographic, communications and political changes. Be-
ginning with one important premise in the document, the Framework argued 
that “Traditional bilateral diplomacy cannot address the full range of actors 
now engaged on global issues.” 

The document went on to highlight the competing influences in the pub-
lic domain and the complex global challenges, as well as a few states that pose 
special concerns for the U.S. These reflect the broad policy concerns of the 
United States.
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In five broad “Strategic Imperatives for 21st Century Public Diplomacy” 
the Framework recognized the necessity to: (a) shape the narrative; (b) ex-
pand and strengthen people-to-people relationships; (c) combat violent ex-
tremism; (d) better inform policy-making, and (e) deploy resources in line 
with current priorities. The strategy called for a series of reforms, innovations 
or improvements, ranging from the very specific to very global in nature. 
Among them were:

• Add a deputy assistant secretary in each of the regional bureaus to bet-
ter infuse policy considerations with the public perspective. Such an 
addition would make it possible to bring more public and cultural ex-
pertise into policy discussions. 

• Designate a deputy assistant secretary to head international media re-
lations within the Bureau of Public Affairs and hence to strengthen the 
ability of State/PA to broaden its responsiveness beyond the American 
press corps in Washington, D.C. 

• Improve State’s ability to reach out through social media and respond 
to new communication technologies. 

• Increase the ability of posts to engage more quickly by giving the front-
line staff more flexible guidelines and greater operational freedom in 
clearance processes. 

• Broaden audiences in order to respond to political and cultural realities 
around the globe.

• Expand English language instruction, exchange programs, and activi-
ties that help attract increased numbers of foreign students to the U.S. 
and encourage more Americans to study abroad.6

PD Initiatives: Achievements and Challenges

Specific programs and initiatives following the Framework’s prescriptions re-
veal the works in progress and attendant challenges.

The CSCC: The Challenge of Moving Youth Away from Extremism

State and DoD created an unusual cooperative endeavor, the Center for Stra-
tegic Counter-terrorism Communication (CSCC), to seek out those youth 
especially vulnerable to terrorist recruitment.7 Housed at State, the $5–6 
million includes some 40 representatives from the intelligence communi-
ty, DoD strategic communications, State PD and political affairs officers— 
a mix of Foreign Service, Military and Civil Service officials.8 The CSCC 
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reports to the PD Under Secretary but works closely with the new Bureau of  
Counter-Terrorism. 

White House Executive Order of September 9, 2011 defined the new 
arrangement. The Executive Order identified audiences vaguely as “…those 
who may be susceptible to radicalization and recruitment by terrorist orga-
nizations.” The challenge as described in the Executive Order is to draw to-
gether diverse governmental and private analytic sources, integrate efforts to 
counter extremism among federal national security agencies, and

provide thematic guidance for strategic counterterrorism narrative and policies and 
to respond to and rebut extremist messaging and narratives when communicating 
to audiences outside the United States, as informed by a wide variety of govern-
ment and non-government sources, including government organizations, academ-
ic sources, and finished intelligence created by the intelligence community 

The CSCC engages with al Qaeda and other extremist groups in Ara-
bic, Urdu and Somali, primarily on websites and social media. A digital team 
provides all the text, poster art, video and other necessary digital support. 
All materials are attributed. Native language speakers produce the varied 
items for varied social media. The State teams use humor and satire as well 
as efforts to create empathy for innocent victims of al Qaeda violence. While 
some would argue that making AQ violence salient will only lend support to 
the intimidation of local populace, CSCC leaders believe the opposite. Thus 
CSCC output will talk of the violence the AQ organizations bring to innocent 
civilians. This, too, seems to be a risk worth taking, but surely merits careful 
evaluation. 

The hybrid organization links to the National Counterterrorism Center, 
and seeks to integrate and coordinate efforts among involved federal agen-
cies. This is a tall order for any organization that neither controls the as-
sets involved in such enterprises nor has a great deal of funding to lead the 
way. Even with the White House endorsement, such coordination is difficult 
(Obama, 2011). 

As to the challenge of communicating with potentially hostile audiences, 
there is a paucity of definitive models or typologies to ferret out potential 
terrorists. Nor is it easy to claim success when someone doesn’t do something. 
However the cost to the taxpayer is very low. Careful evaluation over time will 
be needed to tell whether the CSCC is successful.

Academic Exchanges: The Challenge of Planning and Prioritization

Since 9–11 funding has roughly doubled for academic and citizen exchanges, 
international visitor programs and educational and cultural activities of the 
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Department. Congress, especially individual Congressional leaders, had spe-
cial programs that they urged on State, or wrote into legislation as earmarks. 
In the past decade, expanded exchanges focused on the Middle East, Afghan-
istan and Pakistan and other frontline states. 

Along the way, ECA has developed very creative responses to new trends 
or needs, including an array of social media and new programs abroad. One 
new initiative, the English Access Micro-scholarship Program, since 2004 has 
helped more than 70,000 high school students from disadvantaged sectors 
in 85 nations develop basic English skills through after-school and summer 
programs. These students are better prepared to compete for scholarships and 
otherwise attend college in the U.S. and to contribute to their own nation’s 
growth.9

To accomplish the demanding agenda and set priorities for the future, 
ECA has developed a strategic plan that should better relate, if not inte-
grate exchange activities with the work of other elements of the Department. 
Its time has come. ECA will benefit from at least a three-year look forward 
to better understand trends here and abroad that might be addressed. A 
2011 State Department inspection report also pointed to the need to re-
duce stove-piping, improve communication both internally and externally, 
improve program flexibility and foster greater decision making responsibility 
lower down in the hierarchy (U.S. Department of State, 2012). 

American Spaces: The Challenge of Accessibility

Earlier known as libraries and cultural centers, these physical venues have 
been, for the past 75 years, the bedrock of U.S. informational and cultural 
activities abroad, a vital image of American representation around the globe, a 
common meeting ground for students, scholars, writers, all those who praise 
and criticize our policies and our society. American libraries and cultural or 
binational centers have a rich history, and their decline in the past 25 years 
attests to the decline in U.S. PD presence abroad. 

For more than a decade, the Bureau of International Information Pro-
grams has been experimenting with new configurations that surmount the 
limitations of reduced staffs and budgets and increased security concerns. The 
answers are 498 American Corners and ten science corners around the world. 
These supplement 183 Information Resource Centers in U.S. embassies and 
30 independently located American Centers. Additionally the field posts pro-
vide financial, technical and informational resources to 129 binational cen-
ters, sponsored by indigenous organizations. New digital technologies are 
playing an increasing part in the IIP mix of approaches and providing more 



U.S. Public Diplomacy Since 9–11 25

content for the updated American Spaces. The Spaces vary greatly from very 
small corners in a university library or indigenous cultural center to the flag-
ship center run by the U.S. embassy in Jakarta, built at a cost of $5 million 
and administered for $3 million a year. The Jakarta center, titled “@america,” 
showcases the latest in multi-media technology. Eighty iPads, e-readers, and 
other electronic equipment connect visitors to information resources avail-
able via the Internet (McCall, personal communication, n.d.). The mix of 
outreach to groups in their spaces, the use of virtual spaces and U.S. facilities 
is evolving. Meanwhile, embassy facilities are not likely to fulfill the need for 
mutually appealing meeting grounds. Indeed, the fortified embassies of the 
new era of insecurity inhibit contact with audiences.10

New Technologies: The Challenge of Finding an Effective Mix

The International Information Programs Bureau (IIP) has started to catch up 
with the non-governmental sector in innovative communication. IIP leader-
ship has been justifiably proud of new starts in the employment of commu-
nication technologies. With a marketing campaign in 2011–12, the Bureau 
gained about two million users for each of four websites, on environmental is-
sues (“Global Conversations: Our Planet”) representative governance (“De-
mocracy Challenge”) entrepreneurial change (Innovation Generation”) and 
American life and times (“eJournal USA”). These sites are potentially lively 
ways to reach significant numbers of younger people. As they evolve they 
will need to develop the spontaneity and authenticity of sites initiated from 
within a movement or a community. To help target younger people in the 
host country, IIP provides informational, technical and management support 
to PD field posts for their Facebook sites. These show greater engagement 
and appeal. With 600 million Facebook friends and more than half the world 
with cell phones, audiences of two million for State’s pages are modest and 
relatively undefined. IIP set a goal of doubling and then re-doubling the 
number of visitors in coming years (McCall, personal communication, n.d.). 
However, this might be not only difficult but unnecessary.

As mobile phone apps and hybrid phone/tablets continue to offer new 
ways of communication State/IIP will require micro- or meta- audience iden-
tification and the skill to condense information and structure it in levels of 
complexity. Even as broadband and Wi-fi zones spread across the globe, ex-
panding the use of imagery and speeding the flow of data, State will continue 
to need better analytics to assess which ideas are being conveyed, to what 
effect, with which publics and opinion leaders. The IIP role, especially in view 
of the multiple IBB platforms with far larger audiences, might be to focus on 
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carefully defined opinion leaders or active groups in cooperation with U.S. 
Missions and not compete with sites that will continue to command far larger 
audiences. 

The International Informational Bureau also conducted a pilot program 
in 2011 to employ Kindles and other e-readers to the field. An initial round 
deployed 2,300 units to American Spaces in 169 countries and 3,800 to sup-
port ECA’s English Access Microscholarship program in 17 countries. More 
than 300,000 e-books have been wirelessly disseminated abroad. This ap-
proach provides a range of fiction and non-fiction, biography, reference ma-
terials and English language learning titles to readers around the globe, and 
has promise for future expansion.

The Advisory Role of Public Diplomacy: The Challenge of  
Integrating PD into Decision Making

By recommending a deputy assistant secretary of state for public diplomacy in 
each geographic bureau, State intended to assure closer ties between PD and 
policy. With mixed results, experienced PD professionals have served in this 
capacity for the past three-plus years. Depending on their background and ex-
perience, different individuals have brought different skills and relationships 
with colleagues. The mix has ranged from the daily policy grind to the more 
strategic dimensions. Based on multiple interviews, there is room for more 
significant PD inputs across the range of concerns confronting the geographic 
bureaus, from involvement in policy decisions to long-term planning. Several 
interviewees essentially argued that serious advice from PD practitioners in 
the regional bureaus has been pasted on top of other core functions, not fully 
integrated. This is not the first time such an experiment could dissipate with-
out the benefit for U.S. diplomacy.

Similarly, the policy role of the under secretary for public diplomacy and 
public affairs, after a decade-plus, remains unfulfilled. This is not surprising; 
even the director of the independent U.S. Information Agency rarely was 
able, or enabled, to contribute to senior-level National Security Council pol-
icy considerations. Other players have looked to USIA, and PD in State, for 
help on the policy outputs, not inputs. The policy advice of public affairs offi-
cers to their country teams has traditionally been more important, depending 
on personal relationships, but rarely filtered up to the top in D.C. Excellent 
public opinion and international media analyses continue to provide useful 
information on the public dimension of U.S. global concerns, but merit more 
consistent use by policy makers. 
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The under secretary can do more than propose the orchestration of pol-
icy support. S/he can draw on the experience of public diplomacy officers 
at home and abroad, and should have access to senior counterparts in the 
White House, National Security staff and the InterAgency. With the available 
research tools and corps of expertise, the under secretary and staff can make a 
difference in national security policy coordinating groups when they consider 
the public dimension of policy choices.. However, realistically, the under sec-
retary must stay long enough to build credibility as a policy adviser, and know 
which issues are most significant for the special expertise of public diplomacy.

Unfinished Business for Public Diplomacy

Any analysis of U.S. Public Diplomacy must include consideration of the role 
and future of U.S. funded international broadcasting, a major element of 
American global engagement.

The Need to Update Broadcasting

Just as libraries and cultural centers have been traditional venues for outreach 
to publics abroad, so also has U.S. broadcasting held a valued long-term place 
in U.S. Public Diplomacy. U.S. Government-funded broadcasting is grap-
pling with an historic set of ambitious changes. Under the leadership of Time 
Magazine editor and prize-winning author, Walter Isaacson, the Board of 
Broadcasting Governors (BBG) in early January, 2012, released a far-reach-
ing plan that would: combine administrative and technical facilities; create a 
central news service; assign special roles to different entities in the complex 
of radio and TV systems under its purview, and dramatically improve use of 
social media and varied communication platforms (Broadcasting Board of 
Governors, 2012). 

Elements of the BBG initiative are controversial, involving significant or-
ganizational changes, consolidations, possibly staff reductions and program 
decisions. Authors of the new strategy saw a need for dramatic changes in the 
broadcasting complex in order to respond to equally dramatic changes in the 
ways in which audiences gain information, and to achieve the goal of reaching 
an audience of 216 million people by 2016. (By early 2014 the total stood at 
206 million.) Unfortunately, Isaacson and two other supportive BBG mem-
bers resigned several months after issuance of the strategic plan. Resistance 
to elements of the plan, possible budget cutbacks, and other obstacles have 
slowed progress. However the BBG with new members has begun to work 
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on changes, especially a process to select a CEO, urgently needed to give the 
system active leadership. 

By far the largest percentage of audiences in most parts of the world 
continue to gain information and knowledge of the world via radio and TV 
(Broadcasting Board of Governors [BBG], 2012). Changing technologies 
and audience habits have resulted in the decline of short-wave radio and 
increases in local FM stations, TV channels, cable and satellite-delivered pro-
gramming. In the digital era sources of entertainment and information will 
proliferate and find multiple outlets that include mobile phones and hybrid 
mobile devices allowing people to move from home to car or mass transit to 
office or countryside and stay tuned in. USG Broadcasting has accepted the 
idea of ongoing interaction with and among audiences, and is searching for 
modalities to sustain the process. Multiple experiments with cross-platform 
content distribution, audience engagement, and integration of mobile tech-
nologies are among the several innovations. The challenge will be to find the 
maximal mix of platforms in a time of rapid introduction of new approaches. 

The BBG has begun to take advantage of Congressional approval for 
changes in the 1948 Smith-Mundt Act that in part prohibited the use of 
public funds for Public Diplomacy communication with the American public. 
BBG leaders believe that diaspora groups in the U.S. are valuable internation-
al audiences to engage, and argue that there is no way to restrict the flow of 
information through the social media. Careful consideration will be needed 
to implement the updated Smith-Mundt to allow more flexibility yet not di-
vert broadcasting—or other public diplomacy resources—toward influencing 
American audiences. 

Although the social media comprise a very small percentage of BBG 
international broadcasting audiences, trends in the industrialized nations sug-
gest rising engagement of younger people through social media, in tandem 
with popular broadcasts. A number of exciting BBG social media platforms 
are important responses to the growing youth demographic. The challenge 
will be to sustain such engagement along with the generational change into 
adulthood.11

Senior BBG policy officials work closely with counterparts in State and 
the interagency policy coordinating committee for strategic communication. 
There are also many opportunities for State Department public diplomacy 
and USAID in particular to work closely with BBG staff in educational and 
informational activities. There are shared concerns and past cooperation in 
developing programming on a large number of topics relevant to develop-
ment, civil society, public health, environment, energy and economic growth. 
Officials at VOA and State, especially in the Bureau of African Affairs, have 
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mentioned past endeavors and acknowledged there is room for more regular 
interaction of staffers who pursue similar interests, although with somewhat 
different responsibilities.

Such cooperation can be achieved without threatening the necessity for 
the broadcasting entities to retain their independence. The model of integrat-
ed public diplomacy should continue to call for U.S. funded broadcasting to 
collaborate with the national security policy community when mutual inter-
ests are served – just like any non-governmental organization—while keeping 
the news function totally free of interference. The credibility of news is crucial 
to keep the trust of international audiences.

The Need for Additional Support for the Field

One third of PD assets are vested in the field posts and Foreign Service and 
Foreign National employees around the world. They have been shortchanged 
for years, and should gain restored support. In the current period of austerity 
this will be difficult to achieve, but every effort is needed to add staff abroad, 
including to administer the many exchange programs of a beefed-up ECA. By 
wisely challenging old ongoing allocations, Judith McHale’s staff shifted re-
sources to nations that are today more critical to U.S. interests and concerns. 
Additional funds for “patching” staffing deficiencies are needed, including 
a “ready reserve” to help posts during crises. Greater flexibility should be 
allowed in moving civil servants to posts for extended tours. At some point 
as the nation works through the looming budget deficit, a major campaign 
should begin to convince the Administration and the Congress to increase, 
not cut, field personnel.12

Looking Ahead

Looking ahead, several cross-cutting concerns or opportunities merit ongo-
ing consideration:

Green vs. Red Lines in the Whole of Government Approach

There is a compelling need for inter-Agency and Congressional agreement 
on how the Department of Defense and State Department will engage with 
publics abroad. Strategic Communication has encroached—in part by State’s 
default—on issue areas and audiences that State PD and embassies abroad 
should handle. Neither the Department of Defense nor its Congressional 
oversight committees are likely to accept a permanent reduction of funds 
authorized to DoD in favor of the Department of State. Cooperation remains 
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imperative. The cooperative arrangements in Afghanistan have shown the 
promise, as has the CSCC. An annual review by the under secretary with the 
under secretary of Defense for Policy, the Joint Chiefs staff and representa-
tives of the Combatant Commands might identify national security issues 
in which DoD and State responsibilities overlap and civilian audiences that 
State/PD and posts should deal with, rather than DoD by default, and, with 
Congressional oversight, transfer funds for this purpose.

Short- Versus Long-Term Needs: The Urgent Versus the Important

In the future, one major challenge for the Department will be the degree to 
which ECA (and USAID) are able to maintain long-term institutional link-
ages, collaboration and capacity building programs rather than see resources 
siphoned off to meet urgent crises or immediate demands of U.S. foreign 
policy. Few, for example, would dispute the potential value of hosting newly 
minted Tunisian parliamentarians here for brief visits, or helping a significant 
number of Syrian students caught in the diaspora study in the U.S. But from 
which pot of money will any new or expanded initiative come? Who should 
pay, and who decides? With no significant cushion for emergencies, the De-
partment has faced difficulties in balancing current demands with long-term 
needs. It has not been able to afford being strategic. Conversely, when ECA 
is challenged to respond creatively to unusual opportunities or needs, a mod-
est revolving contingency fund might help deal with an immediate crisis of 
unforeseen opportunity.13

Educational Exchange: A Benefit or a Necessity?

Although the Strategic Framework highlighted the importance of higher 
education in U.S. global engagement, the sector deserved more attention, 
particularly in the QDDR. The sector is not only a valued partner in interna-
tional affairs, it is a vital component of the American economy, a major export 
earner, a conduit for recruiting talent and the construction of new enterprise, 
for filling gaps in our own talent base. International students in American 
community colleges, colleges and universities enrich our culture and add 
depth to every phase of our national life. The new ECA strategic plan might 
help fill a much-needed gap in thinking about higher education, and make 
routine partnerships with higher education and related organizations more 
strategic.14 Going beyond the QDDR and PD Framework, the Department, 
with the Department of Education, should consider a biennial summit with 
educational associations. What are the level and extent of their communica-
tion and exchange activities? Where are there gaps and needs? How can the 
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Department and USAID, and other USG agencies, in partnership with uni-
versity professional councils and national associations, facilitate or help cat-
alyze activities that could draw on support available from the private sector, 
American philanthropy and citizenry? What more can State and USAID do to 
foster independent commitments? Is there need for the strategic plan involv-
ing higher education to examine long-term national needs in various sectors 
and how public and private institutions, through international exchanges and 
other collaboration, promote long-term national needs? 

American Understanding of a Changing World: Region to Region

Strategic planning and consultation with others can also help State deal with 
one of the important unmet needs of U.S. public diplomacy, the degree to 
which American citizens and institutions understand and are prepared to deal 
knowledgably with a rapidly changing world. America is ever more a nation 
of nations and relates more comprehensively to multiple global trends. Our 
economy depends on a globally knowledgeable public and institutions that 
can compete effectively in the world arena. Our society and culture are en-
riched by such interaction, and we find answers to some of our domestic 
concerns in learning from others. In the decades to come our society will rely 
all the more on international talent, on young men and women who study 
and stay here or go back to their home countries with a network of American 
links. Beyond national-level consideration, almost every metropolitan region 
and state actively pursues commercial, cultural and ethnic contacts with coun-
terparts abroad. These should be enhanced.

In the mid-70s USIA leadership developed the concept of a “second 
mandate” to help Americans learn more about the world. Perhaps ahead of its 
time, the concept became a left-right political hot potato, and suffered a rapid 
demise when the conservative Reagan team replaced the liberal Carter team 
in 1981. Nevertheless, the so-called “American learning process” embedded 
in the second mandate is important to the national interest, and should be 
viewed as a non-partisan necessity to strengthen national competitiveness as 
well as a benefit for American society and culture. 

Messaging Versus Dialogue: Tactics Versus Strategy

Pro-active public affairs and rapid response will always be vital in the ev-
er-more contentious global public arena. Yet, the best tactics can’t make up 
for wrong-headed policies and the absence of strategic vision. Even with 
the most modern technologies and up-to-date staffs, the USG will not be 
able to control the larger flow of messages, information or communication 
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worldwide. The digital revolution has made this abundantly clear. The Arab 
Spring, the rise of “citizen journalism” and “crowd sourcing” show the ca-
pacity of transnational non-state actors to command the world public agenda. 
State can’t effectively “de marche” public opinion which is far more active 
and effective a driver of decisions than ever before. The challenge will be to 
step back, better analyze and understand the multiple transnational forces, 
and shape public strategies that help better position the U.S. This applies 
most importantly to the global quest for economic opportunity, fair play, 
social justice and human dignity. These struggles underlie conflict around the 
world. Public Diplomacy is best suited to help Americans, from policy makers 
to citizens, understand and adapt to global challenges. The next generation 
of State employees is already filling the void in communications technology, 
and is prepared to seek out the important long-term concerns of young peo-
ple around the world. Even if they ruffle some feathers in taking policy risks, 
younger State Department employees should be empowered to recommend 
new modalities for State. There needs to be even more latitude for experi-
mentation in overseas missions and in Washington. The field can feed ideas to 
a panel of young officers in DC designed to be in touch with those who start 
the next “….Spring” or mash-up or inspire new ways to build community. 

Prospects for Integration: Closing the Concept-Practice Gap

The prospects for integration of public diplomacy with other elements of 
statecraft are better today than a decade ago, in part because the public di-
mension of world affairs is so clearly more significant, and in part because 
leadership through the QDDR and the Public Diplomacy Strategic Frame-
work has recognized the need for reform. As State becomes more public in its 
orientation it will be challenged to provide more support and greater flexibil-
ity for its communicators abroad. 

A stronger public diplomacy advisory function at every step in the policy 
process, would help political leadership develop wise and effective policies, 
and help Americans better understand international concerns. 

Likewise sustained focus on building relations pertains not just to the 
conduct and mission of exchanges. In all phases of U.S. diplomacy and devel-
opment assistance, it will be vital to build the personal, organizational or sec-
toral relations that maximize cooperation and minimize conflict with the U.S. 
This realization was expressed by the QDDR and the Public Diplomacy Stra-
tegic Framework, and should become doctrine for all who serve our nation. 
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Notes

 1. World Public Opinion has studies throughout the past decade that document the 
decline in support for the U.S.

 2.  Reports of the Defense Science Board contributed significantly to the Department’s 
consideration. See DSB ’04 report with ’07 and ’08 updates.

 3. There is need for more research into the recent evolution of strategic communication 
doctrine and practices. As Cary (2010) points out, Gates, Admiral Mullen, and several 
Congressional leaders and staff expressed concern at the excessive and unclear spend-
ing in this field.

 4. Senior Department leaders chaired four task forces with 11 working groups and addi-
tional sub-groups. For details of the QDDR’s many proposals see http://www.state.
gov/documents/organization/153142.pdf 

 5. For additional details see pp. 59–70 of the QDDR.
 6. The PD Strategic Framework is essentially an extended PowerPoint presentation, a 

clever way to encapsulate complex ideas and focus attention on key initiatives. See also 
critique in Seib (2010) Mountain Runner.

 7. The CSCC succeeded a smaller unit, the Counter-Terrorism Communication Center 
created by Under Secretary Hughes. 

 8. See: http://www.state.gov/r/cscc/
 9. ECA has begun to integrate use of social media with regular exchange programs. Ex-

change Connect, its website, has spawned a number of interactive outreach activities. 
10.  Some of the best examples of field post creativity are described in the annual awards 

of the Public Diplomacy Alumni Association, available online. 
11.  A few examples of outstanding VOA/BBG use of social media platforms include:

• Podelis, an interactive Russian-language program from VOA, which encourages 
and integrates audience participation; 

• Congo Story is a crowdsourced journalism & social awareness campaign. 
• #EgyptDecides was a crowdsourcing and citizen journalism initiative for the 2012 

Egyptian election. 
• OMG! Meiyu, an “interactive social media platform,” that helps mainly youth-

ful audiences in China learn colloquial American slang and encourages dialogue 
through Facebook and Weibo. 

12.  The QDDR mention of an overseas contingency budget, modeled on the approach to 
unusual and unforeseen costs by DoD, merits consideration.

13.  Open to question are the number and mix of students, and the degree to which 
American universities should focus on in-country training and institutional develop-
ment vs. more expensive study and visits here.

14.  Regional bureaus and the field posts also came in with ideas, and funding, along with 
foundation support, for new starts, for example, the East Asia Pacific Affairs Bureau 
proposed the “100,000 Strong” project to dramatically expand American student 
study in China. 

http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/153142.pdf
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/153142.pdf
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3. Public Diplomacy in NGOs

olGa Zatepilina-Monacell

An integrated, strategic approach to public diplomacy entails not only engag-
ing in mediated communication, nation branding or relationship manage-
ment (Golan, 2013), but also integrating the efforts of both state and non-
state actors for a nation’s global outreach mission that is based on national 
values and aligned with foreign policy goals. However, such integration does 
not necessarily call for bureaucratization or government oversight of global 
outreach. On the contrary, the integration of a nation’s public diplomacy 
efforts might mean preserving the autonomy of its non-state actors’ engage-
ment with global publics. Drawing on the findings from a research study that 
explains why U.S. NGOs have a stake in the U.S. standing abroad (Zatepilina, 
2010; Zatepilina-Monacell, 2012), strategic public diplomacy in nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs) and NGOs’ contribution to a nation’s inte-
grated public diplomacy are discussed in this chapter. 

NGOs in International Relations and  
Non-State Public Diplomacy

Non-state actors are entities other than governments (e.g., for-profit and not-
for-profit organizations, or formal and informal groups of individuals) that 
interact in both domestic and world affairs (Taylor, 1994). Increasingly, non-
state actors such as NGOs affect political outcomes within one or more states 
or within international institutions (Atack, 1999; Josselin and Wallace, 2001; 
Taylor, 1994; Ripinsky and Van den Bossche, 2007). For instance, develop-
ment NGOs seek to influence national and multilateral development policies 
(Atack, 1999; McCleary, 2009). Inevitably, non-state actors also engage with 
their counterparts and other publics in other countries. 
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Such interactions are sometimes described as people-to-people engage-
ment or citizen diplomacy, but more often than not, as public diplomacy. 
Notwithstanding the occasional voices opposing the acceptance of people- 
to-people engagement or citizen diplomacy as part of public diplomacy, 
scholars and practitioners recognize that non-state actors—such as business 
corporations, nonprofit organizations, private think-tanks, religious mission-
ary groups, transnational diasporas, and social networking communities—
enhance the government-to-people initiatives (Cowan & Cull, 2008; Cull, 
2010; Gregory, 2011; Leonard, Stead, & Smewing, 2002; Lord & Fontaine, 
2010; Melissen, 2005, 2011; Snow & Taylor, 2009; Zaharna, 2010; Zatepi-
lina, 2009, 2010; Zatepilina-Monacell, 2012). By definition, a nation’s out-
reach to the world is a multi-stakeholder effort: The establishment alone does 
not make a nation, whereas non-state actors have an agency in both what a 
nation is and how it is regarded in the world (Golan, 2013; U.S. Advisory 
Commission on Public Diplomacy, 2010; Zatepilina, 2010). 

Historically, the human and monetary resources devoted to public di-
plomacy by the U.S. Government have lagged behind what non-state actors 
such as multinational corporations, media and private foundations brought 
to the table (Arndt, 2005; Lord, 2008; Nye, 2004; 2008; Richmond, 2008; 
U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2009, May). Non-state actors such 
as NGOs have tended to enjoy greater credibility among international stake-
holders than state actors (Leonard et al., 2002; Nye, 2004, 2008; Zaharna, 
2010; Zatepilina, 2009, 2010; Zatepilina-Monacell, 2012). For instance, 
representatives of the U.S. development community see American NGOs as 
equal players within the context of the U.S. public diplomacy and want the 
government’s public diplomacy messages to incorporate the achievements of 
development NGOs (Zatepilina, 2009). 

As the case studies described in this chapter demonstrate, the public 
diplomacy efforts of U.S. NGOs are not a government-orchestrated “pro-
gram.” Even if an NGO is funded by the U.S. Government, it has its own 
voice—commonly, a dissenting one—and its own way of engaging with glob-
al publics, on behalf of its stakeholders and on behalf of its country of origin. 
In other words, public diplomacy in NGOs is a separate, albeit complementa-
ry effort to a nation’s public diplomacy. 

Conceptual and Operational Definitions of a U.S. NGO

Although the term NGO may be used interchangeably with the terms civil 
society organizations and non-state actors, the latter two are broader con-
cepts, both inclusive of NGOs (Atack, 1999; Edwards, 2000; Florini, 2000; 
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O’Connell, 2000; Lewis, 2005). The literature defines NGOs as all the for-
mally registered entities except governments, political parties, and businesses 
that are (a) self-governing; (b) producing public goods; (c) raising revenues 
from voluntary donations; (d) employing both paid staff and volunteers; (e) 
exempt from paying income taxes; and (f) not distributing profits to members 
(Lewis; 2005; Ripinsky and Van den Bossche, 2007; Salamon, 1994; United 
Nations, 2003). 

Furthermore, in the context of the United States, the term nonprofit or-
ganization (NPO) is often used interchangeably with the term NGO (Vakil, 
1997). NPOs traditionally highlight the exempt status of NGOs under the 
U.S. Tax Code (Internal Revenue Service, 2008, June, and 2009, January). 
In addition, NGOs in the United States are collectively referred to as the 
independent sector, the third sector, or the nonprofit sector. The NGOs ex-
amined in this chapter are headquartered in the United States and, therefore, 
could be described as both NGOs and nonprofits (NPOs). 

NGOs and NPOs differ in size, political opinions, strategies and tactics. 
The United Nations (2003) distinguishes two major types of NGOs, oper-
ational and advocacy. Other typologies identify nongovernmental organiza-
tions by geographical reach (e.g., community-based, national, international, 
or transnational); purpose (e.g., welfare, development, advocacy, education 
or research); or guiding principles (e.g., faith-based or secular) (Internal Rev-
enue Service, 2008, June, and 2009, January; McCleary, 2009; Ripinsky & 
Van den Bossche, 2007; Vakil, 1997). In this chapter, different types of NGOs 
such as operational or advocacy, and faith-based or secular are compared and 
contrasted in the context of their engagement in public diplomacy. 

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the literature does not offer a clear-
cut distinction between international NGOs and transnational NGOs (Mc-
Cleary, 2009). In this chapter, the term international describes NGOs that 
are based in their country of origin but operate globally, whereas the term 
transnational refers to NGOs that have more than one national headquarters 
in countries other than the country of their origin. Examples of transnational 
NGOs include organizations such as Amnesty International or Médecins sans 
Frontières. The organizations examined in this chapter are conceptually and 
operationally defined as U.S.-based, international NGOs. 

Overview of the Case Studies

Of the five NGOs in the multiple-case study described in Zatepilina (2010) 
and Zatepilina-Monacell (2012), the examples of four nonprofits are dis-
cussed in this chapter: American Jewish Committee (AJC), American Jewish 
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World Service (AJWS), DKT International (DKT), and Episcopal Relief and 
Development (ERD).1 These NGOs are headquartered in the United States 
and registered under §501(c)(3) of the U.S. Internal Revenue Code. 

AJC is an advocacy NGO focusing on civil rights (American Jewish Com-
mittee, 2010b). AJWS could be described as both an operational and advoca-
cy NGO; its programs range from international development to human rights 
support (American Jewish World Service, 2010b). Both DKT and ERD are 
operational NGOs. DKT focuses on family planning and HIV/AIDS pre-
vention through social marketing programs (DKT International, 2010). The 
focus of ERD is reflected in its name―the NGO is engaged in disaster relief 
and international development (Episcopal Relief & Development, 2010). 

At the time the executive interviews and textual analysis of corporate 
documentation were conducted (i.e., in 2010), two of the four NGOs re-
ceived less than one fifth of their revenue from government funds (i.e., DKT 
and ERD), whereas the other two were funded only from private sources 
(i.e., AJC and AJWS) (American Jewish Committee, 2010a; American Jewish 
World Service, 2010a; DKT International, 2010; Episcopal Relief & Devel-
opment, 2009). In addition, DKT generated most of its profits from sales of 
contraceptives (DKT International, 2010).

Three NGOs (i.e., AJC, AJWS, and ERD) describe themselves as faith-
based, albeit only one is closely affiliated with a religious institution, the Epis-
copal Church. Although ERD does not raise money from individuals in the 
secular world, most recipients of the organization’s services are not Christian 
or religious. The other two NGOs define their connection to faith as a shared 
Jewish worldview. In addition to describing their organizations as faith-based, 
the interviewed executives of both AJC and AJWS referred to their groups 
as ethnicity based, and emphasized that their fundraising efforts reach out 
to donors from both the religious and ethnic Jewish communities around 
the United States. Similarly to ERD, however, most recipients of AJC’s and 
AJWS’s services are not necessarily Jewish. 

Although all four NGOs engage in international programs and interact 
with various foreign publics, only two (i.e., AJC and DKT) operate their own 
field offices overseas, whereas the other two provide grants, technical assis-
tance, and volunteer support to indigenous civil society organizations (i.e., 
implementing partners) in host countries. DKT’s operations are decentral-
ized, and its headquarters-based executives delegate decision-making respon-
sibilities to the field-office management—represented by U.S., host-country 
or third-country nationals. Neither AJWS nor ERD employ fulltime staff to 
work overseas. “We really believe in building capacities of local partners,” ex-
plained one of ERD’s representatives. Although AJWS has no offices abroad, 
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most of its volunteers are American and Jewish. With regard to hiring policies 
for their overseas offices, both AJC and DKT look for individuals who possess 
cultural sensitivity and are immersed in the countries where they work, but 
are not necessarily U.S. nationals. 

In-depth interviews with two or three executives from each NGO, as 
well as an analysis of corporate texts such as websites, blogs, annual reports 
and newsletters, provided a comprehensive picture of how these four NGOs 
interact with global publics and generate goodwill among their domestic and 
international stakeholders. Although each case offered insights into the or-
ganizational practices and discourses of an individual nonprofit organization, 
the theoretical replication across cases revealed several parallels. These four 
NGOs consciously engage in both symbolic (i.e., identity-based) and behav-
ioral reputation management (Yang, 2007; Yang & Grunig, 2005; Zatepilina, 
2010). The identity-based aspect of NGOs’ reputation management involves 
seeing themselves (and wanting to be seen by others) as having complex iden-
tities that represent the NGO’s domestic and global stakeholders and are 
grounded in the NGO’s country of origin and its core values. The behavioral 
aspect of NGOs’ reputation management involves commitment to excellence 
in serving stakeholders, relationship-building premised on stakeholder em-
powerment, and responsibility for addressing stakeholders’ concerns. 

Country-of-Origin Is Intrinsic to NGOs’ Corporate Identities

The complex organizational identities (i.e., corporate selves) of the four 
NGOs were studied on two levels: (a) the organizational (i.e., by examining 
various corporate texts such as websites, blogs, annual reports, newsletters 
etc.), and (b) individual (i.e., by interviewing NGOs’ executives). Notably, 
the first aspect of these NGOs’ corporate selves denotes their country of or-
igin. As their top executives explained, each of these NGOs positions itself 
as foremost American, although with various degrees of emphasis on the 
country of origin. With the exception of DKT, each of these NGOs identi-
fies with a specific segment of the U.S. society by representing its members, 
donors and volunteers. In addition, for the two Jewish organizations (i.e., 
AJC and AJWS), American is part of their names. The name of ERD also 
alludes to its country of origin, albeit somewhat more subtly: Although the 
Episcopal Church has members in several countries, it is best known as a 
part of the Anglican Church in the United States. While DKT does not par-
ticularly highlight its country of origin, its executives explained that social 
marketing, which is part of the NGO’s organizational identity, has distinct 
American roots. 
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Another aspect of these NGOs’ identities refers to their main beliefs. For 
AJC, universal human rights and democracy are constituents of the NGO’s 
corporate self. The organizational identities of both AJWS and ERD empha-
size their faith (i.e., Judaism’s pursuit of justice, and the Episcopal Church’s 
compassion, dignity, and generosity). As mentioned earlier, DKT relies on 
marketing principles to address social problems and achieve a humanitarian 
impact. Interestingly, most interviewed executives described the underlying 
principles that guide their NGOs’ work in the international arena as inher-
ently American. 

The third aspect of each NGO’s identity is conveyed through its global 
presence and sense of global responsibility. NGOs see themselves as voic-
es of both their domestic and international stakeholders before the U.S. 
government, foreign governments, and international intergovernmental 
organizations. For AJC, those stakeholders are Jewish minority popula-
tions in the United States and around the world. AJWS stresses humility 
in advocating for grassroots human-rights organizations from the world’s 
poorest countries. DKT aspires to bring accessibility and affordability of 
family planning and HIV prevention to the developing world. ERD seeks 
to spotlight the role of indigenous religious and civil society organizations 
in providing disaster response and strengthening communities around the 
world. 

Regardless of whether an NGO operates through its own overseas offices 
or through counterpart civil society groups in host countries, and whether an 
NGO is represented in a host country by a U.S. national or a third-country 
national, all four NGOs strive for consistency of organizational values and 
philosophies. NGOs’ headquarters in the country of origin safeguard those 
values and philosophies without restricting difference of opinion. Instances of 
disagreement between a U.S.-based NGO and its host country’s counterpart 
organization are not uncommon. While the U.S. NGO does not control the 
message on the ground, it expects the implementing partner to speak on its 
own behalf. According to most interviewed executives, while both sides are 
free to make public their differing positions, the U.S. NGOs would definitely 
detach themselves from the counterpart if the latter’s position goes counter 
to the core beliefs of the former. 

When operating in the regions or countries known for their anti-American 
sentiment, an NGO might downplay its American identity to avoid putting 
its staff members, volunteers or implementing partners at risk. Nevertheless, 
most interviewed executives said that, while they don’t “flaunt” or “trumpet” 
their country of origin, NGOs don’t distance themselves intentionally from 
their country of origin either. 
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Moreover, these NGOs believe that their corporate selves each add a facet 
to projecting outward the multifaceted U.S. state identity. NGOs see them-
selves as having agency in the U.S. state identity by representing the values 
and interests of their stakeholders, and by seeking to shape U.S. and non-U.S. 
government policies. Representatives from AJC, AJWS, and ERD expressly 
asserted their NGOs’ agency in the U.S. state identity. Both the faith-based 
nature (i.e., strong connections to their respective religious communities) 
and makeup of their donor base (i.e., heavy reliance on donor contributions 
from individual U.S. citizens) could explain why these NGOs appear more 
proactive in assuming ownership of the U.S. state identity. In addition, by vir-
tue of their focus on advocacy, both AJC and AJWS play active parts in U.S. 
foreign affairs and, thus, strongly identify with the United States. 

Quality, Stakeholder Empowerment, and Issues Management

While recognizing the value of a unique and consistent organizational identity, 
NGOs understand that their behaviors, rather than their identities, generate 
the credibility, trust, and loyalty among NGOs’ stakeholders both domestical-
ly and internationally. Nearly all interviewed executives agreed that, although 
corporate reputation is in the eyes of the beholder (i.e., the organization’s 
stakeholders and publics), its management is not out of the organization’s 
control. Therefore, the four NGOs take a strategic approach to building their 
reputational capital both in the United States and abroad. As mentioned earli-
er, some of the reputational strategies NGOs employ include: (a) commitment 
to quality of the services they provide directly to stakeholders and projects 
they fund through implementing partners; (b) relationship-building ground-
ed in the empowerment of host-country stakeholders; and (c) thought-out 
management of issues concerning stakeholders at home and abroad.

NGOs believe that the quality of what they do is one of the building 
blocks of a good reputation—from lobbying the government on human 
rights issues (e.g., AJC) to selling family planning products in low-income 
communities (e.g., DKT), and from offering volunteer services to grassroots 
community-based human rights organizations (e.g., AJWS) to supporting 
micro-finance initiatives in the developing countries (e.g., ERD). Moreover, 
NGOs working through host-country civil society organizations (e.g., AJWS 
and ERD) expect their implementing partners on the ground to use the fund-
ing provided by NGOs effectively. 

DKT focuses on promoting its family planning and reproductive health 
products and services rather than the organization. According to the inter-
viewed executives, DKT’s brands have gained recognition in the developing 
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world for their safety and affordability. The NGO delegates responsibility 
for marketing contraceptives to its country-office managers who understand 
both the politics and markets in their respective host countries. Although the 
establishment in some host countries may not approve of family planning 
programs, DKT seeks to comply with local customs and foster long-term 
partnerships with national governments and civil societies. Such autonomy 
and flexibility of operations in each country allows DKT to be accepted as a 
natural part of the commercial landscape and become a key player in the area 
of family planning. Frequently, host-country governments and international 
aid agencies either buy the NGO’s products or award grants to DKT for im-
plementing family and HIV/AIDS prevention programs in those countries. 
As a result of a growing demand for its brands, DKT generates most of its 
revenues from sales, thus reducing its dependency on grants or donations. “I 
think we do care about how we are perceived, but we spend more time trying 
to get our job done,” noted a DKT executive. 

Another reputational strategy by NGOs involves building and maintain-
ing relationships both domestically and internationally with such stakeholder 
groups as members and donors in the United States, host-country civil so-
ciety organizations, and governments. Most NGOs earn the trust of their 
counterparts in host countries by strengthening local capacities and encour-
aging local initiative. 

In its relationships with grassroots organizations in poor countries, AJWS 
avoids throwing its weight around. The grant-making NGO wants its grant-
ees and project partners to have a say in how to use the funding for effec-
tive community development. AJWS is also aware that its volunteers (i.e., 
predominantly U.S. citizens) might draw unwanted attention to their host 
organizations, which often represent marginalized populations or work on 
human rights issues that aren’t supported by local authorities. Because media 
coverage might jeopardize the safety of both the volunteer and local staff, 
AJWS’s volunteers are not allowed to speak with the press or blog about their 
experiences in the host country without the New York City-based headquar-
ters’ permission. 

A DKT executive underscored humility in interactions and respect for 
host-country stakeholders. The executive cautioned against making the bene-
ficiaries of assistance “feel an obligation that can never be repaid.” DKT wants 
its employees to remember that the NGO’s stakeholders should be given a 
choice to accept or reject the assistance, “They are the ones who can choose 
to improve their lives.” 

ERD’s philosophy is to “leave no footprints” and empower the imple-
menting partners on the ground “to be active agents of change.” In addition 
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to providing financial support, ERD encourages those local organizations to 
grow and eventually generate other sources of revenue. For the most part, 
ERD’s implementing partners are known in their countries for providing 
services the respective governments don’t provide. Nevertheless, the NGO 
monitors how its relief and development funds are spent. ERD believes it en-
joys a favorable reputation by ensuring that the implementing partners in host 
countries live up to the organization’s principles and methods of providing 
services. ERD’s executive said, “Our corporate reputation is also dependent 
on the quality of the work carried out in our name. And it is why we establish 
vigorous monitoring and evaluation standards.” 

AJC’s relationship with its stakeholders such as U.S.-based members and 
donors, as well as Jewish communities around the world, is premised on the 
understanding of their needs and expectations. The NGO engages in opinion 
research to identify the issues of concern for the Jewish minorities. AJC’s re-
lationship-building efforts also involve finding a common ground with those 
stakeholder groups that might not share the same ideologies and beliefs (e.g., 
building alliances with Catholic and Muslim institutions in the United States 
and overseas). Furthermore, AJC generates intangible reputational capital by 
nurturing connections with the U.S. political, business, and cultural elites 
and by encouraging its board, management and staff to engage in the civic 
and political life of the United States. The interviewed executives believe that 
being associated with the American establishment enhances the effectiveness 
of AJC’s advocacy work with U.S. and foreign governments on behalf of the 
NGO’s domestic and international stakeholders. When AJC disagrees with 
U.S. or foreign government policies vis-à-vis the Jewish people or universal 
human rights, the NGO can capitalize on its connections to power to “take 
on the government directly or indirectly, publicly or privately,” thus establish-
ing itself as a credible representative of its constituents. 

One more component of NGOs’ reputational strategies is addressing the 
issues that might affect them or their stakeholders. As expected, for the two 
advocacy organizations (i.e., AJC and AJWS), issues management is more 
than a reputational strategy, it is also what they do. Guided by a sense of 
urgency for constituents and the availability of adequate resources, advocacy 
NGOs identify decision-makers, build coalitions with allies and map out the 
advocacy strategies. AJC manages issues both reactively and proactively. An 
AJC executive explained that the NGO responds to the news and to visits 
of government officials to and from the United States as opportunities to 
catalyze its human rights agenda. “We are sensitive to a particular role that 
our government may play in advancing our agenda,” added the interviewed 
executive. Part of AJC’s issue management requires years of proactive work 
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on Capitol Hill to influence a particular piece of legislation (e.g., on Israel and 
Palestine or on immigration in the United States). 

AJWS engages in both direct and grassroots lobbying. The NGO tries 
to influence those policy issues that might affect its worldwide projects 
(e.g., global funding for AIDS, debt forgiveness for developing coun-
tries, or the U.S. foreign assistance reform). According to an interviewed 
executive, Americans ought to know more about the hope that U.S. 
NGOs-sponsored development projects bring to small communities in 
developing countries, but the U.S. news media do not cover those issues 
frequently. “Most of our projects are in urban slums or in rural areas, and 
the press is not actually walking around, looking for quotes…. This isn’t 
the type of thing the New York Times looks to write about,” said an AJWS 
executive. Therefore, AJWS encourages its volunteers returning to the 
United States to speak and write about their experiences in the developing 
countries and advocate for global justice at home. “The best way to get 
involved with us locally is to be an advocate for all kinds of social change,” 
explained an AJWS executive. 

An ERD executive mentioned that a controversy in the church, such as 
the debate within the Anglican Community on the ordination of gay bish-
ops, would be one of those issues that might affect the organization and its 
relationships with stakeholders. The NGO’s implementing partners in host 
countries might disagree with the position that the Episcopal Church in the 
United States takes. In those instances, ERD finds a common ground with 
host-country counterparts and diplomatically shifts the focus from ideology 
to disaster relief or development projects. “We have a lot of things we can 
agree about,” an interviewed executive said. At the same time, the NGO 
seeks to demonstrate to its donor base in the United States its ability to work 
out disagreements with host-country partners and direct its support to those 
in need regardless of their beliefs. 

NGOs’ Autonomy and Pluralism as U.S. Reputational Assets

The findings from these case studies suggest that NGOs contribute to 
strengthening the United States’ global standing by being epitomes of the 
autonomy and pluralism of the U.S. civil society. Nearly all interviewed ex-
ecutives underscored that their NGOs’ relationships with the U.S. Govern-
ment are based on equality and autonomy. Inspired by the U.S. values of 
democracy and freedom, these four NGOs reserve the right to disagree with 
government policies and openly share their dissenting position with domestic 
and international stakeholders and publics. 
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According to an AJC executive, generally, the NGO works with the gov-
ernment, not against it. However, as another executive pointed out, being an 
advocacy organization requires that the NGO challenge the official U.S. pol-
icies when those contravene the NGO’s values or fail to meet its stakehold-
ers’ expectations. When the U.S. Congress and Administration have different 
positions on the issues of importance for AJC (e.g., immigration reform or 
protection of the rights of asylum seekers), the NGO capitalizes on this differ-
ence of opinions by allying with those in government who share its stance on 
these issues. AJC’s executives argued that other U.S. faith-based international 
NGOs (e.g., Evangelical, Catholic and other Jewish groups) are equally un-
constrained in their speech. 

AJWS, DKT and ERD frequently oppose the U.S. government’s foreign 
aid policies. Most interviewed executives argued that U.S. development assis-
tance programs prioritize national interests over global development needs. 
An executive explained that, because of such disagreement, AJC is not only 
reluctant to pursue government funding, but also actively advocates for a 
policy reform. According to a DKT executive, disagreement with official U.S. 
foreign aid policies would not prevent the organization either from applying 
for government contracts or from making its dissenting voice heard. Like-
wise, being a recipient of government funding, does not deter ERD from 
expressing its opposing views. 

The interviewed executives argued that their NGOs’ global stakehold-
ers and publics make a distinction between the U.S. government and U.S. 
NGOs. In those instances when U.S. NGOs might be perceived by some 
publics as agents of the U.S. government, NGOs’ source of funding (i.e., 
whether or not the NGO receives funds from the U.S. government) appears 
to play little or no role. By and large, however, in the international arena these 
NGOs tend to be perceived as agents of U.S. civil society. By virtue of rep-
resenting specific segments of U.S. society (e.g., American Jews or American 
Episcopalians) and sharing inherent American values (e.g., pursuit of justice 
or social marketing), the four NGOs bring to light the plurality of U.S. civil 
society and assume ownership in the U.S. national identity.

Furthermore, while these cases studies reflect only NGOs’ own views on 
their corporate reputations, NGOs’ interactions with their stakeholders and 
publics in host countries appear to be connected with the U.S. standing in 
those host countries. The four NGOs recognize that the U.S. reputation in 
host countries either facilitates or impedes U.S. NGOs’ operations in those 
countries. Likewise, these NGOs are cognizant of how their corporate behav-
iors in host countries affect the overall perception about the United States 
and, in turn, impact the operating environments in those countries for all 
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types of U.S. organizations. As a result, while U.S. NGOs may not be engag-
ing in strategic reputation management on behalf of the United States, the 
outcomes of their own reputation management go beyond their corporate in-
terests. In addition, because of their explicit country-of-origin identities, the 
four NGOs have an intrinsic interest in improving the U.S. standing overseas. 
Therefore, U.S. NGOs share responsibility for the U.S. reputation and add to 
the nation’s global outreach efforts.

Finally, although the examples reviewed in this chapter ostensibly em-
phasize the American identity of U.S. NGOs and First Amendment-based 
freedoms of expression, association and petition, the argument for non-state 
actors’ global outreach applies in the context of other nations as well. One 
of the interviewed executives suggested that American NGOs are more likely 
to challenge the U.S. government’s foreign policies whereas, for example, 
comparable European NGOs tend to limit their advocacy before respective 
European governments to domestic issues. Such a subjective generalization 
may not reflect the reality of European NGOs, and U.S. NGOs’ inherent 
dissent may not be uniquely American after all. Notwithstanding the degree 
of independence from their respective governments, civil society groups such 
as NGOs represent a range of opinions and play a role in formation of public 
opinion in their own countries and abroad (Cohen & Arato, 1992; Haber-
mas, 1989). This fundamental aspect of civil society implies that none of 
the three layers of a nation’s of public diplomacy (i.e., mediated, reputation-
al or relational) (Golan, 2013) can succeed unless it embraces the nation’s 
NGOs—those with close government ties, those in opposition, and all those 
in between.

Note

 1. The top executives interviewed for the study in 2010 gave permission for the names 
of their organizations to be disclosed.
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4.  The Evolving Links Between 
International Public Relations  
and Corporate Diplomacy

SarabDeep K. Kochhar & Juan-carloS MolleDa

Today’s global business comprises a complex web of linkages across a spec-
trum of governments and communities. The nature of business is more po-
liticized and humanized than ever before (Moore & Sullivan, 2011), which 
requires a wider set of academic theories and different models of practice, for 
multinational corporations (MNCs) either looking to engage, or those that 
have already established themselves, in host countries. Moreover, the advent 
of globalization has made it challenging for organizations and nations to gain 
global recognition. The challenge of global recognition demands that nations 
endlessly eliminate any negative perceptions among their stakeholders so they 
gain legitimate power and a voice on the world stage.

Organizations today constantly remain in the public eye and under share-
holders, media, and activists’ scrutiny (Meznar, Johnson, & Mizzi, 2006). 
The challenges for organizations arise from a multitude of stakeholders, di-
verse sociopolitical issues, and persistent focus on building and maintaining 
legitimacy (Drogendijk, 2004). The stakeholder pressures are significantly 
shaped by global public opinion (Berg & Holtbrugge, 2001) and the use of 
mediated and personal communications. 

The mediated public diplomacy approach that focuses on govern-
ment-to-citizen engagement through the third-party mediators has been a 
strategic global communications effort (Golan, 2013). The need to create 
a favorable reputation among foreign publics and the media coverage as a 
prerequisite for achieving that reputation have been explored earlier (Nye, 
2004). Prakash (2002) cited globalization of media as a reason for why lo-
cal nonmarket issues get global dimension immediately. He further added 
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that MNCs are increasingly threatened by “supranational actors who oppose 
them, supranational regimes that govern their behavior and global media that 
scrutinize them” (p. 15). 

Further advancing the mediated public diplomacy approach, Golan 
(2013) conceptualized the integrated model of public diplomacy. The 
model presents mediated public diplomacy as a part of the bigger pic-
ture and is seen as a short-to-medium term approach to public diploma-
cy efforts. The medium-to-long term approach builds country reputation 
and even helps in nation branding. The long-term approach to public 
diplomacy is relational in its perspective. The long-term perspective seems 
more strategic and also characterizes the engagement efforts of MNCs, 
as influential, political non-state actors, to build and cultivate beneficial 
relationships with governments and communities worldwide, which is the 
focus of this chapter.

Countries around the world have their own public diplomacy mechanisms 
which shape and refine public attitudes overseas. There are many examples 
of issues and crises where the attitudes of host publics play a determining 
role in the nation’s ability to pursue its foreign policies. There are also other 
examples of nations branding themselves in a unique way. In a one-of-its-
kind initiative of public diplomacy, the U.S. Department of State launched 
an Arabic-language Twitter account in 2011, declaring that they recognize 
the critical role played by social media in the Arab world and that the United 
States desires to be a part of it. 

Public diplomacy has generated a substantial body of critical discourse 
from both the professional and academic worlds. The current chapter is a 
significant inquiry into the future of public and, in particular, corporate 
diplomacy by situating it within a broader international public relations 
context. The main purpose of this chapter is to argue that corporate diplo-
macy comprises many distinct yet related concepts in international public 
relations. 

Specifically, the chapter delves into the realm of public diplomacy and 
how it is interlinked with corporate diplomacy. The chapter also analyzes the 
concept of corporate diplomacy by identifying key concepts of internation-
al public relations, such as staged and perceived authenticity, localization, 
cross-national conflict shifts or transnational crises, corporate social respon-
sibility, and multi-sector partnerships. Finally, the chapter provides some in-
sight into concepts of public relations, particularly legitimacy and stakeholder 
theory, offering some propositions and recommendations for the practice of 
corporate diplomacy from a relational public diplomacy perspective. 
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Dimensions of Public Diplomacy

Public diplomacy literature emphasizes the increasing awareness of the impor-
tance of a nation’s image and reputation as “state’s strategic equity” in global 
affairs (van Ham, 2008). Wang (2006) stated how a nation’s reputation capi-
tal impacts the nation’s ability to accomplish international political objectives 
and an increase in their foreign investment and tourism. Public diplomacy is 
defined as a governmental process of “communicating with foreign publics 
in an attempt to bring about understanding for its nation’s ideas and ideals, 
its institutions and culture, as well as its national goals and current policies” 
(Tuch, 1990, p. 3). Communication thus becomes a critical component of 
public diplomacy. Leonard, Stead, and Smewing (2002) laid emphasis on 
relationship building as a part of the public diplomacy process, which relates 
to the relational approach of Golan’s integrated model (2013). Wang (2006) 
outlined three main objectives of public diplomacy: promoting nation-states’ 
goals and policies, communicating their values and ideals, and developing 
common understanding and mutual trust among countries and peoples. 

The phrase “public diplomacy” reflects multiple viewpoints and ideas and, 
hence, does not possess a unique, well-established conceptualization (Payne, 
2009). Yet, in simple words public diplomacy is the influence of a nation on 
foreign audiences (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009). Public diplomacy may also 
be defined as “direct communication with foreign peoples, with the aim of 
affecting their thinking and, ultimately, that of their governments” (Taylor, 
2008, p. 12). Hence, public diplomacy can be thought of as a process of a 
nation listening and understanding the needs of other countries and commu-
nicating its viewpoint to eventually build relationships. 

Public diplomacy is based on the identity and reputation of a nation that 
is dictated by many factors: political, social, economic, and cultural. Trust 
has been highlighted as the most important factor necessary to initiate a con-
versation, sustain a dialogue, and build relationships (Iivonen, Sonnenwald, 
Parma, & Poole-Kober, 1998; Payne, 2009). The focus on developing rela-
tionships is also indicated in the definition of public diplomacy as “the process 
by which direct relations are pursued with a country’s people to advance the 
interests and extend the values of those being represented” (Sharp, 2007, 
p. 106). Molleda (2011) also highlighted engagement and dialogue as key 
indicators of developing relationships in public diplomacy. Payne (2009) ex-
plained that “Effective public diplomacy is a two-way street with reciprocal 
influence on both the source and receiver involved in the ongoing communi-
cation process” (p. 582). The ongoing communication process leads to devel-
oping lasting relationships with a foreign audience that bestows nations with 
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soft power. Soft power is an advantage in world affairs and incites admiration 
and respect in other parts of the world. 

In the context of international relations theory, Nye (2004) defined 
the term “soft power” as “an intangible attraction that persuades us to go 
along with others’ purposes without any explicit threat or exchange taking 
place” (p. 7). The soft power of a country is defined by three factors: its 
culture, political values, and foreign policies (Nye, 2004). All these factors 
rest primarily on its ability to shape preferences of others by using strategic 
communications skills. But for Nye (2010), public diplomacy is not a public 
relations campaign, instead it “involves building long-term relationships that 
create an enabling environment for government policies” (p. 31). China is 
one such example of the benefits of a soft-power portfolio. With China’s 
focus on strengthening energy relationships in the Middle East, Africa, and 
Latin America, Chinese leaders aim to deepen relationships with these nations 
and thereby increase influence on them. The strategy adopted by China, as 
articulated by Hu Jintao, China’s 2003–2013 president, is in response to in-
ternational hostile forces and the fact that China is under assault by western 
soft power (Jintao, 2012). 

Public diplomacy is, to a significant extent, concerned with identity, repu-
tation, and mutual relations between nations and individuals that require trust 
and build nations’ brands or the way the world sees the world (Anholt, 2000). 
Factors such as people or human capital determine how people of a nation are 
perceived by the rest of the world. For example, the Colombian government 
attempted to improve its reputation abroad by conducting a national and 
international campaign called Colombia is passion, which communicated pos-
itive claims about Colombia and Colombians. Likewise, the Israeli Ministry 
of Public Diplomacy and Diaspora Affairs launched a website in 2010 in an 
effort to enable every single citizen to become an ambassador. The website, 
Together, we can change the picture, provides information on Israel’s achieve-
ments, its global contributions, and tips for Israeli citizens abroad to practice 
public diplomacy. The efficacy of the nation’s branding initiative by Israel is 
particularly interesting as the Gallup research (2012) indicated an increase in 
the United States’ favorability towards Israel as a result of the campaign (71% 
in 2012 as compared to 68% in 2011).

These examples of public diplomacy using social media, global citizen 
diplomacy, creating platforms for networked communications, etc., empha-
size the need for nations to keep up with the challenges and demands of 
globalization, which is defined by an increasingly interdependent and inter-
connected world economically, environmentally, politically, and socially or 
demographically. It is also important to identify and acknowledge the growing 
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impact of non-state actors on the practice of public diplomacy. Public diplo-
macy is no longer restricted to governmental efforts, but also incorporates 
non-state actors, which have redefined its concepts and understanding. The 
role and potential of non-state actors in shaping foreign public opinion need 
more focused attention. In this chapter, non-state actors include multilateral 
organizations, corporations, media, nongovernmental groups, and activists. 
As Zakaria (2011) said:

Functions that were once controlled by governments are now shared with in-
ternational bodies like the World Trade Organization and the European Union. 
Nongovernmental groups are mushrooming every day on every issue in every 
country. Corporations and capital are moving from place to place, finding the 
best location in which to do business, rewarding some governments while pun-
ishing others. […] Power is shifting away from nation-states, up, down, and 
sideways. (p. 5)

The Shift of Power: From Country Power to Corporate Power

In today’s world MNCs can greatly influence the lives of people in more ways 
than what any government can possibly do. The focal point of political pow-
er no longer rests with the state and national government alone (Bolewski, 
2007), but also rests in the hands of MNCs. Muldoon (2004) stated how 
MNCs command a crucial position in the world economy and are “active 
participants in global political and economic affairs” (p. 341). The power and 
reach of MNCs are a reality that has drawn enhanced critical analysis from 
media and NGOs worldwide. Globalization is one of the main reasons for a 
shift in power between government and organizations (Scherer & Palazzo, 
2007). Globalization has promoted mutual reliance between countries and 
has given MNCs the ability to shape global trade, production, and financial 
transactions.

Rothkopf (2012) detailed how top companies on the Forbes Global 2000 
list stack up against many countries around the globe. Examples range from 
HSBC Bank that has 300,000 employees worldwide (more than Germany’s 
number of active military troops) to ExxonMobil that produces 2.4 million 
barrels a day of crude oil and natural gas liquids (more than the 2.2 million 
barrels produced in the entire European Union). The ICBC Asia made profits 
of $18.8 billion in 2011, which is more than Syria’s annual budget expendi-
tures. Citigroup does business in more than 140 countries, more than Italy 
has embassies in the world. Corporate power has the ability to create and 
redefine the global perception of a nation.
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MNCs progressively are adopting a global perspective to survive in a 
complex environment shaped by dynamic political, economic, and social fac-
tors. For example, the government of China has always made the operation 
for firms in the financial and internet-communication technology sectors dif-
ficult (“China loses,” 2014). A significant rise in the number of MNCs from 
emerging economies is projected in the coming years. India is expected to 
overtake China and become a world leader in the number of new MNCs. 
More than 2,200 Indian companies are projected to start operations world-
wide from 2014 onward, owing to an increase in investment, government 
support, and trade policies (PwC, 2010). 

Public diplomacy and corporate diplomacy are closely linked as the 
reputation of a nation helps organizations sell its products the world over 
and, likewise, the organizations’ products and services reinforce the na-
tion’s reputation and heritage. MNCs shape international relations and can 
even enhance the national reputation of their respective countries in many 
ways. The organization and country are seen as dependent and integrated 
in everyday operations and specific objectives (Eskew, 2006). For example, 
the Chinese-manufactured products quality crisis of 2007 gained extensive 
international notoriety, deeply affecting the nation’s trade with long-term 
ramifications on its national brand and reputation. Corporate diplomacy is, 
therefore, crucial to the credibility of an organization in developing a unique 
position, voice, and influence in shaping public opinion and policies in the 
host country. 

The concept of corporate diplomacy was originally suggested in 1966 by 
Christian A. Herter, the former general manager of the government relations 
department at Socony Mobil Oil Company. Herter emphasized the need for 
corporate diplomacy, especially after WWII, due to the global competition, 
mistrust towards Western nations, and the majority of the European corpo-
rations being state owned (Molleda, 2011). Corporate diplomacy is defined 
as “a complex process of commitment towards society, and in particular with 
its public institutions, whose main added value to the corporation is a great-
er degree of legitimacy or ‘license-to-operate,’ which in turn, improves its 
power within a given social system” (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009, p. 549). 
This definition focuses on corporate legitimacy, with which an organization 
will gain better acceptance in the host country. However, the expectations of 
stakeholders are changing as organizations are evaluated more from a mor-
ally-legitimate perspective than a financially practical one. The foundation 
of success in effective corporate diplomacy is to understand the multifarious 
agendas and alignments of home and host stakeholders.
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Steger (2003) in his book described corporate diplomacy as “an attempt 
to manage systematically and professionally the business environment in such 
a way as to ensure that business is done smoothly basically with an unques-
tioned license to operate and an interaction that leads to mutual adaptation 
between corporations and society” (p. 6). Salzmann, Ionsecu-Somers, and 
Steger (2006) defined the term ‘license to operate’ as “the degree of match 
between stakeholders’ individual expectations of corporate behavior and 
companies’ actual behavior” (p. 4). Corporate diplomacy, therefore, focuses 
on the strategic choices that MNCs make in their host environments to main-
tain and strengthen their corporate reputation and function easily. Corporate 
diplomacy is built on the key concepts of relationship and dialogue and shares 
these with public relations (Macnamara, 2012). 

Edelman (2009) termed corporate diplomacy as “private-sector diplo-
macy” that refers to the initiatives organizations implement to connect with 
their stakeholders in the environments where they operate. Grupp (2008) 
defined corporate diplomacy to include two things: firstly, a focus on “col-
laboration” on the part of organization with its stakeholders, and secondly, 
addressing everything that can impact the organization directly or indirectly. 
These definitions briefly point out how organizations and stakeholders will 
have differences in their objectives, issues, and agendas, and hence it is for 
the organizations to strategically and tactfully deal with and reconcile those 
differences (Amann, Khan, Salzmann, Steger, and Ionescu-Somers, 2007). 
Steger (2003) also emphasized that conflicts of interest and differences in 
priorities often arise between organizations and their stakeholders and corpo-
rate diplomacy can help settle these differences. Corporate diplomacy is, thus, 
defined as a strategic function that relates to creating and seizing business 
opportunities, safeguarding the reputation of the firm, affecting the making 
of rules, and preventing conflicts.

The role of organizations as political non-state actors is analyzed through 
a deeper understanding of corporate social responsibility (CSR) by Scherer 
and Palazzo (2007) and Palazzo and Scherer (2008). Scherer and Palazzo 
(2007) mentioned the importance of governments in defining the function 
of an organization within a society; i.e., the politicization of corporations. 
A similar idea of social responsibility is articulated by Amann et al. (2007) 
who defined corporate diplomacy as “the attempt to manage the business 
environment systematically and professionally, to ensure that business is done 
smoothly, with an unquestioned license to operate and an interaction that 
leads to mutual adaptation between corporations and society in a sense of 
coevolution” (p. 34). 
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Corporate diplomacy is not merely the participation of organizations in 
the public diplomacy initiatives (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009). Rather, the 
challenge is for organizations to connect the corporate diplomacy initiatives 
with the public diplomacy initiatives. The concept of building trust and long-
term relationships is shared between public and corporate diplomacy. Con-
glomerates like Coca-Cola, Embraer, General Electric, Lenovo, McDonald’s, 
Samsung, Tata Motors, and Toyota, are symbols of their home country, its 
people, its culture, and legacy. Using corporate diplomacy, organizations are 
able to leverage their power and legitimacy (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009) 
across their various stakeholders. A comprehensive communication strategy 
that embraces all stakeholders, facilitates dialogue, and measures the reach 
and effectiveness of the message and engagement systems is needed to ensure 
the effectiveness and success of corporate diplomacy campaigns. 

Who Really Matters? Addressing Stakeholders in  
Corporate Diplomacy

Previous discussion on public and corporate diplomacy reiterated the 
importance of public perceptions and attitudes about a nation or orga-
nization. Various definitions and examples indicated the need to estab-
lish legitimacy in the minds and hearts of foreign publics. The role of the 
public in the process of diplomacy needs no further mention, but needs 
greater understanding, especially from a corporate diplomacy perspective. 
The various stakeholders of an organization have been studied in the form 
of stakeholder theory that describes the relationship an organization holds 
with its various constituency groups, including customers, employees, and 
investors (Donaldson & Preston, 1995). According to stakeholder theory, 
an organization must be receptive to various stakeholders in order to facil-
itate its long-term success. 

Similarly in corporate diplomacy, identifying stakeholders is important as 
organizations need to ensure that their organizational decisions are globally 
accepted. Friedman (2006) defined an organization as a set of various stake-
holders with the prime aim of maintaining their respective varied interests and 
viewpoints. Maignan and Ferrell (2004) defined stakeholders as those that 
are motivated to participate in organizational activities by various interests. 
Overall, stakeholder theory describes an organization “as an open and flexible 
system made up of diverse actors and active in a network or relationships with 
various other actors” (Maignan & Ferrell, 2004, p. 5). An organization has 
interest in communicating with the stakeholders it serves, and the messages 
are expected to address topics of interest to those stakeholders. In corporate 
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diplomacy, addressing stakeholders can be approached as a two-step process 
of “who” to engage and “how” to engage. 

The growing threats and risks faced by MNCs have led to an even greater 
necessity to find, establish, and strengthen political and social support for 
their operations (Henisz, Dorobantu, & Nartey, 2011). Hart and Sharma 
(2004, p. 8) stated that MNCs “need a new capability focused on engaging 
the stakeholders necessary for managing disruptive change and creating com-
petitive imagination.” Relationships with a government agency or another 
regulatory agency are termed as long-term activities that influence the deci-
sions an organization would take (Hillman & Wan, 2005). The example of 
Walmart in India illustrates this point. Walmart’s investment in Bharti, India, 
has come under a scanner amid allegations that the global retail chain may 
have entered India’s front-end multi-brand retail business two-and-a-half 
years before the government actually lifted the ban on foreign investors in the 
sector last year (“Walmart set to buy,” 2013). Indian authorities including the 
Enforcement Directorate, which tracks money-laundering deals, are probing 
charges against Walmart’s investment of $100 million in March 2010. Bharti 
Walmart suspended five executives as part of an ongoing investigation against 
alleged corrupt practices that the U.S. retail giant has launched globally in-
cluding in China, Brazil, and Mexico (“Walmart set to buy,” 2013). The 
Walmart case is an example of dependence on political factors as crucial for 
organizational success. 

Johanson and Vahlne (2009) explained how the business environment 
is viewed as a web of relationships, a network, rather than as a neoclassi-
cal market with many independent suppliers and customers. MNCs interact 
and build relations with a wide range of stakeholders specific to the host 
country to include even the public opinion (Hillman & Wan, 2005). The 
dependence on stakeholders is termed as stakeholder capital by Doroban-
tu, Henisz, and Nartey (2012) and defined as the “level of mutual recog-
nition, understanding and trust established by the firm with its stakehold-
ers” (p. 2). Stakeholder capital can help an organization retain the ‘social 
license to operate’ during critical times. The critical times are the instanc-
es when “the firm’s actions and operations are being challenged by oppo-
nents” (Dorobantu et al., 2012, p. 2). The benefits of stakeholder capital 
are also reflected through the support of the stakeholders who are more 
likely to defend organizational activities in challenging times (Dorobantu  
et al., 2012). Investment in stakeholder capital by organizations is considered 
as an insurance, which will provide relief after adverse events. 

Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) evaluated the priorities in relationship build-
ing to suggest evaluating the critical dependence of an MNC on different 
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stakeholders. The relational view given by Dyer and Singh (1998) argued 
that organizations need to pay attention to a select few important stake-
holders at a given point of time. The relational view highlights that an orga-
nization is at times unable to cope with the global competition and should 
cooperate and develop relational networks in the international market for 
mobilizing its resources. Windsor (2005) stated that the external environ-
ment of business will continue to become more global and effectively mo-
bilize more stakeholders and has to address the interface between a corpo-
ration and its environment.

The Emerging Definitions of Global Success:  
Authenticity and Localization

With so many brands, products, and services to choose from, publics and 
consumers are making choices based on what seems to be original, sincere, 
or what can be called authentic. Authenticity defines the success of an or-
ganization and its brands by giving publics and customers a sense of safety, 
certainty, and meaning in the ideas and brands they chose to support. “Or-
ganizations are being pressured by societies demanding greater transparency, 
clarity, and responsibility from organizations and their spokespeople,” stated 
Molleda (2009, p. 87). Hence, authenticity needs to be at the core of every 
organization’s interaction with the stakeholders. 

Molleda (2010a) defined that organizations, in order to be authentic, 
need to be “faithful to their true self and the core values embedded in corpo-
rate identities, offerings, and promises they make to targeted stakeholders”  
(p. 224). He also noted that authenticity requires a combination of action and 
communication. Authenticity as a construct was tested in a nation’s branding 
study done by Molleda and Roberts (2008). The five genres of authentic-
ity (natural, original, exceptional, referential, and influential) were used to 
analyze the case study of Juan Valdez as the Colombian coffee ambassador. 
The five genres originally given by Gilmore and Pine (2007) reflect how or-
ganizations should articulate and communicate authenticity to influence the 
perceptions of its stakeholders. 

Camilleri (2008) also used a case study to explain the primary role of 
trust in communicating authenticity. She clarified that “the less time there 
is for consumers to choose for themselves and evaluate the trustworthiness 
of certain brands, the more important it is for brands to be authentically 
trustworthy” (p. 58). Molleda and Jain (2011, 2013) tested a perceived 
authenticity index in the case of Xcaret. They established that authentici-
ty is a construct that is continuously defined and redefined by exchange of 
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experiences and messages (negotiation of meanings) between an organization 
and its stakeholders. 

The constant flux of customer experiences makes it challenging for orga-
nizations to identify corporate diplomacy efforts. Corporate diplomacy works 
on basic variables, indicators, and goals (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009). The 
initial steps are defined as a basic acquaintance with the host country and  
the creation of positive, preliminary perceptions about the organization and 
the home country. The next step is the acceptance of the organization in the 
host country by the stakeholders, and the final step is engagement of the cor-
poration with various stakeholders as a good employer, responsible corporate 
citizen, and trustworthy business partner (Ordeix-Rigo & Duarte, 2009). 

Studies have shown that organizations undergoing mergers or acquisi-
tions abroad continue to keep the local/domestic brand for some time before 
rebranding (Moss, 2002). Rigby and Vishwanath (2006) explained in the 
Harvard Business Review that “success for retailers and product manufactur-
ers now hinges on their ability to cater to local differences while maintaining 
scale efficiencies” (p. 82). Molleda, Kochhar, and Wilson (2012) defined lo-
calization in international public relations “as the process of adapting stan-
dardized corporate communication to address political regulations, cultural 
differences, media expectations, and stakeholders’ self-interests in host coun-
tries where TNCs have operations” (p. 11).

Daniels, Radebaugh, and Sullivan (2007) identified four macro-level 
strategies used to address the complexities of global business and empha-
sized the need for localization. International strategy focuses on a company’s 
core competency and allows for limited localization, multi-domestic strategy 
adapts products, services, and business operations to meet the needs of coun-
tries or regions, global strategy emphasized standardization and consistency 
and transnational strategy attempts to find a balance between global effective-
ness through standardization and local responsiveness in different countries. 

Lim (2010) identified five environmental factors that can be addressed 
to achieve local public relations effectiveness: 1) policies and regulations, 
2) culture and language, 3) local activism, 4) local hostility and skepticism, 
and 5) relationships with local media. The adherence to these rules can help 
organizations practice effective corporate diplomacy. As described by Sew-
paul (2006), “the potential to dilute or even annihilate local cultures and 
traditions and to deny context specific realities the effect of dominant global 
discourses can cause individual and cultural displacement” (p. 419). Doing 
effective global corporate diplomacy requires local knowledge, competencies, 
and tools for implementing strategic communications to deal effectively with 
foreign publics and handle crisis situations. 
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Handling a Crisis in a Transnational Environment

The age of transparency and the diversity of the world media system have 
revolutionized the business world. Organizations can no longer evade talking 
about an issue that concerns and is visible to shareholders, customers, em-
ployees, partners, and society. Incidences and conflicts are also not isolated 
in the country from which they originate (Molleda & Quinn, 2004). The 
world of internet, social media, and blogging has compelled organizations to 
rethink their business principles and values. Globalization and the develop-
ment of emergent communication technologies have added to the challenge 
for MNCs in managing crises, conflicts, and issues in multiple locations. As 
one of the main outcomes of globalization, corporations are involved and af-
fected by transnational incidents or challenging situations (Wakefield, 2001). 
An action, policy, or decision by a MNC that is rapidly made public via these 
technologies may negatively affect a multitude of publics and can damage an 
organization’s credibility in the home and host country (Molleda & Quinn, 
2004) and can lead to a crisis. As Freitag (2002) described, “thanks to Inter-
net, a regional issue can become an international crisis” (p. 240).

The term “transnational crisis” was borrowed from the international 
strategic and business management disciplines and introduced to the public 
relations field by Molleda and Connolly-Ahern (2002). The term “transna-
tional crisis” within global public relations is known as “cross-national con-
flict shifting” (CNCS) and is defined as “crises or troublesome situations that 
transnational organizations face either at ‘home,’ where they have their head-
quarters, or in ‘host’ countries, where they operate and engage in commercial 
and/or institutional activities” (Molleda, 2010b, p. 680). Simply, a CNCS 
occurs when a crisis originates in one country and, subsequently, spreads to 
other countries where the MNC has operations (Molleda, 2010b, 2011). 
Molleda and Connolly-Ahern (2002) developed a series of propositions re-
garding CNCS to study crisis management in an international context which 
restates how a transnational crisis in a country can move and impact other 
places in the world (Kim & Molleda, 2005; Molleda & Quinn, 2004).

The Foxconn employee suicide outbreak of 2010 was one such example 
of CNCS with serious implications in the home and host countries. With a 
series of suicide attempts inside Foxconn factories, the company faced criti-
cism about their improper treatment of laborers and this, in turn, affected its 
international clients, such as Apple and Dell.

The literature on CNCS or transnational crisis also addresses the impor-
tance of localization. Conflicts that affect TNC operations in multiple coun-
tries require coordination among subsidiaries and with home offices; however, 
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responses to the crises in individual locations require a localized response that 
takes into account local expectations, perceptions, and regulations and stake-
holders (Molleda, 2010b, 2011). Addressing stakeholders in CNCS, Molleda  
and Laskin (2009) explained the involvement of “a variety of publics at vari-
ous geographical levels, namely, host, home, and transnational publics (e.g., 
NGOs and activist groups, global media outlets, international news agencies, 
pan-regional media, shareholders)” (p. 333).

CNCS has serious implications for corporate diplomacy as both the in-
creasingly advanced communication technology and the proliferation of 
global and national news media play an important role in informing home, 
host, and transnational publics about the issues. “Without delay, a news event 
will be published and discussed with great interest where it has some or high 
resonance,” Molleda wrote (2010b, p. 679). Freitag’s (2002) study about 
international media coverage of the Firestone tire recall case reinforced the 
power of media as one of the potentially determining factors in crisis planning 
and response models. Developing an international and intercultural sense and 
sensibility enables corporate diplomacy practitioners to predict, anticipate, 
and address unique dimensions of crises subject to international exposure 
(Freitag, 2002). The threat to corporate reputation can be managed in several 
ways; one of which is defined as the moral way of doing business in today’s 
competitive world.

CSR and Partnerships for Global Development

In today’s global marketplace, organizations are members of the worldwide 
community, rather than merely members of their respective country or city 
of origin (Maignan & Ferrell, 2004). The change in the global scenario has 
made CSR all the more important for organizations today. Organizations 
have begun to invest millions in CSR initiatives, with the end goals of increas-
ing reputation and improving connections with organizational stakeholders 
(McDonald & Rundle-Thiele, 2007). Interest in CSR has been promoted 
by increased sensitivity to ethical issues among individuals and organiza-
tions. Husted and Allen (2006) explained that “institutional pressures, rather 
than strategic analysis of social issues and stakeholders, are guiding decision- 
making with respect to CSR” (p. 838). 

The role of MNCs in society has been understood as central, if not par-
amount, in achieving the economic, social, and environmental aspirations of 
governments and people worldwide. Globalization has blurred national bor-
ders, and has moved CSR from the margins to the mainstream of business 
practices (Grayson & Hodges, 2004). This is evident in an organization’s 
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level of commitment to CSR, which is influenced by individual, organization-
al, national, and transnational actors and agencies (Aguilera, Rupp, & Wil-
liams, 2005). “Globalization has had significant political and cultural effects, 
raising major PR [public relations] issues and corporate social responsibility 
challenges,” L’Etang explained (2009, p. 610). 

Thus CSR practiced by organizations is essential and presents an easy 
alternative to using corporate power as a catalyst for social intervention and 
change. The interests of development agencies and nonprofit organizations 
lead to added pressure on organizations to address the issues most relevant to 
their stakeholders in home and host countries. Also, the development agen-
cies in the public sector have observed the challenges in effectively solving 
societal issues in a unilateral manner. Hence, these agencies are working to 
determine and prioritize sectors where development challenges meet business 
opportunities, thus forming strategic alliances and partnerships to achieve 
substantial outcomes. 

According to Miller (2010), globalization mobilized the growing com-
plexity of social problems and challenges, which are global in scope. Miller 
(2010) also noted the necessity of increased partnerships for social change to 
achieve a sustainable impact on development issues and further lead to com-
munity building. 

Hallahan (2004) explained that the focus on community building shifts 
the organizational emphasis from cold treatment of impersonal, often adver-
sarial publics, to a warmer, more enlightened emphasis on collaboration and 
cooperation with them. Hallahan (2004) described three levels of commu-
nity building from an organizational perspective: community involvement, 
community nurturing, and community organizing. Molleda, Martínez, and 
Suárez (2008) suggested that “to achieve broader solutions and improved 
quality of life it is necessary to capture the experiences of community members, 
work together toward common goals, and facilitate participation by diverse 
groups” (p. 106). The process of community building through multi-sector 
partnerships is studied as a continuous improvement in the communities to 
collectively accomplish goals. 

In general, Bud (2001) explained how times are changing, with interna-
tional affairs becoming prevalent in every nation and the significance placed 
on how an organization’s social responsibility matches stakeholder expecta-
tions. The emphasis for any organization is to maintain corporate integrity 
abroad, which can be achieved by being a good corporate citizen. Moreover, 
increased attention should be given to a relational approach to multi-sector 
partnerships and engagement with the community whose issues are being 
addressed through the partnership. This particular emphasis on relationship 
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cultivation and participation is an area corporate diplomacy practitioners 
should understand further. Hardy, Lawrence, and Phillips (2006) defined the 
“first step in managing effective collaboration is to ensure that stakeholders 
move beyond feelings of indifference concerning the particular issue and de-
velop an interest in engaging in conversation about it” (p. 103).

According to Hallahan (2004), community building involves “the in-
tegration of people and the organizations they create into a functional col-
lectivity that strives toward common or compatible goals” (p. 259). Both 
public relations and, in particular, community building are concerned with 
the development and maintenance of symbiotic relationships that establish 
the connection between the two strategic partners. The function of corporate 
diplomacy should aim to find ways to collaborate with other sectors and influ-
ence the growth and development of the home and the host societies where 
they operate.

Putting the Pieces Together: Propositions for  
Corporate Diplomacy

The consonance between diplomacy and public relations work adds to a 
broader understanding of the strategic communication role internationally, 
nationally, and culturally as part of power relations. Scholars in public diplo-
macy (Snow & Taylor, 2008; Zaharna, 2009) have noticed a growing interest 
in public diplomacy literature for dialogue, transparency, trust, and commit-
ment. Zaharna (2009) also highlighted that “public diplomacy is as much a 
communication phenomenon as a political one” (p. 86). 

Van Dyke and Vercic (2009) stated that, “for decades, scholars and prac-
titioners have debated the issues of separation or convergence between pub-
lic relations and public diplomacy” (p. 832). L’Etang (2009) found strong 
connections and similarities between public relations and diplomacy. Both 
public relations and public diplomacy are responsible for communications 
with other organizations, maintaining relations with multiple stakeholders, 
and shaping public opinion (L’Etang, 2009). Signitzer and Wamser (2006) 
rationalized public relations and public diplomacy as, “strategic communica-
tive function of either organizations or nation-states, that typically deal with 
the reciprocal consequences a sponsor and its publics have upon each other” 
(p. 441). Analyzing the relationship between the two fields and summarizing 
the international public relations literature, the following propositions can 
inform the practice of corporate diplomacy.

Proposition 1: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries will identify, respond, and monitor all stakeholders based on their 
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association, traits, and participation with the organization to maximize its 
legitimacy, influence, and power. 

Proposition 2: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries in the form of communication and action will be representative and 
authentic of the organization’s core values to be accepted and authenticated 
by its stakeholders.

Proposition 3: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries will be responsive to adjust and adapt according to the local politi-
cal, economic, social, cultural, and legal conditions.

Proposition 4: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries will focus and be proactive in their transnational crisis management 
efforts addressing the type of economy, industry, issue, and stakeholders in-
volved. 

Proposition 5: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries will display increased sensitivity and responsibility across all corpo-
rate functions and exhibit socially responsible practices. 

Proposition 6: Corporate diplomacy efforts by organizations in host 
countries will create alliances and partnerships with multiple sectors to sus-
tain social and long-term community change and to reinforce its corporate 
reputation. 

In conclusion, special focus in the practice of corporate diplomacy must 
be placed on developing strategic communications for host nations includ-
ing government, NGOs, local influencers, and specialized news media; in 
creating and maintaining a brand reputation through corporate advocacy 
programs for environment; and developing rapid response crisis communi-
cation strategies. The chapter restates the requirement of a comprehensive, 
strategic communications plan to execute successful corporate diplomacy 
efforts. 

The chapter acknowledges the importance of understanding both the 
grassroots and the elites of the population an organization engages with in 
order to convey authentic, consistent, and targeted message and engagement 
systems. The need to engage with the stakeholders for mutual respect and 
mutual interest is also signified as a precursor to long-term relationships, 
which is at the core of the integrated public diplomacy model (Golan, 2013). 
The chapter also specified new roles and responsibilities for corporate diplo-
macy practitioners and outlined numerous international public relations the-
oretical concepts to contribute to the understanding of corporate diplomacy 
as a political function of MNCs. 
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5. Public Diplomacy and Public 
Relations: Will the Twain Ever Meet?

nancy Snow

The integrated model of public diplomacy, which is introduced in this book, 
employs a strategic communication approach that constitutes a merging of 
public relations practice and techniques with public diplomacy goals and 
outcomes. One of the three layers of the integrated model, mediated public 
diplomacy, implores governments to engage foreign publics through third 
party mediators such as global media (global satellite networks, international 
broadcasting) and international social media influencers. The mediated public 
diplomacy layer is a recognition of 21st century realities for public diplomacy: 
namely, that the whole world is watching what governments say and do and 
not only writing and reporting on their talk and actions, but also utilizing the 
opinions and evaluations of those third party influencers like bloggers and 
digital activists who are talking back at their governments like never before. 

The other two layers, nation branding/country reputation and relational 
public diplomacy, inclusively medium and long-term strategies, position pub-
lic relations perspectives and practitioners at the forefront of implementing 
effective public diplomacy outcomes. The majority of contributors to this 
volume, including the editors who introduce the integrated model of public 
diplomacy, argue that public relations should lead, and not follow, in public 
diplomacy research and applications. The present author is a former feder-
al government official employed by a public diplomacy agency, the United 
States Information Agency, which was formally abolished in 1999 as an in-
dependent foreign affairs agency of the United States. One of USIA’s most 
famous directors was the legendary CBS journalist, Edward R. Murrow, who 
served as USIA director during the Kennedy administration. In his capacity 
as director of USIA, Murrow (1961) referred to himself as a government 
propagandist and not as public relations executive, but he acknowledged a 
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familial connection between public diplomacy and public relations in a speech 
he gave to the Public Relations Society of America: 

I know that I am among friends this morning. For the U.S. Information Agency 
and the Public Relations Society, like the Colonel’s Lady and Judy O’Grady, are 
sisters under the skin. We both work for others––you for clients and firms; my 
Agency for 180 million Americans. We both are in the business of persuasion––
for you, the American public; for us, peoples everywhere abroad.

Murrow’s kindred spirit is evident in those words, but the purpose of 
this chapter is to offer a more critical communications dimension to the in-
tegration of public relations with public diplomacy as proposed by the inte-
grated model of public diplomacy. Two fundamental questions are addressed: 
Is public relations closely allied to public diplomacy? And if so, is the field of 
public relations in need of its own makeover in both public perception and 
media framing? 

Public diplomacy, whose purpose may not be completely understood by 
the lay public, does not suffer the same source credibility problems as does 
public relations (e.g., Stauber & Rampton, 1995; Callison, 2001; Nation-
al Credibility Index, 1999). Of the two disciplines examined in this book, 
public relations suffers more from a persistent image problem while public 
diplomacy suffers more from a persistent funding problem (e.g., Murrow, 
1961; Coombs, 1964; Duffey, 1995; Callison, 2004; Defense Science Board, 
2004, O’Brien, 2005; GAO, 2006). This suggests that the integration of 
public diplomacy and public relations is not yet on solid footing. There is a 
greater need “that public relations needs more public relations” (L’Etang, 
1997, p. 34) than there is a need for public diplomacy to need more public 
diplomacy, at least from a credibility stance. Nevertheless, public diplomacy 
has been widely examined from the perspective of theorists and practitioners 
in public relations (Galboa, 2008; Signitzer and Coombs, 1992; Signitzer 
and Wasmer, 2006), and the more modern interpretations of two-way sym-
metrical approaches to public relations (Grunig, 1993; Grunig, 2001) reflect 
the relationship-driven rethinking in public diplomacy strategies that have 
greatly evolved from the more self-serving, self-preservation approaches of 
press agentry and public information (Snow, 2009). 

To be sure, American public diplomacy and public relations uniquely dif-
fer in their semantic and reputational contexts than public diplomacy and 
public relations campaigns in other countries. An Austrian immigrant to the 
United States wrote the first public relations texts (Bernays, 1928, 1929) 
and the involvement of eminent political communication scholars (Lasswell, 
1927; Lippmann, 1922) in World War I and World War II advanced the 
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study and application of public relations to national conflict outcomes, there-
in setting the historical foundation for a future integration of public relations 
with public diplomacy campaigns. While there are some studies (Johnson, 
2005) that show a natural evolution from one-way directional propaganda 
approaches to strategic communication with other countries’ own public rela-
tions in the United States, this chapter is focused exclusively on the relational 
ties between U.S.-based persuasion initiatives in public diplomacy, tradition-
ally a foreign affairs strategy in the public domain, and public relations, tradi-
tionally a non-governmental strategy in the private sector. 

In a U.S. context, there has been a long history of promoting the con-
cepts of truth and openness as they relate to organizational credibility, es-
pecially during the Cold War era (1945–1991). Before his appointment as 
director of the United States Information Agency, former CBS News legend 
Edward R. Murrow told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that the 
aims of the public diplomacy agency he was about to lead were simple: 

We shall operate on the basis of truth. Being convinced that we are engaged in 
hot and implacable competition with communist forces around the world, we 
will not be content to counter their lies and distortions. We shall constantly reit-
erate our faith in freedom. (Whitton, 1963, p. 5)

In May 1963 when Murrow was requesting additional appropriations for 
the U.S. Information Agency, he reinforced to members of Congress that 
U.S. credibility in the world was directly linked to truth and transparency 
since they stood in contrast to the ideology and praxis of the Soviet Union:

American traditions and the American ethic require us to be truthful, but the 
most important reason is that truth is the best propaganda and lies are the worst. 
To be persuasive we must be believable; to be believable we must be credible; to 
be credible we must be truthful. It is as simple as that. (Snow, 2013)

In today’s post-September 11 environment where public diplomacy is 
featured prominently in information and image war contests, problems of 
American credibility remain, especially as they relate to the public perceptions 
of public relations practitioners. Callison (2004) notes that public relations 
problems stem not from the organizational management level but from the 
practitioner level. When labeled as public relations specialists or company 
spokespersons in news stories, practitioners are often perceived as holding 
vested interests in preserving the reputation of their client companies, which 
leads to a “perceived reporting bias” that causes doubt in the minds of the 
reader on questions of credibility and trustworthiness. As Callison explained: 

With all text held constant across message condition other than identification of 
the information source as either a public relations specialist or a more nondescript 
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company spokesperson, analyses revealed that participants were much more criti-
cal of the public relations source and the organization employing the source than 
his or her unlabeled counterpart and accompanying organization. More precise-
ly, the public relations source was perceived as less likely to be telling the truth, 
more dishonest, and less trustworthy (p. 372). 

In an effort to devise an answer to these questions of relational parallels 
between public diplomacy and public relations, this chapter analyzes the way 
public relations has been framed in the debate and discourse of failures of 
U.S. public diplomacy since 9/11. Such writings have often centered their 
criticism on the failure of strategies to persuade through attempts to “sell” a 
positive image of the United States to the rest of the world. This selling strat-
egy, a failure to “tell” America’s story to the world (USIA’s motto) in favor 
of selling or hyping a positive image of America (Snow, 2010), is presented 
as a one-way asymmetrical public relations approach, which leaves out an en-
tire discourse and debate on public relations strategies that may prove useful 
to a more complete public diplomacy toolbox. The often overlooked public 
relations strategies, those which could help explain, clarify and possibly im-
prove the image of public relations within the public diplomacy community, 
include two-way symmetrical communication strategies, relationship building 
and influence models, all of which will be presented as cases where strategic 
communications efforts prevail over antiquated one-way asymmetrical public 
relations campaigns.

The possibility for a smoother integration of public relations and public 
diplomacy may rest with a critical assessment of the context, merits or ends to 
which these communicative practices are applied (e.g., Snow, 2009; Weaver 
et al., 2004, p. 2). The twain between the two fields of PR (public relations) 
and PD (public diplomacy) may meet on firmer ground if one rejects the 
strongly held belief that propaganda always operates counter to the public 
interest while public relations necessarily works for the public interest. One 
may have to recognize, as pointed out by Weaver et al. (2004) that since “Ed-
ward Bernays first introduced the term ‘public relations counsel’ in his 1923 
publication, Crystallizing Public Opinion, public relations, although widely 
practiced by corporations and governments alike, has monumentally failed 
to establish itself of positive utility and benefit” (p. 2). To make these distant 
cousins more aligned, public relations may need more PR to increase the 
public’s understanding of its role and function in society. 

Certainly public relations is a tool for social and political power in some 
hands, but can also become a tool for those who seek to challenge such 
power. Two-way symmetrical communication in public relations theory and 
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practice—which includes public opinion research mixed with engagement in 
stakeholder dialogue to establish organizational objectives—suggests a dis-
tinction for public relations from propaganda. Given the explosive growth 
in the public relations profession (from 1992–2001 the industry grew by 
220% and revenues at the top 50 firms grew by 12%) and the popularity 
of public relations study in university communication programs where it is 
becoming one of the fastest-growing majors, there is no question that the 
influence and involvement of public relations in public diplomacy strategies 
will increase (Wang, 2004). Wang cites Ketchum Public Relations chairman, 
David Drobis, who has said that relationship building is the public relations 
profession. 

There is no question that public relations’ cousin in the post-9/11 envi-
ronment is public diplomacy. The question remains whether or not this is a 
naturally close relationship or one derived from external crisis circumstances 
that gave rise to such integration. After September 11, 2001, when outside 
terrorists attacked U.S. financial and military centers, the U.S. government 
immersed itself in a global information war to promote the interests, values, 
and image of the United States. Not since the Cold War had the government 
so engaged its persuasion industries (advertising, public relations) to combat 
stereotypes, target enemy populations, and single out particular regions like 
the Middle East for widespread broadcast information campaigns to over-
come negative perceptions and attitudes toward the United States. Within 
the matrix of this new information war campaign, a number of terms were 
resurrected to describe the U.S. effort, most notably propaganda, public re-
lations, and public diplomacy. Public relations received a universal definition 
almost forty years ago when a group of sixty-five public relations leaders took 
472 definitions and came up with an eighty-eight-word sentence to describe 
what they do: 

Public relations is a distinctive management function which helps establish and 
maintain mutual lines of communications, understanding, acceptance, and co-
operation between an organization and its publics; involves the management 
of problems or issues; helps management to keep informed on and responsive 
to public opinion; defines and emphasizes the responsibility of management to 
serve the public interest; helps management keep abreast of and effectively utilize 
change, serving as an early warning system to help anticipate trends; and uses 
research and sound and ethical communication techniques as its principal tools 
(Harlow, 1976, 36).

Similarly, in 1980, the Public Relations Society of America came up with 
two short definitions that have remained popular to this day: “Public rela-
tions helps an organization and its publics adapt mutually to each other” and 
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“Public relations is an organization’s efforts to win cooperation of groups of 
people” (Seitel, 2001). 

Embedded in the longer and shorter definitions of public relations is an 
emphasis on process, mutuality, and building credibility (e.g., Grunig, 1993, 
2001; Signitzer and Coombs, 1992), all of which overlap with the goals and 
strategies of public diplomacy managers involved in the information wars since 
9/11. The challenge is that to many laypersons public relations amounts at 
times to nothing more than “spin,” where words, facts, and images are twist-
ed in order to better the outcome of the client; a public diplomacy campaign 
to the Middle East may suffer the same characterization—as really nothing 
more than propaganda with a happy face. This may explain why public rela-
tions officials denounce the characterization of what they do as spinmeister-
ing, while public diplomacy officials tend to eschew the word “propaganda” 
as a euphemism for what they do. Outside the United States, these delinea-
tions and defenses are not always accepted. In many circles, public relations, 
advertising, and marketing are used interchangeably with propaganda and do 
not carry the same negative, false assumptions. 

How is what public relations professionals do that much different 
from the international persuasion campaigns we call public diplomacy? 
The difference may be just semantic, over which scholars and practitioners 
continue to debate. Former United States Information Agency (USIA)/
WorldNet TV Service Director Alvin Snyder said that during the Cold War 
“the U.S. government ran a full-service public relations organization, the 
largest in the world, about the size of the twenty biggest U.S. commercial 
PR firms combined,” and “the biggest branch of this propaganda machine 
is called the United States Information Agency” (1995, xi). What Snyder 
identified as propaganda then is preferably referred to today as public di-
plomacy, defined by USIA’s successors at the U.S. State Department as 
that which “seeks to promote the national interest and the national secu-
rity of the United States through understanding, informing, and influenc-
ing foreign publics and broadening dialogue between American citizens 
and institutions and their counterparts abroad” (USIAAA, 2002). The 
U.S. State Department has an under secretary for Public Diplomacy and 
Public affairs, with former advertising executive Charlotte Beers serving 
in that position from just after 9/11 until the start of the war in Iraq in 
March 2003. 

Like the term propaganda’s tenuous tie to public diplomacy, the public 
relations industry continues to carry negative associations whenever it is as-
sociated only with one-way asymmetrical communication such as a publicist 
who generates favorable publicity and flacks for one’s client. A case in point is 



Public Diplomacy and Public Relations 79

the testimony of Joseph Duffey, who served as the final director of the USIA 
before its integration into the State Department. He told the U.S. Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee that American public diplomacy must always 
be distinguished from American public relations: 

Let me just say a word about public diplomacy. It is not public relations. It is 
not flacking for a Government agency or even flacking for America. It is trying 
to relate beyond government-to-government relationships the private institu-
tions, the individuals, the long-term contacts, the accurate understanding, the 
full range of perceptions of America to the rest of the world, both to those who 
are friendly or inclined to be our partners or allies from one issue to another to 
those who are hostile, with some credibility or impartiality (Duffey, 1995). 

What Joseph Duffey was describing is an ongoing definitional problem 
for public diplomacy in the twenty-first century: it is often defined, rightly or 
wrongly, in terms of what it is not. This volume is likely to help to overcome 
the difficulty that agency directors like Duffey have had in their understand-
ing of what it is that public relations professionals and public diplomacy man-
agers do in real world contexts and how often their communicative practices 
overlap. 

What does distinguish public diplomacy from public relations is that 
while public relations is still primarily linked to corporate communications 
and business management models, public diplomacy theory and practice are 
linked to foreign affairs and the national interest. It sits squarely in the midst 
of national security objectives and promoting national security interests. 
Generally accepted definitions of public diplomacy include the following:  
(1) Public diplomacy seeks to promote the national interest of the United 
States through understanding, informing and influencing foreign audiences; 
and (2) Public diplomacy is as important to the national interest as military 
preparedness (Wallin, 2012). 

The U.S. Information and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, also 
known as the Smith-Mundt Act, is one of the linchpins of U.S. public diplo-
macy. It has two-way communication strategies in its language:

The objectives of this Act are to enable the Government of the United States to 
correct the misunderstandings about the United States in other countries, which 
constituted obstacles to peace, and to promote mutual understanding between 
the peoples of the United States and other countries, which is one of the essential 
foundations of peace.

One of its authors, Karl Mundt, clearly viewed the act more as a one-way in-
formational counterpropaganda to Soviet propaganda. He wrote: 
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Immediately following the close of World War II when we realized that we were 
leaving a hot war only to enter a cold war, many of us recognized the importance 
of fashioning programs to meet effectively the non-military challenge confront-
ing us. It was out of this era that the Smith-Mundt Act emerged. These Cold 
War weapons of words were needed because the United States faced “an alien 
force which seeks our total destruction” (Mundt, quoted in Glander, 2000, 61). 

The other U.S. public diplomacy linchpin, the Fulbright-Hays Act of 
1961, incorporated provisions of Senator J. William Fulbright’s amendment 
in 1946 and the Smith-Mundt Act to establish a new educational and cultural 
exchange policy to increase mutual understanding between the people of the 
United States and the people of other countries by means of educational and 
cultural exchange; to strengthen the ties which unite us with other nations 
by demonstrating the educational and cultural interests, developments, and 
achievements of the people of the United States and other nations, and the 
contributions being made toward a peaceful and more fruitful life for people 
throughout the world; to promote international cooperation for educational 
and cultural advancement; and thus to assist in the development of friendly, 
sympathetic, and peaceful relations between the United States and the other 
countries of the world. (Smith-Mundt Act, quoted in Snow, 1998, 619) This 
view of mutual understanding and mutuality in public diplomacy would likely 
emphasize very different approaches and measures of effectiveness than one 
placing public diplomacy squarely in the midst of a national crisis. 

Over the last fifty years, no single consensus has emerged to define the 
direction of U.S. public diplomacy aside from the goals and whims of the 
incumbent executive branch of the U.S. government. As Michael Holtzman 
(2003) observed in The New York Times:

United States public diplomacy is neither public nor diplomatic. First, the gov-
ernment—not the broader American public—has been the main messenger to 
a world that is mightily suspicious of it. Further, the State Department, which 
oversees most efforts, seems to view public diplomacy not as a dialogue but as a 
one-sided exercise…America speaking to the world. 

Holtzman’s criticism reflects that same criticism surrounding the public 
relations school that says the best public relations is the least visible. Holtz-
man asserts that U.S. public diplomacy has failed because it has not adhered 
to the school of thought advanced at by both Senator J. William Fulbright 
and Edward R. Murrow. What I have referred to as both “rethinking pub-
lic diplomacy” and “public diplomacy as if publics mattered,” (Snow, 2006, 
2009, 2010) suggests a far wider array of participants, practitioners, and per-
spectives than just those seen or heard in the armed forces or Foreign Service 
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or inside the Washington beltway. As Murrow himself defined the field fifty 
years ago when serving as director of the USIA in 1963: 

Public diplomacy differs from traditional diplomacy in that it involves interaction 
not only with governments but primarily with non-governmental individuals and 
organizations. Furthermore, public diplomacy activities often present many dif-
fering views represented by private American individuals and organizations in 
addition to official government views.

Murrow’s definition suggests that public diplomacy in practice is as much at 
home in corporate boardrooms, pop concerts, and peace rallies as it is inside 
the halls of Congress. Nevertheless, U.S. public diplomacy today is still often 
assumed to be linked with traditional diplomatic goals of national govern-
ments. As Christopher Ross, former U.S. State Department special coordina-
tor for public diplomacy and public affairs, writes: 

The practitioners of traditional diplomacy engage the representatives of foreign 
governments in order to advance the national interests articulated in their own 
government’s strategic goals in international affairs. Public diplomacy, by con-
trast, engages carefully targeted sectors of foreign publics in order to develop 
support for those same strategic goals (2002, 75).

Whenever public diplomacy definitions are overtly linked to official out-
comes of national governments (e.g., in the Bush Administration’s War on 
Terror), this tends to connote a more negative interpretation linked to propa-
ganda outcomes. In December 2004, the U.S.-based science and technology 
firm Battelle released a list of the top ten innovations for the war on terror. 
One innovation forecast to emerge in the following decade (2005–2014) 
was twenty-first-century public diplomacy that requires nontechnical skills 
development in intercultural communication and advanced strategic commu-
nication. Battelle’s team of experts included retired generals from the U.S. 
Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps as well as Ohio State University faculty. 
The team linked public diplomacy innovations directly to the U.S.-led War on 
Terror as well as modern public relations: 

The war against terrorism is, in part, a war with extremists whose culture, world 
view, and values conflict with those of the West. There are economic, religious, 
political, and ideological tensions between the Middle East and the West. As 
such, any discussion of tools for combating terrorism must include deploying 
mass communication to break down these barriers. The first step will be gaining 
a fuller understanding of opposing cultures and values so that the United States 
and its allies can develop more effective strategies to prevent terrorism. America 
needs to project a more balanced image of Western culture through strategic, 
positive communication. This could be achieved by communicating the Western 
message through targeted use of mass media, developing a next-generation Voice 
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of America approach, perhaps supported with distribution of inexpensive, dispos-
able TVs. (Battelle, 2004) 

While acknowledging the obvious strains in policy and projected images 
between the Middle East and the West, this definition of twenty-first-century 
public diplomacy offers primarily an asymmetric information model of public 
relations that seeks to break down barriers in the Middle East to a Western 
worldview, message, and values. Western tension with the Middle East is caus-
ally linked to combating terrorism and overcoming oppositional cultures and 
values, but not linked to specific foreign policy disagreements with the Unit-
ed States. Gaining understanding of another culture is concerned primarily 
with comprehension in order to combat terrorism, not with building mutual 
understanding that may improve the foreign relations of the United States, its 
people, and its government with other nations and peoples. 

The Battelle definition of twenty-first-century public diplomacy is an ac-
cepted dimension of public diplomacy, one identified in U.S. history as the 
tough-minded, Cold War–centric government information model whereby 
public diplomacy is defined as “the way in which both government and pri-
vate individuals and groups influence directly or indirectly those public at-
titudes and opinions which bear directly on another government’s foreign 
policy decisions” (Signitzer & Coombs, 1992, 138). The Battelle version be-
longs to the political information side of public diplomacy that advocates the 
U.S. case in particular and the Western civilization model in general. Within 
this school of thought, it is most important that international publics gain a 
better understanding of the United States and its culture, values, and institu-
tions, primarily for securing U.S. foreign policy ends and defending national 
security objectives. 

The best public diplomacy, like the best public relations, uses multifacet-
ed approaches to global communication, including an intercultural commu-
nication dimension of public diplomacy identified earlier, to foster “mutual 
understanding between the people of the United States and the people of 
other countries” as advocated in the Fulbright-Hays Act. In this framework, 
cultural comprehension is also sought, but not primarily for unilateral advan-
tage and outcome (which by definition stresses fast media such as radio and 
television). Rather, long-term strategies for mutual benefit and mutual trust 
are emphasized, including slower media such as films, exhibitions, and educa-
tional and cultural exchanges (e.g., Fulbright scholars, International Visitors 
Leadership Program). 

As noted earlier, both public relations and public diplomacy can and do 
emphasize relationship-building practices. It very much depends on the in-
tended outcome of the information campaign whether or not the relationship 
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is tilted more to the sponsoring organization’s needs or to both the sponsor 
and the intended recipient. A widely accepted definition of international pub-
lic relations is “the planned and organized effort of a company, institution, or 
government to establish mutually beneficial relations with the publics of other 
nations” (Wilcox, 1989, 395). This definition allows for two-way symmetric 
tactics of persuasion to be included in communication outcomes. 

Going forward, the intercultural communication dimension in pub-
lic diplomacy and public relations should be distinguished from the more 
tough-minded battlefield tactics associated with counterterrorism. The ca-
lamitous events of 9/11 centered U.S. public diplomacy and public relations 
strategies around strategic communication efforts to combat terrorism as de-
fined by and advocated primarily by the U.S. government generally, and the 
White House in particular. These government efforts were criticized by the 
Defense Science Board (2004), a federal task force comprised of an indepen-
dent group of both academic and private sector advisers that reports directly 
to the secretary of defense:

We must understand that the United States is engaged in a generational and 
global struggle about ideas, not a war between the West and Islam.…This ap-
proach will build on in-depth knowledge of other cultures and factors that mo-
tivate human behavior. It will adapt techniques of skillful political campaigning, 
even as it avoids slogans, quick fixes, and mindsets of winners and losers. It will 
search out credible messengers and create message authority. It will seek to per-
suade within news cycles, weeks, and months. It will engage in a respectful dia-
logue of ideas that begins with listening and assumes decades of sustained effort. 
(Defense Science Board 2004, 2) 

The Defense Science Board report concluded that U.S. credibility in the 
Middle East was at an all-time low and that American intervention in the 
Muslim world has increased the power and reputation of the most radical 
Islamists. These Islamists, despite President Bush’s claims, do not “hate our 
freedoms” or hate “freedom-loving peoples” but rather hate very specific pol-
icies, namely, what they perceive as uncritical, imbalanced support for Israel 
over Palestinian sovereignty and support for tyrannical regimes such as those 
in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Pakistan, all of which receive varying 
levels of U.S. military and economic aid. 

Mark Leonard (Leonard et al., 2002, 8) of the London-based Foreign 
Policy Centre identifies three dimensions of public diplomacy: (1) news 
management; (2) strategic communications; and (3) relationship-building. 
These three dimensions may apply to domestic, bilateral, and global public 
diplomacy efforts. All three have dimensions that overlap with what public 
relations and public diplomacy officials do at varying times and intensities. 
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News management is cited as the first dimension of public diplomacy 
and involves management of day-to-day communication issues. News man-
agement or media relation is also cited as the most common strategy of ef-
fective public relations. Examples include the White House Office of Global 
Communications or the Coalition Information Centers (CICs) during the 
Afghanistan war period of 2001 and 2002. News management is reactive in 
minutes and hours and is mostly handled by traditional diplomacy institu-
tions. In wartime, this dimension may operate at multiple levels, as pointed 
out by General Colin Powell during Operation Desert Storm: 

Remember when you are out there on television, communicating instantaneous-
ly around the world, we’re talking to five audiences. One, the reporters who ask 
the question—important audience. Second audience, the American people who 
are watching. The third audience, 170 capitals who may have an interest in what 
the subject is. Fourth, you are talking to your enemy. It was a unique situation to 
know that your enemy was getting the clearest indication of your intentions by 
watching you on television at the same time you were giving that message. And 
fifth, you are talking to the troops. Their lives are on the line. (Leonard et al., 
2002, pp. 12–13) 

A more recent term that unites public diplomacy and public relations 
is strategic communications, which refers to the totality of communications 
used to promote positive messages about the country—including those from 
government, business, tourism, finance sectors, and cultural institutions. 
While news management is more political and military in emphasis and has 
a reactive stance, strategic communications operates more in an economic 
realm and is proactive in process and purpose. All countries are interested in 
having a global competitive advantage that separates them from their com-
petition. A country’s reputation and national identify affect the bottom line 
where trading partners will buy services and goods. Strategic communications 
requires proactive campaigns that are refined and developed over weeks and 
months and those create a stake or buy-in for all public diplomacy institu-
tions. Examples include the Shared Values Campaign of Charlotte Beers’s 
tenure that used ninety-second advertisements called “mini-documentaries” 
of five Muslim Americans in an attempt to open dialogue with the Muslim 
world and Muslims in the United States. Strategic communications seems to 
be old wine in new bottles and is more often associated today with the public 
affairs and information operations at the Pentagon (Brooks, 2012). 

The best public relations in the service of good public diplomacy will 
enhance or detract from a country’s reputation. No country can get its way 
politically, economically or culturally unless it is favorably perceived in the 
global environment. Countries are wise to play upon their strengths: The 
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national image for Germany to play up might be brand quality and luxury, 
as signified in BMW and Mercedes. Great Britain is known for tradition, 
which helps heritage brands that stress the past. Norway, home to the No-
bel Peace Prize, has a national reputation in international mediation, which 
signals to countries involved in civil conflict that it can be a neutral and 
honest broker. 

The Pew Global Attitudes Surveys that have measured attitudes toward 
the United States since 2001 show that while many foreign publics condemn 
U.S. government action in the world, there is strong support for U.S. values 
of technical expertise, entrepreneurialism, and openness. While these value 
traits are indeed positive, they may not be effective if the values are not asso-
ciated with the sponsoring country due to an overarching negative image or 
brand—that of the world’s sole military, economic, and cultural superpower. 
This is why relationship-building among nongovernmental actors is the most 
long term of the three dimensions of public diplomacy and the one most 
oriented toward mutuality and exchange among peers and equal partners. 
Further, relationship-building is by far the most closely aligned dimension of 
public diplomacy associated with public relations. 

A two-way symmetric model of public diplomacy is characterized by 
international exchanges, cultural diplomacy, international conferences and 
seminars, and face-to-face and virtual networks. Examples include the Inter-
national Visitor Leadership Program (IVLP) and Fulbright exchange pro-
grams in the United States, the Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) program 
in Japan, Sister Cities International, Rotary International, and exchange pro-
grams of the British Council. 

Relationship-building in public diplomacy places an emphasis on engag-
ing populations rather than winning arguments or selling a brand. Engaging 
requires that your public diplomacy strategy increase contact and interac-
tion impacts that enhance others’ appreciation for one’s country in the long 
term. This includes strengthening educational, scientific, and sports ties and 
increasing tourism, international study, trade, and support for your values. 
Relationship-building will not be measured in terms of weeks or months but 
years. This dimension is the most public-targeted and public-involved of the 
three dimensions. As Mark Leonard writes: 

Public diplomacy is about building relationships: understanding the needs of 
other countries, cultures and peoples; communicating our points of view; cor-
recting misperceptions; looking for areas we can find in common cause. The 
difference between public and traditional diplomacy is that public diplomacy 
involves a much broader group of people on both sides, and a broader set of 
interests that go beyond those of the government of the day. Public diplomacy 
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is based on the premise that the image and reputation of a country are public 
goods which can create an enabling or a disabling environment for individual 
transactions. (Leonard et al., 2002, pp. 8–9) 

Signitzer and Coombs note a distinction in public diplomacy between 
the so-called tough-minded who “hold that the purpose of public diplo-
macy is to exert an influence on attitudes of foreign audiences using per-
suasion and ‘propaganda’ and the ‘tender-minded’ school, which ‘argues 
that information and cultural programs must bypass current foreign policy 
goals to concentrate on the highest long-range national objectives.’ The 
goal is to create a climate of mutual understanding” (Signitzer & Coombs, 
1992, 140). Neither school of thought can stand entirely on its own; they 
must be synthesized. A further breakdown from tough and tender is what 
practitioners of public diplomacy engage in on two tracks: political commu-
nication, is administered by a section of the foreign ministry, embassy, or (in 
the U.S. context) State Department; and cultural communication, which 
may be administered not only by a cultural section of the foreign ministry, 
embassy, or State Department but also by quasi-governmental or nongov-
ernmental bodies (e.g., the British Council, Sister Cities International, or 
National Council of International Visitors). Signitzer and Coombs also dis-
tinguish between two types of cultural communication: cultural diplomacy, 
which aims to present a favorable national image abroad; and cultural rela-
tions, which have mutual information exchange and no unilateral objective 
in mind, just “an honest picture of each country rather than a beautified 
one” (1992, 140). 

U.S. foreign policy makers are frequently criticized for being intransigent 
on core policies, for example, unfailing support for Israel, with no evidence 
that dialogue about policy is even possible. While the U.S. policy of sup-
porting Israel is not going to change, there is certainly room for U.S. policy 
makers to show more sympathy for Palestinian deaths as often as the United 
States condemns the killing of Israelis. The avenues by which goodwill and 
dialogue can be strengthened are through citizen diplomacy and internation-
al exchanges. While the ultimate purpose of official U.S. public diplomacy 
and the government marketing campaign to foreign publics is to present U.S. 
foreign policy and national security objectives in the best light, an important 
secondary source for America’s public diplomacy campaign is citizen diplo-
macy. This calls on the American public to play its part and not watch foreign 
policy making from the sidelines. For too long, and perhaps in part due to our 
incredible comparative advantage in communications technology, the United 
States has emphasized amplification over active listening, telling America’s 
story to the world over promoting international dialogue. Anti-Americanism 
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and general ill will toward the United States has been driven by perceptions 
that the United States is quick to talk and explain but last to listen or under-
stand. For a change, it wouldn’t take much for the United States to listen first 
and talk second. It certainly wouldn’t make things worse if we tried harder to 
be citizen-diplomats in our relations with our overseas counterparts. 

There is so much we still don’t know, and we need to unite partnerships 
among government, the private sector, and universities to study social influ-
ence, changes in mindsets, how to teach tolerance and mutual respect, and 
methodologies that will measure current public diplomacy programs in an 
effort to find best practices. We could start by undertaking efforts to iden-
tify the best public diplomacy and public relations practices used by other 
countries. Some of the world’s leaders in so-called soft power diplomacy (as 
opposed to hard power military domination) include the Scandinavian coun-
tries such as Denmark and Norway, as well as the Netherlands, Japan, and the 
United Kingdom. 

Whether or not we choose to call it public diplomacy or public relations 
campaigns, to have a lasting and effective public diplomacy that places mu-
tual understanding at its core, the United States must consider its legacy of 
strategies of truth. The short-lived and ill-conceived Office of Strategic In-
fluence (OSI) was a here-today, gone-tomorrow debacle in 2002, at least in 
the public’s mind, but there remains plenty of concern that some within the 
Department of Defense would just as soon continue to use such strategies of 
deception under the “whatever works” rubric. It is one thing to use decep-
tion against the enemy, but the OSI sought to use deception to plant false 
stories in reputable overseas news markets. Any approach based on falsehoods 
and deception will not have long-lasting, enduring outcomes but only short-
term, tactical advantages. 

The more transparent and genuine U.S. public diplomacy strategies are, 
the better off long-term strategic and mutual interests will be, both from gov-
ernment and public perspectives. The United States learned from the Soviets 
and others that psychological operations based on falsehoods can be effective, 
but in the long run are likely to damage a country’s credibility in the eyes of 
the world. John Arquilla and David Ronfeldt argue that “an approach based 
on falsehoods will more likely have only short-term, or tactical effects—not 
enduring strategic ones. Therefore, truth must be the polestar of American 
strategic public diplomacy, and uses of information as ‘propaganda’ must be 
eschewed” (1999, 65). Practitioners of public relations and public diplomacy 
may wish to take heed of this last recommendation as they seek to adopt and 
use each other’s strategies and tools in their efforts to build influence, trust, 
and credibility among their international customers, clients, and publics. 
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The advancement of communication technologies has helped the world be-
come more united than ever before. Today, approximately one third of or-
ganizations in the United States deal with global stakeholders (Wilcox & 
Cameron, 2012). About one third of the public relations fees billed by large 
public relations firms in the US are collected from other countries (Wilcox 
& Cameron, 2012). Thanks to communication technologies, global publics 
participate more actively in communication with organizations as well as for-
eign governments. 

This global village fostered by communication technologies has inspired 
the need to build and cultivate relationships between organizations or gov-
ernments and their respective publics. For instance, the Obama administra-
tion stated that currently, it is vital that America pursues a public diplomacy 
policy “that connects with, listens to, and builds upon long-term relation-
ships with key stakeholders” (Biden, 2009, p. 4). This goal represents the 
crossroads of public relations, in particular where relationship management 
and public diplomacy meet. 

Anticipating the benefits of overlaps between public relations and public 
diplomacy, several scholars have proposed the idea of convergence of these 
two domains. For example, Signitzer and Coombs (1992) encouraged pub-
lic relations scholars to undertake empirical research on public diplomacy, 
drawing upon public relations theories. Similarly, L’Etang (2008) specified 
that public relations is an area of diplomacy responsible for managing interna-
tional communications and media relations in order to improve relationships 
between a nation-state and its foreign publics. He further noted that diplo-
macy (political, economic, information, cultural) represents strategic public 
relations and that skills of diplomacy are essential for effective public relations 
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(L’Etang, 2008). Moreover, in the integrated public diplomacy model, Go-
lan (2013) identifies long-term relational public diplomacy as one of three 
essential elements. Responding to these calls for convergence, this chapter 
intends to fill the theoretical gap in public diplomacy research by proposing 
the application of a framework which links relationship outcomes, attitudes, 
and behaviors to the context of public diplomacy.

Theoretical Background

Definitions of Public Diplomacy and Public Relations

Public diplomacy has typically been rooted and primarily researched in the 
area of international relations, which has categorized diplomacy into two 
types—traditional diplomacy and public diplomacy. Traditional diplomacy 
deals with “conducting negotiations between governments” (Deutsch, 1996, 
p. 81). This type of diplomacy deals with government-to-government ne-
gotiations or nation-to-nation negotiations, which are often performed by 
government leaders and appointed diplomats, such as ambassadors. 

The other type, public diplomacy, also referred to as media diplomacy or 
cultural diplomacy, represents a contemporary form of diplomacy. Public di-
plomacy is a term used to describe “the efforts by nations to win support and 
a favorable image among the general public of other countries, usually by way 
of news management and carefully planned initiatives designed to foster pos-
itive impressions” (McQuail, 2010, p. 568). The term is also associated with 
being “concerned with the management of relations between states and other 
actors1” (Barston, 1997, p. 1). A majority of literature in public diplomacy 
demonstrated that all forms of diplomacy are concerned with and restricted 
to “the relationships [emphasis added] among the world’s national govern-
ments” (Goldstein, 1994, p. 1). As demonstrated through popular definitions 
and the literature of public diplomacy, contemporary diplomacy highlights 
the importance of relationships. 

Like the scholarship of diplomacy, contemporary public relations research 
has also highlighted the key concept of relationships. A widely adopted defi-
nition of public relations reflects this paradigm. Public relations is defined as 
“the management function that establishes and maintains mutually beneficial 
relationships between an organization and the publics on whom its success 
or failure depends” (Cutlip, Center, & Broom, 1994, p. 2). Focusing on 
relationship management would thus render public relations a more valuable 
practice (J. E. Grunig & Hunt, 1984).
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Nexus of Public Relations and Public Diplomacy

Emphasizing the importance of relationships in both public relations and 
public diplomacy, a number of scholars (Fitzpatrick, 2007; L’Etang, 2008; 
Signitzer, 2008; Signitzer & Coombs, 1992; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006) 
have compared these two domains and discussed their common grounds in 
terms of practice and goals.2 First, both areas are viewed in terms of their 
strategic communicative functions of an organization or a nation [or a state] 
(Macnamara, 2012; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006). Professionals in both fields 
actively distribute information, advocate with a view toward persuasion, and 
cultivate relationships (Macnamara, 2012). Signitzer and Wamser (2006) de-
scribed public diplomacy as “a specific governmental public relations func-
tion” (p. 435). 

Second, the individuals or groups that are dealt with in these two 
domains represent another commonality in public relations and public 
diplomacy. In public relations, the terms publics or stakeholders are used to 
refer to the group (Hon & Grunig, 1999), while public diplomacy typically 
uses the terms political actors or social collectives to refer to these groups 
(Habermas, 2006). Third, the role of professionals in both these domains is 
boundary-spanning, because they serve as liaisons between the organization 
[nation or state] and the outside groups and individuals (J. E. Grunig & 
Hunt, 1984; L’Etang, 1996). 

Keeping in mind the similarities of these two domains, a few scholars in 
public relations applied the concept of new public diplomacy to various public 
relations theories including Excellence Theory and Relationship Management 
(Fitzpatrick, 2007; L’Etang, 1996, 2008; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006; Yun, 
2006). For example, Yun (2006) empirically tested the applicability of Excel-
lence Theory to public diplomacy theory. Excellence Theory is a normative 
theory in public relations that explains the factors that make public relations 
most effective within an organization. Yun (2006) proved that public rela-
tions frameworks are applicable to conceptualizing and measuring behaviors 
and excellence in public diplomacy. The framework would be more applicable 
to new public diplomacy, as it is normative and demonstrates ideal approaches 
to modern public diplomacy.

Signitzer and Wamser (2006) applied J. E. Grunig and Hunt’s (1984) 
model of the public relations function in an organization to public diploma-
cy. The model outlined the role and necessity of public relations department 
in an organization as a boundary-spanner between top management and its 
strategic publics who have reciprocal consequences. They demonstrated that 
this model could be useful for solving public diplomacy problems, because a 
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public diplomacy department fulfills the same function as a public relations 
department does for an organization. 

Macnamara (2012) analyzed the two areas of public diplomacy and pub-
lic relations according to Excellence Theory, relationship theory, dialogic 
theory, strategic communication theory, and postmodern theory. His anal-
ysis revealed the six commonalities of the two fields as follows: 1) recognize 
a need to understand the environment (gained through intelligence, moni-
toring environmental scanning, etc.), 2) viewed as strategic communication,  
3) prioritize relationship cultivation, 4) see dialogue as a core activity, 5) deal 
with a diversity of interests and sometimes conflicts, and 6) deal with mul-
tiple groups of “political actors,” “social collectives,” “publics,” and “stake-
holders,” including the government and organizations (p. 318). Macnamara 
urged that the field of public relations should accept more diverse concepts 
and principles, including ethical public diplomacy and new diplomacy (cor-
porate or organizational diplomacy) in order to develop new perspectives and 
practices rather than making territorial claims. 

Echoing several public diplomacy studies, Golan (2013) highlights the 
importance of relationship in his integrated public diplomacy model. The 
integrated public diplomacy model illustrates a structure consisting of three 
components of public diplomacy—1) “short- to medium-term mediated pub-
lic diplomacy,” 2) “the medium- to long-term nation building and country 
reputation,” and 3) “the long-term relational public diplomacy” (p. 2). He 
emphasizes that each of the three components in this model is differentiated 
according to the stakeholder engagement level, but governments are more 
likely to research long-term engagement outcomes through the integration 
of all three components. 

In a similar vein, by recognizing that the public relations field involves 
both non-profit and for-profit organizations as well as government, Fitzpat-
rick (2007) claimed that application of relationship management theory to 
public diplomacy could help to advance the scholarship and practice of public 
diplomacy for several reasons. First, the application of relational perspective 
delineates a conceptual grounding of public diplomacy. Second, as relational 
theory represents a holistic approach, applying the theory offers a fundamen-
tal framework for analyzing the strategic dimensions of public diplomacy. 
Third, adopting management perspectives acknowledges the importance of 
diplomatic behaviors and supports the communication practices of public 
diplomatic professionals. Finally, applying a relational theory would enhance 
contemporary public diplomacy by transitioning from a normative to a more 
realistic perspective. 
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In the scholarship of public relations, quality relationships with publics 
were found to yield more tangible outcomes for organizations, such as sup-
portive attitudes and behaviors toward those organizations (L. A. Grunig, 
Grunig, & Dozier, 2002; Ledingham, 2003). Although the aforementioned 
scholars attempted to apply the relational perspective to public diplomacy, 
they have not stretched their perspective enough to evaluate the effects of 
relationship on more tangible outcomes of relationship. Therefore, this chap-
ter aims to apply a theoretical framework of relationship management for 
public diplomacy and expand it by linking relationship outcomes, attitudes, 
and behaviors.

A Theoretical Framework of Relationship Management  
for Public Diplomacy

Relationship management, a primary program of research in public relations 
has developed a conceptual and measurement framework to characterize and 
measure public relations practices over the past two decades. Ferguson (1984) 
initiated the idea that relationships between an organization and its strategic 
publics should act as the central unit of analysis for public relations scholar-
ship and its practice. Since then, numerous scholars have embraced this new 
direction and made the discipline more relationship focused (Broom, Casey, 
& Ritchey, 2000; Bruning & Ledingham, 1999, 2000; Coombs, 2000; Cut-
lip et al., 1994; Ferguson, 1984; J. E. Grunig & Huang, 2000; Ki & Hon, 
2007a; Ledingham, 2003; Wilson, 2001). Ledingham (2003) evidenced that 
relationship management is a general theory in public relations that provides a 
valuable framework for the study, instruction, and practice of public relations.

Greater numbers of public diplomacy scholars have also identified the 
importance of relationship building. Specifically, Riordan (2003) stated that 
public diplomacy has transformed its focus from mere communication with 
foreign people into managing networks of relationships. Nye (2004) identi-
fied the three key dimensions of public diplomacy as 1) daily communication 
to explain the context of foreign policy decisions, 2) strategic communication 
involving symbolic events and branding activities to advance specific gov-
ernment policies, and 3) relationship-building with key individuals over the 
course of many years.

As such, both fields have emphasized relationships, and the application of 
a theoretical framework of relationship management from a public relations 
perspective to the public diplomacy domain would benefit the scholarship 
and practice in both fields. 
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Relationship Perspective

Prior to introducing relationship dimensions, it is necessary to define the 
concept of a relationship. Scholars have differed slightly in their definitions 
of the term relationship. For example, Ledingham and Bruning (1998a) de-
fined organization-public relationships as “the state which exists between an 
organization and its key publics, in which the actions of either can impact the 
economic, social, cultural or political well being of the other” (p. 63). Broom 
et al. (2000) conceptualized them as follows: 

Organization-public relationships are represented by the patterns of interaction, 
transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and its publics. 
These relationships have properties that are distinct from the identities, attri-
butes, and perceptions of the individuals and social collectivities in the relation-
ships. Though dynamic in nature, organization-public relationships can be de-
scribed at a single point in time and tracked over time. (p. 18).

These definitions highlight interactions between and impacts on the parties 
involved in the relationship. 

Relationship dimensions determine the state or characteristics of a re-
lationship. Because the concept of a relationship is intangible and abstract, 
public relations scholars have endeavored to quantify it (Hon & Grunig, 
1999; Huang, 2001a; Jo, 2006; Ki & Hon, 2007b; Kim, 2001; Leding-
ham & Bruning, 1998b). In the scholarship, approximately two dozen re-
lationship dimensions have been developed (Ki & Shin, 2006). Two groups 
of these dimensions are worth discussing. Ledingham and Bruning (1998b) 
developed a relationship dimension including trust, openness, involvement, 
investment, and commitment. They evidenced that these dimensions could 
act as predictors of a public’s perceptions of overall satisfaction with an or-
ganization as well as their behaviors toward that organization (Ledingham 
& Bruning, 1998b). They also categorized organization-public relationships 
as either professional, personal, and community relationships (Ledingham & 
Bruning, 1998b). 

Hon and J. E. Grunig (1999) also developed another widely used dimen-
sion that includes control mutuality, satisfaction, trust, and commitment. In 
the discipline, the four relationship dimensions have served as the fundamen-
tal measure of relationship status and have proven to be reliable and valid 
across studies (Huang, 2001a; Jo, 2006; Ki & Hon, 2007b; Kim, 2001). 
Furthermore, scholars have found three dimensions—satisfaction, trust, and 
commitment—to be essential relationship indicators in cross-cultural settings 
(Huang, 2001a; Jo, 2006). Jo (2006) described these three dimensions as a 
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global measure. A brief description of each dimension and its applicability to 
public diplomacy follows below.

Control mutuality. This dimension is related to the degree of control 
in the decision making process and the extent to which the opinion of each 
party is reflected in the final decision (Hon & Grunig, 1999). Scholars have 
noted that some imbalance of power may exist, but in a well-established re-
lationship, the parties involved need to feel some degree of control over one 
another (Hon & Grunig, 1999). Relational cultivation strategies of access, 
positivity, shared tasks and assurances were found to predict control mutuality 
(Ki & Hon, 2009).

In public diplomacy literature, mutuality (Rose & Wadham-Smith, 
2004), trust-building (Leonard, Small, & Rose, 2005), and power balance 
(Fry, Goldstein, & Langhome, 2004) are echoed by control mutuality. In the 
new public diplomacy, power balance, a concept similar to control mutuality, 
is defined as “the situation in international relations when there is stability 
between competing forces” (Fry et al., 2004). In an ideal situation, power 
balance prevents any party (state or nation) from being strong enough to 
force its will upon the rest (Waltz, 1979). In reality, however, power imbal-
ance often naturally exists. 

Control mutuality or power balance could act as a key dimension in the 
context of public diplomacy for a couple of reasons. First, this dimension 
was found to be important in relationships with high political involvement 
(Huang, 2001b). In the context of public diplomacy, high political involve-
ment naturally exists. Second, control mutuality could motivate the opposing 
public to identify an innovative and mutually beneficial resolution to deal 
with a conflict.

Satisfaction. Huang (2001a) noted that it is essential to consider satisfac-
tion when evaluating relationships. Satisfaction refers to the degree to which 
parties engaged in a relationship are satisfied with one another and the rela-
tionship between them. One party perceives a relational satisfaction when the 
other party makes an effort to sustain a positive relationship (Hosmer, 1996). 
The level of satisfaction is often believed to increase with rewards received and 
decreases with the costs incurred to maintain the relationship (Jo, Hon, & 
Brunner, 2004). The level of satisfaction is calculated by the extent to which 
the advantages of the relationship surpass both parties’ expectations. Satisfac-
tion is a significant predictor of trust in the relationship as well as the overall 
relationship quality (Ki & Hon, 2007b). 

Like any type of relationship, satisfaction would act as a pillar in the re-
lationship between a nation (state) and its foreign publics. Specifically, in the 
context of public diplomacy, level of satisfaction would be increased when 
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members of foreign publics are assured that a nation or state is listening and 
that they have been heard in the communication process (Fisher & Ury, 
1991). As perceived satisfaction is often considered as prerequisite to other 
relationship indicators including relational commitment and long-term in-
vestment in the relationship (Stafford & Canary, 1991), it would be pivotal 
that a nation demonstrates great efforts to cultivate relationships with the for-
eign publics. This dimension would be useful for evaluating satisfaction levels 
of foreign publics toward a particular nation in a public diplomacy context.

Trust. This dimension represents a focal concept to both the domains of 
public relations and public diplomacy. In public relations, trust is explained as 
“a feeling that those in the relationship can rely on the other” (Ledingham & 
Bruning, 1998b). Huang (2001a) describes trust as the degree of confidence 
that parties engaged in a relationship have in each other and their willingness 
to open themselves up to the other party through symmetrical, open and 
ethical communication. For public relations practitioners in the internation-
al arena, trust is even more fundamental to building positive relationships 
(Hung, 2000). 

Credibility, a concept similar to trust, has been identified as a pillar of 
public diplomacy. Trust plays a key role in maintaining a nation’s faultless rep-
utation and positive image in the world of nations (F. I. Nye, 2008). In con-
temporary public diplomacy and international relations, governments tend to 
compete for their country’s reputation by establishing credibility (F. I. Nye, 
2008). In a similar vein, a nation’s level of credibility corresponds with its 
image (Anholt, 2008). 

Gass and Seiter (2009) explicated credibility as a multi-dimensional con-
cept, indicating the following three primary dimensions of credibility in the 
context of public diplomacy: 

1) expertise, competence, or qualifications (all of which refer to the source, who 
could be the president or one of a nation’s top officials, as well as the media that 
carry the message); 2) trustworthiness of the source that carry the message; and 
3) goodwill of all actors engaged in the international relationship.

L’Etang (2006) examined the concepts of trust, credibility, and repu-
tation from the perspectives of public relations and public diplomacy. The 
researcher concluded that the overlapping area of trust in both domains is 
obvious, particularly when personnel of either organizations or governments 
actively engage the concept of trust and associated relevant strategies when 
explaining their activities to their target publics (L’Etang, 2006). 

Commitment. This dimension is a key component for successful and 
long-term relationships (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Huang (2001a) explained 
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commitment as the extent to which the parties involved in the relationship 
feel connected to each other and engaged in the relationship itself as well as 
their level of desire to maintain the relationship. Two underlying dimensions 
of commitment are continuance commitment, which refers to a certain line 
of action, and affective commitment, which represents an emotional orienta-
tion or psychological attachment. Commitment was found to be a significant 
predictor of supportive behavior toward an organization (Ki & Hon, 2007a, 
2007b). 

Commitment is often described as “the extent to which an organization 
gives itself over to dialogue, interpretation, and understanding in its interac-
tions with publics” (Kent & Taylor, 2002, p. 24). When considering commit-
ment, Ross (2002) placed an emphasis on dialogue and exchange as one of the 
six pillars of public diplomacy—the other five are policy advocacy, context, 
credibility, tailored messages, and alliances and partnerships. Ross (2002) fur-
ther noted that government commitment to engaging in dialogue with pub-
lics in another country results in the enhancement of that country’s society 
and culture. In his view, commitment in relationship with foreign publics is 
a process of avoiding stereotypes and providing opportunities for feedback. 
J. S. Nye (2004) also echoed the importance of relational commitment and 
demonstrated that public diplomacy “involves building long-term relation-
ships that create an enabling environment for government policies” (p. 107). 

Commitment would be vital as contemporary public diplomacy aims to 
build long-term relationships with key publics, the importance of which has 
been emphasized by the Obama Administration (Biden, 2009) and other 
scholars (J. S. Nye, 2004; Ross, 2002). More importantly, as commitment is 
closely associated with one of public diplomacy’s primary goals, namely, to 
garner key stakeholders’ support of the organization (state, nation or govern-
ment), relational commitment in the context of public diplomacy would be 
requisite.

Linking Relationship, Attitude and Behavior

As relationships have been considered to produce more tangible outcomes, 
scholars endeavored to evaluate the effects of relationships on relationship 
outcomes, including attitudinal and behavior outcomes. Through evaluations 
of publics’ perceptions of certain relationships (Hon & Grunig, 1999), a few 
recent studies attempted to link relationship perception, attitude, and behav-
ior (Ki & Hon, 2007a, 2012; Seltzer & Zhang, 2010). 

Ki and Hon (2007a) tested a model linking relationship perception, atti-
tude, and behavior by applying a theory of hierarchy of effects in the context 
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of a university-student relationship. They found that students’ positive rela-
tionship perceptions of their university act as a significant predictor of sup-
portive attitudes toward the university and the students’ intentions to partici-
pate in supportive behaviors. Seltzer and Zhang (2010) investigated whether 
publics’ relationship perceptions of their political parties correlated with 
favorable attitudes and supportive behaviors toward those parties. Though 
they determined that healthy relationship perceptions did indeed yield more 
positive attitudes among the publics, they did not identify any significant link 
between publics’ relationship perceptions and behavior. 

The scholarship of public relations posits that effectively managed orga-
nization-public relationships yield positive attitudes, evaluations, and behav-
iors of key publics (Bruning, Castle, & Schrepfer, 2004). In contemporary 
public diplomacy, it is even more essential to effectively manage relationships 
with foreign publics, which would in turn influence more favorable attitudes 
and supportive behaviors toward a nation or government involved in the 
relationship. 

Attitude

In the public relations domain, the evaluation of publics’ attitudes is regard-
ed as synonymous with the measurement of public relations program effec-
tiveness, as a primary goal of a program is often to inspire a positive view of 
an organization or positive public opinion. Likewise, in the context of pub-
lic diplomacy, evaluating the attitudes of foreign publics would be essential, 
as their public opinion might influence international political processes and 
outcomes. The importance of influencing the attitudes of foreign publics is 
reflected well in the following popular definition of public diplomacy. Public 
diplomacy is referred to as “the way in which both government and private 
individuals and group influence directly or indirectly those public attitudes 
and opinions which bear directly on another government’s foreign policy de-
cisions” (Delaney, 1968, p. 3). Signitzer and Wamser (2006) claimed that a 
goal of public diplomacy should be to establish a public’s favorable reaction 
or opinion toward a state (nation or government). For this goal to be actual-
ized, foreign publics must either transform their negative attitudes or main-
tain and strengthen positive ones toward their state (nation or government). 

Behavior

A substantial number of studies have confirmed the causal link between at-
titude and behavior in the process of persuasion (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 
Hale, Householder, & Greene, 2002; Sheeran, Abraham, & Orbell, 1999). 
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In public relations, measuring and evaluating attitude and behavior change 
have often been regarded as a measurement of public relations program ef-
fectiveness aimed at determining the success of the persuasive communication 
message. 

It would also be essential to measure behavior or behavioral intention in 
public diplomacy as there is a general consensus among scholars that a goal 
of public diplomacy is “to influence the behavior of a foreign government 
by influencing the attitudes of its citizens” (Malone, 1988, p. 3). Behav-
ior indicates that a public changes or maintains their action according to a 
goal of an organization (state/nation/government) (Signitzer & Wamser, 
2006). To induce the target publics to act according to the organizational 
goal is often considered difficult, as only those publics who have changed 
or maintained their attitude in support of the organization are willing to 
actively influence other publics to support the organization (state/nation/ 
government) as well. 

An important issue in measuring the outcome of a public diplomacy 
program is to identify which evaluative construct is key to predicting be-
havioral intention of a target public, namely a foreign public. It is import-
ant to evaluate the public’s behavioral intentions in an effort to assess their 
potential to remain engaged with or oppose the organization (state, nation, 
or government). By applying the theory of hierarchy of effect (cognition 
→ attitude → behavior (conative)) or persuasion process and relationship 
management perspective to public diplomacy, this chapter proposes to treat 
relationship quality as a perception. Furthermore, this discussion tests the 
effects of relationship quality perception on attitude and behavior in the 
context of public diplomacy in order to evaluate the effectiveness of a public 
diplomacy program. 

Discussion and Research Agenda

Public diplomacy is not about image cultivation, but rather relationship 
building (Signitzer & Wamser, 2006; Yun, 2006). Indeed, a primary role of 
a public diplomat is managing and cultivating good relationships between 
nation-states and overseas publics. With new communication technologies, 
more emphasis has been placed on relationship. This chapter delineates the 
commonalities of public diplomacy and public relations in order to sug-
gest the applicability of relationship management to public diplomacy. Spe-
cifically, this chapter proposes the idea of testing a causal linkage among 
relationship, attitude, and behavior in a public diplomacy context. As scholars 
claimed (Signitzer & Coombs, 1992; Yun, 2006), the relational approach to 
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understanding public diplomacy that acts as the foundation for this chapter 
has yielded a useful framework for advancing public relations as well as public 
diplomacy. 

The convergence of relationship management and public diplomacy has 
been suggested in prior scholarship (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Signitzer & Wam-
ser, 2006; Yun, 2006). Golan (2013) proposed the positive consequences 
of long-term relational public diplomacy in his integrated model of public 
diplomacy. However, empirical evidence of the convergence between public 
diplomacy and relationship management has yet to be documented. There-
fore, scholars should consider empirically testing the effectiveness of the con-
vergence in these two arenas. Hopefully, this chapter brings more attention to 
the convergence of public diplomacy and relationship management. 

Multiple research ideas should be considered for exploring the conver-
gence as previously discussed. First, as proposed in this chapter, future re-
search is needed to empirically document evidence of the linkages between/
among relationship quality outcomes, attitudes, and behaviors in the pub-
lic diplomacy environment. Second, the three elements—antecedents, cul-
tivation strategies, and relationship outcomes—are considered as primary 
components in the organization-public relationship literature (Broom et al., 
2000). Antecedents are the reasons that publics and organizations initiate re-
lationships. Cultivation strategies are the communications and behaviors that 
occur between an organization and its publics in the cultivation of relation-
ships. Relationship outcome refers to the perceptions of relationship quality 
held by each party involved in a given relationship. This chapter addresses 
only the portion of relationship outcomes. Therefore, future research is need-
ed to apply antecedents and cultivation strategies to public diplomacy. Third, 
the proposed model should be tested across countries to achieve generaliz-
ability. Last, given that public diplomats deal with oversea publics, it would 
be necessary to test the effect of culture in cultivating relationships with these 
foreign publics.

Notes

 1. Actors include inter- and nongovernmental organizations, and sub-state actors and 
they increasingly also become transnational actors and individuals (Barston, 1997).

 2. For further comparison of public relations and public diplomacy, refer to the follow-
ing two articles. Macnamara, J. (2012). Corporate and organisational diplomacy: an 
alternative paradigm to PR. Journal of Communication Management, 16 (3), 312–
325. Signitzer, B., & Wamser, C. (2006). Public diplomacy: A specific governmental 
public relations function. In C. H. Botan & V. Hazleton (Eds.), Public relations theory 
II, (pp. 435–464). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
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7.  Application of Issues and Crisis  
Management to Public Diplomacy

JanGyul robert KiM

National governments consistently face issues and fall into situations of crisis. 
These issues and crises are typically unwelcome and unexpected, and can have 
any number of causes. Some arise from internal domestic causes, while others 
are caused by external influences such as conflict with neighboring countries 
or flux in the world economy. In some cases, an individual’s faults or mistakes 
lead to a crisis, while a national government’s policy can also lead to an inevi-
table occurrence. Some crises are caused by wars or natural disasters. 

Some issues can be anticipated or found via environmental scanning, al-
lowing time for preparation. Conversely, some issues are entirely unpredict-
able and, even if predicted, might be unavoidable. However, it is believed that 
in general, issues and crises can be detected and prevented.

Although different in the size and character, a corporation, like a national 
government, consistently faces crises, and is swept by issues that need to be 
prevented or solved. The crises and issues that face a corporation are generally 
smaller in scale. However, many multinational corporations exceed the size 
of some nations’ economies and their business areas cover the entire world 
(Signitzer & Wamser, 2006).

In particular, a national government and corporations in that country 
hold symbiotic relationships, given that they both have to deal with the same 
international publics. Take a look at governments today. A national govern-
ment supports its national corporations on the international level, and in 
turn, these corporations share important information with the government. 
For instance, former President Lee Myung-Bak of South Korea has personally 
travelled to UAE to support a Korean company’s bidding for construction 
of a nuclear powerhouse. The fact that high-ranking officials from the South 
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Korean government visit the United States to seek restriction on American 
beef (USA Today, 2008) shows the coherent and complementary relationship 
between a national government and its corporations. A strong corporation 
aids the government, and a strong nation supports corporations. Conversely, 
governmental turmoil negatively affects its corporations. The recent tsunami 
and resulting nuclear leakage in Japan not only affected Japan as a nation, 
but also on the performance and reputation of Japanese corporations inter-
nationally. Companies such as McDonald’s and Coca-Cola often become the 
victims of boycotts against the United States, simply for being representatives 
of America (BBC News, 2009).

The reality is that, as long as a national government and its corporations 
continue to build relationships with other governments and international 
publics, it is inevitable that issues will surface and crises will occur. While na-
tional governments have previously performed “elite diplomacy” with foreign 
governments and officials, corporations have performed international public 
relations, targeting international publics and stakeholders, and have accumu-
lated expertise and developed systems that strategically deal with issues and 
crisis management. Thus, to understand how a national government should 
undertake issues and crisis management, it is worthwhile to look at how cor-
porations handle them. 

Regarding public diplomacy research, it is mainly influenced by Nye 
(1990, 2008) who coined the term, soft power, as opposed to hard power. 
A national government may deploy soft power programs to build long-term 
friendly relationships with citizens (international publics) in other countries 
via educational and cultural exchange programs. On the other hand, some 
scholars (Entman, 2004; Sheafer & Gabay, 2009; Sheafer & Shenhav, 2010) 
focused on mediated public diplomacy research, which deals with a national 
government’s efforts to engage international citizens in favor of it by lever-
aging global news media. Recently, Golan (2013) proposed an integrated 
model of public diplomacy, which classified public diplomacy into three layers 
of terms and objectives: mediated public diplomacy (short/medium term), 
nation branding and country reputation (medium/long term), and relational 
public diplomacy (long term). 

Among these layers, issues and crisis management research fall into short- 
to medium-termed mediated public diplomacy as they deal with current is-
sues and crisis that need immediate attention and follow-ups. Therefore, this 
chapter first offers a literature review on issues and crisis management in cor-
porations. In particular, by focusing on definitions and crisis management 
strategies, this chapter attempts to apply a corporation’s crisis management 
frame to public diplomacy; and suggests a direction on how issues and crisis 
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management research can be best utilized in mediated public diplomacy pro-
grams.

Before applying issues and crisis communications as functions of orga-
nizational communications to public diplomacy, operational definitions of 
issues management, crisis, and crisis management are required. These defini-
tions will first be examined then be revised to fit public diplomacy. 

Issue Management and Public Diplomacy

Conceptualization

Out of the numerous existing definitions of issues management for corporate 
communications, two represent the general characteristics of issues manage-
ment. The first is that of Coates and his associates (1986) where they define 
issues management as the “organized activity of identifying emerging trends, 
concerns, or issues likely to affect an organization in the next few years, and 
developing a wider and more positive range of organizational responses to-
ward the future” (Coates, Coates, Jarratt, & Heinz, 1986, p. ix). Wilcox and 
Cameron (2009) defined issues management as “a proactive and systematic 
approach to predict problems, anticipate threats, minimize surprises, resolve 
issues, and prevent crises” (p. 9).

Applying these to public diplomacy, it can be defined that “issues man-
agement in public diplomacy is a proactive and systematic approach of a na-
tional government and its agencies to identify emerging trends, concerns, or 
issues among the international publics1 likely to affect a nation in the near 
future, minimize surprises, resolve issues and prevent crises.” A corporation’s 
issues management and that of a national government differ in that, while a 
corporation’s issues management deals with direct and indirect stakeholders 
(domestic and international), issues management in public diplomacy deals 
with the general and specific publics in other targeted countries, as well as 
foreigners in a host territory. Furthermore, the time frame that issues man-
agement should cover is broader. It includes not only issues foreseen in the 
long-term, but also issues that could surface within the span of a week. In 
particular, in a world with rapid movement via social media, more immedi-
ate and elaborated issues management is a necessity. Take a look at the Arab 
Spring across North Africa and the Middle East; mass demonstrations for 
democracy did not take place over a long period of time. Instead, following 
the spark of first protests in Tunisia, it quickly spread to Egypt, Libya, Yemen, 
Bahrain, and Syria. A national government learned that it must be prompt in 
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responding to such issues, and that it should have strategic issues manage-
ment systems (The Guardian, 2011). 

According to Wilcox and Cameron (2009), issues management goes 
through five stages; issue identification, issue analysis, strategy options, an 
action plan, and the evaluation of results. For an effective issues manage-
ment, two-way communication, formal environmental scanning, and active 
sense-making strategies are required. Similarly, a national government can 
plan and undertake issues management in the same manner (i.e., identify 
issues through careful environmental scanning, analyze searched issues, 
develop response strategies and undertake issues management programs). 
Through this, a national government may either thwart the issue from de-
veloping into a crisis or appropriately solve the problem, save on budget and 
resources, and position itself as a stronger nation with a better reputation, just 
like a corporation. 

Issues management in a national government lies across greater scale and 
has more complexity potential than corporate issues management. Issues can 
also emerge, not only from economics, but from a variety of sectors such as 
safety, education, sciences, technology, and so forth. The impact of an issue is 
greater, too. In particular, issues management targeting international publics 
cannot simply be carried out successfully through government level diplomacy 
via elite diplomats, but should effectively utilize existing resources from gov-
ernment, corporations, grassroots, education, culture and many others.  

On the publics. Here, it may help to review the categorized publics by 
public relations scholars (Grunig, 1997; Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Hallahan, 
2000, 2001) and apply them to public diplomacy to undertake a more so-
phisticated issues management. Grunig and Hunt (1984) categorized publics 
as non-publics, latent publics, aware publics and active publics. Later, Grunig 
(1997) categorized the publics into all-issue publics, apathetic publics, single 
issue-publics, and hot-issue publics, depending on problem recognition, con-
straint recognition, and level of involvement. Hallahan (2000, 2001) also cat-
egorized publics into inactive publics, aroused publics, aware publics, active 
publics and nonpublics, depending on the level of knowledge and level of in-
volvement. Proposing a different method for each type of public, Hallahan 
(2001) proposed education-based strategies (alliance building, media advo-
cacy, lobbying) for aware publics, negotiation-based strategies (avoidance, ac-
knowledgment, concession, bargaining) for active publics, prevention-based 
strategies (poll-taking/market monitoring, performance/quality assurance, 
ingratiation, reputation enhancement) for inactive publics, and intervention- 
based strategies (monitoring, outreach/cooperation, inquiry handling, 
co-optation, containment) for aroused publics (Figure 7.1). Applying these 
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typologies to public diplomacy, one can categorize publics and formulate re-
spective issues management strategies.

Another particularity of the publics categorized above is that their char-
acters are not static, but prone to change depending on the issue and the 
given environment. According to Hallahan (2001), members of “inactive 
publics identify problematic situations” (p. 36) and became aroused publics, 
“aroused publics organize to seek solutions, [and] became active [publics]” 
(p. 39), and “uninvolved publics became aware of issues and might become 
active [publics]” (p. 40). This typology is highly demonstrated via the Ameri-
can government and its troops stationed in Afghanistan. As they were demol-
ishing the Taliban regime, the Afghan publics responded in varying degrees. 
Some were aware publics (high knowledge but low involvement) or aroused 
publics (high involvement and low knowledge). Some may have been in-
active publics (low knowledge and low involvement) due to their personal 
preferences. However, when the Afghan publics became knowledgeable of 
American soldiers burning the Qur’an, and as the issue instantly became less 
distant and more personal, they immediately transformed into active publics 
(high knowledge and high involvement).

Negotiation–Based Strategies

Intervention–Based StrategiesPrevention–Based 
Strategies

Education–Based Strategies

Figure 7.1. Hallahan’s issue response process. (Hallahan, 2001, p. 43)

This typology, of course, cannot guarantee the comprehension of all publics 
regarding an issue. Furthermore, some issues may not be prevented or be 
managed even when they are grasped. In this case, the unresolved issues may 
develop to a crisis, and it is the next step for a national government to cope 
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with the crisis so that it can mitigate and prevent it from further developing 
into a larger crisis, and terminate the crisis situation with least damage.

For these reasons, it is necessary to understand crisis management. A 
general agreement on the difference between issues management and crisis 
management is that while issues management is a proactive method, crisis 
management is about an organization’s (and a national government’s) reac-
tive response to a crisis (Gaunt & Ollenburger, 1995). Similar to that of a cor-
poration, a national government’s management of a crisis changes a nation’s 
reputation and image among international publics.

Crisis Management and Public Diplomacy

Many scholars and professionals have conducted research on crisis communi-
cation and crisis response strategies. Among these, this chapter seeks to apply 
the works of Coombs and Holladay (2002, 2012) and Fearn-Banks (2011) 
that researched theory and practice. 

Conceptualization

According to Fearn-Banks (2011), a crisis is “a major occurrence with a po-
tentially negative outcome affecting the organization, company, or industry, 
as well as its publics, products, services, or good name” (p. 2). Coombs and 
Holladay (2012) concluded from looking at the many works of crisis manage-
ment scholars that “crisis” cannot be defined in simple terms. Nonetheless, a 
common viewpoint holds that a crisis can result in positive or negative out-
looks depending on how it is managed (p. 18). They argue that crises can be 
predicted, and some among these can be managed through preparation and 
strategic response. When crisis management is handled well, it can transform 
danger into opportunity. 

Fearn-Banks (2011) also defined crisis management and crisis commu-
nication, saying, “Crisis management is a process of strategic planning for a 
crisis or negative turning points, a process that removes some of the risk and 
uncertainty from the negative occurrence and thereby allows the organization 
to be in greater control of its own destiny” (p. 2). And she defined crisis com-
munications as, “the dialog between the organization and its public(s) prior 
to, during, and after the negative occurrence. The dialog details strategies and 
tactics designed to minimize damage to the image of the organization” (p. 2). 

As both Coombs and Holladay and Fern-Banks argued, the key to crisis 
management is appropriate preparation beforehand to prevent a crisis from 
occurring or to minimize its damage once a crisis occurs. In order to achieve 
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this, it is not enough to depend on well-executed communications; a prop-
erly designed system must be put in place in advance of the crisis. In other 
words, there must be a system to anticipate and analyze a crisis and a well-pre-
pared crisis management program (including a crisis management manual) 
that should be used as a guideline for effective communications in times of 
crisis. In reality, numerous multinational corporations and Fortune 500 com-
panies have these crisis communications management systems and carry out 
crisis management with the aid of outside crisis communication professionals 
and consultants. Crisis management, furthermore, should not be a one-time 
treatment, but continuously be managed and modified.

In his book, Coombs (2011) attempts to understand crisis management 
by pre, during, and post stages, and suggests necessary crisis management 
preparation and response strategies in each stage. Fink (1986) also divides 
crisis into a prodromal stage, acute stage, chronic stage, and resolution stage 
according to their occurrence in the crisis life cycle model. In general, the 
quintessence of crisis management is to detect a signal of a crisis, and take 
necessary prevention measures during the prodromal stage, so that the crisis 
moves directly to the resolution stage, skipping the acute and chronic stag-
es, and minimize the damage even if the crisis develops through the various 
stages (Figure 7.2).

Then, how can crisis management and crisis communications be applied 
to public diplomacy? The following definitions were developed and modi-
fied based on several existing definitions (Coombs & Holladay, 2002, 2012; 
Fearn-Banks; 2011). First, a crisis in public diplomacy can be defined as “a 
major occurrence with a potentially negative outcome affecting reputation of 
a nation and its government among the international publics.” Crisis man-
agement, in turn, is “a process of strategic planning for a crisis or negative 
turning points; a process that removes some of the risk and uncertainty from 
a negative occurrence and thereby allows a national government to be in con-
trol of the situation.” Finally, crisis communication is “the dialog between a 
national government and its international publics prior to, during, and after 
the negative occurrence. The dialog details strategies and tactics designed to 
minimize damage to the reputation and image of the country and its govern-
ment.”
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Figure 7.2. Crisis Life Cycle (Fink, 1986) vs. the objective of crisis management.

In public diplomacy, the targets of crisis management and crisis com-
munication are the publics in other (targeted) countries as well as foreigners 
in that country. Here, “other countries” could be one or more countries or 
regions depending on the crisis type, involvement with the affected nations, 
and the proximity. Because the results of a crisis situation not only affect a na-
tion’s reputation, but also its economy and culture, it is critical for a national 
government to develop strategic crisis communication plans and to under-
take them promptly and relevantly when a crisis occurs. Furthermore, as the 
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publics are located in foreign countries with different cultural backgrounds, a 
national government should consider these characteristics to ensure an effec-
tive and relevant crisis management and crisis communication process.

Research on Crisis Response Strategies

Coombs (2006) argued that existing literature on crisis response strategies 
can largely be categorized into research on form and research on content. 
Research on form looks at “what should be done” before, during and after 
a crisis, while research on content analyzes “what is actually said in the mes-
sages” (p. 171). This chapter takes Coombs’s study further and expands the 
frame of crisis management research to public diplomacy.

Research on form. After analyzing previous literature on form, Coombs 
(2006) suggested three principles that a corporation should follow in times 
of crisis: be quick, be consistent, and be open.

The foremost crisis response principle is quick response in order to con-
trol information. A corporation should announce its position within the first 
two hours of crisis, and the first 24 to 48 hours are most crucial. If not exe-
cuted properly, a corporation may lose control of information and may not be 
able to effectively manage a crisis due to incorrect information and rumors.

This applies to the crisis response strategies for a national government as 
well. Today, with the Internet, where information is instantly disseminated 
through social media such as Facebook and Twitter, quick response to a crisis 
is even more important. While previous crisis management was at the mercy 
of media deadlines, a national government’s response to crisis today is under 
a tighter watch in real time. The government must release its position as early 
as possible and immediately undertake necessary follow-up activities. 

Secondly, a corporation should disseminate consistent messages to raise its 
trustworthiness and to effectively control information. Generally referred to 
as a one-voice rule, one view advocates for the use of only one spokesperson– 
typically a CEO–to increase the credibility and consistency of a message, while 
another view says the consistency of a message matters more, thus multiple 
spokespersons are allowed (Coombs, 2011). In reality, it is difficult to appoint 
only one spokesperson to represent a multinational corporation, therefore the 
corporation may choose multiple spokespersons depending on the region and 
the issue, and still maintain consistency of messages through media training 
and communication efforts. 

Thirdly, when a corporation releases information during a crisis, it should 
reveal complete information. It should carefully consider whether or not full 
disclosure is the best strategy. The decision should be ethical and beneficial 
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to both the corporation and the publics. In reality, depending on issues and 
situations, full disclosure of information is not always achievable (Table 7.1).

Table 7.1. Crisis response principles (Coombs, 2006) and application to public di-
plomacy.

Principle Crisis response 
principle–Cor-
poration

Crisis response 
principle–National 
government

Application example (to 
public diplomacy)

Case: Afghan-based 
American soldiers burn-
ing the Qur’an

Be quick A corporation 
should respond 
quickly when a 
crisis occurs

A national gov-
ernment should 
respond quickly 
when a crisis  
occurs, target-
ing international 
publics

When Afghanistan-based 
American soldiers 
burnt the Qur’an, the 
American government 
should have responded 
immediately–do  
apologize

Be consis-
tent

Consistent 
messages will in-
crease credibility 
of a corporation

Consistent messages 
will increase credi-
bility of a national 
government

The American govern-
ment’s position should 
remain the same re-
gardless of the situation

Be open A corporation 
should disclose 
full information 
for the benefit 
of both the 
corporation and 
its publics

A national govern-
ment may disclose 
full information as 
long as it does not 
hurt the nation’s 
profit

As demonstrated in the 
case of WikiLeaks, full 
disclosure may not be 
the best policy for the 
benefit of a nation and 
international publics

Research on content. Coombs (2006) maintains that most research on 
crisis communication and crisis management employed case analysis and ex-
perimental studies based on attribution theory. In the study on content, the 
crisis response strategy is of utmost importance, for it is posited that a certain 
type of crisis response strategy is more effective in a specific crisis situation 
(Benson, 1988).

According to Coombs (2006), literature on crisis response strategies 
looks at the following three areas: corporate apologia, corporate impression 
management, and image restoration theory.

First, corporate apologia says during a time of crisis, a corporation must 
develop various advocacy strategies acceptable to each stakeholder. A corpora-
tion must aim to persuade its stakeholders as an individual strives to persuade 
others to understand his or her position. Ice (1991) lists denial, bolstering, 
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differentiation, and transcendence as general strategies of advocacy. Further 
developing these, Hobbs (1995) suggested four types of apologia strategies 
by combining each strategy, focusing on the improvement of relationships: 
(1) absolution, differentiation, denial; (2) vindication, denial, transcendence; 
(3) explanation, bolstering, differentiation; and (4) justification, bolstering, 
transcendence. While scholars vary on the specifics of corporate apologia, it 
can largely be divided into whether a corporation acknowledges its mistake 
and apologizes, or denies its responsibility to the crisis.

Similar to a corporation, a national government may take two different 
stances on a crisis such as accepting responsibility and apologizing (and fur-
ther compensating the victims), or denying its responsibility depending on 
the level of responsibility. In many cases, it is not possible to dichotomize the 
response strategies in such manner as there are various internal and external 
variables that affect the national government’s position. A basic rule is that 
the government should analyze the crisis situation and determine the best 
strategy based on strict ethical standards for the benefit of both its national 
and international publics. 

Historically, however, there have been numerous cases where a national 
government denied its responsibility in a case despite its fair share of blame, 
thus exacerbating and escalating a crisis. Similar to a corporation, the unethi-
cal consideration of government officials or politicians can sway the outcome 
of a crisis situation in a negative way. In the case of a corporation, its pursuit 
of profits and responsibility to stakeholders may lead to unethical decisions. 
Likewise, a national government taking into account voters’ opinions (votes) 
and the political dynamics with other nations may lead to similar outcomes. 
For instance, it has been historically proven that during the early 20th century, 
the Japanese government forcefully took women from its colonies including 
Korea, China and several Southeast Asian countries in order to make them 
“comfort women” (Japanese military sexual slavery) for its soldiers (Memory 
and Reconciliation in the Asia-Pacific, 2012). The Japanese government as-
serts that these women “volunteered” to be “comfort women,” despite such 
proof that it is unethical and incorrect. Consequently, while the Japanese 
government may win the right-wing votes domestically, it may not escape the 
negative consequences of its unethical past internationally, especially in con-
trast to the apologetic position of the German government on the Holocaust. 
It is shown that denying responsibility, such as the position of the Japanese 
government, leads to more losses than benefits in the unfolding of public 
diplomacy. Recently, the U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called the 
term “comfort women” to be wrong, and that they should be referred to as 
“enforced sex slaves” (Lee, 2012).
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Second, corporate impression management and third, image restoration 
theory further develop corporate apologia as a crisis management strategy. 
Coombs (2006) differentiates corporate impression management and image 
restoration theory, but there seems to be little difference.

There are several theories on this, with the most inclusive image resto-
ration theory being that of Benoit and Brinson (Benoit, 1995; Brinson & 
Benoit, 1999). According to Benoit (1995), a corporation can choose any 
crisis response strategy proportional to the level of responsibility, from de-
nial (least responsibility) to evasion of responsibility, reducing offensiveness of 
the event, corrective action or mortification (most responsibility). Brinson and 
Benoit (1999) later added separation to this list. Separation is not simply the 
denial of a corporation in its part in crisis, but acknowledging responsibility 
while choosing a scapegoat to overcome the crisis. Applying these response 
strategies to public diplomacy, examples of how a national government may 
respond to the actual case of Afghanistan-based American soldiers burning 
the Qur’an are shown in Table 7.2.

In particular, in their situational crisis communication theory (SCCT), 
Coombs and Holladay (2002) specifically sought to combine corporate 
apologia, impression management, and image restoration theory. For this, 
Coombs placed type of crisis into three categories by the level of crisis respon-
sibility in the minds of stakeholders. They are:

(1)  Stakeholders hold strong attributions of organizational crisis responsibility, 
such as organizational misdeeds (an organization purposefully places stake-
holders at risk), human breakdown product recall (recall caused by human 
error), and human breakdown accident (industrial accident caused by hu-
man error); 

(2)  Stakeholders hold moderate attributions of organizational crisis responsibility, 
such as technical breakdown product recall, technical breakdown accident, 
mega damage (significant environmental damage from a technical error), 
and challenge (confronted by stakeholders who claim the organization is 
operating in an inappropriate manner);

(3)  Stakeholders hold weak attributions of organizational crisis responsibility, such 
as rumors, natural disasters, malevolence/product tampering and workplace 
violence (attack by an employee or former employee against co-workers 
and/or customers) (Coombs, 2006, p. 183). 

To manage crisis effectively, a corporation should understand which cri-
sis belongs in which category, then based on attribution theory, considering 
its performance history and crisis severity, it should evaluate the “modifiers: 
variables that can alter attributions generated by the crisis type” (Coombs, 
2006, p. 182). Finally, a corporation should develop a crisis response strategy 
depending on the level of crisis responsibility. 
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According to SCCT, “as attributions of crisis responsibility increase, the 
crisis managers should use crisis response strategies that progressively accept 
more responsibility for the crisis” (p. 187). The crisis management response 
strategy must vary by the level of responsibility acceptance, from full apology 
(very high acceptance) to corrective action, ingratiation, justification, excuse, 
denial or attack (no acceptance). As shown in Table 7.3, such outcomes are 
also applicable to public diplomacy.

Conclusion

Hiebert (2005) asserts that, with the development of technology such as satel-
lite television and the Internet, people are able to see what was previously un-
seen and therefore can focus on the hidden truth behind images. For example, 
while the American government tried to control the information regarding 
the Iraq War to gain public support, people in the world, including American 
citizens, were able to access information through other media channels on the 
atrocities abroad, leading to a greater distrust of the American government. 

Table 7.2. Image restoration strategies (Benoit, 1995; Brinson & Benoit, 1999) and 
application to public diplomacy.

Crisis response 
strategies–
Corporation

Crisis response 
strategies– 
National govern-
ment

Application example (to pub-
lic diplomacy)–Case:  
Afghan-based American 
soldiers burning the Qur’an

Denial Organization 
claims there is 
no crisis

National gov-
ernment claims 
there is no crisis

Evasion of 
responsi-
bility

Organization 
attempts to 
reduce respon-
sibility for the 
crisis

National govern-
ment attempts to 
reduce respon-
sibility for the 
crisis

Reducing 
offen-
siveness 
of the 
event

Organization 
makes the 
crisis appear 
more positive

National gov-
ernment makes 
the crisis appear 
more positive

While the burning of the 
Qur’an remains true, it was 
unintentional and resulted 
from a mistake (alcohol, care-
lessness, etc.). The soldiers 
are deeply regretting such 
incident, thus it is unneces-
sary to escalate the matter
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Crisis response 
strategies–
Corporation

Crisis response 
strategies– 
National govern-
ment

Application example (to pub-
lic diplomacy)–Case:  
Afghan-based American 
soldiers burning the Qur’an

Corrective 
action

Organization 
takes steps 
to solve the 
problem and/
or prevent a 
repetition of 
the crisis

National gov-
ernment takes 
steps to solve the 
problem and/or 
prevent a repeti-
tion of the crisis

Prevent any future wrongdo-
ings by Afghanistan-based 
American soldiers via 
education, and ensure strict 
punishment to those soldiers 
and officials who violate 
such rules

Mortifica-
tion

Organiza-
tion accepts 
responsibility 
and apologizes

National govern-
ment accepts 
responsibility 
and apologizes

The Qur’an burning by 
Afghanistan-based American 
soldiers resulted from the 
lack of proper education and 
control of action (was not 
able to prevent it from hap-
pening); accepts responsibil-
ity and apologizes on behalf 
of the United States

Separation Organization 
explains that 
the act violat-
ed its policies, 
identifies a 
separate scape-
goat within 
the organiza-
tion, and initi-
ates corrective 
action

National govern-
ment explains 
that the act vio-
lated its policies, 
identifies a sep-
arate scapegoat 
from the relative 
government par-
ties, and initiates 
corrective action

The identified Afghani-
stan-based American soldiers 
are responsible for the 
burning of Qur’an. The 
United States (government 
and military) respects the 
culture and religion of 
Afghanistan and took neces-
sary educational measures to 
prevent any acts originated 
from misunderstanding. 
In addition, the American 
government will strengthen 
its efforts to prevent such 
violation of policies from 
taking place in the future
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Table 7.3. Crisis response strategies by level of responsibility acceptance (Coombs, 
2006, 2011) and application to public diplomacy.

Crisis 
response 
strategy

Content
Level of re-

sponsibility 
acceptance

Application to public 
diplomacy

Full apol-
ogy

Organization takes 
full responsibility for 
the crisis and request 
forgiveness from stake-
holders. It can also 
include some form of 
compensation.

Very high 
acceptance

National government 
takes full responsibility 
for the crisis and re-
quest forgiveness from 
the international pub-
lics. It can also include 
some form of compen-
sation to victims and 
related stakeholders.

Corrective 
action

Organization takes 
steps to repair the 
crisis damage and/or 
prevent a recurrence 
of the crisis.

High 
acceptance

National government 
takes steps to repair the 
crisis damage and/or 
prevent a recurrence of 
the crisis.

Ingratiation Organization reminds 
stakeholders of past 
good works by the 
organization or praises 
the stakeholders in 
some fashion

Mild 
acceptance

National government 
reminds international 
publics of past good 
works by the national 
government or the 
friendly relationship 
between countries.

Justification Organization tries to 
minimize the per-
ceived damage related 
to the crisis. Includes 
claiming that the 
damage was minimal 
or that the victim 
deserved it.

Mild 
acceptance

National government 
tries to minimize the 
perceived damage 
related to the crisis. 
Includes claiming that 
the damage was mini-
mal or that the victim 
deserved it.

Excuse Organization tries to 
minimize its respon-
sibility for the crisis. 
Includes denying 
intent or control over 
the crisis event.

Mild 
acceptance

National government 
tries to minimize its 
responsibility for the 
crisis. Includes denying 
intent or control over 
the crisis event.
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Crisis 
response 
strategy

Content
Level of re-

sponsibility 
acceptance

Application to public 
diplomacy

Denial Organization maintains 
that no crisis occurred. 
The response may 
include efforts to 
explain why there was 
no crisis.

No 
acceptance

National government 
maintains that no crisis 
occurred. The response 
may include efforts to 
explain why there was 
no crisis.

Attack Organization confronts 
the people or group 
who say that a crisis ex-
ists. The response may 
include a threat such as 
lawsuit.

No  
acceptance

National government 
confronts the people or 
group who claim that a 
crisis exists. The response 
may include a threat such 
as international lawsuit.

The recent release of confidential information from WikiLeaks has raised 
controversial debates on public access to national government’s confiden-
tial information, i.e., national security versus freedom of speech (Hirshman, 
2011). As these contents are not limited to domestically confidential informa-
tion, but reach far greater to international affairs, each governmental response 
was to affect the perception of international publics and of its citizens. Each 
government had to decide its position considering all possible responses and 
counter-responses. 

International relations have inarguably become more complex and in-
tertwined. In particular, thanks to the Internet and social media, the inter-
national publics are not only more informed and empowered, but they also 
affect the decisions regarding a national government’s international policy 
through group alliances and social networking sites. To cope with this phe-
nomenon, public diplomacy has emerged as an indispensable area that can 
complement existing elite diplomacy. Consequently, because of the complex 
and uncertain nature of public diplomacy, issues and crisis management is 
becoming more important as national governments communicate with in-
ternational publics.   

Despite the similarities, applying the issues management and crisis man-
agement used by corporations to public diplomacy is a challenging task. 
While issues management and crisis management for corporations focus on 
managing direct influential stakeholders mainly for economic reasons, pub-
lic diplomacy is more related to international publics who are more diverse, 
loosely tied, remote, and different in characteristics, culture and perspectives. 
However, as issues management and crisis management research developed in 
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the area of international public relations, it is worthwhile to attempt to apply 
these frames to public diplomacy, i.e., the issues and crisis communication 
and management for a national government targeting international publics 
who reside both in other countries and in the host territory. 

In public diplomacy, the basic assumption of issues and crisis manage-
ment is not different from that of a corporation, that issues and crisis can 
be detected, and therefore, can be prevented or at least managed through 
close preparation and well-prepared issues and crisis management programs. 
More specifically, issues management is based on a national government’s 
finding issues through environmental scanning and solving/preventing the 
issue before it occurs. Crisis management is no different. The key for a na-
tional government is to detect signs of a crisis through systematic monitoring 
systems, eliminate the cause or the crisis itself in advance or prevent it from 
intensifying, and mitigate or minimize the negative effects of an unfolding 
crisis. Furthermore, a system that can track and prevent any recurrence of 
such a crisis is necessary. 

Comprehensive and versatile crisis response strategies should be estab-
lished that can work most effectively, depending on the type and severity of 
a crisis and the level of responsibility of a national government. The basic 
principle is that a national government should take more apologetic and cor-
rective strategies as the level of its responsibility increases, and may choose 
denial strategies as the level decreases. Still, not all crises can be managed 
this way.

For instance, the level of responsibility may not be initially apparent. As 
the crisis escalates or new information is uncovered, however, the level of 
responsibility attributed to a national government may increase. Converse-
ly, some crises may have started with large speculation of governmental 
responsibility, where later the government is proven to be the victim. Some 
crisis, despite the level of responsibility, may still require compensative ac-
tion on the part of the national government due to the severity of the 
crisis or its negative past history. Optimal response strategies should not 
only focus on minimizing damage, but on what is most favorable for all, 
including a national government and international publics in other nations. 
Most of all, its crisis response strategies should be based on strong ethical 
consideration. 

Crisis response strategies may begin at national government level, but its 
scope may soon be expanded to the regional level (e.g., the European Union) 
depending on the nature and severity of the crisis.
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Suggestions for Future Research

This chapter attempts to define issues and crisis management from the per-
spective of public diplomacy, and apply them to public diplomacy scholarship 
and practices. Even though issues management and crisis management were 
developed as part of organizational communication strategy, it is worthwhile 
to apply these concepts and cases to public diplomacy, more specifically, to 
mediated public diplomacy as a short- to medium-termed communication 
strategy that will lead to better nation branding and country reputation in the 
long term. However, this chapter is only a kindling attempt. Further research 
on issues and crisis management will enhance issues and crisis communication 
scholarship and will facilitate interdisciplinary research on both sides. Some 
research idea suggestions follow: 

1. Use of international opinion to persuade its own citizens: In general, a 
national government utilizes public diplomacy to inform and change 
perception of the international publics. Issues and crisis management 
can be a critical part to its public diplomacy. Conversely, a national 
government may utilize an issue or crisis of its own or of another na-
tion to its benefit by persuading its citizens and drawing out their sup-
ports. The different viewpoint on the death of Kim Jong-Il of North 
Korea is an example. People in South Korea were concerned of the 
possibility of invasion and an unfortunate war, initiated by leaderless 
and cornered North Korea. On the other hand, pro-North Korean 
Chinese government saw utmost importance in maintaining stability 
in North Korea by acknowledging Kim Jong-Eun as a new legitimate 
leader. The international community kept a concerned eye on this 
incident and on the security of the Korean Peninsula. Amidst such 
concerns, the South Korean government may need to advocate the 
situation as normal and stable to the world, especially to those govern-
ments and corporations in trade with South Korea as well as to current 
and potential tourists. Internally, the South Korean government may 
need to urge its citizens to engage in their works without apprehen-
sion and support/trust of the government policies by strengthening 
public communication with them. Here, a possible crisis management 
card that the Korean government could play is to inform and ask the 
Korean people about how people in other nations would perceive the 
situation, and how Korean people should act in such situation. 

These situations are not simple portrayals of issues or crisis man-
agement, but are examples of how a national government may lever-
age the viewpoint of international publics (i.e., what news is covered 
on international media and what information is shared via social media 
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websites, etc.) in persuading its own citizens, which is opposite to 
normal public diplomacy practices. Further research on the subject 
would illustrate how public diplomacy could benefit from issues and 
crisis management.

2. Public diplomacy from the perspective of traditionalists: Public diplo-
macy and public relation can be viewed from the perspectives of be-
havioralists and traditionalists (Signitzer & Wamser, 2006, p. 445). 
These viewpoints may apply to public diplomacy and crisis manage-
ment as well. Behavioralists assert that a crisis can be managed with 
prior preparation and relevant crisis response strategies. As L’Etang 
(1996) declared, “all assumptions should be clearly spelt out and 
only empirically verifiable hypotheses should be produced” (p. 27). 
This viewpoint is portrayed in the study of Coombs (2011), Coombs 
& Holladay (2002, 2012), and Fearn-Banks (2011). On the other 
hand, traditionalists view a crisis to be unpredictable in essence and 
disprove the credibility of a crisis management program because a 
national government cannot prevent all crises or escape from these 
crises. Including Seeger (2002) who asserted, “precise, accurate and 
unequivocal communication about the behavior of complex systems 
is inherently inaccurate” (p. 332), some scholars (Gilpin & Murphy, 
2006; Murphy, 1996, 2001; Seeger, 2002) advocate this view based 
on chaos theory or complexity theory. Follow up research on these 
viewpoints and review on how crisis management can be applied to 
public diplomacy would bestow justification on this attempt, and help 
strategize issues and crisis management as part of public diplomacy 
planning and deployment. 

3. Public diplomacy and crisis management: Crisis management today 
is not exclusively dependent on mainstream media such as television 
and newspapers. As the terms public diplomacy or cultural diploma-
cy represent, future crisis management depends on how it can best 
utilize social media via the Internet. How will a national government 
carry out crisis management using social media? This question calls 
for future research on social media as a critical communication tool 
for issues and crisis management in public diplomacy. Looking at the 
recent Arab Spring movement that swept the regions of North Africa 
and the Middle East, most of these national governments fell short 
of reading the wave of democratic revolution (although they share 
a long history of dictatorship). From these dictators’ point of view, 
they failed to predict the crisis, but from a broader lens, they failed 
to read the trend that is the yearning for democracy. Their largest 
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mistake is overlooking or underestimating the uncontrollability of 
information sharing on the Internet, propagation of news through 
the Internet, and above all, the power of social media, in particular, 
Twitter and Facebook. 

4. Public diplomacy and international public relations: Although not 
thoroughly covered in this chapter, international public relations and 
public diplomacy have many similarities. In fact, they are rather par-
allel in nature. Given the character of public diplomacy as an activity 
that deals with international publics, further research is required on 
how differences in culture, history, geography, language and percep-
tion affect the practices of international public relations, issues and 
crisis management and how they can be applied to public diplomacy–
the causal relationships or correlations among them.

Notes

 1. International publics include the publics and stakeholders in other nations as well as 
foreign people in a host country. They may include travelers, businessmen, diplomats, 
students, residents and non-residents with foreign nationalities.
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8.  Diplomacy in a Globalized World: 
Focussing Internally to Bulid 
Relationships Externally

Kelly Vibber & JeonG-naM KiM

As we entered the 21st century the onslaught of round the clock news cov-
erage and the dramatic increase in the number of democracies worldwide 
made public diplomacy not only necessary but also crucial (Graffy, 2009). 
Emerging communication technologies as well as the development and ex-
pansion of transportation networks are reprioritizing the traditional order of 
strategies in public diplomacy. Historically, major sources and determinants 
of public diplomacy and international relations included power, resources, 
state-to-state level interactions, and military strength (Doyle, 1997; Morgen-
thau, 1978). More recently the concepts of soft power (Nye, 2004) and smart 
power (Nye, 2008) have come to the forefront. Nye’s concepts highlight the 
importance of two-way interaction and the need for diplomatic efforts to be 
directed towards citizens of other countries and not just governments. In 
addition, Nye highlights the important shift to influencing others through 
likeability, attraction, and relationship as opposed to the traditional tactics of 
power, force, and coercion. Payne (2009) has similarly argued that, “At the 
heart of any successful public diplomacy initiative is meeting the challenge of 
understanding, respecting, and appreciating cross-cultural differences as well 
as similarities” (p. 490). A recent movement to sociological globalism affirms 
this, positing that direct person-to-person interactions are one of the more 
important, if not the most important approach in building and maintaining a 
nation’s soft power (Kim & Ni, 2011; Yun & Kim, 2008; Yun, 2012; Yun & 
Toth, 2009; Yun & Vibber, 2012).

The movement of immigrants, refugees, sojourners, students, business 
people, and travelers has increased steadily over the last several years mak-
ing this sociological approach to diplomacy even more critical to consider. 
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According to the United Nations Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs (2013) there are an estimated 232 million international migrants 
worldwide, which means approximately 3.2% of the world’s population or 
one in every 31 people is an international migrant. The number has in-
creased substantially since 2000 when there were 175 million international 
migrants. This movement of individuals around the world is creating more 
direct person-to-person global interaction and areas of highly diverse popu-
lations. According to the United Nations’ data from 2013, the United States 
remains the most popular destination with 45.8 million international immi-
grants. These numbers all serve to reiterate that the within border, foreign 
publics are not small, nor are they shrinking. Further, it is important to un-
derstand the potential they have to impact their host countries and the way 
public diplomacy is enacted. 

This chapter identifies and presents the role of communicative actions by 
internal foreign publics, relational factors that trigger their positive or neg-
ative communicative actions about various issues related to their host coun-
tries, and how their communicative actions could have impacts on public 
diplomacy outcomes such as “soft power” for their host countries. We con-
ceptually frame the contextual variables of the relationships between the host 
country and the internal foreign publics, as well as the communicative actions 
of these publics and what social consequences are likely among their personal 
social networks (e.g., friends and family). It is this last perspective that makes 
the connection between technological development, the individual, activism, 
and diplomacy most clear. It highlights both the importance of sociological 
public diplomacy for within border, foreign publics as well as the potential 
impact of the communicative activism of these publics through digital media 
and social networks. 

The International Public Inside the Border

Public and international diplomacy is something that has long been seen as 
a function of the government. However it has become obvious that tradi-
tional government oriented approaches to diplomacy are not as functional in 
today’s world and as a result grassroots approaches to public diplomacy are 
rising (Payne, 2009). Individuals, academia, business, and nongovernmental 
organizations have all approached this issue of public diplomacy and how it 
might be used to “heal the great divides globally and locally” (Payne, 2009, 
p. 487).

The concept of sociological public diplomacy, or how direct interper-
sonal contact through people flow around the world impacts the soft power 



Diplomacy in a Globalized World 133

of a nation, has been explored by several scholars (Kim & Ni, 2011; Yun, 
2012; Yun & Kim, 2008; Yun & Toth, 2009; Yun & Vibber, 2012). So-
ciological public diplomacy emphasizes the role of direct interaction or 
people-to-people contact and necessitates governmental policy efforts to 
facilitate and protect freer and open interaction (e.g., visa or immigration 
regulation, monitoring and preventing xenophobia, nationalism, or ethno-
centrism) among its citizens and individuals from foreign countries. It pri-
oritizes people-to-people interaction and affirmative governmental action 
for diasporas and foreign publics over mediated messages and the role of 
governmental propagandistic campaigns. These prioritized actions are seen 
as having a greater influence on what shapes an individual’s view of a host 
country or impacts their perceived relationship with it (Yun & Toth, 2009). 
From this perspective, having a society that is open to foreign publics and 
interacts positively with them could do more for that country’s soft power 
and diplomatic efforts (cf. “behavioral, strategic management paradigm in 
public relations”) than governmental campaigns and nation branding cam-
paigns to implant positive images among foreign publics (cf. “symbolic, 
interpretive paradigm in public relations”) (Kim, Hung-Baesecke, Yang, & 
Grunig, 2013; Kim & Ni, 2010; Grunig & Kim, 2011). 

Yun and Toth (2009) predicted that under the framework of soft power, 
“sociological globalism will be a new background of future public diplo-
macy” (p. 493). This new background would in turn dictate another shift 
in the focus of diplomacy; that “sociological public diplomacy will become 
domesticated toward ‘inside border’ foreign publics as part of government’s 
public affairs” (Yun & Toth, 2009, p. 493). This awareness of within bor-
der internationals is critical if one believes in sociological public diplomacy, 
because just as your own citizens will have a greater impact on this public’s 
view of your country, the internal, foreign public will also interact with 
others from their home country or other countries and impact their views 
of your country. Recent developments in communication technology have 
accelerated the rate at which this sort of opinion or experience sharing can 
occur. 

Advocates vs. Adversaries: Positive and Negative Megaphoning  
of Hosted Publics

The advent of many developments in digital communication technology plac-
es within border, foreign publics in a unique position to engage in active 
communication behaviors either for or against their host countries. New con-
ceptualizations of public diplomacy have reflected these changes. Terms such 
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as participation, exchange, and dialogue have entered the conversation about 
what diplomacy is and what it looks like as “people expect a more interactive 
and participatory role” (Zaharna, 2005, p. 2; Vickers, 2004). Active commu-
nication behavior by the internal, yet foreign, public now travels larger dis-
tances faster than ever before and may spread exponentially through “shares,” 
“retweets,” and “likes” on a variety of social networks. 

Wellman (2002) framed the implications of this digital age by developing 
the concept of networked individualism. Within the framework of networked 
individualism, “each person separately operates his networks to obtain infor-
mation, collaboration, order, support, sociability, and a sense of belonging” 
(Wellman, 2002, p. 16). As such, the individual becomes the portal and is 
essentially always connected to and has access to create messages of influence 
and information via cell phones, smartphones, computers, etc. This provides 
the within border, foreign public with an instant medium and audience for 
their positive or negative communicative action about their host country, a 
behavior that can be called megaphoning (Kim & Rhee, 2011). In addition, 
the people in their networks are essentially wired into receiving the mega-
phoning messages when they are sent, provided they have access to some 
form of digital communication. These received messages can then be shared 
again through their own networks, creating a chain effect of megaphoning. 

Kim and Rhee (2011) introduced the concept of megaphoning as an ap-
plication of information forwarding and information sharing, both of which 
were developed in the communicative action part of the problem solving 
model (CAPS) (Kim, Grunig, & Ni, 2010) and the situational theory of 
problem solving (STOPS) (Kim & Grunig, 2011). Originally, megaphoning 
was conceptualized as a form of employee communication behavior where 
employees spread positive or negative information about the organization 
to members of the external publics (Kim & Rhee, 2011). However, it is also 
possible to extend this role and action to within border foreign publics, if we 
juxtapose organizations with a government or hosting society and employees 
with internationals within borders (Kim, 2012). These within border foreign 
publics have insider experience with the country, its people, and the govern-
ment, which makes them more credible to their audiences. In addition, they 
have external publics (e.g., friends and family in their home country) who 
are listening to them and perhaps even waiting to hear from them. These 
combined factors strategically position within border foreigners to be able to 
execute/create potential activism.

According to the situational theory of problem solving (STOPS), in-
dividuals who identify a problem will organize to resolve it provided that 
they feel involved with the issue, motivated to act, and feel they can do 
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something about it (Kim & Grunig, 2011; Kim & Krishna, 2014). When 
these things are true, the public, and the individuals who make up the pub-
lic, are likely to engage in communicative action or activism to attempt to 
solve the problem or correct the issue. These active behaviors could include 
information forwarding, information seeking, and information forefending 
(Kim, Grunig, & Ni, 2010). Information forwarding is the active sharing 
or passing on of information related to the problem or issue. Information 
seeking is the active searching for information or resources to help with the 
issue, and information forefending is the active selective attending to and 
rejecting of different information based on how it fits a set of criteria (e.g. 
validity, consistency with beliefs or goals). 

It is important here to acknowledge that the availability of digital com-
munication technologies has in some ways altered the constraint recogni-
tion—perceived obstacles in addressing problematic states—that individuals 
and publics feel. Kim and Ni (2010) have noted that active publics exploit 
online communication space because these media allow them to feel more 
powerful, as well as more empowered to share their thoughts. Also it is criti-
cal to highlight that neither communicative action in problem solving (Kim, 
Grunig, & Ni, 2010) nor the situational theory of problem solving (Kim & 
Grunig, 2011) dictates that the issue must be negative (e.g., some publics 
may arise around a positive issue to secure beneficial consequences from a 
management decision or policy). Furthermore, the concepts of positive and 
negative megaphoning are both situational and cross-situational communica-
tive actions. This means that they may be situational—increasing for a short 
time related to a hot issue such as a hostile immigration law—or may be dor-
mant or chronic—continuing and reappearing even after the situational moti-
vation has declined, such as when a person asks them about their experiences 
with the country. In the latter case, the way publics view previous experiences 
with the host country is mediated through their perceived relationship quality 
(e.g., trust, control mutuality) and type of relationship (i.e., communal vs. ex-
change relationship) with the country. These perceived relationships in turn 
influence the direction (i.e., positive or negative) and the amount of commu-
nicative actions the publics take (Kim, 2012). Thus it is possible that activism 
and megaphoning behavior can take on either a positive or negative tone, as 
well as potentially becoming a continuous or recurrent behavior that would 
be strong enough to trigger information flows in communicators’ social net-
works. This positions internal, foreign publics as potential advocates or adver-
saries for their host country and essentially micro-diplomats or spokespersons 
to their social networks and members of their home country. Recent work 
by Yun and Vibber (2012) did find some support for the idea that students 
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abroad would at least attempt to act as advocates or adversaries on behalf of 
their host country when communicating with people in their home country. 

Impetus for Communicative Activism

The relationship between a foreign public and its host country serves as the 
impetus for any communicative action they may take for or against the host 
country. This relationship is twofold and extends beyond the individual or 
diaspora within the host country to those in their social networks. When 
reconceptualizing the communicative action of publics, Kim, Grunig, and 
Ni, (2010) outlined the potential of communicative action to spread from 
the focal communicant, the one directly involved and high in communicative 
action, to the peripheral communicants, members of the focal communicant’s 
network who received the message or megaphoning. In turn, these peripheral 
communicants with medium levels of communicative action may share these 
messages with their own networks reaching a still more peripheral communi-
cant (Kim, Grunig, & Ni, 2010).

Figure 8.1. Illustration of intercommunication using the communicative action model 
variables. (reprinted from Kim, Grunig, & Ni, 2010)
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Within the context of sociological diplomacy, the first part of this rela-
tionship is the direct relationship between the individual (focal communicant) 
and the host country. This perceived relationship is based on the direct in-
teraction or sociological public diplomacy between the foreigner and people 
of the host country. It is a behavioral relationship in that it is contextual, 
sociological, and based on actual interactions (Grunig & Kim, 2011; Kim 
et al., 2014). The second part of the relationship involves members of the 
social network (peripheral communicants) of the individual who has a di-
rect relationship with the host country. These individuals have an indirect 
and tangential reputational relationship with the country (Grunig & Kim, 
2011; Kim, Hung-Baesecke, Yang, & Grunig, 2013). For example, parents 
who perceived a positive relationship when choosing to send their children to 
school in the United States may feel differently if their child is treated unfairly 
or experiences racism. There may also be individuals who experience both lev-
els of the relationship, such as immigrants who left their home country based 
on a positive reputational relationship with a host country and then experi-
enced a behavioral relationship with the people and the country that may or 
may not confirm the reputational relationship. Either of these situations may 
influence publics or individuals at the first or second level to engage in com-
municative activism. Activism that engages social networks can spread quickly 
and affect the host country’s soft power. Negative megaphoning and word 
of mouth may more easily damage soft power because this power essentially 
relies on the country’s appeal and attractiveness to others through its culture, 
ideologies, and institutions (Nye, 2004). Stories of others’ negative or posi-
tive experiences can more immediately impact others’ views of that country, 
thus directly impacting the attractiveness of that country to others and in turn 
the power or influence that country has. 

Framing the Relationship: Major Contextual Factors of  
Perceived Relationships Among Foreign Publics

Work by a variety of scholars has attempted to conceptualize the major sourc-
es of soft power that influence the perceived relationships, both behavioral 
and reputational, that foreign publics have with their host country (Kim & 
Ni, 2011; Yun & Kim, 2008; Yun & Toth, 2009; Pratt, 1989). Kim and 
Ni (2011) summarize the three antecedents of soft power as follows: polit-
ical and economic interactions; people-to-people interactions; and cultural 
interactions. It is important to note that only the first of these functions at 
an institutional/governmental level. The second construct more immediately 
impacts the direct or behavioral relationship with a country. 
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Figure 8.2. Antecedents of soft power: A positive model. (modified from Kim & Ni, 
2011)

Although the construct of people-to-people interactions reflects socio-
logical public diplomacy and interpersonal interaction, Kim and Ni (2011) 
also acknowledge the role of information technology in making this type of 
interaction cheaper and more accessible to many even though it may not 
always reflect actual face-to-face interaction. The third antecedent, cultural 
interactions, reflects more immediately on the indirect reputational relation-
ship with a country. This antecedent reflects the individualized consumption 
of cultural products such as music, literature, art, and films. This consump-
tion can lead to the development and amplification of a perception about 
the cultural products and the country of origin (Kim & Ni, 2011). It is re-
cent developments such as globalization of economies, social media, and new 
media technology which have allowed for greater individual participation in 
international relations making these types of cultural and media diplomacy 
possible (Signitzer & Wamser, 2006). These have in turn impacted the factors 
that most directly shape individuals’ relations with foreign countries and the 
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ways in which they can impact the soft power of those nations as a result of 
their relationships.

Taking a slightly different approach to soft power, Yun and Kim (2008) 
developed a regression model with three predicting variables: ethnic relations, 
between country relationship quality, and normative performance (reputa-
tion) of the country. Ethnic relations, like in the constructs of Kim and Ni 
(2011), were based on sociological globalism and interaction with members 
of other ethnicities. Relationship quality was a measure of the relationship be-
tween the individual’s home country and the host country or other country 
in question. This is similar to the construct of political and economic interac-
tions from Kim and Ni (2011). Yun and Kim (2008) found that relationship 
quality had the most significant influence on soft power and that ethnic rela-
tions had a sizeable and significant effect as well. Normative performance had 
a weak and insignificant impact on soft power. 

Examining these two studies, it seems consistent that although the role of 
the institution and government in forming relationships and soft power with 
other publics has not been eliminated, it is also no longer the main factor. The 
relationship between one’s country and another country in terms of politics, 
policies, and economy does impact the relationship citizens perceive with that 
country (e.g. hostile vs. friendly). However, the increased access to cultural 
products as well as direct or digital interaction with individuals who are from 
or have been to these countries has changed and continues to change the way 
in which individuals’ relationships with countries are shaped. 

The Process and Outcomes of Migrants’  
Communicative Activism

Increased accessibility of information, communication technologies, and glob-
al networking are making the voice of the individual perhaps more important 
to public diplomacy than ever before. Locke, Levine, Searls, and Weinberger 
(1999) contend that the Internet has reinstated the value of the individual’s 
voice and that people want to hear and believe in individuals more than they 
do corporations and organizations. After a long period driven by mass mar-
keting, what is currently valued is personal voice and interaction with real 
people. This theory in conjunction with the ideas of sociological diplomacy 
and communicative activism (megaphoning) highlights the potential impact 
of these within border, foreign publics: their personal accounts of what they 
experience are likely to be valued, believed, and prioritized over official gov-
ernment statements or national news. According to Kim and Ni (2011):
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Because migrants have more substantial, direct, and natural, rather than super-
ficial, indirect, and artificial interaction and contact with the hosting countries, 
their experiences and perceptions are more credible with people in their home 
countries. And because migrants still have connections with people back home, 
they can more easily enhance or destroy the hosting countries’ reputation or the 
resources of soft power. (pp. 140–141)

As previously highlighted, the advent of social networking sites and the 
development of communication technology have made it possible for their 
megaphoning to be disseminated quickly and then echoed, reverberating 
through “shares,” “retweets,” and “likes” that may then echo again through 
the next set of networks and the next (cf. the informative behavioral interac-
tions between focal communicants and peripheral communicants in Figure 
8.1). In this way social networks do part of the activist work for the user plac-
ing their information into the newsfeeds of the users’ network and allowing 
them to easily forward the message with minimal effort. 

The important message here is that of contagious relational quality in 
that there is a two-step flow of influence through communicative actions (i.e., 
megaphoning) from the direct behavioral relationship holders to the indirect 
reputational holders. Because of the technological developments discussed 
here, their connections are now more portable, accessible, and immediate, 
positioning both types of relationship holders to embrace communicative ac-
tion. As a result, communicating with within border foreigners “is no longer 
a means to an end but an end itself,” reshaping the way we think about public 
diplomacy and the importance of person-to-person contact (Kim & Ni, 2011, 
p. 141). These individuals with direct behavioral relationships are not only 
well positioned but also contextually legitimized as micro-diplomats, relating 
their experiences abroad to members of their home country and acting as 
local representatives of their native country in their host residence. 

It is noteworthy that the very vehicle that connects concrete, first-hand 
experiences (relationship) to superficial, second-hand opinion (reputation) 
among foreign publics is the communicative actions of members of foreign 
publics (see Figure 8.1). The motivated communicative actions of behavioral 
relationship holders become the engine or social cognitive mills to produce 
the direction and amount of information related to the hosting country that is 
shared and amplified over socio-communicative networks among foreign pub-
lics. More importantly, the communicative activism by the first-hand, behav-
ioral relationship holding foreign publics would earn priority or added-weight 
when the information from the hosting country itself and the information 
from the foreign publics in that country are inconsistent (e.g., positive media 
image vs. negative witness from family about the given country). In this vein, 
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communicative activism is an under-studied aspect in conceptualizing the 
process and outcomes of public diplomacy and has increasingly more salient 
theoretical linkages among the key factors and outcomes of public diplomacy. 
Public diplomacy theory and practice should pay attention to these threats 
and opportunities in the positive and negative megaphoning of within border 
foreign publics. 

Strategic Public Diplomacy: The Opportunities and Threats of 
Communicative Activism by Behavioral, Relationship Holding 
Foreign Publics

This new face of diplomacy comes with both great benefits and also poten-
tial threats. On the plus side, the value of word of mouth has a long history 
both in that it provides good marketing and reputation building without 
tangible cost and that others find it more believable than if the organization 
had promoted itself. However, on the negative side, sociological diplomacy is 
much harder to control. It is based more on individual actions and respons-
es than systematic or planned communication campaigns. A country cannot 
control how individual citizens act in all situations, or prevent all foreigners 
from encountering racism or prejudice. Should a country or its individuals do 
something that others find offensive or wrong, these individuals only have to 
access their social networks to start gathering support from individuals and 
groups domestically and abroad. Despite a variety of countries attempting to 
control digital information flow both into as well as out of their country, the 
resourcefulness of citizens, revolutionaries, and activists has prevailed repeat-
edly connecting these individuals with the information they were seeking and 
providing an audience for their voice so that they could mobilize support, 
awareness, and activism. These actions have often resulted in severe damage 
to a country’s soft power or complete social revolution. 

Because of both the potential opportunities as well as the risks in this ap-
proach to diplomacy, it is important to approach the relationship with within 
border foreign publics in a symmetrical way and to attempt to achieve balance 
of interests among related parties (Grunig, 2009). Symmetrical communica-
tion has been shown to be more effective than an asymmetrical approach in 
relationship building, particularly long-term relationship building between 
organizations and publics (Grunig & Huang, 2000; Hon & Grunig, 1999). 
Kim and Ni (2011) have highlighted the need for diplomacy to not only be 
one sided in seeking soft power to secure one’s own nation’s interests, but 
also to be “soft empowering” to those countries who may be less culturally 
powerful or attractive to other nations. There is a need to open the dialogue 
and to learn from and understand each other in order to build successful and 
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enduring soft power; otherwise a nation runs the risk of being revealed as 
only seeking its own interests through cultural and social interactions. If this 
happens, the nation will in turn lose some of its soft power, as manipulation 
and exploitation are not viewed as factors that increase one’s attractiveness to 
others but may only further increase active information behaviors against the 
country among foreign publics. 

Here again the role of the individual and grassroots movements is critical 
in developing effective and enduring soft power. As previously mentioned, 
their messages have the benefit of being seen as unbiased and authentic. As 
a result of recent developments in communication technology and social 
networking, within border foreign publics can spread their legitimized voice 
quickly and efficiently at a very low or no cost to the country. Thus making 
these publics a country’s greatest ally or enemy in the realm of diplomacy. 
By extension of this idea, Kim and Ni (2011) highlight that a country might 
even reap benefits or losses from its own citizens interacting as diasporas or 
visitors within other countries. As a result it may be advantageous to cultivate 
cultural awareness and respect for diversity among one’s citizens in order for 
them to act as assets to a nation’s soft power both at home and abroad. 

Furthermore, if governments embrace a role of facilitating instead of at-
tempting to censor or limit the exchange of cultural products and information 
among social members internally and externally, they may encourage more 
creativity among cultural producers who can enact the role of positive diplo-
mats on behalf of the nation (Kim & Ni, 2011). Lastly, governmental policy 
efforts to foster and secure open and egalitarian grassroots interactions will 
be critical to maximize positive communicative actions and temper negative 
communicative activism. The efforts of social institutions to create inclusive 
culture, tolerance for foreign values, and mutual respect for within border, 
foreign publics will also be important in encouraging positive communica-
tive actions among these strategically positioned publics. Despite the shift 
to a more person-to-person approach, as dictated by sociological globalism, 
the role of the government in diplomacy has not been completely revoked. 
However, it has been drastically altered and it is important that governments 
acknowledge this and adjust their approaches and policies to help mobilize 
the resources already available through their citizens and social organizations.

In today’s globalizing society some of the strongest potential advocates 
and adversaries of a nation and its diplomacy are no longer in the state offices 
and municipal buildings, but in the grocery store, the bar, and on Facebook. 
These groups and individuals have the potential to be the most believable and 
affordable allies in building a nation’s soft power, but the relationship a na-
tion cultivates with its within border foreign public is critical in determining 
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whether or not this potential is realized. This chapter has provided a discus-
sion of major factors that influence that relationship as well as predictors of 
communicative action, the types of activism likely to be enacted, and import-
ant considerations in developing these relationships. As we move forward in 
this age of globalization and digital technology it is likely that our networks 
and connections will only become more advanced and interconnected. Na-
tions would do well to recognize the importance and value of relationships 
with those key publics inside their borders and work to develop them to the 
best of their ability, not only to benefit relations within their borders but also 
to in turn bolster relationships with constituents abroad.
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9.  Stewardship and the Political Process: 
Improving the Political Party- 
Constituent Relationship Through  
Public Relations

KriSti S. GilMore & richarD D. waterS

Voter satisfaction and confidence in politicians and political parties are at an 
all-time low in the United States. Despite popular movements on the left and 
right of the political spectrum, constituents are increasingly describing their 
political beliefs as independent and moving away from the two main political 
parties. Ultimately, this creates a scenario where political party leadership has 
a vested interest in strengthening party relationships with voters in order to 
boost their respective party’s political prowess and chances for policy change. 

This chapter looks at the deteriorating relationship between political par-
ties and constituents and explores how, through the relationship management 
paradigm, effective stewardship can be used by political parties to strengthen 
that vital connection. In addition, it considers how similar stewardship efforts 
could be effective in relational public diplomacy between the United States 
and other countries as “soft power” or relationship-building becomes more 
accepted in the field of public diplomacy. 

The relationship management paradigm of public relations provides a 
framework to analyze the political party-constituent relationship and suggests 
ways in which the four stewardship strategies—reciprocity, responsibility, re-
porting, and relationship nurturing—can be realized as an effective means to 
strengthen relationships between organizations/nations and their important 
constituencies. 
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Introduction

Voter Confidence Down

In April 2012, the Harris Poll released its annual confidence index after 
surveying more than 2,000 Americans to assess their trust and satisfaction 
with various branches of government, the for-profit sector, and the media. 
Following years of declining approval, Congress was ranked last with only  
6 percent of respondents saying they had a great amount of confidence and 
nearly 52 percent reporting having hardly any confidence at all (Price, 2012). 
The continued decline in trust and satisfaction, as expressed by confidence 
and approval ratings, for Congress has been attributed to backroom dealings 
made by party leaders and a general feeling among the constituency that the 
parties are no longer looking out for the public, but are more interested in 
self-preservation of their political power (Wolak & Palus, 2010).

Lindaman and Haider-Markel (2002) noted that individuals who have 
self-identified as a member of the Republican or Democratic Party have start-
ed turning away from party labels because they feel the parties have lost their 
way and are disconnected from those that they serve. Despite increases in 
favorable evaluation of government entities in wake of the terrorist attacks of 
Sept. 11, 2001, continued scandal and the global financial crisis have caused 
that confidence to fade (Gross, Brewer, & Aday, 2009) and the number of in-
dependent voters has steadily been increasing (Petrocik, 2009). Mayer (2008) 
notes that the number of independent voters has risen to nearly 40 percent 
and that the increased number of voters willing to embrace candidates from 
either of the major political parties is making it more difficult to accurately 
poll and predict election results. The increasing dissatisfaction with the two 
main parties, combined with the increasing number of third-party candidates 
who have won elections at local and state contests, has been noted by party 
leaders who feel that the parties must do something to reconnect with their 
base (Lee, 2011). 

The relationship management paradigm of public relations provides a 
framework to analyze the political party-constituent relationship and suggests 
ways in which the four stewardship strategies—reciprocity, responsibility, re-
porting, and relationship nurturing—can be realized as an effective means to 
strengthen relationships between organizations and their important constit-
uencies.

Public relations scholarship provides a theoretical framework for this situ-
ation by allowing the political parties to improve their relationship with their 
constituents. The relationship management paradigm of public relations fo-
cuses on the creation and growth of relationships between an organization 
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and its public, or, in this case, a political party and its supporters. This cultiva-
tion cannot be done superficially. Rather, there must be a legitimate attempt 
to develop the mutually-beneficial relationship. For most political parties, the 
mutually-beneficial dimension of the relationship is logical; by helping con-
stituents with their overall fiscal and social well-being, the constituents are 
more likely to support the party in future elections (Gunther & Diamond, 
2003). However, critics have argued that today’s political parties have started 
to shift away from that mutually-beneficial focus. 

Stewardship

The public relations concept of stewardship, the pursuit of ongoing relation-
ships with stakeholders rather than a focus on short-term campaign goals, 
has been identified through literature as a key strategy to foster relationship 
growth in the organization-public relationships. However, it has largely only 
been examined within the nonprofit sector. This study seeks to expand the 
horizons of this public relations concept by measuring the perception of stew-
ardship usage by political party constituents; examining how stewardship can 
be used by political parties to bolster their relationship with constituents; and 
discussing how those lessons of stewardship can be translated into the appli-
cation of soft power in public diplomacy to achieve the same results. 

Soft Power

While the study highlighted here is specific to political party/constituent re-
lationships in the United States, there are striking similarities between the 
relationship-building efforts in public relations through stewardship and 
Nye’s soft power perspective in public diplomacy (2008), which introduc-
es the concept of relationship-building between countries by developing 
credibility and creating mutually-beneficial relationships. This “soft power” 
approach is one of the three primary components or “layers” of the integrated 
approach to public diplomacy (Golan, 2013), which focuses on the develop-
ment of long-term, ongoing relationships and is likely to benefit from the use 
of stewardship strategies. The potential implications for these strategies in 
public diplomacy will be discussed here.

Literature Review

In public relations, the definition and conceptualization of the organiza-
tion-public relationship (OPR) are contested. Broom, Casey, and Ritchey 
(1997) defined OPR as a representation created through “the patterns of 
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interaction, transaction, exchange, and linkage between an organization and 
its publics” (p. 18). Ledingham and Bruning (1998) coined this definition 
of organization-public relationships: “the state that exists between an orga-
nization and its key publics that provides economic, social, political, and/or 
cultural benefits to all parties involved, and is characterized by mutual positive 
regard” (p. 62). Hon and Grunig (1999) posited that an organization-public 
relationship occurs when both parties—the organization and the public—face 
outcomes and repercussions based on the other’s behavior. After considering 
the limitations of these definitions (too broad, too neglectful of the commu-
nication effort needed in the communication process), Rhee (2007) inter-
preted organization-public relationships as “a connection or association be-
tween an organization and a public that results from behavioral consequences 
an organization or a public has on the other and that necessitates repeated 
communication” (p. 109). 

Public diplomacy is similarly defined by Nye (2008) as “an instrument 
that governments use to mobilize resources to communicate with and attract 
the publics of other countries, rather than merely their governments” (p. 94). 
Signitzer and Coombs (1992) emphasize the similarities between public rela-
tions and public diplomacy as they seek similar objectives and employ similar 
tools. They defined public diplomacy as “the way in which both government 
and private individuals and groups influence directly or indirectly those public 
attitudes and opinions which bear directly on another government’s foreign 
policy decisions” (p. 138). And, Gilboa (2008) claims that the Signitzer and 
Coombs’s definition “abolishes the distinction between public diplomacy and 
PR” (p. 57). Consequently, the focus both OPR and public diplomacy place 
on relationship-building, long-term maintenance of relationships or “stew-
ardship,” and the ability to effectively communicate and persuade publics 
through attraction and persuasion provides an opportunity to examine the 
application of effective dimensions of successful relationships in one area or 
another.

Dimensions of Organizational-Public Relationships

Botan and Taylor (2004) noted that “the scholars researching OPR have 
delved into interpersonal communication theory and research, all in an effort 
to better understand relationship building, including the construct of trust, 
often seen as an important part of the relationship between publics and orga-
nizations” (p. 652). 

Initially, Ferguson (1984) detailed several attributes for defining and mea-
suring organization-public relations: dynamic nature of the relationship, level 
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of openness, degree of satisfaction for both parties, distribution of power, the 
extent of mutuality of understanding and agreement, and consensus. Pulling 
from interpersonal theory, the foundational critique by Ferguson (1984), and 
from concept explications on OPR (see Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 1997), 
Hon and Grunig (1999) identified trust, control mutuality, relational satis-
faction, and relational commitment as the indicators for a quality relationship.

Trust. According to Ni (2007), trust is a matter of “confidence in the 
other party and the willingness of one to open himself or herself to the other 
party” (p. 54). Hon and Grunig (1999) considered the following three di-
mensions as fundamental to trust: (a) integrity: “the belief that an organiza-
tion is fair and just,” (b) dependability: “the belief that an organization will 
do what it says it will do,” and (c) competence: “the belief that an organiza-
tion has the ability to do what it says it will do” (p. 19). 

Control mutuality. Hon and Grunig (1999) defined control mutuality 
as “the degree to which parties agree on who has rightful power to influence 
one another” (p. 13). At the core of this dimension are power and reciprocity 
(Yang, 2007). The imbalances and balances of power between the organi-
zation and its publics, per Bortree and Waters (2008), influence “the per-
ceptions and actualities of an individual’s relationship with an organization”  
(p. 3). Reciprocity is a crucial component of “stable and quality organization–
public relationships even if power asymmetry is inevitable in any relationship” 
(Yang, 2007, p. 94). 

Satisfaction. Hon and Grunig (1999) believed satisfaction is the rela-
tionship component that is reinforced through positive interactions. Grunig 
wrote, “A satisfying relationship occurs when each party believes the other is 
engaging in positive steps to maintain the relationship” (1999, p. 2). Stafford 
and Canary (1991) approached satisfaction from a social exchange perspec-
tive, thus defining the concept as occurring when “the distribution of rewards 
is equitable and the relations rewards outweigh the cost” (p. 225). Leding-
ham and Bruning (2000) proposed that if organizations infuse resources and 
time into the growth of established relationships, individuals’ level of satisfac-
tion could increase.

Commitment. Scholars have reiterated the importance of commitment 
as an element of loyalty (e.g., Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Yang, 2007) or as Ni 
(2007) put it, “an enduring desire to maintain a relationship because it is 
valued” (p. 55). Morgan and Hunt (1994) interpreted commitment as “an 
exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so 
important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the com-
mitted party believes the relationship is worth working on to ensure that it 
endures indefinitely” (p. 23). Grunig (2002) considered commitment as “the 
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extent to which both parties believe and feel that the relationship is worth 
spending energy on to maintain and promote” (p. 2). Because of the loyalty 
aspects attached to commitment, this dimension can hint to future behaviors 
and intentions toward the organization (Bortree & Waters, 2008). 

Ki and Hon (2007) found that publics’ perceptions of control mutuality 
and satisfaction best predicted a positive relationship with the organization. 
Their proposed model supported that the building and sustaining of positive 
OPR should be the public relations function’s primary aim. These quality 
relationships have been assumed to drive supportive attitudes and behaviors 
toward the organization among strategic constituencies.

Given that the four relationship outcomes serve as the foundation for 
understanding the OPR, the first research question was created to provide 
the baseline evidence for the political party-constituent relationship. Without 
asking this basic question, research into the topic is stymied: 

RQ1:  To what extent do constituents value their relationship with the 
political party with which they most identify?

Stewardship and the Organization-Public Relationship

The public relations literature suggests that organizations can improve rela-
tionships by engaging cultivation strategies (Hon & Grunig, 1999). Writing 
about nonprofit organizations’ relationship cultivation practices, Kelly (1998) 
proposed four stewardship strategies that she conceptualized based on theory 
and professional experience. Her work has application outside of nonprofit 
organizations as well and has the potential to be implemented in the field 
of public diplomacy. As Hon and Grunig (1999) acknowledge, stewardship 
is the “final but missing step in popular formulas for describing the public 
relations process” (p. 17). Other scholars have focused on how core dimen-
sions of stewardship, including responsibility, can contribute to the employee 
relationship and lead to greater support for the organization (Ledingham & 
Bruning, 1998).

The construct of stewardship consists of four dimensions, as proposed 
by Kelly (2001)―reciprocity, responsibility, reporting, and relationship 
nurturing. The first dimension, reciprocity, is the imperative that organiza-
tions show gratitude toward their publics for the contributions they make. 
Showing gratitude for stakeholder involvement is a way to demonstrate 
respect for stakeholders and their contributions to the organization. Accord-
ing to Gouldner (1960), from the sociological perspective, “those whom you 
have helped have an obligation to help you” (p. 173). Political parties can 
show respect for their constituents through acts of appreciation and by simply 
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saying “thank you.”  But, simply saying “thank you” during an election-night 
victory speech is not enough. Politicians and the parties they represent must 
make sure that voters know their gratitude is lasting and genuine. Recogniz-
ing the support given to the candidate by constituents “shows good steward-
ship. It says you’re thoughtful, attentive, and caring” (Ryan, 1994, p. 64). 
This can be a powerful motivator for future support.

When organizations fulfill their obligations to stakeholders they demon-
strate the second component of stewardship, responsibility. Responsible or-
ganizations keep promises to their publics and act in a “socially responsible 
manner to[ward] publics that have supported the organization and its goals 
in the past” (Kelly, 2001, p. 285). It is often difficult for political parties to 
keep all of the promises made to constituents, given the government process-
es in place, but they can work toward those promises and make decisions that 
are best for the voters.

Not only should organizations be responsible for their actions, but they 
need to inform stakeholders of the decisions they make and the actions they 
take. This is the third dimension of stewardship, reporting. The act of re-
porting improves the accountability of an organization and provides general 
information that can lead to a positive perception of the organization (Led-
ingham, 2001). As the Harris Poll noted (Price, 2012), the continued lack of 
confidence by the public in the political parties and Congress is largely due 
to the broken promises that are made each year in regard to lower spending 
and policy reform when all indicators point to increased expenditures and 
continued abuse of government policies and regulations.

The fourth stewardship strategy, relationship nurturing, focuses on 
the care taken by an organization in building and maintaining an ongo-
ing relationship with a public (Kelly, 2001). This includes engaging with 
stakeholders by inviting publics to give input on organizational direction, 
making decisions with publics’ best interest in mind, and creating dialogue 
with stakeholders. According to Kelly (2001), organizations engage in rela-
tionship nurturing when they “accept the importance of supportive publics 
and keep them at the forefront of the organization’s conscience” (p. 286). 
Culbertson, Jeffers, Stone, and Terrell (1993) illustrate the importance of 
organizational involvement with publics by stating, “There is reason to be-
lieve that involvement enhances genuine, long-term behavioral support”  
(p. 98). Turning to individual voters, research has shown that constituents 
who take the time to attend town hall meetings and participate in com-
munity-sponsored civic and political events are much more likely to sup-
port the sponsor in the future, including in upcoming elections (McLeod, 
Scheufele, & Moy, 1999). 
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To fully understand the role stewardship plays, two final research ques-
tions were created. The study’s second research question provides a frame-
work for understanding the extent to which constituents perceive stewardship 
strategies being used by their respective political parties while the third re-
search question attempts to determine whether using the stewardship strate-
gies can impact an individual’s involvement with their political party:

RQ 2:  To what extent do individuals see stewardship being used to culti-
vate the political party-constituent relationship?

RQ 3:  Can stewardship be used to strengthen constituents’ involvement 
with the political party they most identify with?

Dimensions of Soft Power in Public Diplomacy

In today’s global economy, politicians and their respective political parties must 
also look beyond their internal constituencies to build mutually-beneficial 
relationships with the larger global population. The dimensions of trust, con-
trol mutuality, relational satisfaction, and relational commitment as indicators 
for a quality relationship in organizational-public relations are equally appli-
cable to quality relationships in public diplomacy. The importance of good 
relationships in the public diplomacy arena is emphasized by the concept of 
“soft power,” a term coined by Nye in the 1980s (Keohane & Nye, 1998). 
In contrast to the forceful or reward driven “power” gained by governments 
over other governments in the past, soft power is “the ability to achieve goals 
through attraction rather than coercion” (Keohane & Nye, 1998, p. 86). In 
other words, rather than acquire power in a relationship through force or 
rewards, the organization can achieve and maintain a position of power by 
developing relationships with publics and persuading them to see things from 
the same perspective or to share common goals. This soft power is viewed as 
a valuable tool for building and maintaining relationships in public diplomacy 
and has become even more important in an increasingly digital, more inter-
connected world.  

With the proliferation of technology and influx of non-government- 
generated information available to foreign publics, Keohane and Nye (1998) 
describe “a world in which security and force matter less and countries are 
connected by multiple social and political relationships” (p. 83). With the 
influx of information, people must decide on who and what to believe and 
“information power flows to those who can edit and credibly validate infor-
mation to sort out what is both correct and important” (p. 89). In other 
words, credibility is a vital dimension in the successful use of soft power and 
parallels the literature in organizational-public relationships, a fact reiterated 
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by Nye (2003) as he states, “soft power is the ability to get what you want by 
attracting and persuading others to adopt your goals. …Attraction depends 
on credibility.” 

L’Etang (2009) emphasizes the role of stewardship in public diplomacy 
and the increased focus on building and maintaining mutually beneficial rela-
tionships between parties. And, the concept is becoming more and more ev-
ident in other public diplomacy literature. For example, Wang (2006) points 
to a British report that states, “…public diplomacy is not merely about ad-
vocating and promoting political and economic goals to the international 
public; it is, instead, about relationship building between nations and cultures 
through better communication” (p. 93). Likewise, Fitzpatrick (2007) indi-
cates that relationship management is part of the central purpose of public 
diplomacy, and Kelly (2010) alludes to the need for building multi-layer rela-
tionships in his discussion about the “new diplomacy.” 

As noted earlier, there is an assumption that quality relationships between 
any two parties are built on the factors identified by Hon and Grunig (1999): 
trust, control mutuality, relational satisfaction, and relational commitment. 
This is in sharp contrast to the one-way communication techniques that were 
used for years in public diplomacy and are, to a large degree, still prevalent 
today. Cowan and Arsenault (2008) recognize a place for one-way commu-
nication, but argue that the goal should be two-way, mutually beneficial re-
lationships, saying, 

One-way communication strategies are important at critical moments and for 
day-to-day explanations about policy. Sometimes they can also help to build 
credibility, as the BBC, Voice of America, and other international broadcasters 
have done for years with reports that are truthful, even when describing embar-
rassing facts about the nation and/or government that sponsors the broadcasts. 
But it is at least as important for countries to develop communication techniques 
that focus on relationship building of the kind that only dialogues and collabo-
rations can achieve. (p. 16)

This need for developing and maintaining long-term, mutually beneficial 
relationships between parties is essential in public diplomacy and the same 
factors that impact a successful relationship between political parties and their 
constituencies can be applied to this more global arena. 

Method

This project utilized intercept surveys in heavily trafficked downtown streets 
surrounding a major park, shopping plazas, and business offices that were 
administered by a supervised research team in one major metropolitan 
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technology center in the Southeastern United States. Of the 1,200 adults 
invited to participate in the study, 282 completed the study in its entirety, 
resulting in a 23.5 percent completion rate.

The survey designed for this study used Hon and Grunig’s (1999) four 
relational outcome scales (trust, control mutuality, satisfaction, and commit-
ment). These questions were used to evaluate the relationship participants 
had with their employer along with newly created scales for the four stew-
ardship dimensions. These scales were created after modifying Waters (2009) 
stewardship scales, which focused exclusively on the nonprofit sector. After 
reviewing literature and discussing the constructs with public relations schol-
ars, the revised scales were created and pretested to ensure reliability and va-
lidity. The relationship outcomes and stewardship items were measured using 
a modified 9-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 
agree (9). The survey had six measures for trust; five each for commitment 
and satisfaction; four measures for control mutuality; each of the four stew-
ardship dimensions were measured with four items. The eight scales were 
deemed to be reliable as Cronbach alpha values ranged from a low of α = .78 
for control mutuality to a high of α = .96 for trust and commitment.

Additionally, respondents answered six semantic differential scale 
questions to gauge their involvement with their employer. These questions 
represent the abbreviated version of Zaichkowsky’s (1985) original scale, and 
were found to be reliable (α = .97). Participants also anonymously provid-
ed information about their demographics, including gender, age, race, and 
major.

Results

Of the 282 participants, the majority were female (n = 175, 62.1%) and Cauca-
sian (n = 181, 64.2%). The remaining participants represented a wide spectrum 
of ethnic backgrounds, including African American/Black (n = 34, 12.1%), 
Asian (n = 19, 6.7%), Hispanic/Latino (n = 24, 8.5%), and Native American 
(n = 10, 3.5%). Fourteen participants chose not to answer this question (4.9%). 
The average age of the participants was 32.41 years (SD = 14.21 years), and the 
participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 73. Their educational background was re-
flective of the metropolitan area as the participants had varying levels of college 
education. The largest group had earned a bachelor’s degree (n = 121, 42.9%), 
followed by those who had some college classes (n = 98, 34.8%) and those with 
a graduate degree (n = 27, 9.6%). Participants who earned a high school diplo-
ma but did not enter college (n = 21, 7.4%) represented the smallest participant 
group though 15 participants did not answer this question (5.3%).
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The first research question sought to determine how these 282 voters 
viewed the relationship with the political party with which they most identi-
fied. For 163 voters, this party was the Democratic Party (57.8%) while 108 
voters most identified with the Republican Party (38.3%). The remaining 11 
voters (3.9%) most identified with a third party, largely represented by the 
Libertarian (n = 6, 2.1%) and Green (n = 3, 1.1%) parties. Overall, the voters 
in this study were mildly pleased with the relationships they had with their 
political parties as all four relationship outcome mean scores were above the 
neutral point on the 9-point scale. Commitment (M = 6.54, SD = 2.24) and 
trust (M = 6.22, SD = 2.08) were higher than control mutuality (M = 5.89, 
SD = 2.09) and satisfaction (M = 5.60, SD = 1.71). Table 9.1 presents the 
results of a one-way ANOVA that shows there were no statistical differences 
between the mean scores for these four relationship measures across party 
identification lines. Although it appears that voters who identify with parties 
that are not the Democratic or Republican Party are more content with their 
political parties, the small number of respondents resulted in a lack of statis-
tical significance for that comparison. However, Table 9.1 shows a marked 
difference between third-party identifiers and those identifying with the two 
main American political parties.

Table 9.1. One-way ANOVA on Relationship Outcome Measures by Political Party 
Identification.

Democrat
(n = 163)
M (SD)

Republican
(n = 108)

Third-Party 
(n = 11) F (2,280) p-value

Trust 6.29 (2.19) 5.95 (2.03) 7.82 (0.97) 1.96 .14
Commitment 6.59 (2.32) 6.29 (2.23) 7.05 (1.10) 1.54 .22
Satisfaction 5.70 (1.81) 5.32 (1.66) 6.87 (0.94) 1.88 .16
Control  

Mutuality
5.95 (2.19) 5.64 (2.02) 7.43 (1.65) 1.73 .17

Using Zaichkowsky’s (1985) measure of involvement allows the researcher 
to determine whether an individual’s involvement with a political party is 
related to their evaluation of the relationship with that political party. The 
participants in this study report moderate levels of participation overall (M 
= 4.34, SD = 1.97). There was little difference in the levels for Democrats 
(M = 4.35, SD = 1.91), Republicans (M = 4.26, SD = 2.15), and third-party 
identifiers (M = 5.03, SD = .83). A one-way ANOVA determined that these 
differences were not statistically different (F 2, 2800 = 0.75, p = .47). How-
ever, when Pearson’s correlation is used to determine whether there was a re-
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lationship between an individual’s involvement with a political party and their 
evaluation of the relationship, findings were significantly for trust (r = .81, 
p < .001), commitment (r = .80, p < .001), satisfaction (r = .82, p < .001), 
and control mutuality (r = .76, p < .001).

Turning to stewardship and the role it can play in relationship cultivation 
with political parties, the second question sought to determine whether the 
voters perceived that the four stewardship strategies were being used by po-
litical parties. The survey participants were less enthusiastic about the extent 
to which they perceived the political parties were using stewardship; how-
ever, third-party identifiers continued to rate their parties higher than the 
two mainstream American parties. Overall, constituents felt that the parties 
reported back to them (M = 5.62, SD = 1.99) more than any of the other 
stewardship strategies. Reciprocity, or demonstrating gratitude, was the only 
other strategy that scored above the neutral point on the 9-point scale (M = 
5.06, SD = 1.62). The two remaining strategies—responsibility (M = 4.98, 
SD = 1.54) and relationship nurturing (M = 4.46, SD = 1.32) scored below 
the neutral point on the 9-point scale.

Table 9.2 presents the results of a one-way ANOVA to compare the mean 
scores by the three political party groupings. Following trends similar to the 
relationship outcomes, third-party identifiers had the highest mean scores 
followed by those who identified with the Democratic Party and lastly those 
identifying with the Republican Party. This trend held true for all four stew-
ardship variables just as with the four relationship outcomes; these differences 
continued to show no statistical difference.

Table 9.2. One-way ANOVA on Perceptions of Stewardship Usage by Political Party 
Identification.

Democrat
(n = 163)
M (SD)

Republican
(n = 108)

Third-Party
(n = 11) F(2,280) p-value

Reciprocity 5.18 (1.71) 4.77 (1.58) 6.14 (1.04) 1.74 .18

Responsibility 5.06 (1.64) 4.75 (1.48) 6.11 (1.01) 1.61 .20

Reporting 5.67 (2.07) 5.42 (1.95) 6.68 (1.89) 0.95 .39

Relationship 
Nurturing

4.41 (1.37) 4.39 (1.26) 5.81 (1.74) 1.99 .14

To answer the third research question, a series of regression analyses were 
run using the four dimensions of stewardship as the independent variables 
and the individual’s level of involvement with the political party as the 
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dependent variables. Results suggested that relationship nurturing (β = .31,  
p < .001) and responsibility (β = .29, p = .019) were significant predictors of 
involvement (R2 = .64, F (3, 273) = 119.44, p < .001). Although they were 
perceived to be used more by the political parties, neither reciprocity (β = 
.08, p = .43) nor reporting (β = .15, p = .17) were found to be significant 
influencers on an individual’s level of involvement. These findings demon-
strate that political parties can use specific stewardship strategies to boost 
their constituencies’ feelings of trust, satisfaction, commitment, and control 
mutuality.

Discussions

Stewardship Strategies Can Be Successful

This study found that the relationship management paradigm from public re-
lations can have positive results when applied to the political parties and their 
constituencies and suggests implications for other applications. Ultimately, 
the study found that stewardship strategies, as outlined by Kelly (2001), 
have a positive influence on an individual’s involvement with political parties, 
which ultimately boosts their overall evaluation of the political party-constit-
uent relationship. While all four of the strategies have been suggested to have 
positive benefits for organizations, linear regression results demonstrated that 
the responsibility and relationship nurturing were the two that had the most 
significant impact on involvement with political parties.

Promises Broken/Credibility

And, at its core, the responsibility construct boils down to simply keeping 
promises and being credible. Especially during election seasons, politicians 
and parties make countless campaign promises and pledges to meet various 
constituents’ demands; however, upon winning elections, the realities of 
fulfilling those promises are often a difficult, uphill battle. Christensen and 
Lægreid (2005) found that the decline in public confidence in elected offi-
cials and political parties is largely attributed to the nonchalance with which 
they respond and react to the promises that were made during the campaign. 
Voters have become accustomed to political discourse that promises change 
and reform during the campaign season and then continues to carry on with 
the status quo during the political term (Damore, Waters, & Bowler, 2011). 
They are unhappy with their political choices, dissatisfied with their political 
parties, and increasingly uninterested in public policy and diplomacy based on 
continued declining voter turnout rates. 
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Woon (2009) cautions political parties and candidates that they should not 
make extreme campaign promises they cannot deliver. In assessing President 
Barack Obama’s social change policies shortly after his election in 2008, Woon 
(2009) predicted that promises made to niche voter blocs, such as the LGBT 
and Hispanic/Latino communities, would be difficult to achieve because of 
political realities facing the administration and the Democratic Party. Howev-
er, as noted by Matland and Walker (2011), campaign audiences rarely heard 
messages of the struggle and difficult roads in store for political policy reform 
by the Obama campaign; instead, hope and change messages were greeted 
with the “Yes, we can!” rallying cry by campaign supporters. The fervor that 
surrounded these campaign promises and constituent thoughts were not tem-
pered with the reality of the contemporary political system.

Likewise, conservatives and supporters of the Republican Party’s “Tea 
Party” movement were largely disappointed with the realities of the 2011 
debt ceiling debates (Williamson, Skocpol, & Coggin, 2011). The emotional 
attachment to promises made by political candidates only serves to hurt the 
politicians and parties who make those promises when they cannot be kept. 
Druckman (2010) encourages political candidates and parties to tone down 
their campaign rhetoric in regard to constituency promises, but he does not 
suggest abandoning them altogether. The promises made by political parties 
benefit candidates, but constituents have to be made aware of potential ob-
stacles to political change. When voters are presented a realistic picture of the 
scenario candidates and parties face, they are more likely to respect the players 
involved, despite the failure to keep their promises (President, 2004).

As candidates extend their campaigns past the U.S. borders, they also 
need to be aware of the promises they make to larger, global audiences. For 
example, in 2008, Obama’s trip to Germany was heralded by the German 
press with headlines such as, “Lincoln, Kennedy, Obama” (Kulish, 2008). 
The potential impact of this was noted by Kulish (2008), “Mr. Obama’s new-
found popularity among Germans underscores not only the breadth of his 
appeal but also the opportunity he might have as president—though far from 
even his party’s nomination—to mend fences abroad.” This is a prime exam-
ple of stewardship in public diplomacy through the use of soft power.

Therefore, political party leaders are encouraged to revisit the discussion 
of stewardship and discover ways that these strategies can become a perma-
nent fixture in the messaging and behaviors of politicians and party leaders. 
It also lends itself to public diplomacy as these same strategies build trust 
and credibility in a relationships between nation states and foreign publics, 
a key component in gaining and effectively utilizing Nye’s “soft power” to 
persuade publics by attraction. As Kelman (2005) noted, “Trust is a central 
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requirement for the peaceful and effective management of all relationships—
between individuals, between groups, and between individuals or groups and 
the organizations and societies to which they belong” (p. 640).

Responsibility and Reporting

Based on public relations’ conceptualization of stewardship, responsibility 
and reporting go hand in hand. As Kelly (2001) noted, it is not enough for 
organizations to make promises to their stakeholders, they also have to report 
back to them what has been done to keep those promises. In this case, pol-
iticians and political parties have to keep their constituents informed of the 
progress made toward their policy promises. The participants in the current 
study indicated that reporting was the stewardship strategy they perceived 
being used most often by political parties; however, it was only slightly above 
the neutral point of the continuum. Generally speaking, voters report being 
satisfied with the amount of information they receive from politicians but are 
confused with the doublespeak and jargon used to sidestep direct questions 
by journalists during news interviews and by their fellow constituents during 
townhall meetings (Savigny & Temple, 2010).

Political parties can use direct communication and strategies to make 
political messages more relevant to their constituencies; however, one-sided 
messaging—even when echoed in various media outlets—has limited effects 
on today’s voters (Bennett & Iyengar, 2008). Instead, political parties have 
to increase their constituencies’ involvement with the party both online and 
offline. This involvement is at the center of the relationship nurturing strategy 
of stewardship. Kelly (2001) argues that organizations must do everything 
they can to ensure that stakeholders know they are valued. For political par-
ties, this translates into keeping voters involved in the political process even 
when the campaign season has ended. 

Long-Term Involvement

Relationship nurturing was one of the two stewardship variables that had a 
key influence on boosting involvement with the party. Looking at the specific 
measures for that scale, it is clear to see that long-term involvement is the 
key—not just turning to voters during times of need (e.g., campaigns). This 
construct was measured by asking participants to respond to whether the 
political party was more concerned with its own well-being than with rela-
tionships with constituents, whether constituents only hear from the parties 
when they need something from them, whether they receive personalized 
attention, and whether they are invited to participate in non-campaign events. 
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Each of these measures focuses on non-election actions. Political parties have 
fallen into the trap of turning to their constituents during election years, 
but often fail to turn to them at other points during the political process. 
Political parties must actively attempt to engage audiences directly to ensure 
their longevity. However, the attempt to increase participation will likely not 
be easy. Savigny and Temple (2010) claim that voters have grown weary of 
Congressmen’s weekend trips back to Congressional districts to interact with 
constituents and that automated replies via email have turned voters away 
from attempting to communicate directly with their elected officials.

However, there is hope as Meredith (2009) found that individuals who 
were more connected to partisan causes and political parties during non-cam-
paign cycles were more likely to vote and contribute to the parties’ political 
candidates during election cycles. These findings echo the urgings of scholars 
who have said that to boost the participation rates of the American public 
in the political system, change had to occur not just during election cycles 
but throughout the entire spectrum of American politics (Dalton, 2008). 
Fortunately, the relationship management paradigm of public relations offers 
several strategies, such as stewardship, to help foster relationship growth with 
key stakeholders. Political parties just have to be motivated enough to take 
the first step to move in the direction of mutually beneficial relationships and 
make legitimate attempts to motivate people to become involved in American 
politics for the long term.

It is the targeted focus on developing long-term relationships in the “nur-
turing” variable that makes stewardship particularly promising for those fo-
cused on public diplomacy. While the integrated approach identified in Golan 
(2013) touches on the need for short and mid-term diplomacy, the model is 
not complete without the “relational public diplomacy” that requires a long-
term, relationship-building focus or the “long-termed nation-branding cam-
paigns aimed at the reshifting of public opinion regarding a nation’s global 
reputation” (p. 1254).

Conclusion, Limitations, Future Research

This study found that implementing stewardship strategies, especially build-
ing credibility, nurturing and the constructs of responsibility and reporting 
can be an essential part of an ongoing, relationship-building effort. This is 
essential in developing mutually beneficial, long-term relationships, which 
is key to our understanding of the relationship management paradigm and 
suggests applications that this paradigm might have in the fields of public 
relations, political science and public diplomacy.
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Though this chapter provided one of the first examples of using public re-
lations theory to measure relationships in the political environment, its results 
provide several new avenues of study for like-minded scholars. For example, 
although trends emerged with these participants in terms of clear patterns 
of relationship evaluation among Democratic, Republican, and Third-Party 
identifiers, does that pattern transfer to other domains? While the study in-
cluded a large number of participants, there were some limitations to the way 
the data were gathered that could impact the generalizability of the findings. 
Additionally, the geographic collection sites are not representative of the en-
tire nation’s suburban and rural areas. Relationships with political parties in 
those regions may be vastly different based on environmental and cultural 
factors which the relationship with the political party. Therefore the results 
cannot be generalized beyond the current participants. Finally, it is important 
to acknowledge that this is the first time the stewardship scales were tested 
in a setting that did not focus on nonprofit organizations or nation-building 
efforts. Although the scales were developed so that they could be applied uni-
versally, this is the first time they have been applied. Also, in order to validate 
the generalization of these finding to other fields, additional work must be 
done.
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10.  Ethical Visions for Public Diplomacy 
as International Public Relations

hua JianG

This chapter reviews prior studies on the conceptualization of public diplo-
macy, the similarities and convergences between public diplomacy and inter-
national public relations, and the ethical values, philosophies, and approaches 
guiding public diplomacy practices. 

Scholars have discussed multiple approaches or perspectives from which 
public diplomacy is conceptualized. Several dominant definitions of public di-
plomacy are public diplomacy (1) as one-way persuasive communication with 
an attempt to influence international public opinions, (2) as two-way sym-
metrical communication focused on promoting mutual understanding and 
cultivating long-term trusting relationships with audiences including govern-
ments, corporations and nongovernmental organizations, citizens of foreign 
countries alike, and (3) as a multifaceted system that integrates three layers of 
public diplomacy (i.e., mediated public diplomacy, nation branding and repu-
tation management, and relational public diplomacy) (Golan, 2013). 

In this chapter, the author defines public diplomacy as a form or a func-
tion of international public relations. It denotes how state (e.g., govern-
ments and countries) and non-state actors (e.g., nongovernmental organiza-
tions, transnational organizations, multinationals, and many other non-state 
groups) engage their strategic publics in an international setting, through 
mediated (global news media and social media) and personal dialogic means 
of communication.

A review of ethical public diplomacy literature indicates both deontology- 
and utilitarianism-based philosophies are practiced in public diplomacy pro-
grams. Theorists and practitioners are still debating the applicability of these 
moral philosophies across cultures and in various contextualized diplomacy 
programs. Suggestions for future ethical public diplomacy scholarship are 
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made: (1) go beyond the normative approach of examining ethical visions for 
public diplomacy and consider cultural nuances; (2) explore ethical consid-
erations for a diversified public diplomacy audience; (3) examine the ethical 
dilemmas that different diplomacy actors face and the ethical guidelines they 
can follow in different cultures; and (4) investigate the ethical insights that 
new technologies can potentially bring into the field of public diplomacy. 

Conceptualizations of Public Diplomacy

Traditional diplomacy has been widely conceptualized as the elitist and well-
staged activities of a state administration (Zöllner, 2006). It is an integral part 
of a nation’s formal government-level affairs with other nations (Berridge, 
Keens-Soper, & Otte, 2001; Eban, 1998; Gilboa, 2000, 2002; Ziegler, 2000). 
Public diplomacy is represented through the promotional communication 
of a nation’s values, culture, language, history, and politics (Fortner, 1993; 
Signitzer & Coombs, 1992). In a broader sense, public diplomacy actually 
denotes the global engagement between governments, nongovernmental 
organizations, corporations, and their foreign publics, with the purpose of 
reaching agreements and understanding via key tools such as academic lec-
tures and language programs, cultural exchange festivals, print materials, on-
line websites of musical events, movies, radio and television programs (Golan, 
2013; Zöllner, 2006). 

Major Approaches/Perspectives in Conceptualizing Public Diplomacy 

Public diplomacy has gained much attention from communication scholars 
(Cull, 2008). Based on previous literature, Zöllner (2006) summarized the 
following major approaches in defining public diplomacy: (1) public diplomacy 
as a communication function from the systems-theory perspective (Signitzer 
& Coombs, 1992); (2) public diplomacy as a government-sponsored pro-
gram, aiming to inform and influence public opinion in a broader cultural 
sphere yet from a top-down angle (US Department of State, 1987; Nap-
oli & Fejeran, 2004); and (3) public diplomacy as engagement between a 
nation and its publics, from a more progressive dialogic viewpoint (Zöllner, 
2006, pp. 163–164). From the systems-theory approach, researchers de-
fined it as a state’s diplomatic communication focused on promoting foreign 
policies. Apparently, the conceptualization of public diplomacy, from the top-
down approach, is rooted in one-way asymmetrical persuasion, intended to 
manipulate or influence public opinion that sides with the interests of the 
sponsoring nation. A much needed dialogic approach is imperative for us to 
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examine how engaging this process can be via both mediated and personal 
communication efforts (Zöllner, 2006). 

Likewise, based on a plethora of previous studies, researchers (e.g., 
Zhang & Swartz, 2009) identified key dimensions in conceptualizing pub-
lic diplomacy. First of all, most definitions of public diplomacy stress it as 
a one-way advocacy function that centers on building national identity or 
nation branding (Taylor, 1997). Practicing this model of public diploma-
cy, a country would use one-way persuasive techniques (e.g., information 
or message dissemination) to build a favorable national image or manipulate 
desirable world public opinions (Kunczik, 2001). Second, public diplomacy 
has also been conceptualized as a communication means to promote national 
interests (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Government agencies and policy-making 
organizations can use various programs to inform their targeted publics, 
promote understanding of their objectives, and influence foreign audiences 
to satisfy national interests or interests of the public diplomacy sponsoring 
organizations (see USIAAA, 2012). The above two dimensions are synon-
ymous to the first two approaches that Zöllner (2006) proposed: public di-
plomacy as an image-building function centered on informing, influencing, 
and persuading by using one-way communication. Third, some scholars have 
defined public diplomacy as international communication to achieve relation-
al goals—promoting dialogue and achieving mutual understanding (Tuch, 
1990), which is equivalent to the engaging and dynamic interaction approach 
that Zöllner (2006) suggested. To facilitate the formation and execution of 
foreign policies, governments and non-state units use public diplomacy pro-
grams to create an open and transparent communication environment, in-
volve target audiences overseas in dialogue and interactions, and smooth over 
the misconceptions and misunderstanding that may complicate the relation-
ships between the sponsoring organizations and their constituents (Zhang 
& Swartz, 2009). Finally, public diplomacy includes an integral function of 
promoting Global Public Goods (GPG) (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). It refers 
to the issues of global concern, such as global warming, human rights, eth-
nic freedom, poverty, peace and security, financial stability, and health issues. 
All these issues demand collective international actions (Cornes, 2008; Kaul, 
Grunberg, & Stern, 1999; Long & Woolley, 2009; Sandler, 1999; Smith, 
Woodward, Acharya, Beaglehole, & Drager, 2004). 

A Broader Definition of Public Diplomacy 

As evident in the above reviewed approaches and dimensions, public diploma-
cy nowadays is no longer merely a government-level communication function. 
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A lot of non-state players have been practicing their diplomacy programs. 
Seib (2010) proposed a broader definition—the sponsoring organizations of 
public diplomacy programs include both state administrations and non-state 
actors such as nongovernmental organizations, religious proselytizers, and 
transnational media organizations, as long as they use public diplomacy pro-
grams to communicate with their foreign audiences. News organizations and 
social media have also become critical public diplomacy players. On one hand, 
for countries who attempt to wield their soft power, news organizations and 
social media provide opportunities that go beyond information dissemina-
tion. On the other hand, media do not act as “merely an arm of a state but 
rather devising and advancing its own political perspective” (p. 743). Fur-
thermore, as governments increasingly engage their foreign publics through 
“global media and international social media influencers,” (Golan, 2013,  
p. 1252), scholars argued for the need to examine public diplomacy from an 
integrated approach: short/medium term public diplomacy using mediated 
communication, medium/long term public diplomacy centered on nation 
branding/country reputation, and long term public diplomacy focused on 
relationship cultivation. 

Public Diplomacy and International Public Relations:  
Similarities and Convergences

Public relations scholars (e.g., J. E. Grunig, 1993; L’Etang, 1996; Signitzer 
& Coombs, 1992; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006) have discussed the conver-
gences between public relations and public diplomacy. Several trends in this 
body of literature (Petersone, 2008) are summarized as follows: (1) the 
comparison between the four models of public relations (J. E. Grunig & 
Hunt, 1984) and Peisert’s (1978) goals of cultural diplomacy (Signitzer 
& Coombs, 1992; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006); (2) the similarities among 
various levels of analysis in public relations and public diplomacy research 
(Signitzer & Wamser, 2006); (3) the common functions of public diploma-
cy and public relations (L’Etang, 1996); and (4) the similarities between 
the behaviors of public diplomats and public relations professionals (J. E. 
Grunig, 1993; Yun, 2006). 

According to Signitzer and Coombs (1992) and Signitzer and Wamser 
(2006), the press-agentry model (i.e., propaganda and persuasion) is syn-
onymous to one-way cultural diplomacy that aims to influence or change 
other countries’ cultural values. The public information model is equivalent 
to the goal of cultural diplomats to self-portray and showcase the strengths of 
their home cultural values. The two-way asymmetrical model has its roots in 
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advanced research-based persuasion, which is similar to cultural image adver-
tising. Finally, the two-way symmetrical model is compatible with the cultural 
diplomacy goals of cultivating relationships and maintaining collaboration be-
tween nations (J. E. Grunig & Hunt, 1984; Peisert, 1978; Petersone, 2008).

Moreover, researchers have discussed the similarities among different lev-
els of analysis in public diplomacy and public relations research (Petersone, 
2008; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006). Based on Ronneberger and Rühl’s (1992) 
public relations levels and Goldstein’s (1994) levels of international relations, 
Signitzer and Wamser (2006) analyzed four overlapping levels of analysis. 
First of all, on the macro level (global public relations and international 
relations), scholars are interested to know the way their disciplines influence 
global changes. Second, on the micro level, public relations researchers exam-
ine how various interests of different publics intersect and contradict. Inter-
national studies scholars, however, are concerned about relationship building 
between nations within the same state system. Third, on the organizational 
(domestic) level, public relations explains how the communication function 
contributes to an organization’s effectiveness. For international studies, it 
focuses more on how domestic organizations or groups, such as governmen-
tal, nongovernmental, and special interests organizations, impact a nation’s 
international behaviors. Finally, on the individual level, public relations and 
public diplomacy are both interested in studying the behaviors of individual 
human beings as publics or constituents. 

In addition, L’Etang (1996) identified three common functions of 
public relations and public diplomacy: (1) the representational function to 
protect the interests of represented organizations or states in an attempt to 
inform, influence, and persuade their target audiences; (2) the negotiation 
and peacemaking function in which public relations and public diplomacy 
rely on dialogic communication to engage their target audiences; and (3) the 
advisory function that involves counseling the management of organizations 
or government officials. 

Based on the Excellence study (L. A. Grunig, J. E. Grunig, & Dozier, 
2002), Yun (2006) argued that excellent public diplomacy involves two-way 
symmetrical communication (J. E. Grunig, 1993), focused on scientific re-
search, symmetrical internal communication, ethical participatory decision 
making, inclusion of public diplomacy in a government’s strategic external re-
lationship management, and so forth. Symmetrical communication connects 
public relations and public diplomacy in a sense that symmetry, as the ethical 
and socially responsible way of practicing public diplomacy programs, helps 
nations and non-state actors “promote mutual understanding and collaborate 
on conflict resolution” (Yun, 2006). 
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Based on the above trends existing in the extant research, it is safe to 
argue that public diplomacy can be seen as a form or a function of interna-
tional public relations. It is concerned with how state administrations and 
non-state actors communicate with their constituents in the international set-
ting through both mass-mediated and interpersonal means. 

A Review of Ethical Visions for Public Diplomacy as  
International Public Relations

Key Values, Philosophies, and Models of Ethics for Public Diplomacy 

Scholars have been discussing the ethical principles associated with interna-
tional relations since the 1980s (Harbour, 1998). Similarly, it is critical to 
examine the ethical choices that public diplomacy practitioners make and the 
moral consequences of their decisions (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Some ex-
amples of the ethical decisions include those related to nuclear monopoly 
and nuclear weapons, hunger and poverty, population policy, human rights, 
health issues such as avian influenza pandemic, HIV/AIDS, breast cancer, 
and heart disease (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). 

Researchers have identified various values, philosophies, and models that 
may guide decision making in public diplomacy. Five most critical ethical 
values for public diplomacy professionals to abide by are credibility, dialogue, 
openness, respect, and truthfulness (Fitzpatrick, 2006; Fitzpatrick & Gauth-
ier, 2001). Apart from the ethical values, researchers also identified two nor-
mative moral philosophies relevant to public diplomacy practices: (1) deon-
tology and (2) utilitarianism (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). 

Deontology, conceived by Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), emphasizes 
duty, respect for others, rationality, and moral obligations of human beings 
(Bowen, 2004a, 2004b, 2005; Crawley & Sinclair, 2003; De George, 2006; 
Harshman & Harshman, 1999; Martinson, 1994; Smudde, 2005; Sullivan, 
1994). Autonomy, as one of the primary theoretical concepts of Kantian de-
ontology, denotes that rationality enables decision makers to make moral 
judgments autonomously (Bowen & Heath, 2005; Sullivan, 1989). Being 
autonomous, human beings can make morally right decisions that are not 
biased by the interests or advantages of any individual or organization (De 
George, 1999, 2006; Sullivan, 1989). 

Deontological philosophers also use the principle of universality to assess 
an ethical behavior. As Kant (1785/1964) stated, “act only on that maxim 
through which you can at the same time will that it should become a universal 
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law” (p. 88). Universality stipulates that rational and objective human beings 
should apply the maxims of ethical reasoning that are generic across time, 
culture, and social norms (Bowen, 2004a, 2005; De George, 1999). More-
over, universality also indicates the reciprocity of moral obligations between 
people (Sullivan, 1994). It is the moral duty of human beings to reason and 
make ethical judgments based on universal moral maxims (Bowen, 2004a, 
2004b, 2005). Dignity and respect for others are also embedded in the Kantian 
philosophy—“Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in 
your own person or in the person of any other, never simply as a means, but 
always at the same time as an end” (Kant, 1785/1964, p. 96). All human 
beings should be seen as “an end in themselves” rather than “a means to an 
end” (Bowen, 2005, p. 197). 

Finally, a morally good will, as the last key imperative of deontology, sug-
gests that autonomous and objective human beings make ethical decisions 
based on their moral duty rather than prudential or selfish concerns (Paton, 
1967; Sullivan, 1994). The impact of deontology on public diplomacy is con-
siderable (Brown, 1992). For instance, public diplomacy programs focused 
on human rights should be deontological (Harbour, 1998). 

Utilitarianism, on the other hand, is cconsequence oriented (Derek, 
1986; Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Basically, the adopted means are justified by 
the ends they can lead to. Classic examples of utilitarian public diplomacy 
were the U.S. policy toward the International Criminal Court (ICC) and 
the international environment treaty the Kyoto Protocol (Zhang & Swartz, 
2009, p. 384). The U.S. government rejected both treaties because of their 
consequences for national security and economic interests. Nevertheless, 
most of the world nations expressed assent and approved the treaties (Zhang 
& Swartz, 2009). The moral framework that overseas publics used to assess 
these public diplomacy programs was deontological—the treaties should have 
been ratified because they preserved the environment and protected human 
rights. As a consequence, the national image of the United States was tar-
nished. In conclusion, public diplomacy programs based on the moral phi-
losophy of utilitarianism cannot help cultivate national reputation or secure 
mutual understanding (Zhang & Swartz, 2009).

In addition to the two dominant moral philosophies, the ethics models 
for public relations can also be applied in public diplomacy practices (Fitz-
patrick & Gauthier, 2001; Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Researchers identified 
the following four models of ethical public relations. First, the attorney/ad-
vocacy model indicates that public relations professionals play the role of an 
attorney and are expected to advocate for the interests of their organiza-
tions (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Second, in the responsible advocacy model, 
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professionals should protect the interests of their clients at large and strive to 
serve the interests of their clients’ publics or the society as a whole (Fitzpat-
rick & Gauthier, 2001). Third, the two-way communication model argues that 
in order to practice public relations ethically, professionals should engage 
publics of their client organizations in dialogic communication, use open 
communication to negotiate with them to resolve conflicts if there are any, 
achieve mutual understanding between organizations and their publics, and 
cultivate long-term, trusting organization-public relationships (Zhang & 
Swartz, 2009). Finally, the enlightened self-interest model suggests that public 
relations practitioners and their client organizations should act to promote 
the interests of others (e.g., their internal and external stakeholders) or the 
interests of a bigger group they belong to because what they do will ulti-
mately serve their own self-interests (Schultz, Yunus, Khosla, Scher, & Glad-
well, 2012; Zhang & Swartz, 2009). 

The idea of public diplomacy as image cultivation is compatible with 
the responsible advocacy model—to maintain a favorable national image of 
a country, its public diplomacy programs need to serve the interests of its 
overseas audiences while promoting its self-interests. The definition of public 
diplomacy as international communication to promote dialogue and achieve 
mutual understanding dictates two-way communication to resolve potential 
conflicts and build mutually beneficial relationships between public diploma-
cy sponsoring organizations and their publics. Finally, the function of public 
diplomacy to promote Global Public Goods (GPG) fits into the model of 
enlightened self-interest. To devote its public diplomacy programs to ad-
vance global welfare, organizations will ultimately benefit from their altruistic 
endeavors (Zhang & Swartz, 2009). Two-way communication distinguish-
es public diplomacy from propaganda (Izadi, 2009). As Melissen (2005) 
argued, “public diplomacy is similar to propaganda in that it tries to per-
suade people what to think, but it is fundamentally different from propaganda 
in the sense that public diplomacy also listens to what people have to say”  
(p. 18). To achieve genuine dialogue, public diplomacy should adopt two-
way symmetrical public relations rather than relying on one-way flow of 
information and manipulative image management. Two-way symmetrical 
communication should be adopted as a viable framework for ethical public 
diplomacy (Izadi, 2009). Two-way symmetrical communication is proposed 
as the most ethical way of practicing public relations because its collabora-
tive/symmetrical nature enables organizations to accomplish their goals and 
simultaneously to take into consideration the needs of their strategic publics 
(Botan, 1993; J. E. Grunig, 1992, 2001). By practicing two-way symmetri-
cal communication, organizations disseminate open and honest information 
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and actively seek feedback from their targeted audiences (Smudde, 2005). 
Two-way symmetry in public diplomacy means that both parties (the spon-
soring organization of a public diplomacy program and its publics) should be 
involved in dialogic interactions and be open to changes if they further the 
interests of both parties (Izadi, 2009). 

(Un)ethical Cases of Public Diplomacy in International  
Public Relations

Public diplomacy has been widely conceptualized as a symbolic process of 
interactions in which nations actively negotiate and construct their image 
through various public relations strategies targeted toward their audiences 
(Cai, Lee, & Pang, 2009; Hiebert, 2005; Zhang, 2006). Scholars have dis-
cussed cases about how nations rebuilt their image after crises and identified 
insights for ethical public diplomacy. 

In 2003, the Chinese government faced a severe onslaught from the in-
ternational society because of its refusal to open lines of communication and 
its ignorance of the perceptions and emotions of its strategic publics during 
the Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome (SARS) crisis (Pang, Jin, & Cameron, 
2004). In 2007, a “Made in China” crisis exploded with a report submit-
ted to the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA), in which a  
Canadian-based manufacturer informed China that its pet food products 
were unsafe (Cai et al., 2009; Coghlan, 2007). The crisis escalated into a big-
ger one when more consumer products (e.g., toothpastes, toys, candies, and 
pajamas) came within the range of recalls and bans (Cai et al., 2009). Having 
learned lessons from its 2003 SARS crisis, China adopted a series of corrective 
actions and responded to the accusations coherently and consistently (see 
Benoit, 1997, 2004; Lu, 1994). Several tenets of ethics were visible in the 
Chinese government’s public diplomacy efforts: (1) open and interactive com-
munication (Cai et al., 2009); (2) speaking with one consistent voice in various 
media outlets (Cai et al., 2009; Choong, 2009; Lawrence, 2007; Signitzer 
& Coombs, 1992); and (3) credible messaging (Hiebert, 2005; Van Dyke & 
Verčič, 2008; Yun, 2006). 

Drawing upon Habermas’s (1984) Theory of Communicative Action, 
Zöllner (2006) proposed “dialogue” as the ethical basis of the public diplo-
macy efforts of German government via media communication with the Ar-
abic world after the 9/11 attack (p. 160). Dialogue was also projected as the 
underlying national value and myth of new, post-Nazi Germany. The Theory of 
Communicative Action implies that, in order to achieve understanding as the 
goal of public diplomacy, a nation needs to assure that: 
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1. The statements [that a nation] made are true [i.e., truth]; 
2. The [communication] act, with respect to an existing normative 

context, is right (and that this normative context is legitimate) [i.e., 
rightness]; 

3. The manifest intention of [the nation] is meant as it is expressed 
[i.e., sincerity]. (Zöllner, 2006, p. 168; based on Habermas, 1984, 
p. 99) 

For the principle of truth for statements, Germany needs to provide 
valid public diplomacy activities (e.g., lectures, youth, academic and sport 
exchanges, cultural and art exhibitions, language training, radio, television 
and online programs) to inform the Arabic world about Germany’s polit-
ical, cultural, and economic affairs and to build a true image of the new, 
post-Nazi Germany (based on Zöllner, 2006, pp. 168–171). The validity 
and truthfulness lie in the conditions under which the objective image of 
the nation can connect with what is acceptable in the Arabic world (based 
on Zöllner, 2006, p. 168). Second, as for the rightness for legitimately 
administered public diplomacy programs, the best thing that Germany can 
do is to make sure all its communication programs in the Arabic world are 
right in relation to the socially prescribed rules, norms, and regulations in 
the society (based on Zöllner, 2006, p. 168). Lastly, the sincerity of Ger-
many’s public diplomacy programs is determined by the correspondence 
between what the German government actually means to achieve and its 
expressed intention for reaching dialogue and understanding (based on 
Zöllner, 2006, p. 168). 

Scholars have called for a shift of public diplomacy’s focus from infor-
mation dissemination (one-way communication) and control of communi-
cation environment (one-way communication) to network and engagement 
(two-way communication) (Izadi, 2009; Zaharna, 2005). The traditional 
public diplomacy follows a “hierarchical state-centric model” of international 
communication; whereas, new public diplomacy functions in a “network 
[engagement] environment” where target audiences of public diplomacy 
programs participate in receiving information as well as generating feedback and 
content (Izadi, 2009, p. 37; Zaharna, 2005, p. 12). The top-down mentality 
for information dissemination ought to be replaced by dialogic engagement 
(Fitzpatrick, 2007). New public diplomacy programs should be character-
ized by a more equal distribution of resources and more coordinated com-
munication between target audiences and state administrations (or non-state  
actors such as nongovernmental organizations) (Hocking, 2005). For 
achieving credibility, genuine dialogue, integrity, authenticity, shared mean-
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ings and values underlying new public diplomacy, public diplomacy profes-
sionals are expected to listen to the concerns of other parties and respect their 
opinions, via both actual behavioral interactions and mediated communica-
tion (global news media and social media) (Riordan, 2005).

Charlotte Beers, the former chief of public diplomacy under U.S. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell, developed the “Shared Values” initia-
tives/campaign targeted toward Muslim countries (Plaisance, 2005,  
p. 250). Based on the theories of propaganda, Plaisance (2005) analyzed 
the ethical shortcomings of the campaign. The campaign, in general, 
treated its Muslim publics as a means to its end—“to serve [the United 
States’] broader policy objectives,” rather than taking into consideration 
the needs and preferences of the target audiences or engaging them in 
dynamic interactions (p. 250). 

Similar to all the other human communication acts, public diplomacy 
programs are subject to high standards of ethical assessment (Black, 2001; 
Cunningham, 1992, 2002). The “Shared Values” public diplomacy cam-
paign raised serious ethical concerns (Plaisance, 2005). First of all, as Altheide 
and Johnson (1980) and Postman (1985) argued, propaganda, as a special 
mode of organizational communication, is deeply rooted in the utilitar-
ian philosophy of selective truth and information dissemination. To build 
its national image of being “credible” and “trustworthy,” a nation’s public 
diplomacy programs (when propaganda is central) may choose to present 
part of realities in various mass media communication narratives—the state-
ments are all true, but not the whole truth. This is obviously subject to ethical 
questioning—the nature of communication is then “disfigur[ed]” if truth is 
“instrumentaliz[ed]” (Cunningham, 2002, p. 141). Truth and truthfulness 
remain as a pivotal ethical standard to evaluate public diplomacy programs 
(Plaisance, 2005). In particular, truth and truthfulness denote accuracy, clari-
ty, correctness, validity, and disproval of any forms of falsity, incompleteness, and 
distortion (Cunningham, 2002). The “Shared Values” campaign violated the 
above-mentioned ethical principle: 

The American Muslims featured in the videos certainly may be truthful in their 
claims about American egalitarianism as they have experienced it. The videos of-
fer these claims as proof of a larger truth: that persecution does not exist in 
this country. A less blatant “instrumentalization” of truth, however, might di-
rectly address the simultaneous realities of the post-Sept. 11 incarceration of 
more than 700 uncharged Muslims and the new, controversial policy of the U.S. 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (renamed the Bureau of Citizenship 
and Immigration Services) that requires Middle Easterners to register with the 
government (Immigration and Naturalization Service News Release, 2003). This 
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is not to criticize administration antiterror policy, but to point out the selective 
depiction of reality in a message campaign. (Plaisance, 2005, p. 263)

By presenting merely part of the truth about American egalitarianism, 
the practitioners of the public diplomacy campaign subjugated themselves 
to projecting the United States as credible and trustworthy, but lost sight of 
higher epistemic values including contemplating, reflecting, understanding, 
critiquing, and reasoning (Cunningham, 2002; Plaisance, 2005). 

Secondly, based on deontology, Cunningham (2002) suggested that the 
constituents or publics of public diplomacy programs are not means to an 
end but the end itself. In propaganda, truth is very often reduced to state-
ments that are conducive to reaching the desired ends (Ellul, 1981; Snow, 
2003). Apart from the blurred distinction between truth and credibility, an-
other questionable ethical facet of the “Shared Values” campaign is “Who 
or what is the means to which end?” (Plaisance, 2005, p. 263). Overall, the 
campaign treated its target audiences as means rather than ends—the selective 
portrayal of America’s egalitarianism in the campaign messages was not meant 
to achieve engaging dialogue or interactions enhancing mutual understand-
ing between the United States and Muslims, but to accomplish the intended 
partisan advocacy, i.e., to influence the public opinions of Muslim audiences 
(Brancaccio, 2003).

Finally, modern propaganda programs adopt “influence talk[s]” that en-
able target audiences to associate simple statements or storylines with their 
everyday lives (Combs & Nimmo, 1993, p. 86). Unfortunately, this “influ-
ence talk” is not genuine communication because it is actually “the language 
of authority” short of “the logic of scientific proof” and “the logic of rhetori-
cal argument” (Plaisance, 2005, p. 264). The “Shared Values” campaign was 
reduced to merely non-genuine communication, due to the fact that it only 
presented an idyllic vision of American egalitarianism and failed to depict the 
truth of historical and perpetuating inequality and discrimination in American 
society (Black, 2001; Plaisance, 2005). 

Likewise, due to the perceived commonality between propaganda and 
public diplomacy, the U.S. public diplomacy programs in Iraq and Ar-
ab-speaking countries have been widely criticized (Seib, 2009, p. 772). Seib 
(2009) argued that objectivity, accuracy, openness, and transparency as critical 
ethical standards should be firmly held by public diplomacy practitioners. To 
implement these standards in their practices, public diplomacy proponents 
should resist to plentiful temptations to stray from the ethical criteria— 
“spreading false information, using communication tools to defame or 
provoke, interfering with transparency, and other tampering with the founda-
tions of honesty” (p. 772). 
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The true public diplomacy that the United States practices should rely 
not only on political theories and international relations theories, but also 
on public relations theories focused on two-way symmetrical communication 
and community building (Kruckeberg & Vujnovic, 2005, p. 296). A propa-
ganda worldview centers the United States at the hub of its communication 
and relationships that radiates outward to the rest of the world; in contrast, a 
public relations or community-building model situates America as part of the 
global social system that recognizes other nations as constituents or publics it 
needs to engage and cultivate long-term trusting relationships with (Krucke-
berg & Vujnovic, 2005, p. 296).

Conclusions and Future Research

As in many other related disciplines (e.g., public relations, international stud-
ies), ethical public diplomacy needs to be constantly revisited and informed 
by perpetuating impediments and changing events (see Wang, 2006). Ethical 
challenges for public diplomacy vary across cultures too. They can be largely 
influenced by many societal factors, such as economic development, political 
systems, and levels of activism in foreign nations. Based on the present review 
of previous scholarship, the author identified several ethical implications for 
public diplomacy that are to be further examined in public diplomacy theory 
building and practices. 

First, managing public diplomacy programs in an international setting 
is not just about adopting one-way persuasive communication tactics to in-
fluence international public opinions, but rather negotiating mutual under-
standing and arriving at consensus with target audiences abroad, through 
symmetrical dialogic interactions characterized by credibility, respect, open-
ness, truthfulness, sincerity, rightness, and genuineness (Guth, 2008). Many 
previous studies have discussed ethical public diplomacy from a normative 
approach—What is the most ethical way of practicing public diplomacy? How 
should it be practiced? More research is needed to further explore how it 
is actually practiced today, especially in various cross-cultural settings (Xifra, 
2009). In particular, what are the obstacles that public diplomacy practi-
tioners face in applying the deontology-based ethical tenets? For example, 
what is the role those entrenched US foreign policy norms play in interfering 
with the current implementation of engagement as the dominant principle of 
US public diplomacy (Comor & Bean, 2012)? 

Second, more research efforts are demanded to investigate the increas-
ing scope of public diplomacy audiences (Wise, 2009). With more and more 
civic engagement and public opinions emerged from all over the world, the 
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scope of the audiences for public diplomacy programs is much broader than 
before (Wang, 2006). If public diplomacy is about cultivating relationships 
and negotiating understanding with different nations, organizations, groups, 
and individual human beings, it is important for us to develop ethical grounds 
for communication with every single one of them and take into consideration 
cultural nuances. 

The third implication for research and practices is that government is 
no longer the only sponsor category for public diplomacy programs (with 
more and more nongovernmental, transgovernmental organizations, and 
multinationals leading public diplomacy programs). For example, in late 
2003 through 2004, the Saudi American Exchange conducted an exchange 
program (as an example of applied, grassroots public diplomacy) aiming 
to promote intercultural communication between Arab and U.S. gradu-
ate and undergraduate students (Hayden, 2009, p. 533). More studies are 
needed to examine the ethical dilemmas that these types of actors face in 
conducting their public diplomacy programs. Moreover, the credibility and 
trustworthiness of governments, as the primary sponsor or communicator 
of public diplomacy, are very often suspect because publics tend to perceive 
a government’s public diplomacy programs as manipulative propaganda 
(Wang, 2006). Therefore, public diplomacy researchers and practitioners 
face the challenge to redefine the ethical and socially responsible role of a 
sponsoring organization. 

The final research implication relates to new communication technologies 
(social media) and ethical diplomacy (Milam & Avery, 2012; Wang, 2006). 
More research is needed to study whether the prevalent combination of mass 
media (along with social media) and personal communication behaviors, such 
as cultural and educational exchanges in public diplomacy is sufficient now 
(Brookings Institution, 2004). This paves a fertile ground for future schol-
arship about the role of new communication technologies (Internet, social 
media, and so on) in public diplomacy, especially for those public diplomacy 
programs targeted to the younger global publics (Wang, 2006). For instance, 
in 2010 the U.S. State Department funded an “Apps4Africa” contest to pro-
mote the development of “socially conscious mobile applications” for Africa, 
which marked a significant new adventure for public diplomacy efforts (Mi-
lam & Avery, 2012, p. 328). Now, there is a glaring absence of scholarship 
studying the insights that new communication technologies may shed on eth-
ical visions for public diplomacy.
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11.  Public Diplomacy and Competitive 
Identity: Where’s the Link?

SiMon anholt

This chapter focuses on the connection between public diplomacy and the 
less well understood discipline of Competitive Identity (or, as it is usually and, 
for reasons which I will shortly explain, misleadingly called “nation brand-
ing”). How should we distinguish between them? Are they two versions of 
the same idea—one seen from an international relations perspective and the 
other from a more commercial angle—or are they entirely different concepts? 
And if different, to what extent are they linked or compatible? 

I first wrote about an idea I called nation brand in 1998 (Anholt,1998), 
and claimed that the reputations of countries, cities and regions are just as 
critical to their progress and prosperity as the brand images of products are to 
the companies that own them. A powerful, positive national image makes it 
relatively cheap and easy to attract immigrants, tourists, investors, talent and 
positive media coverage, and to export products, services, ideas and culture. 
A weak or negative image usually means spending more to achieve less. 

In the busy and crowded global marketplace, most people don’t have 
time to learn about what other places or their populations are really like. We 
navigate through the complexity of our world armed with a few simple cli-
chés, and they form the background of our opinions, even if we aren’t fully 
aware of this and don’t always admit it to ourselves: Paris is about style, Japan 
about technology, Tuscany about the good life, and most African nations 
about poverty, corruption, war, famine and disease. Few of us form complete, 
balanced, and informed views about seven billion other people and nearly two 
hundred other countries. We make do with summaries for the vast majority of 
people and places—the ones we will probably never know or visit—and only 
start to expand and refine these impressions when for some reason we acquire 
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a particular interest in them. When you haven’t got time to read a book, you 
judge it by its cover.

These clichés and stereotypes—whether they are positive or negative, true 
or untrue—fundamentally affect our behavior towards places and their peo-
ple and products. So all responsible governments, on behalf of their popula-
tions, their institutions and their companies, need to measure and monitor 
the world’s perception of their nation, and to develop a strategy for managing 
it. It is a critical part of their job to try to earn and maintain a national stand-
ing that is fair, true, powerful, attractive, genuinely useful to their economic, 
political and social aims, and honestly reflects the spirit, the genius and the 
will of the people. This huge task has become one of the primary skills of 
administrations in the 21st century.

Unfortunately, the phrase I coined back in 1998, nation brand, soon be-
come distorted, mainly by a combination of ambitious consulting firms and 
gullible or impatient governments, into nation branding: a dangerously mis-
leading phrase which seems to contain a promise that the images of countries 
can be directly manipulated using the techniques of commercial marketing 
communications. Yet despite repeatedly calling for it over the last 15 years, 
I have never seen a shred of evidence to suggest that this is possible—or, in-
deed, any very convincing arguments in favor of it. I conclude that countries 
are judged by what they do, not by what they say, as they have always been; 
yet the notion that a country can simply advertise its way into a better reputa-
tion has proved to be a pernicious and surprisingly resilient one. 

The message is clear: if a country is serious about enhancing its interna-
tional image, it should concentrate on the “product” rather than chase after 
the chimera of “branding.” There are no short cuts. Only a consistent, coor-
dinated and unbroken stream of useful, noticeable, world-class and above all 
relevant ideas, products and policies can, gradually, enhance the reputation of 
the country that produces them. 

Of course, the promotion of individual national sectors, products and ser-
vices is a different matter, and much confusion is created by the conflation of 
sectoral marketing with national image. The confusion isn’t helped by the fact 
that people who are responsible for marketing places as investment, study or 
tourism destinations often describe their work as “branding.” However, the 
distinction is really quite clear: when you’re selling a product or service (such 
as holidays, investment opportunities, exported goods or even—at a stretch— 
culture) then of course advertising and marketing are legitimate and neces-
sary. Your competitors are doing it, and consumers accept it: the underlying 
message (“buy this, it’s good”) is fundamentally honest and straightforward. 
Nation “branding,” on the other hand, has nothing to sell, and the underlying 
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message (“please change your mind about my country”) is government pro-
paganda, which investors and most other people rightly ignore. 

Thus, in one way or another, the term “nation brand(ing)” has become, 
at least for my tastes, fatally contaminated, and I no longer care to use it. In 
an effort to steer the discourse away from propaganda and messaging, and to 
encourage administrations to understand that national standing needs to be 
earned, I coined the rather inelegant phrase “Competitive Identity” (which 
was also the title of a book I published in 2007) (Anholt, 2007). For the 
purposes of this chapter, then, I will only use the term “nation brand(ing)” in 
order to specify the kind of communications-based approach which I do not 
endorse; otherwise, I will stick to “Competitive Identity.” 

I have usually contended that public diplomacy is in fact a subset of Com-
petitive Identity. I always intended Competitive Identity to consider how the 
nation as a whole engages, presents and represents itself to other nations, 
whereas public diplomacy appears to concentrate exclusively on the presenta-
tion and representation of government policy to other publics: in other words, 
the international equivalent of what is usually known as public affairs, or a 
type of diplomacy where the interlocutor is society at large rather than other 
diplomats or ministers. Public diplomacy is generally practiced only by Minis-
tries of Foreign Affairs, and although it intersects in many cases with cultural 
relations and trade promotion, its native area of interest is clearly that of 
government policy. 

According to my theory of Competitive Identity, government policy is 
simply one point of the “hexagon” of national image; one-sixth of the picture 
that nations habitually paint of themselves, whether by accident or by design. 
From this point of view, public diplomacy is clearly a component of Compet-
itive Identity: it is concerned with presenting one aspect of national activity— 
foreign policy—while Competitive Identity attempts to harmonise policy, 
people, sport and culture, exports, tourism, trade and investment promotion 
and talent recruitment.

However, my initial contention that public diplomacy is a subset of Com-
petitive Identity was, I later realized, based on a rather conventional inter-
pretation of public diplomacy as a means of presentation and representation of 
the national interest: in other words, that it was primarily concerned with the 
communication of policies rather than with their execution or conception. 
This now seems to me to be doing the discipline a disservice, even if there are 
as yet few examples of public diplomacy rising above its conventional role of 
press and public affairs agency to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

Potentially, I believe, public diplomacy truly is the “master discipline” 
of international relations for developed and prominent countries, just as 
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Competitive Identity is potentially the “master discipline” of economic de-
velopment for emerging and less well known countries. 

Ironically, my initially rather narrow view of public diplomacy was pre-
cisely analogous to the interpretation of Competitive Identity against which 
I have been battling for the last fifteen years: the idea that “brand manage-
ment” for a nation (or city or region) is simply a matter of marketing or pro-
moting the place more expensively, creatively and noisily. 

During this period I have advanced many arguments for why this is often 
neither wise, effective, nor even possible, and that the huge expenditures by 
governments on national promotional campaigns are, more often than not, 
a waste of taxpayers’ or donors’ money. National image, I have argued, is 
like a juggernaut without wheels, and imagining that it can really be shifted 
by so weak an instrument as marketing communications is an extravagant 
delusion. People don’t change their views about countries—views they may 
have held for decades—simply because a marketing campaign tells them to. 
Most publics today, I have always maintained, are simply too well inoculated 
against advertising and too savvy about the media to believe mere govern-
ment propaganda. 

Similar arguments have often been levied against conventional public di-
plomacy by its wiser practitioners. When Edward R. Murrow, the “father” of 
American public diplomacy and first head of the United States Information 
Agency (USIA) found out about the CIA’s botched attempt to invade Cuba 
at the Bay of Pigs in April 1961, he was “spitting mad,” as the then Voice 
of America director, Henry Loomis, recalls. “They expect us to be in on the 
crash landings,” Murrow said to Loomis. “We had better be in on the takeoffs 
[too]” (Anholt & Hildreth, 2004)

President Kennedy apparently took this advice, for in January 1963 his 
administration issued the USIA new orders. Its role would no longer be 
merely to inform and explain U.S. objectives; it would be “to help achieve 
United States foreign policy objectives by…influencing public attitudes in 
other nations.” This explicitly shifted the mission from information provi-
sion to persuasion, and from commentator (or apologist) to actor. The USIA 
would also have responsibility for “advising the President, his representatives 
abroad, and the various departments and agencies on the implications of for-
eign opinion for present and contemplated United States policies, programs 
and official statements.” 

The debate continues to this day, and Karen Hughes, a former undersec-
retary for public diplomacy at the U.S. State Department, frequently stressed 
that her job should not be limited to the communication of government pol-
icy; “being in at the takeoffs” means having an influence over the formation 
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of those policies too. Her close relationship with President George W. Bush 
was initially taken as an encouraging sign by the public diplomacy community 
that her department stood a real chance of achieving its aims, since it was 
in a better position to have some influence over the way the ‘takeoffs’ were 
planned: “As ‘counselor to the President’—Bush created the position unique-
ly for her—she sat in on every meeting, oversaw the offices of press secretary, 
communications and speechwriting, and had the communications directors 
of every department reporting directly to her” (Flanders, 2004).

However, the main challenge to Hughes’s work may not, after all, have 
had much to do with her closeness to the former president or the influence 
she wielded over U.S. foreign policy. In the end it was more likely to be the 
image, credibility and reputation of the country whose policies she sought to 
justify. 

If the purpose of public diplomacy is simply to promote government poli-
cies, it is likely to be superfluous or futile, depending on the good name of the 
country and its government at that particular time. If the country is generally 
in favor, then unless the policy is patently wrong-headed, it is likely to be well 
received by publics and simply needs to be clearly communicated. Little art 
or skill is required to do this. 

If on the other hand the country suffers from a poor or weak reputation, 
especially in the area relating to the policy, then almost no amount of promo-
tional skill or expenditure can cause that policy to be received with enthusi-
asm, and it will either be ignored or taken as further proof of whatever evil is 
currently ascribed to the country. This is why I have often defined brand im-
age as the context in which messages are received, not the messages themselves. 

In synthesis, I think it is helpful to consider public diplomacy as having 
three distinct stages of evolution or sophistication. 

Stage I Public Diplomacy is “pre-Murrow,” where public diplomacy offi-
cers are simply charged to “sell” whatever policies the administration chooses 
to implement. A comment from a U.S. government official to a public diplo-
macy officer which appeared in John Brown’s Public Diplomacy Press Review 
perfectly characterises Stage I Public Diplomacy, “Look, you just forget about 
policy, that’s not your business; we’ll make the policy and then you can put it 
on your damn radios.”1

Stage II Public Diplomacy is the “post-Murrow” stage, where the func-
tion is basically still to “sell” government policies, but public diplomacy offi-
cers are “in at the take-offs,” and thus have some power to condition the style 
and indeed the content of foreign policy. 

There is a parallel here in the commercial sector when branding be-
comes fully represented in the boardroom: here, the marketing function is 
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recognized as the corporation’s “eyes and ears on the ground” and its link 
with the marketplace, not merely informing strategy but actually driving in-
novation and new product development. 

In Stage III, the tools of public diplomacy are used in a different way al-
together; one that has seldom been consistently or well used by governments: 
this is public diplomacy as an instrument of policy, rather than as a method of 
communication. Here, a wide range of non-military methods (which include 
but are not necessarily limited to communication techniques) are used in or-
der to bring about changes in the behaviors of populations, either in order to 
cause them to bring about policy changes through democratic influence over 
their own governments, or even by direct action. 

The appeal of such an instrument of “soft power” hardly needs empha-
sizing. For a country desiring regime change in another country, for example, 
the prospect of being able to persuade the other country’s population to 
replace their own government is incomparably preferable (not to mention far 
cheaper) than doing it by direct military intervention. Not surprisingly, there 
have been numerous attempts in the past to achieve such ends, ranging from 
deliberate rumour-mongering to fake broadcasting; and some real successes 
have been achieved through the use of cultural diplomacy, although of course 
the effectiveness of such methods is notoriously hard to measure as cultural 
influence is always a slow-burning and indirect influence. 

Few now dispute that the deliberate dissemination of American popular 
culture into the Soviet Union played a part in helping to defeat communism, 
and many would argue that when the struggle is genuinely an ideological 
one—as was the case during the Cold War—then cultural diplomacy may well 
be a more appropriate weapon than warfare. Given that the biggest threats 
to world peace today are primarily ideological in nature, it seems surprising 
that the lessons of the Cold War appear not to have been well learned. Where 
culture is the problem, culture is also likely to be the solution. 

In the modern age, it also seems natural that governments should turn 
to the world of commerce for guidance in this area, since creating wide-scale 
changes in opinion and behavior through persuasion rather than coercion, 
through attraction rather than compulsion, is seen to be the essence of brand-
ing and marketing. But there’s much more to it than simply telling people 
what you want them to believe, boasting about your attractions and achieve-
ments, or instructing people to do what you want them to do. 

To “brand” democracy, for example, and thus create widespread “pur-
chase” of the democratic “product” in undemocratic countries, would sure-
ly be the least harmful, most cost-effective, and most benign instrument of 
foreign policy that human ingenuity could devise. It would indeed be a mark 
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of human progress if nations could discover ways of persuading each other to 
change their behaviour—and only when this is necessary for the greater good, 
of course—the peak of human civilization would occur when such interven-
tions evolved from violent, to peaceful, to non-existent. 

But there are many obstacles to such a state of affairs. Conventional 
commercial branding depends to a large extent on open access to 
widely-consumed commercial media, a condition that by definition is usually 
lacking in undemocratic countries; and finding ways to achieve a substantial 
branding effect without the use of media is indeed an interesting challenge. 
Without the increasing reach of the Internet, this might even seem entirely 
beyond the realms of possibility. 

Public Diplomacy and National Image

As one ploughs through the ever-increasing quantity of blogs, articles, inter-
views and academic papers where Competitive Identity or public diplomacy 
are discussed—and interestingly enough, more and more of them mention 
both in the same context—one gets a reassuring sense that this important 
message is finally beginning to permeate the general consciousness: that com-
munications are no substitute for policies, and that altering the image of a 
country or city may require something a little more substantial than graphic 
design, advertising or public relations campaigns. 

Certainly, one still hears with depressing regularity of national, regional 
and city governments putting out tenders for “branding agencies” and fund-
ing lavish marketing campaigns of one sort or another, yet a rising number 
of commentators seem to have taken on board the idea that it is deeds which 
principally create public perceptions, not words and pictures.

Perhaps good sense is at last beginning to prevail; perhaps some policy 
makers have started to ask themselves when was the last time they changed 
their minds about something they had believed for most of their lives just 
because an advertisement told them to. Perhaps those same policy makers, 
seized with an unprecedented academic rigour and a new desire to make their 
public expenditures accountable and measurable, have even started to search 
around for properly documented case studies to prove how marketing cam-
paigns have demonstrably and measurably improved the international image 
of nations, and have failed to find a single one.

Marketing communications, as I explained earlier, are perfectly justifiable 
when the task is essentially one of selling a product—and the product can just 
as well be the holiday resorts or investment opportunities of a country as the 
products of a corporation—but there is no evidence to suggest that using 
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marketing communications to influence international public perceptions of 
an entire city, region or country is anything other than a vain and foolish 
waste of taxpayers’ money. 

In fact, there is even some evidence to suggest the contrary: between 
2005 when the Anholt Nation Brands Index was launched and the latest 
study (now the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands IndexSM) in 2012, there 
has been no detectable correlation between changes in national brand value 
and expenditure on so-called “nation branding campaigns.” Several countries 
which have done no marketing during this period have shown noticeable 
improvements in their overall images, while others have spent extremely large 
sums on advertising and public relations campaigns and their brand value has 
remained stable or even declined. 

More research is needed in this area, and a clearer distinction between 
selling campaigns such as tourism and investment promotion—which may 
well improve sales within their specific sectors and among their specific au-
diences, but appear to have little or no effect on the overall image of the 
country—and so-called nation branding campaigns. Establishing clarity on 
this point is difficult because remarkably few “nation branding” initiatives 
appear to include any provision for measuring their impact or effectiveness. 
Considering that it is usually taxpayers’ or donor’s money being spent on 
such campaigns, this is surprising. 

Clearly, the reputation of a country’s current government may be held in 
higher or lower esteem than the underlying “brand image” of the nation as a 
whole, and this is an additional complicating factor for governments attempt-
ing to understand how best to manage their international dialogue. When the 
nation has a better “brand” than its government (a situation which is much 
more common than the converse), unpopular government policies may do 
little harm to the country’s overall longer-term interests, but it is likely that an 
internationally unpopular government may over a long period cause damage 
to the “nation brand” which it is very difficult to undo, as I have argued in a 
recent book (Anholt & Hildreth, 2005).

The complexity of understanding and managing public (rather than pro-
fessional) opinion points to one of the key differences between traditional di-
plomacy and public diplomacy. When the target is a restricted and professional 
audience such as diplomats and ministers, the background reputation of the 
country in question, whilst it undoubtedly plays a role in conditioning those 
individuals’ responses to its policies, has only a limited and indirect impact on 
the way in which they evaluate them. Such professional audiences are more 
likely to consider policies on their own merits, in detail, and to some degree 
in isolation of previous policies from the same country or even government. 
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It is, in fact, one of the fundamental principles of diplomacy to take the 
fairest, most informed and most balanced view possible of any government’s 
actions and their presumed motivations. Diplomats are, or should be, fully 
prepared to change their minds about any country at any point. 

Publics, on the other hand, have neither the expertise, the experience, the 
habit, or the desire to consider the actions of foreign governments so carefully 
and in so even-handed a manner, and their responses to governments’ policies 
are likely to be directly and substantially conditioned by their perceptions of 
the country as a whole. As I have often commented, it is a common tendency 
of publics to hold on very tightly to a rather simplistic view of countries once 
it is formed (especially when considering more distant countries or those with 
which they have no particular connection), and the data from the Anholt-GfK 
Roper Nation Brands IndexSM have invariably confirmed that underlying pub-
lic perceptions of countries are remarkably stable. 

The views of publics are therefore easier to measure and understand, but 
much harder to alter, whereas the views of governments and their foreign 
services may be harder to measure and understand, but at least in theory are 
more susceptible to alteration. 

The comparison is analogous to the different ways in which a judge and 
a jury consider the prisoner in the dock: the trained legal mind will concen-
trate primarily on the supposed offence and on the evidence, whereas the 
public will tend to concentrate on the accused, the victim, and on their pre-
sumed characters, and may easily be led astray by circumstantial evidence. 
For this reason considerable thought is given in most democratic countries 
to artificial ways of preventing the jury from taking previous offences into 
consideration when reaching their verdict. In the court of international pub-
lic opinion, of course, there can be no such provisions, and governments 
are thus largely at the mercy of their international reputation, and to a great 
extent the passive beneficiaries or victims of generations of their predecessors’ 
wisdom or foolishness. 

For this reason, public diplomacy is an emasculated discipline unless it 
has some power to affect the background reputation of the country whose 
policies it attempts to represent; and since that background reputation can 
only be significantly altered by policies, not by communications, the critical 
success factor for public diplomacy is whether its connection to policy making 
is one-way or two-way. 

If there is a two-way mechanism that allows the public diplomacy function 
to pass back recommendations for policy making, and these recommenda-
tions are taken seriously and properly valued by government as critical “mar-
ket feedback,” then public diplomacy has a chance of enhancing the good 
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name of the country, thus ensuring that future policy decisions are received in 
a more favourable light. It’s a virtuous circle because, of course, under these 
circumstances the policies need far less “selling.” 

Simply ensuring that the public diplomacy function has an influence 
over government policies, however, can only have a limited impact on the 
background reputation of countries. According to my theory of Competi-
tive Identity, it is only when public diplomacy is carried out in coordination 
with the full complement of national stakeholders as well as the main policy 
makers, and all are linked through effective brand management to a single, 
long-term national strategy, that the country has a real chance of affecting 
its image and making it into a competitive asset rather than an impediment 
or a liability. 

National governments are simply not in control of all of the forces that 
shape their country’s image, and neither is any other single body within the 
nation. The tourist board cannot control government policies, yet those poli-
cies can dramatically affect its business; the success of the investment promo-
tion agency may be influenced by the communications of the tourist board 
or the cultural institute; institutes of higher education might find that their 
attempts to attract talent from overseas are affected by the reputation of the 
products and services exported from the country or the behaviour of promi-
nent athletes or media stars from the same country, and so on. 

Who you are, how you are seen, and what you do, are all intimately and 
perhaps inextricably linked, which is why no state can hope to achieve its aims 
in the modern world without a mature and sophisticated fusion of public di-
plomacy and Competitive Identity. 

Public Diplomacy, Power and Perception

Competitive identity is how you build standing, credibility, and soft power; 
public diplomacy is how you wield it. Of course, there isn’t a strict dividing 
line between the two, and the choice may well depend on how much prior 
knowledge, trust and esteem there is for the country in the first place—the 
U.K., for example, needs to do Competitive Identity in China even while do-
ing public diplomacy in Canada. Few governments understand how to build 
soft power, or at least how to do so quickly and efficiently; and nobody much 
needs to understand how to wield it, because that becomes an instinct of 
politicians in countries that have it (although it is remarkable how often they 
squander it). 

Joseph Nye’s (2004) celebrated model of soft, hard and smart power is 
most useful as a simple distinction in this context (and as a means of arguing 
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against the most entrenched hard power positions). The fact is, however, that 
there are many different types of power, influence, appeal and authority that 
a country can wield over the public imaginarium and over reality. Most are 
“soft” (in the sense that they draw people towards them), and perhaps three 
are truly “hard” (in the sense that they can really be used on people against 
their will), as I will shortly discuss: but a more sophisticated distinction than 
this is required in order to understand exactly how more than 200 countries, 
not to mention countless cities and regions, really compete against each other 
today for influence and primacy in the world order. 

For the sake of simplicity, I distinguish between four major attributes 
of national standing: morality, aesthetics, strength, and relevance, and they 
co-exist and overlap in an almost infinite variety of combinations. 

Morality is concerned with whether we approve of the country (which 
is to say, some combination of its leaders, its population and its commercial 
and public institutions). Countries like Norway, Holland and Switzerland are 
able to exert an influence considerably greater than their real size would lead 
one to expect (i.e., greater than their hard power) as a direct result of their 
strength on this dynamic, and of the four attributes it is the strongest predic-
tor of overall rank in the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands IndexSM, especial-
ly amongst the all-important younger audiences. 

One of the reasons why the perception of morality is so significant is be-
cause young people tend to be influenced substantially by their moral sense, 
and are less inclined to cynicism and the corrosive influence of realpolitik. 
And, the older people who form the elites and the individually powerful are in 
turn influenced by the public opinion of young people. Thus, one of the most 
effective drivers of positive acceptance (in other words, effective soft power) 
for any country is a clearly marked moral position.

Aesthetics is simply a measure of whether the country (in terms of its 
people, its built and natural environment, products, cultural output, etc.) is 
regarded as pleasing to the eye—or, in some cases, to the other senses. On the 
whole, we find it difficult to dislike or disapprove very strongly (or for very 
long) of beautiful places, people and products—and we have a strong ten-
dency to associate beauty with virtue and wealth. Curiously, the Anholt-GfK 
Roper Nation Brands IndexSM showed that many people around the world 
started to regard the American landscape as less beautiful during the second 
presidential term of George W. Bush; many Muslim respondents had a similar 
response to the Danish landscape after the publication of the notorious car-
toons lampooning the Prophet Mohammad by a Danish newspaper in 2006 
(BBC, 2006). Japan and Germany derive much of their huge aesthetic power 
from product design: each well-designed product from Sony, Bosch, Porsche, 
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Toyota or Panasonic sold in another country is a tiny ambassador for the aes-
thetic power of its place of origin.

Aesthetic perception, I would suggest, centres around four categories of 
perceived “objects.” The first, culture, is the broadest, since it also encom-
passes senses other than visual (taste and hearing in the case of cuisine, music, 
language and so forth); the natural environment covers both climate and 
landscape; artefacts embrace made objects in the cultural, commercial and 
architectural spheres: 

• Culture 
• Natural environment
• People
• Artefacts

Strength is concerned with our perception that a country can wield influ-
ence over us or others, irrespectively of the other three attributes. Hard pow-
er, as Nye described, is typically military and economic, but to this I would 
also add media power: the country’s ability to force its views on international 
public opinion via its ownership or influence over a substantial portion of 
the media messages reaching people. This is almost impossible to synthesize 
by the use of peripheral techniques such as public relations or lobbying, and 
really only comes by virtue of channel ownership. The U.S. is of course the 
category leader here, and is fully capable of what I have in the past called “bel-
ligerent branding” of another country using this variety of hard power. It has 
been doing this to Mexico, as I have argued elsewhere, for several centuries. 
Soft power tends to be associated more with the first two attributes—moral 
and aesthetic—but of course this isn’t an absolute distinction in any sense. 

We may know very little about what a country actually does, makes, or 
looks like, but we will nonetheless tend to have a fairly strong idea of whether 
it (or its components, if we know more about it) are good or bad, beautiful 
or ugly, strong or weak. 

Clearly, the combination and balance of moral power and hard power are 
critical. A country perceived as actively immoral is also perceived to possess 
strong hard power is likely to create very strong rejection and a strongly neg-
ative national image. 

Relevance is a slightly more complex topic than the previous three. The 
mistake made by most governments attempting to carry out “nation brand-
ing” is to assume that the key to successful image change lies in the persuasive 
power of the message that they can present to their target audience. Some 
believe that, as long as the communication is omnipresent and sufficiently 
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attractive and compelling, then surely public opinion will be swayed by the 
power of emotion. Others take a more rational view and consider that evi-
dence is more potent than charm; so as long as the relevant facts are presented 
clearly enough, public opinion will bow to the force of reason.

Both are right, and both are wrong: emotion and reason, charm, and 
proof are all indispensable conditions for the changing of opinions, but they 
are not sufficient, either singly or in combination. First, the audience needs to 
be prepared to receive and reconsider. Second, there must be a high degree 
of consistency in both the charm and the proof, and the assault has to be 
sustained for much longer than most governments find convenient, before 
public opinion gradually begins to change.

These two factors are, in fact, closely linked: the less relevant the coun-
try is to the target audience, the more powerful, consistent, and sustained  
the “stream of evidence and emotion” will need to be in order to change the 
image. On the other hand, the more relevant the country is to the target, the 
better the conditions for rapid and profound change in their perceptions of 
that country. 

When we hear something new about another country, everything de-
pends on whether we think “this is about me” or “this is about them.”  
A Mexican citizen hearing about the U.S. presidential elections on television, 
seeing American products in shops, listening to American music, or reading 
an American book may well think “this affects me,” and consequently pay 
close attention: the object is in the foreground, and has the power to add 
positive or negative weight to his or her existing image of the United States. 
However, proportionally, this weight will be quite small, because his or her 
existing perception of the United States is already substantial: consequently, 
each new piece of information is likely to have a correspondingly smaller in-
fluence on the whole.

The same Mexican citizen hearing about the Indonesian presidential elec-
tions, seeing Indonesian products, and so forth, is more likely to think “this 
is about them,” and the new information simply won’t stick. However, by the 
same token, any new information that does stick will be large in relation to 
the small image he or she has about Indonesia, and will form a more signifi-
cant proportion of the sum total of his or her beliefs about the country. 

The conclusion is a paradoxical one, and underlines the fundamental dif-
ficulty of changing people’s minds about countries. People who already feel 
that a country is relevant to their lives are probably more inclined to notice 
the things that country does or says or makes, but may be less likely to change 
their minds as a result, whereas people who don’t feel a country is relevant 
are less likely to pay attention, but may be more likely to change their minds.
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This model of moral and aesthetic power, strength, and relevance casts 
many of the traditional instruments of national promotion and presentation 
in an interesting new light. 

Tourism promotion is important because (assuming the country possesses 
sufficiently attractive artefacts, landscapes, and people to show) it is one of 
the few means that countries wield to deliberately drive up perceptions of 
aesthetic power in all categories. 

Cultural relations does this to an even greater degree. If properly man-
aged, it combines influence over aesthetic and moral power. 

Public diplomacy, properly understood, is primarily a tool of moral power. 
Educational promotion, science diplomacy, talent attraction, and similar sorts 
of activity are primarily tools of social power. 

Investment promotion has so little impact on public perceptions anyway 
(since it is by definition a business-to-business activity), that it really doesn’t 
fit into these categories and is simply an economic instrument. It is undoubt-
edly a very important one, but it should be understood that, although it is 
affected by national image, it only affects it very indirectly. (This is quite 
different from tourism, which is affected by it and affects it in almost equal 
measure.) 

So people’s perception of other countries, except where they are formed 
by personal experience or some other strong form of bias, will basically derive 
from their view (or perhaps “feeling” is a more accurate term) about whether 
the country is good or bad; beautiful or ugly; strong or weak; and whether it 
has anything to do with them or not.

Obviously, if people know or care enough to think about the components 
of a particular country, then their overall assessment of the country on each 
of these three attributes will be some kind of “average score.” For example, 
if someone knows enough about China to think about its components, they 
might be happy to rate it as “bad” overall, but might rate its culture, cuisine 
and landscape as “beautiful” and its people and government as “ugly,” and, 
consequently, lowering the average. It is certainly clear from a close study 
of the Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brands IndexSM that people are perfectly 
capable of holding a number of divergent and even strongly contradictory 
opinions about the same country in their minds at the same time. 

How Competitive Identity Works

It may well be asked why so many countries which practice good gover-
nance and a broadly ethical international stance still suffer from a weak or 
even negative reputation. The fact is that policies alone, even if effectively 
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implemented, are not sufficient to persuade foreign publics to part from their 
existing prejudices and perceptions, which in the case of national images may 
prove exceptionally resilient to change. Substance must be coupled with strat-
egy and frequent symbolic actions if it is to result in an enhanced reputation. 

Strategy, in its simplest terms, is simply knowing who a nation is and where 
it stands today (both in reality and according to internal and external per-
ceptions); knowing where it wants to get to; and knowing how it is going 
to get there. The two main difficulties associated with strategy development 
are (a) reconciling the needs and desires of a wide range of different national 
actors into a more or less single direction, and (b) finding a strategic goal that 
is both inspiring and feasible, since these two requirements are frequently 
contradictory.

Substance is simply the effective execution of that strategy in the form of 
new economic, legal, political, social, cultural and educational activity: the 
real innovations, structures, legislation, reforms, investments, institutions and 
policies which will bring about the desired progress. 

Symbolic actions are a particular species of substance that happen to have 
an intrinsic communicative power: they might be innovations, structures, 
legislation, reforms, investments, institutions or policies which are especially 
suggestive, remarkable, memorable, picturesque, newsworthy, topical, poetic, 
touching, surprising or dramatic. Most importantly, they are emblematic of 
the strategy: they are at the same time a component of the national story and 
the means of telling it. 

Sometimes the symbolic power of such an action cannot be predicted, as 
its full effect derives from an imponderable fusion of the action itself, the mo-
ment and context in which it appears, the mood and culture of the ‘audience,’ 
and their perceptions of the place where it originates. 

It is clear that new and dedicated structures are required to coordinate, 
conceive, develop, maintain, and promote such an unbroken chain of proof. 
None of the traditional apparatus of trade or government is fit for such a 
purpose—at least not in a way that cuts across all areas of national activity and 
is capable of sustaining it for the years and decades it takes to enhance, refine 
or otherwise alter the international image of a nation.

The concept of strategy plus substance plus symbolic actions is a clas-
sic “three-legged stool”—an approach that cannot stand up unless all three 
conditions are met. 

Countries, for example, which succeed in developing a strategy and are 
diligent at creating real substance on the basis of this strategy but overlook the 
importance of symbolic actions, still run the risk of remaining anonymous, un-
dervalued, or unable to change the long-standing clichés of their international 



204 SiMon anholt

reputation, because strategies are often private and substance is often boring. 
Without the communicative power of symbolic actions, such countries can 
remain trapped inside a weak, distorted or outdated brand image for decades, 
and consequently fail to attract the consumers, talent, media attention, tour-
ists and investors they need in order to build their economies, expand their 
influence and achieve their aims. 

Substance without an underlying strategy may achieve sporadic and lo-
calized economic and social benefits, but it is unlikely to build the country’s 
profile or influence in any substantial way. Even if the substance is accompa-
nied by frequent symbolic actions, without an underlying strategic intent the 
messages will remain fragmented, and no compelling or useful story of the 
nation’s progress will form in the public consciousness. 

Strategy without substance is spin: it is the frequent predicament of weak 
governments that they make many plans but lack the willpower, the resourc-
es, the influence, the expertise or the public support to carry them to fruition. 

Strategy that is accompanied by symbolic actions but no real substance is 
worse still: this is authentic propaganda, a deliberate and schemed manipula-
tion of public opinion designed to make people believe something different 
from reality. In today’s world, where the globalisation of communications 
has resulted in an environment where no single message can survive unchal-
lenged, propaganda has become virtually impossible, and such an approach 
will result in the destruction of the country’s good name for generations. 

Governments that focus purely on symbolic actions and fail to provide ei-
ther strategy or real substance will soon be recognised as lightweights: carried 
this way and that by public opinion and intent purely on achieving popularity, 
they seldom remain in power for long. 

Some good examples of symbolic actions are the Slovenian government 
donating financial aid to their Balkan neighbours in order to prove that Slove-
nia wasn’t part of the Balkans; Spain legalizing single-sex marriages in order to 
demonstrate that its values had modernized to a point diametrically opposed 
to the Franco period; the decision of the Irish government to exempt artists, 
writers and poets from income tax in order to prove the state’s respect for 
creative talent; or the Hague hosting the European Court of Human Rights 
in order to cement the Netherlands’ reputation as a global bastion of the rule 
of law. Even a building, such as the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao or the 
Sydney Opera House, may have a symbolic value for its city and country well 
beyond its economic “footprint”; and places with no chance of being selected 
to host major sporting or cultural events often bid for them, apparently just 
to communicate the fact that they are internationally engaged, ambitious, and 
proud of their achievements. 
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Clearly, the deliberate and planned use of symbolic actions can expose 
governments to the charge of “playing to the gallery” and devising strategies 
purely or largely in virtue of their impact on national image. Such behavior, it 
could be argued, is even worse than simple propaganda, as it commits more 
public resources to the task of creating a certain impression than mere mes-
sages do. Each case must be judged on its own merits, but it could be argued 
that a symbolic action can be defended against the charge of propaganda if it 
is based on a clear long-term strategy and is supported by a substantially larger 
investment in real substance.

In the end, it is largely a matter of quantity that determines such a judg-
ment. If nine out of 10 policies or investments are selected purely on the basis 
that they benefit the country, and one on the basis that it gets the story across 
too, government may act not only with a clear conscience, but also in the 
knowledge that the 10 percent of symbolic actions, by enhancing the repu-
tation of the country, is adding substantial value to the other investments. In 
this way, they may ultimately contribute even more value to the country then 
its more weighty but less media-friendly initiatives. 

What governments sometimes have difficulty understanding is that the 
size, ambition, or cost of initiatives is not directly proportional to their sym-
bolic value. Very large buildings, which simply communicate wealth and hu-
bris, may have less power over the popular imagination than very small ones 
which happen to tell a story.

In the Anholt-GfK Roper City Brands IndexSM, the tiny statue of the 
mannekin pis in Brussels is spontaneously mentioned by 20 times more inter-
national respondents than the enormous atomium, or even the gigantic head-
quarters of the European Commission; the government of Slovenia donating 
a few hundreds of thousands of euros to Albania, Montenegro and Mace-
donia is more newsworthy than the U.S. government donating hundreds of 
millions of dollars to Africa. 

The substantial, strategically-informed symbolic actions which help 
to move national images forward are not to be confused with the symbol-
ic gestures that punctuate the history books—gestures which really have 
little substance in themselves but are sufficiently symbolic (in other words, 
media-friendly) to have real impact, memorability, popular appeal, and hence 
the power to change opinion and even behaviors. For example, British Prime 
Minister Neville Chamberlain waving his truce with Hitler; Mahatma Gandhi 
sitting cross-legged at his weaving loom; Japanese Prime Minister Junichi-
ro Koizumi visiting the Yasukuni shrine; the removal of Stalin’s body from 
the Lenin Mausoleum in Moscow’s Red Square in 1961; Sir Walter Raleigh 
laying his cloak over a puddle so that Queen Elizabeth I could keep her shoes 



206 SiMon anholt

dry; or Jesus Christ washing the feet of his disciples. And in fact, there are 
plenty of examples of equally effective symbols which aren’t even gestures but 
words: Bismarck’s “blood and iron,” Churchill’s “never before in the field of 
human conflict,” Martin Luther King’s “I have a dream,” and so forth. 

Although these gestures and words are, in their own way, powerful 
“brands,” they are in a different category from the symbolic actions described 
earlier. Some of them only acquire their symbolic power much later through 
their retelling and the understanding that they crystallized an important turn-
ing-point in history; all of them owe most of their power to the highly signif-
icant or critical circumstances in which they occurred. In other words, they 
are good rhetoric, whether this is deliberate or accidental. 

Almost any word or gesture can become significant if it is delivered by an 
important person in a moment of crisis, and this is an important distinction 
to make when we are speaking of Competitive Identity or nation branding, 
because the task in hand is usually quite different: the challenge in Compet-
itive Identity is often to attract the attention of an indifferent public in the 
first place, to create a sense of momentousness when in fact most people are 
convinced that nothing of interest is going on.

This brings us right back to the original debate about whether nation 
branding really does have anything to do with branding, or whether the word 
is being used in a purely metaphorical sense. For this challenge is unques-
tionably the same one that gives rise to the discipline of marketing in the 
first place: it’s the art or science of obliging people to pay attention to things 
which they don’t believe deserve their attention. Whether they like it or not, 
countries, cities and regions in the age of global competition all need to mar-
ket themselves: the most effective methods for doing this may owe little to 
the art of selling consumer goods, yet the challenge is precisely the same. 

But then, didn’t the wisest marketers always know that the most import-
ant aspect of any marketing initiative was the quality of the product? Good 
advertising, as Bill Bernbach is supposed to have remarked, can only make a 
bad product fail faster: and the same is most certainly true of nations.

Note

 1. Cold War U.S. official Paul Nitze (1907–2004) to Gordon Gray, the first director of 
the Psychological Strategy Board (PSB), established in 1951 by President Truman “to 
produce unified planning for American psychological operations”; originally cited in 
Kenneth Osgood, “Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home 
and Abroad” (Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Press, 2006), p. 43, p. 45; 
appeared in Public Diplomacy Press and Blog Review for October 19–20, 2006.
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12.  Repairing the “Made-in-China”  
Image in the U.S. and U.K.:  
Effects of Government- 
supported Advertising

Kineta hunG

There has been a growing awareness among nation-states, large and small, 
of the importance of their images projected before the world. Seminal works 
by Anholt and others (Anholt, 2005a; 2005b; 2010; Aronczyk, 2008; Nye, 
2004; Szondi, 2008) integrated theory and practice, and examined how 
nation-states could build and manage their images in an increasingly connect-
ed world, the complexity of which is heightened by global events and differen-
tial values in international relations (Gilboa, 2008; Nye, 2004). These efforts 
have led to intense interests in nation branding and prompted the establish-
ment of benchmarking indices to facilitate the comparison of national images 
over time and across nations (e.g., EAI’s soft power index, Anholt-GfK Roper 
Nation Brands Index). After all, a favorable national image may contribute 
to preferred treatments both economically (e.g., preferred nation status) and 
politically (e.g., forestall international embargo). 

A nation brand is represented by multi-dimensional perceptions formed 
by its own people and the international public, including their respective 
perceptions of a nation’s exports, investment, tourism, people, culture, and 
governance (Anholt, 2005b). Of particular interest are the perceptions of 
people residing in countries with significant importance to the focal country 
(e.g., a major trading partner), given the impact these public opinions may 
exert on their respective governments. Unfortunately, this perception is often 
stereotypical, formed somewhat passively based on a myriad of direct and 
indirect sources (Loo and Davies, 2006) mediated by notable events in inter-
national affairs (e.g., the U.S.’s “War on Terror,” China’s rise in economic 
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power). Whereas direct sources such as travels and contacts with local peo-
ple allow an international public to experience a country first-hand, they are 
costly and have limited reach. Indirect sources such as word-of-mouth, news 
reports on a country and its leaders, and government-supported communi-
cations, on the other hand, are accessible through the mass media and the 
internet, making them highly salient tools in nation branding (Golan, 2013). 

Among these communicative acts, paid government advertising provides 
an opportunity for state actors to tailor a message for a target audience. In 
the aftermath of 9/11, for example, both the American (Kendrick and Ful-
lerton, 2004; Melissen, 2005) and Saudi Arabian governments (Zhang and 
Benoit, 2004) carried out image restoration campaigns to attempt to dispel 
concerns in selected international communities and protect their national in-
terests. Whereas these campaigns have achieved varying degrees of success, 
there is a need for further research to understand the role and impact of paid 
advertising on nation branding (Fullerton, Kendrick, & Kerr, 2009).

Nation branding denotes a state government’s extended efforts to mobi-
lize multiple forces to project a preferred national identity through dialogues 
with the international public. The process of nation branding often involves 
re-branding, whereby the state actor uses persuasive communication and cul-
tural symbols to generate an effective, credible message to overcome prevailing 
stereotypes. Kunczik (2001) noted the possible convergence of nation brand-
ing, public diplomacy and international public relations as these disciplines share 
a common core in “the planned and continuous distribution of interest-bound 
information aimed (mostly) at improving the country’s image abroad” (p. 4). 
These disciplines also employ strategic information exchange to reduce mis-
conceptions and create goodwill to realize the shared objectives of soft power, 
relation building, and peace (Signitzer and Coombs, 1992; Szondi, 2008).

Unfortunately, the literature on nation branding is primarily anecdotal 
and ambiguous (Szondi, 2008), with many conceptual and professional chal-
lenges remaining to be resolved (Aronczyk, 2008; Loo and Davies, 2006). 
Recognizing this, the purpose of this chapter is to investigate how paid 
government advertising could re-brand selected dimensions of a nation. Core 
tenets including the credibility of message sender, the reduction of receiver 
stereotype, and effective message tactics will be examined. 

There are four parts to the chapter. The first part discusses the salience 
of nation branding and its consequences, using China exports as the point 
of discussion. The second part covers relevant theories with an emphasis on 
country-of-origin and the latest development in changing stereotypes (i.e., re-
flective-impulsive model). The third part is an illustrative two-country study on 
a paid advertising campaign aimed at changing the “Made-in-China” stereotype 
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in the U.S. and U.K. This will be followed by a discussion on the findings of 
the study, including conceptual and managerial insights for the future.

Salience of Nation Branding and Its Consequences

Governmental concerns regarding a nation’s image in an increasingly com-
petitive and resource-stringent world are well founded. Many governments 
engage themselves in image cultivation and management, with the objective 
of developing a competitive identity (Anholt, 2008) to attract the “right” 
kinds of trade, investment, tourism, talents, and export promotion (Szondi, 
2008). There are several notable success stories in Asia. First and foremost, 
Japan reconciled differences among stakeholders to allow policies, people, 
culture, and businesses to work synergistically. Such efforts created successful 
corporations that export products under household names such as Toyota, 
Honda, Sony, Panasonic, and Toshiba that were trusted and desired around 
the world (Anholt, 2010). Meanwhile, the long-standing “Malaysia Truly 
Asia” campaign established Malaysia as a major tourist destination (Anholt, 
2008). Further, India attracted high-tech investments (Gertner, 2007) while 
the Seoul Olympics provided sustained economic gains to South Korea, the 
host country (Kang and Perdue, 1994). 

Aside from economic gains in tourism, exports and trade, a nation’s im-
age carries intangible benefits, affecting what is said about the country in 
the media. A country with a poor image may find the media reacting with 
indifference or even cynicism to even its humanitarian efforts while a well-
liked country receives favorable media coverage with much less work (Anholt, 
2005a). Thus, a reputable, trusted image functions as a pre-emptive measure 
that guards a nation against the media, which tends to over-simplify, often 
unfairly, complex issues in international affairs. 

China as an example. China as an economic superpower has become 
increasingly preoccupied with its image as the country extends its global foot-
print (Tse and Hung, 2014). Considerable developments have been carried 
out over the past decade to promote the country as an attractive and trusted 
member of the international community. These efforts included a culture tour 
across the U.S. that coincided with President Jiang Zemin’s historical visit in 
2000, rapid expansion of Confucius Institutes since 2004 to nearly 400 branch-
es around the world, contribution of more than 3,000 troops to serve in U.N. 
peacekeeping operations, participation in multilateral talks, and the hosting 
of mega events, including the Beijing Olympics and Shanghai Expo in 2008 
and 2010, respectively. These efforts, together with concrete steps that align 
structures and regulations of China’s business environment to international 
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norms as outlined in its agreements with the World Trade Organization (Hung, 
Tse, & Cheng, 2014), attempt to present an open, cultured, and dynamic im-
age of China to the world (Zhang and Cameron, 2003). 

Aside from these efforts to boost the country’s overall image, China as 
the world factory (Tse and Hung, 2014) is especially concerned with promot-
ing its exports, an issue heightened by trade deficits with some of its major 
trading partners. The series of large-scale product recalls in 2007 that ranged 
from pet food to tires and toys also dealt a heavy blow to Chinese-made prod-
ucts, raising concerns about their quality and safety (Tan and Tse, 2010). Giv-
en that it was the first time allegations of product deficiencies were targeted at 
a country, Wang (2008) questioned the American-led media campaigns that 
reported disproportionately negative news about Chinese-made products at 
a time that coincided with the onslaught of the global financial crisis (Elliott, 
2011). The events seriously hurt the reputation of the country’s exports (Cai, 
Lee, & Pang, 2009), with China’s Nation Index for Products slipping from 
24th place in 2005 to 47th place in 2008, making it the third lowest ranking 
country on the index (Anholt, 2010).

It was against this background that China’s Ministry of Commerce com-
missioned an advertising campaign in 2009 to attempt to bring forth some fa-
vorable changes to the perception of its exports. The campaign, masterminded 
by ad agency DDB Guoan, an affiliate with the Manhattan- (US-) based agen-
cy DDB, was entitled “Made in China, Made with the World” (henceforth, 
Made-with-China ad) (Hung, 2012). The 30-second ad showcased five prod-
ucts embedded in different, yet typical, consumption situations among Cauca-
sian consumers, the presumed target viewers. The products were purported to 
be made in China with “American sports technology” (footwear); “European 
styling” (refrigerator); “software from Silicon Valley” (MP3 player); “French 
designers” (dress); and “engineers from all over the world” (airplane). 

Relevant Theories

Country-of-Origin Effects

Export is a major component of a nation brand. Its importance is especially 
salient in export-led economies such as that of China. In discussions of export 
and consumer acceptability, the country-of-origin effect provides a widely- 
accepted theoretical approach based on the way people make product judg-
ment and purchase decisions (Anholt, 2010; Szondi, 2008; Loo and Davies, 
2006). Rather than evaluating each product and brand on its own merit, con-
sumers often rely on country-based stereotypes such as French wine, German 
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beer and Russian vodka as proxies for quality (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Shimp 
and Sharma, 1987), with some willing to pay a premium for these products 
(Liu and Johnson, 2005). Products made in developed economies generally 
enjoy favorable country-of-origin effects (Steenkamp, Batra, & Alden, 2003; 
Tse and Lee, 1993) while products made in emerging economies have to face 
unfavorable quality images brought on by perceptions of the factories’ sweat-
shop conditions, poor workmanship and product hazard outbreaks. 

China as an emerging economy is suffering from such unfavorable stereo-
types (Liu and Johnson, 2005). Media coverage on problematic Chinese-made 
products, trade deficit, product recall and the potential loss of manufacturing 
jobs to China further intensify these negative perceptions. Interestingly, brand 
name recognition among even China’s best-known brands such as Haier is 
below 20 percent in developed economies (Tan and Tse, 2010). Thus, many 
consumers have limited knowledge of Chinese-made products even if they 
have formed an opinion about their country of origin. The lack of detailed 
knowledge encourages consumers to use assumptions and predisposed ideas 
when they evaluate Chinese-made products (Maheswaran, 1994). 

Paid Government Advertising Campaign

To reduce negative country-of-origin effects, products made in emergent 
economies may carry dual-national origins (Han and Terpstra, 1988), be 
owned by global brands (Tse and Gorn, 1993), or possess attributes that 
project a “perceived globalness” image (Steenkamp, Batra, & Alden, 2003). 
Conceptually, the strategy underlying the “Made-with-China” ad, the fo-
cal ad in this chapter, used a related approach. The “made-with” strategy 
is aimed at decoupling the Made-in-China label into different components, 
replacing the “100% made-in-China” image with a composite image made up 
of “designed in France,” “manufactured in China,” etc. This message strategy 
also carries a positive connotation of China working “with” other countries 
to produce the final product. These two effects were intended to improve the 
“perceived globalness” (Steenkamp, Batra, & Alden, 2003) of Chinese-made 
products and help reduce their negative stereotypical image. 

The “Made-with-China” ad was aired in late 2009 on TV networks 
among China’s major trading partners, including CNN in the U.S. (for a 
six-week period) and BBC in the U.K (for a five-week period). The ad is 
also accessible on the Internet for viewing and downloading. The campaign 
faced a number of challenges in achieving the objective of changing peo-
ple’s perceptions of Chinese-made products in the West. To begin, there 
is substantial evidence indicating that the country-of-origin cue exerts an 
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automatic and persistent impact on consumers (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Ver-
lagh and Steenkamp, 1999), with its valence (positive or negative) difficult 
to counterbalance. Also, the ad message may generate counter-arguments. 
If an ad message differs from a consumer’s preconceptions beyond the lat-
itude of acceptance, it likely would not pass through the perceptual filter 
but be ignored or rejected (Hung, 2014). Further, people are motivated 
to retain their pre-existing thoughts (Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008). 
In particular, consumer ethnocentrism (Shimp and Sharma, 1987) pres-
ents a salient defensive mechanism for individuals faced with foreign-made 
products. When elicited, it may reduce the acceptability of the focal ad. 
These challenges indicate the need for the focal advertisement to project 
the intended message without being perceived as a threat to stereotypical 
thinking or risk antagonizing the viewers.

Current Theory on Stereotyping: Reflective and  
Impulsive Model (RIM)

To understand how the focal ad may operate, this chapter adopts Strack and 
Deutsch’s (2004) RIM (Reflective and Impulsive Model) to understand the 
stereotype changing process that may have been triggered by the focal ad. 
RIM posits that human behavior is largely controlled by two interacting sys-
tems. The impulsive system provides fast, spontaneous and stereotype-based 
responses related to one’s emotions and motivational drives. The reflective 
system, on the other hand, is dominated by rationality and even virtue (e.g., 
multiculturalism; Fowers and Davidov, 2006) as the guiding principles for hu-
man behavior. Individuals engaged in reflective thoughts would process rele-
vant information, perform a reasoned thought process, and derive at a proper 
evaluation. Because the two systems are interactive, effects of the impulsive 
system, including stereotypes, may be “regulated” by reflective thoughts. The 
RIM dual system has been applied to a multitude of consumption contexts, 
providing important inputs into the processes underlying consumer regula-
tory behaviors (Vohs, 2006) such as impulsive buying and eating disorder 
(Hofmann, Strack, & Deutsch, 2008; Hofmann, Friese, & Strack, 2009).

An Illustrative Study on Changing  
“Made-in-China” Stereotype

The following illustrates an empirical study that assesses the effectiveness of 
the Made-with-China ad using RIM. As the elicitation of reflective processes 
is central to the focal ad’s communicative effectiveness, this study investigates 
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the ad’s ability to stimulate reflective thinking to counter the viewer’s impul-
sive responses such as his/her emotional reactions to the ad and consumer 
ethnocentrism (Shimp and Sharma, 1987) that may otherwise dominate his/
her intent to buy Chinese-made products. Because reflective thinking is ef-
fortful and involving, the viewer’s interests in the targeted subject are core to 
stimulating the reflective process to reconsider Chinese-made products. The 
study purports that the viewer’s openness to cultural diversity, a component 
of multicultural value (Pascarella et al., 1996) may indicate the viewer’s pro-
pensity to reflect on the focal ad. To summarize, this study examines (a) the 
viewer’s reflective thoughts; (b) openness to cultural diversity; (c) consumer 
ethnocentrism; and (d) the positive and negative emotional responses to the 
ad. These processes together are purported to affect (e) the viewer’s purchase 
intent of Chinese-made products, after controlling for the viewers’ age, in-
come, and gender. 

Impulsive Component: Consumer Ethnocentrism

Made-in-China is a label affixed to products manufactured in China. The 
label is a legal requirement in countries such as the U.S., where made-in-
country information needs to be clearly displayed. From a communication 
perspective, the label represents a salient, persistent, and difficult to remove 
quality cue (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Shimp and Sharma, 1987). According 
to RIM, a viewer watching the Made-with-China ad will be reminded of 
the stereotypical image of Chinese-made products. As a result, the encoun-
ter may trigger a process where home-country bias plays a central role. 
Shimp and Sharma (1987) conceptualize this bias as consumer ethnocen-
trism, the “beliefs held by American (or other country) consumers about 
the appropriateness, indeed morality, of purchasing foreign-made products”  
(p. 280). Given its motivational nature and its ties with a person’s fundamental 
values, it is postulated that consumer ethnocentrism is an impulsive response 
when a person considers Chinese-made products. Whereby non-ethnocentric 
consumers would evaluate products based on their price, quality and other 
desirable features, ethnocentric consumers distinguish between domestic and 
foreign products and consider it inappropriate to buy foreign-made products 
due to their perceptions of loss to the domestic economy (Shankarmahesh, 
Ford, & LaTour, 2004). Accordingly, a viewer watching the focal ad may be 
affected by his/her ethnocentric tendencies so that:

H1:  Consumer ethnocentrism is negatively associated with the focal 
ad viewers’ buying intent of products made in China.
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Impulsive Component: Ad Elicited Emotions

A large body of research has shown that emotional responses are important out-
comes of advertising. The elicited emotions, if positive, may attract viewers’ at-
tention, enhance their ad and brand liking, and boost their purchase intent (Batra 
and Ray, 1986). Conversely, the negativity elicited by the ad may be transferred 
onto the ad message and the brand. Measures of elicited emotions are now com-
monly included in tests of ad effectiveness in studies. Through the RIM lens, the 
viewers’ emotional responses to an ad may form a component of the impulsive 
system. In line with previous works and RIM, this study hypothesizes that: 

H2:  The positive (negative) emotions elicited by the Made-with-
China ad would enhance (reduce) the viewers’ buying intent of 
products made in China.

Reflective Component: Reflective Thoughts

To bring forth a change in one’s stereotype, the stimulus needs to entice viewers 
to engage in salient reflective thoughts to counter the effects brought on by 
the impulsive system (Strack and Deutsch, 2004). Thus, the Made-with-China 
ad will need to open up the viewer’s mind to reason, think and reflect. During 
the process, the viewer will recall facts and information relevant to the subject 
matter and, through multiple iterations of checks-and-balance, to derive a ratio-
nal evaluation. This process often involves the semantic categorization of facts, 
planning, mental simulation and more complex relationship estimates (e.g., cau-
sality) in addition to simple logical relations (e.g., is, is not) (Strack and Deutsch, 
2004). The study purports that the reflective thought process (e.g., think again, 
think differently) will generate more positive, or more balanced, thoughts on 
the buying intent for Chinese-made products. Thus it is proposed that: 

H3:  The reflective thoughts relative to Chinese-made products elic-
ited by the focal ad would enhance the viewers’ buying intent of 
products made in China.

Reflective Component: Openness to Cultural Diversity

As the most intellective of the Big Five personality traits (Olver and Mooradi-
an, 2003), openness is a critical construct in reducing the influence of stereo-
types and prohibiting their formation. The effects of openness and its variants 
(e.g., openness to others; to diversity; to intellect) have been confirmed in a 
large body of literature. In a meta-analysis, Sibley and Duckitt (2008) investi-
gated 71 studies that examined various prejudice-related issues (e.g., sexism, 
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racism, anti-foreign attitude) across eight countries. The results confirmed 
the salient weakening effect of openness on a social dominance orientation, 
a measure of prejudice. When applied to the “Made-with-China” ad, viewers 
who are open to cultural diversity are purported to be pre-disposed to engag-
ing in reflective thoughts induced by the focal ad rather than to bypass the 
effortful task. After all, the information in the focal ad and its main message 
concern the de-stereotyping of Chinese-made products. It is postulated that:

H4:  Viewers open to cultural diversity would be pre-disposed to re-
flecting on the focal ad, thereby increasing the propensity of a 
higher buying intent of products made in China.

Research Methods

The study consists of an online survey of 801 respondents in the U.S. (n = 
389) and the U.K. (n = 412). Both countries were among the top 10 des-
tinations for Chinese exports, suffered from trade deficits with China, and 
were targets for the “Made-with-China” ad. Survey respondents were recruit-
ed from Millward Brown’s nationally representative e-panel in each country. 
Millward Brown is a media, advertising, and brand consultancy conglomer-
ate, active in conducting consumer tracking, copy-tests and creative pretests 
both on- and off-line. The company has 78 offices in 51 countries and is a 
member of the WPP Group.

Table 12.1. Socio-demographic characteristics of country sample.

US UK

Age Distribution

16–24 11.83% 15.53%

25–34 16.19% 19.17%

35–44 15.68% 23.54%

45–54 20.57% 22.09%

55 and over 35.73% 19.67%

Income Distribution (US$)

< 10,000  5.66% 21.34%

10,001–39,999 29.82% 42.67%

40,000–74,999 33.99% 11.82%

75,000 and more 28.53% 24.17%
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US UK

Gender

Male 53.5% 45.1%

Female 46.5% 54.9%

The week-long data collection was carried out in early 2010 as part of 
Millward Brown’s consumer omnibus. As a screening question, the respon-
dents viewed online the focal ad one time and then indicated whether they 
had watched the ad before. About 4% did and were excluded from the study. 
Those remaining responded to the survey and received points they could 
exchange for gifts from the research company. Table 12.1 reports the so-
cio-demographic characteristics of the respondents. In each country, the 
mean age group is 35–44 and the mean income group is U.S. $10,001–
39,999. Compared to the U.K. sample, the U.S. sample includes more men, 
is slightly older and has higher income.

The majority of the measures were adapted from previous research. The 
author also worked with researchers at the company to develop and pretest the 
remaining measures. Reflective Thought and Openness to Cultural Diversity 
were adapted from Kember and Leung (2000) and Pascarella et al. (1996), 
respectively. Consumer Ethnocentrism was adapted from Shimp and Sharma 
(1987). Buying Intent was developed for this study, using a past study that 
examined Chinese-made products (Tan and Tse, 2010). These constructs 
were measured on five-point scales (1 = disagree strongly, 5 = agree strongly). 
Positive and negative emotions were part of Millward Brown’s copy-testing 
metrics and were assessed using two-point scales (0 = no, 1 = yes). Details of 
the measures can be found in Table 12.2.

Table 12.2. Measurement scales and items.

Items Scales α

Buying 
Intent

1. I would try the products from the advertised firms.
2. I have confidence in these products.
3. With design and technology from around the world, the 

products offer good value to customers.

0.90

Reflective 
Thought

1. It makes me think again about products made in China.
2. It makes me think differently about products made in 

China.
3. It’s the sort of advert I’d talk about with friends.

0.81
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Items Scales α

Consumer 
Ethnocen-
trism

1. Regarding British (American)-made products, I feel:
2. UK (US) products, first, last, and foremost.
3. Purchasing foreign-made products is un-British 

(un-American).
4. It is not right to purchase foreign products because it 

puts Britons (Americans) out of work.
5. We should purchase products manufactured in the UK 

(US) instead of allowing other countries to get rich off us.
6. We should buy from foreign countries only those prod-

ucts that we cannot obtain within our own country.

0.91

Openness to 
Cultural 
Diversity

1. I have a real interest in other cultures or nations.
2. We need to understand the issues in developing countries 

and appreciate their struggles.
3. I have a real interest in the cultures of developing nations.

0.84

Positive 
Emotion

1. Excited.
2. Attracted.
3. Affectionate.

0.77

Negative 
Emotion

1. Annoyed.
2. Sad.
3. Disappointed.

0.78

Results

An OLS two-step regression analysis was conducted to test the hypotheses. 
The dependent variable for the regression analysis was Buying Intent. There 
were two groups of independent variables, impulsive and reflective systems. 
The impulsive system included two components: Consumer Ethnocentrism 
and Emotional Responses (positive, negative) to the focal ad. These variables 
together with the control variables of Age, Income, and Gender were entered 
into Step 1 of the regression model. The reflective system also included two 
components: Reflective Thought and Openness to Cultural Diversity. These 
variables were entered into Step 2 of the regression model.

Analysis results showed that all the independent variables in Step 1 exert-
ed significant effects in the hypothesized directions, with Consumer Ethno-
centrism and Positive Emotion exerting positive effects and Negative Emo-
tion exerting negative effects. The findings provided support for H1 and H2, 
confirming that the impulsive system exerted significant effects on viewers’ 
Buying Intent of products made in China. 

Similar to Step 1, analysis results in Step 2 showed that all the inde-
pendent variables exerted significant effects in the hypothesized directions. 
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In addition to the effects exerted by variables under the impulsive system 
as noted earlier, the variables under the reflective system entered in Step 2, 
Reflective Thought and Openness to Cultural Diversity, also exerted positive 
effects, as hypothesized in H3 and H4. Further, compared to the variance in 
the model explained by variables under the impulsive system (i.e., R2 in Step 
1), the R2 change of .16 (p <.001) in Step 2 indicates that the variables under 
the reflective system exerted effects over and above the effects exerted by the 
impulsive system alone. Thus, the findings provided general support for the 
proposed two-system model (see Table 12.3). 

To provide a stronger test and to validate the proposed model across 
countries, the above analysis was repeated for each country sub-sample. In 
both cases, all independent variables exerted significant effects in the hypoth-
esized directions, providing support for H1 to H4 in each country (see Ta-
ble 12.3). The R2 change in each country sub-sample also showed significant 
effects, with the components in the reflective system contributing significant 
improvement in the explanatory power of the model. These findings provided 
a cross-country validation of the proposed model. 

Country Differences

Although it is not the main objective in this study to examine between-country 
differences, such an investigation may shed additional insights. To this end, 
a series of ANOVA (with mean comparisons) was conducted, with Buying

Table 12.3. Two-Step Regression Results.

All
(n = 1185)

US
(n = 389)

UK
(n = 412)

Step 1: Impulsive System

Consumer Ethnocentrism -.16*** -.19*** -.13**

Positive Emotion .39*** .36*** .43***

Negative Emotion -.31*** -.36*** -.19***

R2 .38 .44 .30

Step 2: Impulsive & Reflective Systems

Impulsive System

Consumer Ethnocentrism -.15*** -.17*** -.12**

Positive Emotion .20*** .21*** .20***

Negative Emotion -.27*** -.30*** -.14***
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All
(n = 1185)

US
(n = 389)

UK
(n = 412)

Reflective System

Reflective Thought .42*** .37*** .51***

Openness to Cultural Diversity .11*** .11*** .10***

R2 .54 .57 .51

R2 Change .16*** .13*** .21***
Note: Dependent Variable: Buying Intent; Control Variables: Age, Income, Gender (***p<.001, 
**p<.01)

Intent, Ethnocentrism, Positive and Negative emotions, Reflective Thought, 
and Openness to Cultural Diversity as dependent variables; and Country  
(2 levels: U.S., U.K.) as independent variable. Similar to the regression 
analysis, Age, Income and Gender were included as control variables in the 
ANOVA runs. 

Research findings showed that all dependent variables, except Positive 
Emotions, registered significant between-country differences. The U.S. 
sub-sample scored lower levels of Buying Intent and Openness to Cultural 
Diversity but higher levels of Ethnocentrism and Negative Emotions. The rel-
atively more negative findings in the U.S. (vs. U.K.) may reflect trade tensions 
between the two countries given the size of U.S. trade deficits with China 
(US $143.5 billion in 2009), its dependence on Chinese goods domestically 
(No. 1 import into U.S.), and the China market for U.S. exports (No. 3). 
Interestingly, the U.S. sub-sample scored a significantly higher mean value in 
Reflective Thought. Thus, in spite of trade tension, the focal ad has success-
fully induced American respondents to reconsider the meanings behind the 
Made-in-China label.

Discussion and Conclusion

The current study assessed how the “Made-with-China” ad was perceived by 
its intended target, (i.e., consumers among China’s major trading partners, 
U.S. and U.K.) and its effectiveness in changing their stereotypical perceptions 
towards Chinese-made products. The literature suggests that the intended ob-
jective may not be easy to achieve. Country-of-origin stereotype is automatic 
and persistent, and people for the most part select and process information that 
conforms to their pre-existing thoughts. While the psychological mechanism 
of decomposing a unified country image into composites has been proposed 
(Tse and Lee, 1993) and the strategy adopted by some global firms (e.g., 
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some Apple iPhones are labeled “Designed in California, Assembled in Chi-
na”), there is limited examination of its effectiveness. By adopting RIM as the 
theoretical framework, the current study provided an empirical examination of 
the effectiveness of this strategy. Since the hypothesized effects were validated 
in the full sample and two country sub-samples, the focal ad has achieved its 
communication objective of stimulating reflective thoughts in the viewers to 
change a strongly held negative stereotypical perception. 

The success of the “Made-with-China” ad poses an interesting question: 
How did the focal ad trigger reflective thoughts? Whereas an advertising mes-
sage can be tailor-made, audience receptiveness is not warranted. Viewers are 
often cynical of advertising and the backing of a foreign government may 
raise further concerns over the ad’s credibility. Take for example the “Shared 
Values Initiative” campaign sponsored by the U.S. government and direct-
ed at Muslim countries after the 9/11 attacks. The campaign featured the 
“shared values” of faith, family, and education among Americans and Mus-
lims in a series of mini-documentaries that showcased five American Muslims 
in their day-to-day life. Unfortunately, the portrayal of happy, well-integrated 
American Muslims in the campaign seemed one-sided and lacked credibili-
ty before a skeptical international audience (Kendrick and Fullerton, 2004), 
thus limiting its effectiveness. 

Kates (1998) suggests that, for a political ad to be effective, the infor-
mation has to be perceived to a significant degree free from bias. Whereas 
some people have faulted the “Made-with-China” ad for focusing too heavily 
on China as a manufacturing base and not stressing enough of its innovative 
potentials (Barr, 2011), the open, suggestive message strategy invites viewers 
to reconsider Chinese-made products. This gesture may have rendered the ad 
more credible in the eyes of skeptical viewers than a hard-sell or overly opti-
mistic message strategy. Indeed, the ad is more factual than opinionated, when 
some companies are already decoupling the country-of-origin label along the 
value chain into design, assembly, and manufacturing countries. It is also pub-
lic knowledge that many Chinese exports are made by joint-venture corpora-
tions with inputs originated from different countries. Such factual depiction 
may have rendered the ad message objective and trustworthy, allowing it to 
fall within the viewers’ latitude of acceptance. 

Implications for Nation Branding

As suggested by Manheim (1994), explicit efforts directed at changing peo-
ple’s negative pre-conceptions about a country would be rejected by the pub-
lic. To facilitate nation branding (or re-branding), the message sender and the 
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message need to be perceived as credible sources of information. China with 
its authoritarian regime faces an especially difficult credibility issue in its com-
munications with the West (Barr, 2011); yet, the factual approach used in the 
focal ad allowed the campaign to meet the challenge and potentially improve 
the image of Chinese-made products in the international market. Given the 
importance and increased tension in international trade, the campaign may 
point to the potential of paid government advertising as a genre to moderate 
pre-conceived public opinions and reduce economic animosity (Klein, Etten-
son, & Morris, 1998). Since establishing credibility is of utmost importance 
in nation branding campaigns, future efforts in this area could adopt similar 
persuasive message tactics to dispel stereotypes. 

Equally important in this study is the delineation of the reflective system 
(i.e., reflective thoughts, openness to cultural diversity) as a response criterion 
to gauge the public’s willingness to reconsider its stereotypical perceptions. 
A nation brand is often assessed using indices that identify the valence (good, 
bad), extent (somewhat, extremely positive), and comparative ranking (35th 
of 50) of its image among other nations. Whereas these summative scores 
are indicative of the overall cognitive, affective, and evaluative structure of 
a nation and its soft power in the eyes of the international public (Kunczik, 
2001), nation branding efforts are often directed at dispelling specific stereo-
types. In such instances, the reflective system in general and reflective thoughts 
in particular provide a useful intermediate response criterion to gauge the 
effectiveness of the campaign. Meanwhile, the public that is open to cultural 
diversity may be targeted first so that they may serve as opinion leaders to 
facilitate diffusion of the message.

Yet, similar to the Beijing Olympics being just one element in China’s 
sustained nation branding efforts (Anholt, 2010), the “Made-with-China” ad 
campaign is only a starting point in the country’s efforts to build and manage 
the reputation of Chinese-made products. In spite of the apparent effective-
ness of the campaign message, the branding effort needs reinforcement both 
in the immediate- and long-term. It also needs the infusion of other voices 
including media coverage, word-of-mouth, and ultimately, the consumer’s 
personal experiences with Chinese-made products. After all, consumers form 
their product impressions and judgments holistically via a myriad of direct 
and indirect sources. 

International journalism has often been criticized for reporting on 
non-Western countries with bias (Li and Tang, 2009; Herman and Chomsky, 
1988; Zhang and Cameron, 2003). A content analytical study found that 
during the wave of product recalls in 2007, U.S.-led media blamed Chinese 
producers most, followed by the Chinese government. The role of American 
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corporations is minimized (Li and Tang, 2009) even though Mattel has pub-
licly acknowledged its sole responsibility in the “lead-tainted” toys crisis, when 
most of the toys were recalled due to Mattel’s faulty design (Story, 2007). Re-
gardless of whether the problem attribution is correctly placed, Chinese pro-
ducers who are taking the blunt of the blame need to face the social realities 
and meet the challenges posed by the international press. This includes taking 
concrete steps to improve the quality of their products and undertaking public 
relations campaigns to enhance their perceptions. Equally important is the 
need to build up the reputation of Chinese producers as responsible corporate 
citizens through corporate social responsibility (CSR) campaigns. 

For one, negativity towards Chinese-made products is not restrict-
ed to the international market. Consumers in China have expressed similar 
concerns (Tan and Tse, 2010). This, together with the low price/low quality 
image associated with products made in emerging economies, has prompted 
some corporations in China to adopt foreign-sounding brand names such 
as Chery (automobile), DaVinci (furniture) and Metersbonwe (apparel) to 
enhance their perceived globalness (Hung, Tse, & Cheng, 2014). Adopt-
ing internationally recognized standards such as ISO (International Orga-
nization for Standardization) and undertaking IPO (initial public offering) 
in international exchanges offer other channels for Chinese corporations to 
take concrete steps towards improving their product quality, corporate image, 
and transparency to align with international norms. In sum, an overhaul of 
the Made-in-China label would require coordinated government, media and 
corporate efforts to resolve hotly-charged issues on problem attribution, job 
security and trade deficit, and to counter international preconceptions. There 
remains a long way to go to turn Made-in-China into a trusted and desired 
brand name. 
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13.  Taking It to the Streets:  
The Evolving Use of VNRs as  
a Public Diplomacy Tool in the  
Digital Age

colleen connolly-ahern & lian Ma

Seeing, as they say, is believing. Little wonder, then, that governments were 
quick to realize the value of visual images in support of public diplomacy 
efforts. The 1930s and 1940s saw widespread efforts by governmental orga-
nizations on both sides of the Second World War to gain support for wartime 
initiatives through the use of newsreel footage for movie-going audiences, for 
example (Herzstein, 1983). But it was the astounding growth of television 
audiences in the post-World War II era, combined with the growth of televi-
sion news as a primary source of information, which spurred the development 
and use of video news releases, or VNRs, as a public relations tool. Foreign 
and domestic news outlets offered the possibility of large-scale distribution 
of public diplomacy information. In return, public relations and public affairs 
professionals provided news producers with a steady stream of video content –  
some of it used, but much of it never seen again. Today, with television news 
audiences dwindling, international governmental initiatives expanding and 
information distribution channels multiplying and internationalizing, it seems 
a perfect time to reevaluate the VNR in the practice of public diplomacy, both 
its current and potential uses.

Video News Releases: Concept and Controversy

Traditional VNRs are broadcast-ready story segments and/or raw footage 
distributed to news producers by organizations in the hope that they will be 
included in news broadcasts. While the use of VNRs in the creation of nightly 
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newscasts is extensive—and appears to be growing—their use by journalists 
remains controversial. To date, the small body of public relations scholarship 
about video news releases can be broken into three main areas: media usage, 
ethics and effects. 

While there are no exact figures on the number of video news releases 
used by news organizations, the Media Education Foundation, a nonprofit 
organization promoting media literacy, suggests that up to 50% of some U.S.  
news programming may actually be derived from public relations materials 
(Media Education Foundation, 2005). But this public relations’ involvement 
in the news is not simply a U.S. phenomenon. Reich (2010) found that jour-
nalists’ interactions with public relations professionals in Israel gave public 
relations a significant role in agenda-building. 

Two complementary factors appear to be driving the increased use of 
VNR content in news broadcasts. First, cost-cutting at news operations has 
decreased news organizations’ ability to generate their own footage. Second, 
expanding newsholes aimed at catching increasingly unpredictable audiences 
have left news organizations with ever greater amounts of airtime to fill. For 
cash-strapped news organizations, VNRs represent a nearly endless supply of 
video content and story ideas. VNR utilization is particularly noticeable at the 
local level, where smaller budgets make local stations more likely to include 
video news releases in their newscasts than national broadcasters (Harmon 
& White, 2001). However, past research indicates that few VNRs are used 
in their entirety. Instead, they are heavily edited, rewritten, or incorporated 
as a handy source of B-roll footage (Cameron & Blount, 1996; Harmon 
& White, 2001). Significantly, VNRs from U.S. government agencies were 
incorporated into newscasts more often than those from corporations (Har-
mon & White, 2001), indicating that VNRs are an important—and probably 
effective—tool in the government’s internal public diplomacy efforts.

Theoretically, the use of VNRs has been linked to agenda-building, the 
process through which news is influenced by public relations or public af-
fairs practitioners, and thus helps shape public opinion. According to Curtin 
(1999), “as economic pressures on media increase, public relations informa-
tion subsidies may become more valued by the media, and public relations 
campaigns employing mass-mediated communication channels may experi-
ence enhanced chances for success” (p. 54).

While the use of VNRs in traditional newscasts has been well established, 
the effects of using VNRs on news consumers remain unclear. Owen and 
Karrh (1996) showed that corporate information garnered from a VNR 
was evaluated as more credible than the same information presented in an 
advertisement. The same study also found that credibility of local news 
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significantly predicted VNR recall, indicating that traditional VNRs may ben-
efit from the news environment in which they are placed to some extent.

A key rationale for the studying the extent of the media’s inclusion of 
VNRs into newscasts is the fact that many scholars believe their use is inher-
ently unethical. Wulfemeyer and Frazier (1992) considered a range of pos-
sible ethical problems emanating from the inclusion of VNRs in newscasts, 
including “providing inaccurate, false, and/or misleading information,” 
“manipulating the channels of communication,” “failing to clearly identify 
a client/sponsor,” and “inflating data” (p. 155). Interestingly, none of these 
ethical issues is specific to the VNR environment, indicating that VNRs share 
the same ethical concerns of other public relations communication. Likewise, 
Grunig’s (1992) characterization of asymmetrical communication as uneth-
ical in his original conceptualization of excellence theory appears to label 
VNRs as unethical by virtue of their format, regardless of content.

Many ethicists, activists and trade organizations suggest labeling as a pre-
scription for making VNRs more ethical, despite the fact that in the United 
States there is no legal responsibility to do so. According to White (2012), 

While, current FCC rules do not require labeling for most VNRs, the Public 
Relations Service Council, The Public Relations Society of America, the National 
Association of Broadcast Communicators, and the Radio-Television News Direc-
tors Association advocate clear identification of the source of VNRs. The onus is 
on journalists to do so (p. 82).

However, while conventional wisdom assumes that viewers would scruti-
nize VNR content more closely and view it more skeptically if its origins were 
known, empirical studies in this area have been mixed. 

For example, Connolly-Ahern, Grantham and Cabrera-Baukus (2010) 
found that labeling VNRs actually increased the perceived expertise for some 
government-sponsored VNRs. Additionally, results indicated that in the case 
of VNRs sponsored by U.S. government agencies, an individual’s political 
party affiliation resulted in significant differences in overall perceived credi-
bility of VNRs, while labeling did not result in differences. Similarly, Tewks-
bury, Jensen and Coe (2011) found that while support for content labeling 
was strong, exposure to labeling did not increase the perceived bias of news 
stories. Broaddus, Harmon and Mounts (2012) did find in an Internet-based 
survey that viewers were only able to identify VNRs correctly about half of 
the time, thinking they were produced by news organizations. However, that 
study did not include measures of credibility toward the news organizations, 
news stories, or products and services featured. 
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Public Diplomacy: Evolution of Goals and Tactics

Public diplomacy has historically been associated with facilitating foreign pol-
icy goals and advancing national interests. The term “public diplomacy” was 
formally coined in 1965, when the dean of the Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy at Tufts University, Edmund Gullion, established the Edward R. 
Murrow Center for Public Diplomacy (Cull, 2009), although the practice 
was already established by governments long before that date. According to a 
Murrow Center brochure, public diplomacy is described as dealing with “the 
influence of public attitudes on the formation and execution of foreign poli-
cies. It encompasses dimensions of international relations beyond traditional 
diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of public opinion in other coun-
tries…” (as cited in Cull, 2009, p. 19). This definition underscores public 
diplomacy’s desire to reach beyond traditional publics (e.g., diplomats and 
government workers) and conceptualized as expanding beyond the tradition-
al diplomacy, which is limited to government-to-government interactions, by 
adding the foreign public dimension.

The 1965 description of public diplomacy was meant as an alternative to 
propaganda, which always carries a negative connotation (Cull, 2009). How-
ever, decades later public diplomacy is still regarded by some as little more 
than a modern variant of the old practice of propaganda (Nichols, 2003), 
as evidenced by the centrality of persuasion in some definitions. Based on 
the definition given by the Planning Group for Integration of USIA (1997) 
“public diplomacy seeks to promote the national interest of the United States 
through understanding, informing and influencing foreign audiences” (as cit-
ed in Public Diplomacy Alumni Association, 2012, paragraph 5). This defini-
tion echoes the 1965 description, emphasizing both the persuasion and the 
national interest dimensions of the practice.

However, some current conceptualizations of public diplomacy have fol-
lowed public relations scholarship, evolving toward a relationship-building 
approach. One definition that emphasizes the public dimension describes 
public diplomacy as “the process by which direct relations are pursued with a 
country’s people to advance the interests and extend the values of those be-
ing represented” (Sharp, 2005, p. 106).The relationship-building approach 
is also moving into practice: a former USIA officer defines public diplomacy 
as “…not providing information. It is building relationships” (Fitzpatrick, 
2010, p. 79).

The study of public diplomacy is hampered by “definitional chaos”(Fitz-
patrick, 2010, p. 91). In a study to find a common identity among various 
definitions of public diplomacy, Fitzpatrick (2009) identified six categories 
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of conceptualizing public diplomacy: 1) advocacy/influence, 2) communi-
cation/informational, 3) relational, 4) promotional, 5) warfare/propaganda, 
and 6) political. In her attempt to organize the various definitions of public 
diplomacy and find a common identity, Fitzpatrick (2010) uses a four-legged 
framework to conceptualize public diplomacy: the purpose, actors, targeted 
publics, and whose interests to be served by public diplomacy.

The definitional challenge reflects the interdisciplinary nature of public 
diplomacy. Scholars coming from various backgrounds and perspectives have 
all tried to theorize and advance the study of public diplomacy. As commu-
nication scholar Eytan Gilboa (2008) depicts, many disciplines such as polit-
ical science, sociology, psychology, cultural studies, rhetoric, history, etc. can 
contribute to the study of public diplomacy (p. 74). For example, from an 
international relations (IR) theoretical perspective, public diplomacy has been 
conceptualized in association with three IR theories, namely realism, liberal 
internationalism, and sociological globalism (Yun & Toth, 2009). From a 
public relations perspective, scholars have tested the applicability of the excel-
lence theory to the study of public diplomacy on the theoretical and empirical 
level (Yun, 2006), and adopted the press agentry, public information, two-
way asymmetrical communication, and two-way symmetrical communication 
models (Grunig & Hunt, 1984) to the study of public diplomacy in China’s 
practices (Zhang, 2008). 

Although the English language literature of public diplomacy seems to be 
plentiful, as evidenced by the various scholarly attempts to define and theorize 
the topic, it is inevitably U.S.-centric (Gilboa, 2008). The lack of a common 
definition and the interdisciplinary nature of the field, though indicative of 
an immature stage of development, open up opportunities to include other 
perspectives on how to conceptualize public diplomacy. For instance, in the 
context of China, public diplomacy is understood as the external arm of pro-
paganda, which does not have the same negative connotation as it does in the 
English language context. 

In the Chinese language, public diplomacy originates from the concept of 
xuanchuan (宣传), which is roughly the equivalent of propaganda. In contrast 
to the pejorative connotation of the word propaganda in English, xuanch-
uan is a relatively neutral term (Wang, 2008). Xuanchuan as a noun means 
“benign activities as the release of news, general shaping of ideology, or even 
advertisement” (Wang, 2008, p. 259). As a verb, it means the act of dissemi-
nating and promoting ideas. According to Wang (2008), xuanchuan has two 
levels: internal and external. Public diplomacy in the Chinese context refers to 
the external level of xuanchuan, which seeks to promote the Chinese image 
throughout the world. The idea of external propaganda can be traced back 
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to the Republic of China era. In a historical account of how the Republic of 
China tried to deal with China’s image overseas, Volz (2011) argued that xu-
anchuan, or international propaganda in the Republic era was considered as 
“a proper journalistic role” in correcting perceived bias in the foreign press’ 
coverage of China (p. 174). Therefore, propaganda in the Chinese context is 
not distortion, deception, and disinformation; it is a way to communicate the 
true image of China (Volz, 2011).

Another Chinese scholar understands public diplomacy as activities initi-
ated by governments, civil society and non-governmental organizations with 
the purpose of facilitating dialogue among different cultures and promoting 
peaceful coexistence and harmony (Su, 2011). The two fundamental goals for 
diplomacy and public diplomacy, according to Su (2011), are zuxin (足信) 
and qubing (去兵). Zuxin means to build and improve trust and credibility 
while qubing means to reduce and limit wars. Similar to Su (2011), a former 
Chinese ambassador argues that conversation and communication among civ-
ilizations is the core of public diplomacy (Wu, 2011). 

The first Chinese perspective on public diplomacy (i.e., external propa-
ganda) reflects an emphasis on the persuasive dimension reminiscent of the 
early Cold War formulations of public diplomacy from the U.S. perspective. 
However, the evolving understanding of public diplomacy from the Chinese 
perspective suggests that a similar shift toward the relationship-building per-
spective is currently underway in China as well as in the U.S. Considering 
that the U.S. and China are arguably the two largest players on the world 
diplomatic stage, this points to an emerging understanding of the centrali-
ty of relationship-building in the emerging scholarship of public diplomacy. 
Relationship-building, then, and not persuasion, will inform the rest of this 
chapter, exploring the implementation of audiovisual public diplomacy tools 
such as VNRs in the digital media environment.

Public Diplomacy Tools in the Digital Age

The definition of public diplomacy is also being reshaped by the advance-
ment of information and communication technologies. For example, the use 
of the idea of telediplomacy (Ammon, 2001) reflects the impact of global 
media networks on influencing public opinion. Additionally, with the rise 
of non-government actors, concepts such as noopolitik, which is coined 
in contrast to realpolitik (Ronfeldt & Arquilla, 2009) conceptualize pub-
lic diplomacy as an alternative to the traditional realism and power-based, 
closed-door diplomacy that took place in secret among and between gov-
ernment officials.
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Video news releases represent a significant public diplomacy tool in this 
mediated environment, giving governments and NGOs a way to introduce 
foreign publics to conditions outside their borders. Traditional VNRs take 
advantage of the audiovisual, emotional nature of the television medium to 
elicit response from publics who might otherwise be unaware of—or at least 
disinterested—in places, issues or events that may not affect them directly.

Traditionally, audience exposure to VNRs was controlled by television 
news media. Zoch and Duhé (1997) refer to the traditional media as a “su-
per-public” (p. 16) with the ability to connect an organization with the other 
publics an organization needs to reach. From the organizational perspective, 
the “super-public” also functions as a potential “super-gatekeeper,” making 
judgments of newsworthiness and public interest that represent significant 
barriers to the organization’s ability to interact with the news audience—and 
thereby have an opportunity to help build the public agenda. Even with the 
expanded news hole created by the 24-hour news cycle, only a small percent-
age of the VNRs and raw footage offered to news outlets by public relations 
and public affairs professionals is actually broadcast. And greater sophistica-
tion regarding communications among organizational players means an ever- 
increasing amount of visual material is competing for airtime. 

Two public diplomacy trends are emerging in response to the barri-
ers represented by the news media’s traditional gatekeeping role regarding 
VNRs. The first is the creation of pseudo-events or media spectacles that 
offer news producers both visuals to support their newscasts as well as an 
identifiable—and sometimes controversial—news hook. The second is the 
provision of alternate communications channels through which to engage 
with relevant publics in the social media environment. Two recent examples 
will serve to illustrate the use of these tactics in allowing governments to help 
shape the public agenda through relationship building with significant pub-
lics outside their borders that might be difficult to reach through traditional 
media channels.

A Pseudo-Event Defines Coverage of a “Real” Event

There was little chance that Chinese President Hu Jintao’s visit to the Unit-
ed States in 2011 would be ignored by the world’s news media. Planned in 
agonizing detail by diplomats on both sides of the Pacific, the trip would 
showcase U.S. President Barack Obama’s warm greeting of Hu, demonstrate 
American innovation through a series of corporate visits, and focus on projects 
of mutual benefit to two of the world’s great economic engines. However, 
beyond the confines of the orchestrated events was China’s concern that the 
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American people continued to misunderstand China, and that American news 
media might seize on the presidential visit to discuss traditional “hot button” 
items, emphasizing areas of traditional disagreements between China and the 
U.S.: human rights, currency protection, and job creation. This concern was 
particularly relevant as the preceding autumn’s Congressional elections had 
seen a number of candidates run on anti-China platforms in response to the 
U.S.’s lingering economic recession.

The Chinese government responded with “Experience China,” a com-
bination national advertising campaign and pseudo-event designed to assure 
coverage of China’s story and “boost China’s image among Americans” 
(Jones & Tze-wei, 2011, p. 4). The 30-second advertisement consisted of a 
series of famous—and not so famous—Chinese citizens, highlighting China’s 
many accomplishments in the areas of science, business, sports and the arts. 
For example, one scene ran with the title “Influential Chinese Wealth,” and 
featured Chinese business icons such as Baidu founder Robin Li and NetEase 
founder Ding Lei (Chao, 2011). The advertisements ran on CNN for about 
a month around the U.S.-Chinese Summit. 

However, it wasn’t the advertising campaign that garnered the interest of 
the U.S. news media. A major portion of the coverage was based on the pseu-
do-event created by a massive, six-screen display in one of the world’s most 
expensive pieces of advertising real estate: New York City’s Times Square. 
The LCD displays shone traditional Chinese red between the 300 daily show-
ings of the “Experience China” advertisement, dominating one corner of the 
famed advertising canyon, providing a stunning visual that was picked up 
by television stations all over the U.S. and around the world, and garnering 
plenty of attention in print media as well. In fact, the pseudo-event prompted 
a number of days of coverage, from the installation of the screens to reactions 
from the crowds of people, New Yorkers and tourists alike, to the display (see, 
e.g., Barron, 2011; Chen, Li, & Duan, 2011).

Local reaction to the pseudo-event was mixed, and comments on online 
news stories about the installation ranged from “excited” and “amazed” to 
downright xenophobic. However, since few of the individuals highlighted in 
the 30-second commercial were familiar to the U.S. public (basketball player 
Yao Ming being a notable exception), the use of the striking video by tele-
vision stations virtually forced discussion of the accomplishments of the fea-
tured Chinese citizens. Certainly, the pseudo-event ensured more—and more 
positive coverage—than would have been garnered by the state visit alone. 

Using Fitzpatrick’s (2010) four-legged analysis framework, the purpose 
of the campaign was to increase awareness of China’s contributions to the 
arts, sciences and business. This formed part of an initiative to reframe China 
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as an innovator, as opposed to a manufacturing economy based on the inno-
vations of others. Additionally, it served to “humanize” China, highlighting 
the country as a possible travel destination for world tourists (Ng, 2011).

The main actors were the China State Information Council Office, who 
had responsibility for the campaign’s creation and placement, and its agency 
of record, Lintas Shanghai. Other actors included the Chinese citizens who 
participated in the video, as well as the media companies that custom de-
signed the “Experience China” installation. 

While American news viewers might be considered the broadest target for 
the advertising campaign, the combination of the pseudo-event with the ad-
vertisements points to additional groups likely targeted by the campaign. First 
among these would be members of the American business community. New York 
City is the commercial heart of the U.S., and many influential members of the 
business community—those with responsibilities for long-term decisions about 
investment and outsourcing—were doubtless exposed to the campaign. A second 
and extremely significant group was the Chinese public. The installation received 
extensive coverage inside China, and served to underscore China’s symbolic ar-
rival on the economic world stage through its placement of its message in one 
of the most recognizable advertising locations on the planet: Times Square. But 
the publics targeted went beyond the U.S. and China, with the installation re-
ceiving significant attention in other countries around the world, with a slightly 
different message: China is an ascending world power, a rival to the U.S.’s eco-
nomic might. Clearly, that is a message that serves the public diplomacy interests 
of China’s business community, but is also a powerful message for the Chinese 
government to relay as it seeks to build new and stronger relationships in many 
avenues of global interaction, politically, economically, and socially.

YouTube and Facebook Build Foreign “Friendships”— 
and Sometimes Enemies as Well

The Argentine government had repeatedly and unsatisfactorily availed itself of 
traditional diplomatic channels regarding its ongoing dispute with the U.K. 
over the islands known in Spanish as Las Malvinas and in English, the Falk-
lands, which sit about 400 miles off Argentina’s shores—and some 14,000 
miles from England. For example, Argentine President Cristina Fernandez left 
the 2012 Summit of the Americas before the final meeting when she could 
not get the body to agree to support Argentina’s sovereignty claims over the 
islands (Merco Press, 2012). Later the same year Fernandez pressed Argenti-
na’s claims by addressing the U.N.’s decolonization committee, which result-
ed in a non-binding resolution requesting that Argentina and Britain enter 
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into talks about the future of the islands (Charbonneau, 2012). However the 
British government has maintained that it will honor the Falkland Islanders’ 
wishes to remain a territory of Britain, and do not plan to enter into talks. 

Traditional diplomatic channels essentially exhausted, the Argentine gov-
ernment, specifically the Casa Rosada, Argentina’s executive branch, under-
took a multi-pronged public diplomacy effort to focus world attention on 
an issue it saw as critical, but to which most of the world was indifferent: the 
sovereignty of Argentina over its natural resources, partially symbolized by the 
British control of the Falklands. The trigger event for the Argentine govern-
ment’s public diplomacy efforts in the spring of 2012 appears to have been 
moves by a number of British oil exploration companies to exploit the substan-
tial oil and gas reserves that had recently been discovered around Argentina. In 
1993, the Argentine government privatized the country’s ailing, state-owned 
oil company, YPF. A majority stake was later purchased by Spain’s leading 
energy company, Repsol. But with significant shale oil reserves of some one 
billion barrels announced by YPF in November 2011, Argentina decided to 
expropriate YPF in April 2012 (Plummer, 2012). The move to gain control of 
the Falklands formed another part of the country’s efforts to gain sovereignty 
over natural resources that could improve economic conditions in Argentina.

Argentina’s public diplomacy efforts were centered on two previously es-
tablished social networking sites. First was Amigos de Argentina, the official 
Facebook presence for the government of Argentina. The “About” descrip-
tion calls the page, “A space open to Argentines and our friends from around 
the world to find out about Argentina and our people” (Amigos de Argen-
tina, n.d.) [translation provided by the authors]. With more than 160,000 
followers, the Facebook presence allows Argentina’s public affairs profession-
als to distribute information about cultural and historical events, as well as 
news and current events to individuals who have already decided to “Like” 
Argentina on Facebook—presumably a sympathetic audience for the Argen-
tine government, although little is known about why Facebook users “Like” 
the items they like, or what the impact of those “Likes” are on subsequent 
attitudes or actions.

Amigos de Argentina content often includes direct links to a second social 
networking site used in Argentina’s public diplomacy efforts, YouTube’s Casa 
Rosada Channel. The original announcement of Argentina’s expropriation of 
YPF appeared on the Amigos de Argentina Facebook page, accompanied by 
links to Fernandez’s press conference explaining the decision, as well as links 
to a series of slick institutional “spots” entitled “YPF is Argentina,” housed 
on the Casa Rosada Channel. Clearly some time in the making, the spots 
featured historical and current footage of Argentina’s industrial and energy 
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sectors, along with emotional footage of children and families enjoying the 
good life provided by Argentina’s natural resources. The voiceover is taken 
from the law that restored YPF to Argentine hands, underscoring the critical 
importance of controlling the country’s natural resources, “toward the end 
of guaranteeing economic and social development, growth in employment, 
increased competitiveness, and increased education and sustainability” (Casa 
Rosada, 2012) [translation provided by the authors]. The video link result-
ed in dozens of comments (both for and against the expropriation), as well 
as 171 “Likes,” and perhaps most importantly, 107 “Shares” by Amigos de 
Argentina followers to their own Facebook friends. The spot on the Casa Ro-
sada Channel was viewed almost 30,000 times as of July 2012.

While Argentina’s expropriation of YPF received plenty of press atten-
tion around the world, the institutional videos, completely in Spanish and re-
plete with Argentine symbolism, were not discussed much beyond Argentina. 
However, with YPF now in Argentine hands, Argentina’s next public diplo-
macy initiative to gain control of its energy reserves provided a controversial 
news hook that assured its placement in television news segments around the 
world. 

While most of the world was looking forward to the pageantry and sport 
of the London 2012 Olympics, the event came to serve as a bitter reminder 
of unfinished business in Argentina. Thirty years after the 10-week war that 
left the Falkland Islands in British hands, the Argentine government decided 
to revisit the issue with a controversial advertisement entitled “Homenaje a 
los caidos y ex combatientes de Malvinas [Tribute to the fallen and veterans of 
the Malvinas].” The ad featured Argentine Olympian Fernando Zylberberg 
training at symbolic locations on the Falklands, including a segment with him 
jumping on a memorial to World War I veterans. The video, posted to the 
Casa Rosada Channel, finished with the provocative tagline, “To compete on 
English soil, we train on Argentine soil.” 

The advertisement, which was filmed secretly on the islands by Young & 
Rubicam Buenos Aires, a subsidiary of the communications giant WPP, cre-
ated an immediate stir, engendering more than 650,000 views, almost 4,000 
likes (along with nearly 900 dislikes), and more than 1,300 comments. The 
CEO of WPP repudiated the advertisements, apologized for his company’s 
part in creating them, and asked the government of Argentina to stop air-
ing them (Sweny, 2012). Argentina did not immediately comply with that 
request.

The video spawned news coverage all over the world. Coverage was 
mixed, with press reports in the U.K. and in the U.S. focused on the clandes-
tine nature of the video, and the ostensible Argentine desire to politicize the 
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Olympic Games, while South American reports focused on the issues of col-
onization and nationalism. Perhaps seeing a commonality with its neighbors, 
in news coverage subsequent to the airing of the video, Argentina attempted 
to frame the issue as a “regional one,” with the Argentine ambassador to the 
U.K., Alicia Castro, indicating that by refusing to engage in dialog about the 
Malvinas, Britain was “turning its back on the South American continent” 
(Efe, 2012).

Using Fitzpatrick’s (2010) four-legged analysis framework, the purpose 
of Argentina’s ongoing public diplomacy efforts was to increase attention to 
and win support for its fight for sovereignty over the natural resources in its 
geographic area. The main actors were the executive branch of the Argentine 
government, including Fernandez herself. Other actors included Y & R Bue-
nos Aires, who conceived of the ad, and the Argentine Olympic athletes who 
were included in it (although only Zylberberg was included in the final cut 
of the ad). The British government’s strong repudiation of the ad made it a 
significant actor in the campaign, assuring significant press coverage both in 
the EU and in the U.S. 

While both the “YPF es Argentina” and Olympic ads were first and fore-
most directed at the people of Argentina, the use of both Facebook and You-
Tube to deploy the public diplomacy campaign indicates that Argentina was 
targeting additional audiences for its campaign. In a particular, the govern-
ment sought to engage citizens from around South America in the discussion. 
Argentina’s failure to secure support for a resolution on Malvinas sovereignty 
at the 2012 Summit of the Americas was a disappointment, and reframing the 
issue as a South American energy issue may help its case in the future—in par-
ticular if citizens in neighboring South American countries join Argentina’s 
call for a diplomatic solution.

The use of the Amigos de Argentina site on Facebook and the Casa Ro-
sada Channel allowed people from around the world to view the YPF and 
Olympic videos at will. Many may have been directed to the Casa Rosada 
site by online news reports. But others were led directly by friends through 
“Shares” on Facebook. And still others were exposed by subscriptions to the 
Casa Rosada Channel, because they already had a pre-determined interest in 
what the government of Argentina is sharing. Therefore the potential audi-
ence for the videos was far greater than could be expected from any tradi-
tional VNR distribution to news media—and the worldwide press coverage 
of the Olympic ad provided exposure far greater than any traditional media 
buy could accomplish. It is important to note, however, that both videos were 
entirely in Spanish—only the Olympic video included English subtitles. Since 
the voiceover was particularly important to the understanding of the YPF 
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videos, non-Spanish-speaking publics were not considered in the creation of 
that campaign.

Clearly, both campaigns serve the interests of the Argentine government. 
However, since the long-term stability of South America is tied to Argentina 
as one of its economic engines, the Argentine government is hoping to build 
relationships with publics throughout South America who have a mutual in-
terest in protecting and benefiting from local resources. 

In this case, the campaign to build some relationships has necessarily 
strained other relationships, in particular with Spain and the U.K. This may 
be considered an acceptable cost by Argentina, since traditional diplomatic 
initiatives have yielded no results to date.

Conclusion

In his Integrated Public Diplomacy Model, Golan (2013) noted “the medi-
ated public diplomacy approach is focused on government-to-citizen engage-
ment that is mediated by a third party—the global news media” (p. 1251). 
This study adds another dimension to the mediated approach, with VNRs 
employed in non-traditional media as a new way of garnering attention from 
news media.

Both of these cases indicate the use of audiovisual materials is likely to 
play a significant part in ongoing public diplomacy efforts. However, the tra-
ditional VNR, distributed to news agencies and aired on traditional news 
outlets, is only one way to employ this powerful tactic. More eager than ever 
for control of their message, governments can now circumvent traditional 
distribution channels and go directly to publics with their messages whenever 
possible. In some cases, VNRs and B-roll footage have given way to slick ad-
vertisements that can both engage multiple audiences and win news coverage. 
This has both practical and ethical implications for those engaged in those 
campaigns.

The first implication is that practitioners must carefully evaluate the value 
and ethics of staging events for public diplomacy purposes. For true relation-
ship building to occur in public diplomacy, the publics targeted by campaigns 
must perceive some benefit to engagement. Public diplomats must focus on 
strategies that allow the use of audiovisuals to tell their story to interested 
publics, while still finding ways to understand the stories of those publics. 

The second implication is that governments must be proactive in estab-
lishing alternative channels for reaching interested publics. Shaw, McCombs, 
Weaver, and Hamm (1999) suggest the traditional mass media play a role in 
helping individuals join groups of common interest by joining agendas, in a 
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process known as agenda melding. In the digital age, Facebook, YouTube, 
Twitter and a host of other social media forums provide new avenues for 
individuals to align themselves with agendas beyond their borders. By estab-
lishing channels early, governments can have direct access to interested pub-
lics when they have a story to tell. In addition to allowing the dissemination 
of audiovisual materials, the establishment of such channels can be part of a 
larger relationship building strategy with multiple publics, allowing publics to 
get answers, ask questions, share information and give feedback.
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14.  Conceptualizing International  
Broadcasting as Information 
Intervention

Shawn powerS & tal SaMuel-aZran

“News is a weapon of war. Its purpose is to wage war and  
not to give information.”

—Josef Goebbels, German Minister of Propaganda, 1933–1945.

The production and dissemination of information are at the core of the mod-
ern Westphalian nation-state (Braman 2007). Information-communication 
technologies (ICTs) are an increasingly central element of 21st century state-
craft, with adaptive political actors creating and controlling information flows 
in order to further their interests. At the same time, innovations in ICTs are 
inevitably described as furthering a universal right to free expression, often 
connected to the promise of a Kantian (1795) perpetual peace. For exam-
ple, at the turn of the 20th century, wireless telegraphy mastermind Gugliel-
mo Marconi declared: “communication between peoples widely separated in 
space and thought is undoubtedly the greatest weapon against the evils of 
misunderstanding and jealousy” (cited by Hale 1975, xiii). The more con-
nected the world is, the more difficult it is to engage in conflict, or so the 
thinking goes. Over a century later, US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
(2010) echoed this sentiment, proposing a global right to connect to the 
World Wide Web: “Information freedom supports the peace and security that 
provides a foundation for global progress. Historically, asymmetrical access to 
information is one of the leading causes of interstate conflict.” A narrative of 
information as peace inducing is firmly embedded within discourses of com-
munication and technology. 
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Appealing as the promise of information-driven peace may be, history of-
fers ample evidence for skeptics. Not long after Marconi’s radio was adopted 
by the Western world it was deployed as a tool of war, aiding Nazi aggression 
and Hitler’s genocide of six million European Jews (Doherty 2000). Just six 
months after Clinton spoke of the need for recognition of a universal right to 
connect to the World Wide Web, news broke that the U.S. government, in 
coordination with its Israeli ally, deployed a cyber worm to slow Iran’s nuclear 
program. Despite theorization of an inevitable global village bound by trans-
national media flows and ubiquitous connectivity (McLuhan 1962), states re-
main strategic actors, eager to adopt emerging technologies and adapt policy 
to advance national interests. 

Confronted by an increasingly pervasive information society, govern-
ments are motivated both to protect their information sovereignty and to 
intervene into foreign information markets, competing for influence among 
foreign citizens (Price 2002). Domestic protections and foreign interven-
tions vary in terms of the scope and sophistication. Examples of integrated 
public diplomacy strategies include the US and Qatar, which invest in emerg-
ing information technologies to engage non-traditional audiences in foreign 
information ecosystems (Powers & Youmans 2012). The governments of 
North Korea and Bahrain focus instead on controlling and monitoring flows 
of information within their territories, challenging foreign media by creating 
barriers to entry and incentivizing nationally grounded media production 
and consumption. Others, including China, Iran, Russia and Venezuela are 
active in both arenas.

This chapter focuses on a specific type of information intervention 
(Metzl 1997): international broadcasting, or “the use of electronic media 
by one society to shape the opinion of the people and leaders of another” 
through the use of radio, television and web-based media (Price, Haas & 
Margolin 2008, pp. 152–153). Conceptualizing international broadcasting 
as an information intervention requires an explanation as to how strategic 
actors engage and compete for ideational influence in the international sys-
tem. While international broadcasting is merely one element of the integrat-
ed public diplomacy approach outlined by Golan (2013), it continues to 
play a crucial part in broader public diplomacy strategy. Drawing from both 
historical and contemporary material, we outline a model of ideational in-
fluence whereby strategic actors utilize policy, law, subsidy and technology 
to manipulate the market and compete with others attempting to maintain 
or gain influence among a citizenry (Price 1994). We explore the cases of 
America’s Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG) and Qatar’s Al Jazeera 
network, identifying how both governments are using new and traditional 
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information technologies to compete for influence, and highlighting both 
effective and ineffective strategies. To conclude, we discuss the utility of 
conceptualizing broadcasting as a form of intervention in today’s networked 
markets for loyalty.

International Broadcasting in the Market for Loyalties

Despite its historical importance, and perceived significance in contemporary 
international politics (Powers 2012), no theory of international broadcasting 
has gained broad acceptance in policy or academic communities. As a result, 
international broadcasting is often equated with propaganda, or a “one-way 
communication system designed to influence belief” (Wood 2000, 25). This 
model is congruent with “messaging,” or non-reflexively explaining the gov-
ernment’s policies to foreign audiences (Fitzpatrick 2011, 6). Some practi-
tioners have adapted this into a conflict-oriented approach, resurrecting Cold 
War-era thinking. Former BBG Chair Walter Isaacson (2010), for example, 
suggested: “In this new struggle, just like in the old one, one of the most 
important arrows in our quiver will be the power of a free press in promoting 
democracy and freedom.” Similarly, former BBG member Edward Kaufman 
(2002, p. 115) argued for thinking of international broadcasting as part of 
the “modern media war.” 

Conceptualizing broadcasting as a battalion in combat is of little value. 
Wartime metaphors may help shore up political support, but they obscure the 
strategy required for organizing a successful information intervention. War is, 
at its core, destructive. While deeply geopolitical, information intervention is 
fundamentally constructive, focusing on cultivating new thinking and rela-
tionships. Confusing the two missions decreases the likelihood of a successful 
intervention. 

Practitioners acknowledge a need to move away from propaganda-based 
models and towards dialogue or network-based approaches to public diplo-
macy (Glassman 2009; Lord & Lynch 2010; McHale 2009). Emphasizing 
the importance of non-state actors and listening is instructive for broadcasters 
adapting to the modern media ecology, but leaves much to be desired from 
the perspective of building a theory of international broadcasting. How much 
dialogue is sufficient? How do you measure the quality and effectiveness of a 
dialogue? How many nodes are needed to constitute a network of influence? 
Why does being connected to a broad network of actors produce influence 
only some of the time? Of course, answers to these questions require robust 
field research and will vary over time, organization and context. Dialogue and 
networked diplomacy reflect important strategic priorities, but are insufficient 
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for the purpose of policy planning, evaluation and comparative analysis. In 
practice, they are merely additional tools of influence, operating alongside 
a variety of tactics states deploy to compete for power in the international 
system. 

Microeconomic theory offers a different approach to conceptualizing 
international broadcasting, grounding it first and foremost in the context 
of strategic actors vying for power. Price (1994) suggests that international 
actors enact policies analogous to a strategic investment aiming to shape the 
allegiances of foreign audiences in ways that increase the likelihood of an 
outcome favored by the actor. In this marketplace, international actors (usu-
ally governments, but also non-government strategic actors) are the sellers, 
and audiences are the buyers. Here, the market is deployed as an analogue 
to analyze and predict the likely success of a policy change (Downs, 1957). 
We propose using the market for loyalties as a model to analyze international 
broadcasting. 

At a very basic level, international actors are selling information in ex-
change for the audiences’ attention, an increasingly scarce resource given the 
competitive media markets emerging around the world. Yet actors aren’t sim-
ply selling information, rather, they are offering stories and identities that in 
some capacity reflect an ideological perspective. Audiences agree to “buy” 
what an actor is selling by repeatedly tuning into and engaging with the con-
tent, and in return, become increasingly loyal to the underlying narrative and 
its associated community. Figure 14.1 compares buyers and sellers from a 
commerce-based market to buyers and sellers in the market for loyalties. 

Similar to any marketplace, the more an individual buys (in this case, 
consumes), the more they have to give (i.e., identify themselves with), and 
the more loyal they become to the investment’s successful outcome and/or 
popularity. Thus, the more an audience tunes into an actor’s medium, the 
more they will identify with its messages and content, albeit explicit political 
news opinions (e.g., Al Jazeera Arabic editorial programming) or more sub-
tle cultural or social messages embedded into the plots of cultural programs 
(e.g., BBC World Service’s educational entertainment soap operas). This is 
not to say that viewing audiences are inevitably “brainwashed” by media con-
tent.Rather, given the diversity and plethora of media options available today, 
if audiences are repeatedly tuning into a particular international broadcaster 
or YouTube channel, it is because the programming resonates with or fulfills 
an ideational need of those consumers (Ball-Rokeach 1985). More than ever, 
content is king. 
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Figure 14.1. Comparing commerce and idea-based markets.

Just as in commercial markets, the introduction of new competitors into 
an ideational market can have significant consequences for individuals and 
organizations. In Brazil, for example, the adoption of television in rural com-
munities created a more progressive climate for women’s rights. Between 
1970 and 1990, daily access to television jumped from 10 to 80 percent 
among Brazilians. Popular telenovelas (soap operas), with stories featuring 
strong, independent, educated, unmarried and ambitious women provided 
compelling role models in rural areas where women had grown accustomed 
to a traditional lifestyle of childbearing and housework. Access to television 
programming, and telenovelas in particular, statistically correlated to substan-
tial decreases in the birth rate, a key indicator of development and women’s 
equality (La Ferrara, Chong, & Duryea 2008). Similar results were found in 
India’s rural communities when introduced to television and local soap op-
eras (Jensen & Oster 2009).

To put the example in terms of the ideational marketplace: as commu-
nication technology (satellites) decreased the cost of entering the market, a 
new seller (Globo, the producer of Brazil’s telenovelas) provided a good (tele-
vision programs) that was in demand among buyers (Brazil’s citizenry). The 
buyers paid the seller through their loyalty to the programs, talking about the 
programs with peer groups and consistently tuning in. Large, dedicated and 
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mobilized audiences are valuable to advertisers, thus generating substantial 
revenue for the seller. The introduction of a new competitor, in this case, al-
tered the marketplace of loyalties through enhanced competition, eventually 
resulting in changes in consumer behaviors. Policymakers should take note 
that the introduction of a new competitor itself is not necessarily transfor-
mational; rather the new competitor’s ability to identify and react to unmet 
demand shifted loyalties and eventually consumers’ leisurely habits. 

Sellers

Why do international actors invest in the market for loyalties? States eager to 
capitalize on the ways in which altered media ecosystems can transform for-
eign attitudes, and behaviors and invest in international broadcasting. One 
clear winner from the current processes of globalization has been the citizen. 
Governments around the world are increasingly facing activated, mobilized 
and intelligent citizen groups calling for government reform and account-
ability. The Arab Spring demonstrated just how powerful these movements 
are in forcing dramatic change—even revolution—in just a matter of weeks 
(Edwards 2011). For example, the U.S. government invests in the market-
place of loyalties through its international broadcasting to improve the likely 
acceptance of its foreign policies and national interests (e.g., democracy in 
the Middle East). Similar to the plethora of rationales one relies upon when 
investing in a stock market (e.g., financial profit, ideological support for the 
corporation’s mission, the possibility of undercutting a competitor by invest-
ing in its partners, etc.), the precise reasons for any actor’s intervention into 
another’s information space vary significantly and over time.

Moreover, as foreign actors appeal to a country’s domestic audiences 
through media technologies, governments are eager to restrict access to con-
tent that could negatively impact a citizen’s loyalty to the regime, or pro-
vide more appealing information (propaganda), favorable economic policy 
and robust social services to court domestic constituencies. In January 2011, 
for example, former Egyptian President Mubarak ordered a shutdown of all 
internet services in an effort to regain control over the flow of information 
during protests that would eventually force his removal from power. This dra-
conian measure was taken only after weeks of revved-up government propa-
ganda disseminated via terrestrial television and radio services. China, too, is 
keen to protect its information space from foreign interventions, deploying a 
mix of censorship, propaganda, and market solutions to increase the amount 
of web content that strengthens Chinese nationalism.

As economic interests increasingly become interconnected with a 
state’s national interests, governments are moving to regulate international 
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information flows in ways that preserve their national economic advantage. 
In the U.S., for example, there is growing political interest in expanding the 
monitoring and regulation of internet traffic not for the purpose of political 
censorship, but rather to enhance the security of web services (e.g., Google, 
Facebook, eTrade) and protect intellectual property (e.g., music, movies and 
television programming) that drives its economic growth (U.S. Department 
of Commerce 2012). While the motivations and tactics used by Egypt, China 
and the U.S. are quite diverse, analytically speaking, they are similar in the 
sense that they represent government efforts to shape the marketplace of in-
formation flows for the purpose of national survival.

Buyers

Why do citizens engage in the market for loyalties? Human nature includes 
an innate fear of social isolation and, early on, we demonstrate the need for 
acceptance into something greater than the individual self: a community  
(Noelle-Neumann 1974). Before there were mass media, children were born 
into a family that would serve as their immediate community, and eventually 
introduce them to other elements of their collective communities—friends, 
aunts and uncles, colleagues, and so on and so forth. Today, mass media, and 
increasingly social media, play an important psycho-social role in establishing 
community, or shared knowledge, norms and interests. 

Ulrich Beck argues that one consequence of rapid globalization is the 
shattering of traditional means by which community is formed and main-
tained, both at the level of the hyper local (e.g., family) as well as the societal 
(e.g., nation) (Beck, 2005). Similar to how a family served as the means by 
which children were introduced to the local community, on a larger scale, the 
nation-state was the primary means through which citizens engaged the in-
ternational community. This, of course, is changing given the nature of mod-
ern communications networks. Before commercial satellites, 99 percent of 
communication occurred within the boundaries of the nation state (Pelton & 
Oslund 2004). Anderson’s conception of the nation as an “imagined commu-
nity” worked because nation-based media were shared among diverse groups, 
constituting shared histories, stories and knowledge. As information flows 
become more difficult to control at the level of the state, and as communica-
tion technologies become more mobile, affordable and globally connected, 
people are able to form their own imagined communities, not based on the 
established strictures of authority and tradition, but rather on their person-
al interests, ideas and passions (Castells 1996). Globally connected media 
offer a more robust market for news, information and entertainment, each of 
which shapes the modern citizen’s loyalties and sense of citizenship.
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Case Studies

To illustrate the operational success and challenges of an information inter-
vention in a market for loyalties, we briefly outline two examples: Qatar’s Al 
Jazeera Network and the United States’ Middle East Broadcasting Networks 
(MBN). The success and impact of Al-Jazeera’s programming show how a 
relatively unknown microstate was able to punch above its weight in regional 
politics as a result of its smart, yet small, investment in an international broad-
caster. On the other hand, an analysis of the history of MBN, which manages 
Alhurra TV, illustrates how adherence to an outdated strategic vision and a 
misunderstanding of market trends limited its impact early on.1 Interestingly, 
the comparison of the results of US and Qatar public diplomacy efforts in-
dicates that size and experience are not as important as identifying a specific 
market gap and strategically targeting resources to provide for unmet demand. 

The Al-Jazeera Network

Qatar launched Al-Jazeera in 1996, at first broadcasting only terrestrially, 
and for a few hours per day. The emir of Qatar, Sheikh Hamad bin Khal-
ifa al-Thani provided the network with an initial grant of $137 million to 
support its launch, calling for quick transition whereby the organization 
would operate on a commercial basis. Al-Thani saw the network as part of 
his broader agenda of political reform, modernization promised to Qatari 
citizens and the international community soon after he seized power from his 
father in a bloodless coup. The emir received tentative support from Western 
governments in part due to his promise of accelerated Westernization. Al-
Jazeera was to be the face of Qatar’s reform efforts, demonstrating to the 
world its robust commitment to free and independent media. 

Despite intentions to commercialize the broadcaster, Al-Jazeera has been 
dependent on Qatari government support since its launch and continues to 
operate with a sizeable public subsidy. When Al-Jazeera failed to generate a 
profit in 2001, only able to cover 35–40 percent of its costs through advertis-
ing revenues (Sharp 2003), the emir extended the loan indefinitely. Accord-
ing to Forbes magazine, as of 2009 the government of Qatar had invested 
more than a billion dollars in Al-Jazeera English and covered more than 100 
million dollars a year in losses for Al-Jazeera Arabic’s operations (Helman 
2009). While there is little consensus when it comes to anything about Al- 
Jazeera, its significance is indisputable. Since its launch, it has dominated the 
Arab news sector, reaching the widest audiences, and consistently proven able 
to activate latent political attitudes among Arabs in times of conflict (Lynch, 
2006). This success has served Qatar’s geopolitical interests in several ways. 
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First, Qatar can rely on Al-Jazeera to shape the region’s news agenda, 
and encourage certain topics for discussion among Arab publics (i.e., agen-
da setting). This capacity to control the region’s news focus, and with AJE 
challenge Western news agendas, has significantly enhanced Qatar’s political 
status and recognition in the “global network society” (Castells, 1996). 

For example, shortly after the 2003 invasion of Iraq, Al-Jazeera re-broad-
cast interviews with captured American POWs, taken from Iraq’s state TV 
channel. The Bush administration protested, arguing that content violated 
the Geneva Conventions, while urging U.S. media to not follow. CBS, CNN, 
NBC and others disregarded the administration’s urging, broadcasting parts 
of the vitriolic content. Introducing the material, Bob Schieffer (2003), host 
of CBS’ Face the Nation, said, “we have just gotten some pictures that have 
come in from Al-Jazeera. We’re told that these are Americans in Iraq. I don’t 
know what else to say about it. Let’s just watch.” NBC’s Chris Jansing (2003) 
explained the rationale for selectively re-broadcasting Al-Jazeera, translated, 
to the American public: “we want to continue to give you that perspective so 
you understand how this is playing out in the Arab world.” Networks in the 
UK and Australia, among America’s closest allies, not only re-broadcast the 
footage, but even refused to pixelate the images, showing the faces of dead 
soldiers. Not only had Al-Jazeera defined the world’s news agenda, but it also 
shifted established practices of Western journalism. 

According to Da Lage (2005), Al-Jazeera’s highly critical coverage of 
the region’s despots serves Qatar’s “double game,” simultaneously appeal-
ing to a pan-Arab audience while strengthening ties with the US and Israel. 
El-Nawawy and Iskandar (2003) and Ayish (2002) argue Al-Jazeera gained 
its journalistic reputation by criticizing “everybody,” from the US to African 
and Arab regimes for corruption and hypocrisy, raising Qatar’s profile as a 
safe haven for freedom of expression and debate. Yet, the broadcaster rarely 
provides similarly critical coverage of its host country or government, despite 
a heavily controlled domestic media sector. By focusing on abuses of power 
and challenging unpopular authorities elsewhere in the region and world, 
audiences were steered away from considering Qatar’s politics or role in the 
region’s ongoing conflict. While this double game worked well in raising 
Qatar’s profile and generating geopolitical clout, as Qatar’s role as a strategic 
actor in international politics becomes more apparent, audiences are more 
critical of Al-Jazeera, eager to challenge its credibility. 

Related to the first, but distinct is Al-Jazeera’s capacity to shape the narrative 
around current events, priming audiences with certain questions, and portray-
ing victims and heroes (i.e., framing). Leveraging this second function, Qatar 
gains significant negotiative influence, either by pressuring other governments 
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with a threat of unfavorable media coverage, or by promising to quiet existing 
criticism in return for a strategic concession. Volkmer (2002, p. 243) found 
that, despite Qatar’s peripheral position in world politics, Al-Jazeera’s global 
reach can “enforce political pressure on national politics and provide a com-
munication realm, which would otherwise not be possible on a national level.”

For example, during the Palestinian Intifada, Al-Jazeera broadcast star-
tling images of Muhammad al-Dura, a 12-year-old who was killed in the Gaza 
Strip during crossfire between Israeli soldiers and Palestinian security forces. 
Prior to Al-Jazeera’s broadcast of actual footage of the event, Israel’s do-
mestic media had not reported the death, instead focusing on the official 
account of the conflict. But Al-Jazeera’s broadcast challenged that narrative 
with graphic, grueling imagery, pushing every news organization to tackle the 
controversy, asking tough questions about the IDF’s ethics and modi operan-
di (Samuel-Azran 2010; Dor 2001). 

Al-Jazeera’s role in the navigating relations with Saudi Arabia, Qatar’s 
important neighbor, is illustrative of the negotiative advantage the network 
provides in diplomatic affairs. After seizing power from his father in 1995, 
the new Qatari emir al-Thani was concerned by a counter-coup attempt from 
Saudi Arabia to put his father back in power. Further, the emir faced tremen-
dous ridicule in the Arab press, economically dominated by Saudi interests. 
Al-Jazeera was launched, in part, to challenge the Arab news status quo and 
restore the small state’s credibility in the eyes of the Arab masses. 

Sakr (2002), El Oifi (2005), and Fandy (2007) and contend that the main 
motive behind the Qatari emir’s decision to launch Al-Jazeera was his desire to 
achieve greater power vis-a-vis rival Gulf countries, particularly Saudi Arabia. 
The evidence is compelling. During the first 10 years of Al-Jazeera’s opera-
tion the network jumped at any opportunity to broadcast critical opinions of 
and embarrassing news for Saudi Arabia. Then, in 2007, after a summit where 
leaders from Qatari and Saudi met to rejuvenate bilateral ties, Al-Jazeera’s tone 
changed. The New York Times (Worth 2008) reported that the chairman of 
Al-Jazeera’s Board of Directors, Sheik Hamad bin Thamer Al-Thani, was pres-
ent at the historic meeting between the leaders of the two countries, citing 
off-the record sources at the network concerned by the top-down about-face 
in Saudi-related news. A diplomatic cable sent from US Ambassador Joseph 
LeBaron (2009) confirms a shift in Al-Jazeera’s coverage of Saudi Arabia at the 
behest of the Qatari government: “Al Jazeera, the most watched satellite televi-
sion station in the Middle East, is heavily subsidized by the Qatari government 
and has proved itself a useful tool for the station’s political masters,” conclud-
ing, “Al Jazeera’s more favorable coverage of Saudi Arabia’s royal family has 
facilitated Qatari-Saudi reconciliation over the past year.” 
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Samuel-Azran’s (2013) empirical analysis of the interplay between 
Al-Jazeera’s output and Qatar’s interests reveals a very strong relationship 
between the Al-Jazeera tone towards Saudi affairs and Saudi-Qatari rela-
tions, with a dramatic rise in the frequency of articles criticizing Saudi Arabia 
for human rights violations and support of terrorism during diplomatic con-
flict, and a dramatic decline after the 2007 bi-lateral agreement. He suggests 
that Al-Jazeera’s popularity among Saudis brought substantial pressure to 
bear on the Saudi kingdom to make concessions to its tiny neighbor and end 
the conflict.

Finally, the launch of Al-Jazeera English (AJE) enables more direct en-
gagement with public opinion leaders in West, and the US in particular, in-
creasing its capacity to challenge America’s national news agenda. Al-Jazeera 
first reached out to English-speaking audiences on the eve of the war in Iraq—
February 16, 2003—launching a separate English-language website to pro-
vide news about the war from a non-Western perspective. The global launch 
of an English-language TV channel followed three years later, broadcasting 
its first program on November 15, 2006. AJE mission is to give a voice to 
the voiceless, challenging Western news narratives and allowing for greater 
cross-cultural knowledge and dialogue (Powers 2012). 

The network went to great lengths to ensure the success of dialogue with 
English-speaking viewers. First, AJE distinguished itself from Al-Jazeera Ar-
abic. HaLevi (2007) found Al-Jazeera Arabic to be much more aggressive in 
its reporting of US affairs than the “sanitized” English version, as the “Ara-
bic version included the language of a terror organization, while the English 
version was cleaned with changes and omissions, including changes to the 
language of direct quotes” (HaLevi 2007; see also similar arguments in Ab-
dul-Mageed & Herring 2008; Kraidy 2008). Prior to the 2006 launch of its 
TV channel, the Al-Jazeera network published a Code of Ethics, promising 
the channel’s commitment to Western norms of journalism.2

To appeal to its US viewers, AJE executives recruited senior, well-known 
journalists with experience at other popular news networks, including Sir Da-
vid Frost (BBC) and Riz Khan (CNN and BBC). Acknowledging its brand 
was severely tarnished among American audiences, AJE’s executives recruited 
a major Manhattan-based public relations firm and launched a high-profile 
“Demand Al-Jazeera” campaign to persuade potential viewers in North 
America to “give the network a fair chance.”3 Indeed, in early 2012 a group 
of activists gathered over 23,000 signatures demanding that Comcast, one of 
the biggest American cable companies, provide Al-Jazeera to all its custom-
ers. It is, however, important to note that these endeavors have faced strong 
resistance from conservative groups in North America and Israel. Since its 
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launch, many US cable and satellite providers have refused to carry AJE, and 
providers that did carry AJE in several cities faced opposition and threats 
(Samuel-Azran 2010). 

The success of these efforts is confirmed by statistics that show that the 
majority (81.4 percent) of the website’s English-language users are located 
in the United States and other Western countries (cf. Fahmy and Al-Emad 
2011). Studies illustrate that several niche audiences are more likely than 
others to watch Al-Jazeera. On the web, Azran (2006) found that left-wing 
bloggers often imported stories from AJE to compensate for what they saw as 
biased coverage of the “war on terror” on Fox and CNN. Similarly, Johnson 
and Fahmy’s (2009) study revealed that Westerners who visited Arab nations 
were more likely to perceive that AJE is a credible news source. 

The network achieved tremendous success during the 2011 Arab Spring, 
with its global viewership spiking by 2500 percent, the majority of whom 
were Americans. As demonstrations grew and Egyptians turned out in droves 
to protest 29 years of President Mubarak’s heavy-handed corruption, Ameri-
can news networks were slow to shift their cameras towards Egypt. Compared 
to the startling images AJE broadcast from Cairo, Alexandria, Suez and other 
major Egyptian cities, the American domestic news networks fell flat. Even as 
American networks refocused their gaze towards the Middle East, AJE con-
tinued to be the place to go to for breaking, real-time news about the ongoing 
situation. While the Al-Jazeera Network deployed seven teams of journalists 
in Egypt, CNN International relied on just two of its star journalists to cover 
events on the ground. The main American broadcast news networks—NBC, 
ABC and CBS—didn’t get feet on the ground for days. 

Demonstrating the significance of AJE’s coverage among US policymak-
ers, President Obama and his foreign policy staff were found keeping a close 
eye on the network’s coverage. When Egyptian authorities closed Al-Jazeera’s 
Egypt office, revoking its journalists’ press credentials and arresting six of 
its journalists, Hillary Clinton intervened and secured their quick and safe 
release (Powers 2012). Since, the American print media, including the New 
York Times, the Wall Street Journal and the Los Angeles Times, as well as no-
table bloggers (such as Jeff Jarvis) have recoiled at the state of American 
television news, calling for the addition of AJE to the cornucopia of channels 
offered by subscription cable providers. 

In 2013, Qatar made another major step in its quest to conquer US citi-
zens’ hearts and minds, acquiring Al Gore’s failed liberal news channel Cur-
rent TV in order to gain its distribution network accessing 47 million US 
homes. It renamed the channel Al-Jazeera America to further increase its 
appeal to US viewers. 
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Overall, although Al-Jazeera is still fighting to gain distribution and 
credibility among conservative groups in the West, since its launch, it has 
significantly advanced Qatari foreign policy interests. These include applying 
pressure on Qatar’s geopolitical rivals during political conflicts, advancing 
Qatar’s ability to shape news about and from the Arab world, and by pro-
moting Arab perspectives within various influential sectors in the West.

U.S.-International Broadcasting in the Middle East

At the end of the Cold War, the importance of US propaganda efforts de-
clined. In 1990, all US government international broadcasting services began 
to work more closely together and the VOA, Worldnet Television and Film 
Service, and Radio and TV Martí were consolidated under one umbrella. In 
1999, as a result of the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998, 
USIA was shut, and international broadcasting responsibilities were moved to 
a newly created independent agency, the Broadcasting Board of Governors 
(BBG). However, in the wake of the events of September 11, 2001 and the 
ensuing “war on terror,” international broadcasting re-emerged as a means of 
promoting pro-American news and sentiment, particularly in Arab regions. 

Congress, via the BBG, began funding MBN in 2003, which in turn 
launched Radio Sawa, an Arabic-language radio for Arab League countries; 
Alhurra, a satellite TV channel for Arab League countries; and Alhurra-Iraq, 
a terrestrial TV station targeting Iraqis. Headquartered in Virginia and oper-
ating on an annual $110.3 million budget, MBN broadcasters reach a com-
bined 35.5 million viewers and listeners weekly. While Alhurra’s audience 
share is dwarfed by Al-Jazeera and Saudi Arabia-funded Al-Arabiya, its reach is 
greater than comparable Arab-speaking Western stations such as BBC Arabic 
and CNN Arabic. Less encouraging are the findings of the 2008 University 
of Maryland/Zogby poll conducted in Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Saudi 
Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates, which found that only 2 percent of 
respondents listed Alhurra as their primary source of news. When Egyptian 
respondents were added to the poll in 2009, the audience shrank to just 1 
percent (Telhami 2009). 

Several other empirical studies similarly indicate that MBN’s broadcast 
initiatives faced difficulties early on. El-Nawawy’s (2006) analysis of the 
reception of Alhurra and Radio Sawa in Kuwait, United Arab Emirates, Jor-
dan, Palestine, and Morocco found no correlation between the respondents’ 
frequency of listening to Radio Sawa and the credibility they attributed to 
its news; in fact students had become slightly less supportive of US foreign 
policy since the station’s launch. A survey in seven Lebanese universities also 



258 Shawn powerS & tal SaMuel-aZran

confirmed that Alhurra viewership and credibility are considerably lower 
compared to Al-Jazeera and Al-Arabiya, and that Alhurra viewership did not 
predict a positive attitude toward the USA. Similarly, results of quantitative 
analyses found negligible influence on pro-US attitudes in Morocco (Douai 
2009) and Egypt (Clark and Christie 2006).

According to Lynch (2007), MBN’s main mistake is the presump-
tion that Arabs are deprived of free public debate, and therefore the state- 
sponsored stations should operate in a similar manner to the Cold War 
stations. In reality, however, Arabs are “drowning” in multiple sources of 
information. Further, he notes that its U.S. government funding significantly 
reduces chances of success. For example, while Alhurra at times censored 
controversial material (including speeches by Hizbollah leader Nasrallah) due 
to Congressional pressure, other Arab networks showcased the content. Such 
disparities naturally raise questions of political bias in its reporting. 

A review of BBG’s recent reports reflects an acknowledgment of the var-
ious challenges it has faced. Its 2012–2016 strategic plan notes the struggle 
against the fierce competition for audiences in the various regions BBG-funded 
stations operate: “Those brands—Voice of America, Radio Free Europe/Ra-
dio Liberty, Alhurra TV and Radio Sawa, Radio Free Asia, and Radio and TV 
Martí—face intense competition from an ever-expanding universe of emerg-
ing media choices as well as the challenges of censorship and extremist voic-
es.”4 BBG’s 2013 budget request also acknowledges the challenges to keep 
up with the various delivery methods (i.e., smartphones, various tablets) of 
information in comparison to its competitors: 

BBG has struggled to fully keep pace with changes in the way that audiences 
choose to consume media. Maintaining heavy investments in delivery platforms 
that are fast declining in media use limits BBG’s ability to adapt to the newer 
technologies that increasingly represent the media platforms of choice.5

Despite the broader challenges American international broadcasting has 
faced, there are several productive examples of US public diplomacy in the Mid-
dle East. Christie and Clark (2011) found Radio Sawa was effective in promot-
ing pro-US sentiment in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Christie and Clark 
note that this might be due to the fact UAE is a rich country with an affinity to 
Western culture, traits that are uncommon in the region. In an interview with 
Snow (2010), Alhurra staff stated that they perceive that the station has a high 
chance of success due to the 2009 launch of Alyoum, a show focusing on human 
interest stories that gained a wide audience base. The the success of Alhurra-Iraq, 
which is more popular than Al-Jazeera and the fifth most popular station in the 
Iraqi television market, is another sign of MBN’s maturation (BBG 2010). 
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Alhurra’s viewership also skyrocketed during the 2011 Egyptian uprising. 
Amidst growing protests and insecurity, 25 percent of Egyptians turned to Al-
hurra for breaking news. Nine percent of Egyptians reported that they watched 
Alhurra more than any other channel, including Al-Jazeera, BBC and CNN. 
It turns out, when the country went into crisis, viewers trusted Al-Jazeera less 
and less due to its one-sided, activist coverage of the protests, turning to for-
eign channels seeking more reliable information. Al-Arabiya, a Saudi-funded 
news network, also saw a huge spike in its Egyptian audience, with viewers 
explaining they were tuning in for a perspective that could only be found from 
a safe distance from Cairo (Broadcasting Board of Governors, 2011). 

Finally, another surprising success is the growing popularity of the 
Persian-language satire show, Parazit, that mocks Iran’s political culture and 
is broadcast on VOA’s PNN. The program, modeled on The Daily Show with 
John Stewart, is popular both in Iran and among Iranian expatriates world-
wide. Although VOA does not have exact numbers of people listening to 
the show, Parazit’s Facebook page has close to one million followers and its 
videos received close to 10 million views on YouTube, indicating its huge 
popularity. According to Semati (2012), the show’s success reflects viewers’ 
pro-active attempts to resist the Iranian government’s censorship of informa-
tion that contradict its “Islamic state” vision. 

Implications

Traditionally, credibility has been considered the key factor upon which inter-
national broadcasters succeed or fail. Most metrics focus on audience reach 
and perceptions of trustworthiness, assuming that beyond providing credible 
news that reaches large portions of a target population, there is little more a 
broadcaster could do to ensure its impact in a given context. In the cases of 
Alhurra and Al-Jazeera, both broadcasters are concerned first and foremost 
with audience reach—literally, how many viewers tune in on a weekly basis—as 
a marker of impact. This holds true despite a dearth of evidence that reach and 
reach alone, even when a broadcaster is considered credible, shapes attitudes 
and behaviors. What does a citizen tuning into a broadcaster at least once in 
the past week really tell us about its possible significance? Absolutely nothing. 

At the same time, despite insufficient metrics, these two case studies in-
dicate that international broadcasters have had an impact on audiences in 
certain circumstances, even in cases where they were not established as cred-
ible sources of information. AJE was effective during the Egyptian upris-
ing, with American citizens, journalists and policymakers all relying on its 
real-time coverage to keep pace with Egypt’s transformation from autocratic 
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oppression to, potentially, a young, flourishing democracy. This is despite a 
flurry of criticism and suspicion surrounding the network, with the majority 
of Americans unsupportive of Al-Jazeera’s entrance into the U.S. market. 
During the same crisis, Egyptians shunned the beloved Al-Jazeera and turned 
to Alhurra for information that would help place the ongoing protests in a 
regional and global context. This is despite recent surveys showing Egyptians 
unsatisfied with Alhurra’s news coverage. So what gives?

In a marketplace, a seller has power when it has something that buyers 
want and can’t get elsewhere, and buyers are powerful in a saturated mar-
ketplace. In the ideational marketplace, the typical American’s informational 
needs are met sufficiently by domestic commercial broadcasters and orga-
nizations. Without a crisis in the Middle East, there is little need for what 
Al-Jazeera English’s programming is selling: real-time, graphic, high quality 
stories from the region. The same logic holds true for the average Egyptian, 
too.The Middle East news market is saturated, and on a typical day, one’s news 
needs are easily satisfied through a plethora of domestic and regional sources 
of news. Alhurra’s goods simply not in demand. But with a country in crisis, 
and domestic and regional news sources faltering, the value of Alhurra’s news 
increased substantially, providing a perspective and context on current events 
that could not be offered by others. Informational needs drive demand, and 
successful international broadcasters focus on meeting unmet demand, espe-
cially that created through market disruptions. The other successes outlined 
above, including VOA’s Parazit and Al-Jazeera’s Arabic-language program-
ming, are best explained using this model too. 

What does this mean for international broadcasters? First and foremost, 
identify unmet demand. With freedom of the press indicators signaling a 
decline in free expression around the world, there is ample opportunity for 
successful information interventions. But what about intervening into an al-
ready saturated market, where there is little unmet demand? Microeconomic 
theory says that, in a saturated market, the key to increasing market share 
is to identify: (1) latent markets, comprised of potential buyers who would 
buy if an offer better matched their exacting needs; (2) ignored markets, 
or willing buyers who are considered non-strategic and thus ignored by ex-
isting sellers; and (3) lost markets, or potential buyers lost due to a combi-
nation of price, differentiation and focus. International broadcasters would 
be best served by adapting their strategies from Cold War models of infor-
mation dissemination and moving towards a market for loyalties, whereby 
market-based analysis can effectively craft a path towards success in even the 
most saturated of markets.
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Notes

 1. MBN has substantially adapted the strategies behind both Alhurra TV and Radio 
Sawa and, as a result, increasingly connecting with audiences in meaningful ways. 

 2. See: Al-Jazeera Network Code of Ethics: www.alJazeera.com/aboutus/2006/ 
11/2008525185733692771.html

 3. See: http://www.aljazeera.com/demandaljazeera
 4. http://www.bbgstrategy.com/2012/02/bbg-strategic-plan-2012–2016-full-text/
 5. http://www.bbg.gov/wp-content/media/2012/02/FY-2013-BBG-Congressio 

nal-Budget-Request-FINAL-2–9–12-Small.pdf
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15. Contextual Meaning

bruce w. Dayton & DenniS F. KinSey

Effective communication in public diplomacy depends on a solid understand-
ing of the point of view of the people with whom you are communicating. 
Therefore, one of the first steps in a strategic approach to public diplomacy 
is to determine the perceptions of the people you are trying to reach. That 
is, to understand what the concepts or ideas that you are interested in com-
municating or promoting “mean” to those you are talking with. What is the 
contextual meaning?

Adhering to a principle of two-way communication, or what we think 
of as dialogue, helps to open doors of communication and to build positive 
relationships. If you aren’t listening or if you have little knowledge about 
the views of your target public, then your communication is fundamental-
ly one-way. One-way communication is not generally effective for building 
positive relationships because it leaves the attributions applied by each side 
to the other unchallenged, misses opportunities for learning and change, and 
is more likely to damage than to build long-term relationships. The power 
of dialogue, in contrast, lies in its ability to have participants explore the 
assumptions, beliefs, and worldviews which are central to their assertions. In 
so doing, dialogue processes can transform the outlook of participants such 
that new perspectives on a particular topic are jointly formed (Dayton, 2010).

Public Relations in Public Diplomacy

Like public diplomacy, public relations has changed over the years in terms of 
its understanding of communication. Early public relations models of com-
munication were primarily one-way. These one-way models of communication 
are still used today, however, more sophisticated models are driving effective 
public relations. For example, in its simplest form PR communication can be 
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classified into four types or models: press agentry, public information, two-
way asymmetrical and two-way symmetrical (Grunig, 1993; Grunig and Hunt, 
1984). The first two are one-way models. There is no attempt in one-way 
models of communication to understand the target public or any contextual 
meaning. That is, no research is conducted or referenced on the perceptions 
of the target public in one-way communication. The goal is to simply pump 
out information in the hopes of getting media coverage (in the press agentry 
model) or to “inform” the public (in the public information model). 

The practice of two-way asymmetrical and two-way symmetrical commu-
nication puts more focus on discovering and understanding the point of view 
of the target audience. Incorporating knowledge of the target public into 
message construction will allow messages to be more powerful. Messages 
that reflect the views or contextual meaning of the target public will strike 
a responsive chord and be more persuasive because they address what is im-
portant to your audience. You understand them, and in two-way symmetrical 
communication, they understand you.

The public relations tenets of understanding your target public have direct 
relevance to public diplomacy (Gilboa, 2008; Snow, 2009; Wang, 2006; Yun, 
2006). Cull argues that “listening” or the “collecting and collating data about 
publics and their opinions” precedes all successful public diplomacy (Cull, 
2008, p. 32). Fisher believes that listening not only precedes all public diplo-
macy, but is public diplomacy, “Consciously and publicly listening to the per-
ceptions of others can be a PD [public diplomacy] act in itself ” (Fisher, 2009).

Kruckeberg and Vujnovic (2005) argue that the practice of “true” pub-
lic diplomacy must rely on communication models of public relations such 
as two-way symmetrical communication (Grunig, 1993; Grunig and Hunt, 
1984) and community-building (Kruckeberg and Starck, 1988) that start 
with the task of understanding the people you are communicating with be-
cause it is fundamental to building successful relationships. 

Signitzer and Wamser (2006) see the strategic dimension of two-way 
communication, found in public relations, as especially useful to public diplo-
macy: “…public relations can help public diplomacy in developing its scope 
and in advancing—not only in theory, but also in practice—from one-way 
information models to more two-way communication models” (p. 454).

An Example: Contextual Meaning of Democracy

The only reliable way for public relations and public diplomacy practi-
tioners to understand those they are trying to communicate with is through 
research. Here, studies that examine the different meanings of democracy 
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are particularly useful to students of public diplomacy. For example, some 
scholars have recently revealed contextual meaning by examining the under- 
explored area of visual communication in public diplomacy (Kinsey & 
Zatepilina, 2010; Lord, 2006; Nye, 2005). In their content analysis of 120 
videos focused on the meaning of democracy, for instance, Seo and Kinsey 
(2012) examined how citizens around the world represent their ideas and 
understanding of democracy in videos produced for the Democracy Video 
Challenge (U.S. Department of State, 2008). Videos from Africa and Europe 
or Eurasia emphasize popular participation in their meaning of democracy. 
Videos from the Near East put greater emphasis on diversity, while videos 
from the Western Hemisphere hold freedom of speech and freedom of press 
as part of the meaning of democracy.

Former Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs 
James K. Glassman explains the significance of discovering and understanding 
what democracy means to disparate audiences:

We in the State Department…are not trying to define democracy for young peo-
ple around the world. Rather, the Challenge [Democracy Video Challenge] asks 
participants to share their visions of what democracy means. If the Challenge 
can generate thought and debate about democracy, on the medium of choice for 
young people, we’ll have achieved success. (U.S. Department of State, 2008).

Much academic research has been conducted recently to examine the 
barriers to democratization in the Near East and to better understand why ef-
forts to promote democracy within traditional societies are sometimes viewed 
suspiciously by both leaders and citizens of those countries (Anderson, 1991; 
Hudson, 1996; Albrecht and Schlumberger, 2004; Lust-Okar, 2005). Among 
the barriers being considered is the way that the concept of democracy is un-
derstood in the Near East and how that understanding may be at odds with 
understandings of democracy held in the West. Here the argument is that 
democracy is itself a contested term, subject to various interpretations, and 
rife with contention over the processes, pathways, value of creating societies 
where individuals are in charge of their own political future. 

A few years ago, the United States Department of State initiated the 
Leaders for Democracy Fellows Program (LDF). This was a new visitor pro-
gram destined to improve public diplomacy efforts in the Near East and to 
encourage democracy in this area.

The idea was to bring opinion leaders from countries in the Near East 
to the United States so that they could directly experience life in the US, 
participate in open communication with US citizens and see “Democracy” at 
work. The hope then is that on return to their individual countries these LDF 
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participants will be better prepared and motivated to encourage democratic 
development in their own countries.

Yet democracy as a term has many meanings. It describes a method of 
governance, a normative ideal, a relationship between citizens and their lead-
ers, and a historical movement. As a concept it also entails an ambiguous bal-
ance between individual rights and communal responsibility, or ‘thin’ verses 
‘strong’ democratic ideals, a tension that has been particularly salient through-
out the modern usage of the word in the United States (Smith, 1987).The 
question, then, is how can programs such as LDF ‘work’ without understand-
ing how participants themselves understand the process? By pushing a view of 
democracy that doesn’t incorporate aspects of the target public you are using 
one-way communication and talking “at” instead of “with.”

The participation of 25 civil society leaders from the Near East in Syr-
acuse University Maxwell School’s Leaders for Democracy Fellowship Pro-
gram presented us with a unique opportunity to engage in this exploration 
with elites from the area. In March of 2007 we engaged with the Democracy 
Fellows in an effort to better understand how they see democracy, democratic 
transition, and the relationship between Islam and democracy. This example 
outlines a particularly well-suited methodology to gain access to deeply held 
views of your target public.

Methodology

Our study used Q Methodology as a tool for analyzing the subjective beliefs 
of the Leaders for Democracy Fellows. Introduced to the social science com-
munity by the psychologist William Stephenson (1978), Q methodology has 
now extended its reach beyond psychology to fields as diverse as education, 
communication, and philosophy. In political science, Q methodology has 
been used to investigate various aspects of public opinion, meanings of de-
mocracy (Dryzek & Berejikian, 1993), elite attitudes (Durning & Edwards, 
1992), voter decision-making (Thomas, Sigelman, & Baas, 1984), and envi-
ronmental beliefs (Peritore, 1993; Dayton, 2000), among other issues. The 
goal of Q methodology is to reveal patterns of beliefs about political and 
social issues within a given discourse domain, in effect, to model the ‘flow of 
communicability’ or concourse of ideas present in a policy discourse.

The Q technique typically proceeds in two phases. In the first phase re-
searchers present individuals with a range of stimuli about social and political 
issues—culled from any number of sources such as texts, opinion pieces, in-
terviews, cartoons, etc.—and ask them to sort these statements, pictures, or 
even sound recordings according to a specified condition of instruction (e.g., 
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most like my point of view to most unlike my point of view). Statistical tools 
are then used to generate factors which link similar perspectives, attitudes, 
and beliefs together to reveal distinct viewpoints about the topic under inves-
tigation. In the second phase of the technique, the factors resulting from the 
statistical analysis of each individual’s ‘Q sort’ are interpreted in order to give 
the researcher a window to the range, the content and the character of the 
viewpoints that underlie the issue under debate. 

Procedure

Our first study used Q methodology to study the typologies of beliefs about 
democracy and democratization that exist within the Democracy Fellows who 
visited the Syracuse University in the spring of 2007. The research procedure 
took place in three phases. First, a Q sample consisting of statements of belief 
about democracy was selected out of the written material about democracy in 
general and democracy and the Near East in particular. Source materials in-
cluded academic books and articles, speeches by policy makers, texts of major 
works in democratic theory, and press releases from government agencies. This 
pool of statements was then narrowed down to a final 35 statements based on 
Fisher’s experimental design principles (Brown, 1980) whereby statements 
are initially placed into similar groups and then most similar statements within 
each group are eliminated until the desired number of statements is achieved. 
A five-cell typology into which all initial statements were placed and then nar-
rowed to the final 35 statements is presented in Table 15.1. 

Table 15.1. Q Sample Structure.

Statement Design Categories

1. Meaning of Democracy / Essential Elements of Democracy (7 statements)

2. Means to Achieve Democracy (7 statements)

3. Impediments and Barriers to Democracy (7 statements)

4. Advantages and Disadvantages of Democracy and Democratic Systems (7 
statements)

5. Democracy and the Near East / Democracy and Islam (7 statements)

Second, participants in the Leaders for Democracy Project were brought 
together for a two-hour workshop where participants were asked to sort all 
thirty-five statements according to a scale running from “most like my point 
of view” to “most unlike my point of view.” Finally, the resulting Q sorts were 
correlated and then factor analyzed. Centroid extraction with varimax rotation 
was performed through the PCQ software program (Stricklin, 1987–1996). 
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Results

Results of this study reveal two distinct discourses about democracy within 
the group studied. These are listed on Table 15.2 below with ‘A’ representing 
factor one and ‘B’ representing factor two. The number beneath each factor

Table 15.2. Factor Arrays.

Scores

A B

3 4 1.  In a democracy, government authority flows from the people and is 
based upon their consent.

0 -1 2.  The spread of democracy is the best guarantor of both domestic 
and international peace.

0 3 3.  Wealth concentrated in the hands of the few is a clear barrier to the 
emergence of a democracy.

-4 -1 5. Islam is incompatible with a democratic form of government.

0 -1 6.  Democracies are guided by a system of meritocracy, where those 
most capable of ruling do so.

4 2 7.  Freedom of speech, including a free press and media, is an essential 
element to any democracy.

1 -4 8. Free market capitalism and democracy go hand in hand.

2 3 9.  In principle, in a democracy everyone has an equal shot at achieving 
wealth.

-2 -3 10.  Democracies are less likely to support terrorists or threaten the 
world with weapons of mass murder.

-1 -2 11. Democratic societies are peaceful societies.

3 1 12.  Democracy requires that members of society tolerate opposing 
points of view.

-1 -2 13.  Some cultural and social norms are inherently incompatible with 
democracy.

0 0 14.  Democracy simply substitutes election by incompetent masses for 
appointment by corrupt elites.

-4 -3 15.  Those against America are against democracy/freedom.

4 -2 16.  Democracy requires of all of its citizens a willingness to make com-
mitments and sacrifices for the general interest

2 0 17.  Civil society deters the state’s power and increases prospects for 
democratization.
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Scores

A B

0 1 18. Secrecy and a free democratic government don’t mix.

-1 0 19.  Democracies in the Near East will look very different from democ-
racies in the West.

-3 0 20. Democracy is simply a dictatorship of the majority.

3 4 21.  In a democracy, everyone must be allowed to express any opinion 
and join any political, religious, or civil groups of their choice with-
out fear of persecution.

1 -3 22.  Democracy is best established “top-down,” through the establish-
ment of strong government institutions that respect the rule of law 
and rights of citizens.

0 -1 23.  An impediment to democracy is the failure to separate religion and 
the state.

-2 3 24.  Democracies are no better at eliminating government corruption 
than any other form of government.

-1 0 25.  To separate belief in Islam from its connectedness to the state is 
blasphemous.

1 0 26. Democracy cannot be imposed on any country from outside parties.

-3 -4 27. The use of violence may be necessary in order to achieve democracy.

1 2 28.  Bribery is a fundamental impediment to the emergence of healthy 
democracy.

2 1 29.  Democracies encourage the competition of ideas and therefore 
strengthen societies.

0 2 30.  Imam Ali would endorse and advocate for a democracy over an 
Imamate.

-2 0 31.  Democracy is the only form of social order that is consistent with 
justice.

-1 1 32.  Democracies provide an incentive for groups of similar people to 
band together and promote their own political agenda over a com-
mon national agenda.

1 1 33.  The 4 caliphs would advocate for democracy rather than the 
caliphate.

-3 2 34.  All of the main alternatives to democracy in the world have 
either disappeared or lost their legitimacy as forms of political 
organization.

-2 -2 35.  Authoritarian systems have some notable advantages over democrat-
ic ones.
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column indicates where each statement appeared on the final factor array with 
-4 being ‘most unlike my point of view’ and +4 being ‘most like my point of 
view’ and ‘0’ representing a neutral stance on the statement. 

Discussion

Areas of Consensus

The two factors (hereafter perspective A and perspective B) are of note as 
much for what they have in common as well as how much they differ. Each 
perspective appears to lean on a common discourse about democracy that 
revolves around the ability of democracy to establish societies where politi-
cal and social freedom, tolerance, and equality of opportunity are dominant. 
These values are reflected most directly in statements 7, 21, 9, and 1 (scores 
in parenthesis are for perspectives A and B).

 7.  Freedom of speech, including a free press and media, is an essential 
element to any democracy. (+4, +2).

21.  In a democracy, everyone must be allowed to express any opinion and 
join any political, religious, or civil group of their choice without fear 
of persecution. (+3, +4)

 9.  In principle, in a democracy everyone has an equal shot at achieving 
wealth. (+2, +3)

 1.  In a democracy, government authority flows from the people and is 
based upon their consent (+3, +4).

Interestingly, however, is that central to this dominant perspective on 
democracy is a rejection of what has been termed ‘democratic peace theory’; 
that is, the belief that democracies are inherently more peaceful than non- 
democracies. Simply put, it would appear that the subjects interviewed feel 
that democracies are no more likely to be peace-loving than non-democracies.

10.  Democracies are less likely to support terrorists or threaten the world 
with weapons of mass murder. (-2, -3)

11. Democratic societies are peaceful societies. (-1, -2)

Also notable as an item of cross-perspective continuity is the high salience 
of statement 15.

15. Those against America are against democracy and freedom. (-4, -3).
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Both groups appear to strongly believe that being ‘against’ American 
policy does not make them anti-democratic. Finally, members of both per-
spectives are unified in their rejection of the notion that democratic change 
should ever be achieved via violent means.

27.   The use of violence may be necessary in order to achieve democracy 
(-3, -4).

Areas of Cleavage

Areas of cross-factor agreement should not, however, be overstated. Sever-
al areas of cross-factor cleavage also emerged in the analysis of the Q sort 
interviews. Perspective A, for instance, takes a bottom-up approach to the 
building of democratic societies, suggesting that citizen participation is key 
to strong democracy and that top-down approaches to democracy building 
do not work. By contrast, perspective B rejects these claims, holding instead 
that top-down approaches do hold some merit for establishing democratic 
rule and that vigorous citizenship and civic participation is not essential for 
the establishment of a functioning democracy.

16. Democracy requires of all of its citizens a willingness to make com-
mitments and sacrifices for the general interest. (+4, -2).

22. Democracy is best established top-down, through the establishment 
of strong government institutions that respect the rule of law and the 
rights of citizens (+1, -3).

Perspective A is also distinct in its strong rejection of the notion that Islam 
and democracy are incompatible and its relative support of the notion that 
other forms of social order are equally consistent with justice as democracy.

 5.  Islam is incompatible with a democratic form of government. (-4, -1)
31. Democracy is the only form of social order that is consistent with 

justice. (-1, +1)

On the relationship between free markets and democracy we also find 
strong areas of disagreement between each perspective. One of the most sa-
lient items to those clustered under Perspective B was the notion that free 
market capitalism and democracy go hand-in-hand.

 8. Free market capitalism and democracy go hand in hand. (+1, -4)
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This coupled with their support of statements 3 and 24, suggests a strong 
concern with economic justice within Perspective B that is not felt within 
Perspective A.

 3.  Wealth concentrated in the hands of the few is a clear barrier to the 
emergence of a democracy. (0, +3)

24.  Democracies are no better at eliminating government corruption 
than any other form of government. (-2, 3)

Finally, an interesting cleavage appears with item cluster of items 34, 31 
and 5. Here we see that Perspective A rejects the notion that democracy is 
the only viable system of political order, that justice can be achieved without 
democratic institutions being present. Indeed, Perspective A seems to be ar-
guing that democracy is not the ‘only game in town’ and that other forms 
of social organization are just as legitimate while Perspective B, by contrast, 
agrees that democracy is the only legitimate form of political organization left 
in the world.

 5.  Islam is incompatible with a democratic form of government. (-4, -1)
34.  All of the main alternatives to democracy in the world have either 

disappeared or lost their legitimacy as forms of political organization. 
(-3, +2)

31. Democracy is the only form of social order that is consistent with 
justice. (-2, 0)

Next Steps: Further Evaluation of Democracy and Impacts of the 
Leaders for Democracy Project

This brief study of the meaning of democracy to the Leaders for Democracy 
Fellows shows how Q methodology can be employed to profile the ‘stories’ 
about democracy and the contextual meaning of democracy that underlie 
democracy-building in the Near East. While the two factors uncovered by 
this study are similar in their overall view of the value of democracy, they do 
have significant differences when it comes to alternatives to democracy, the 
relationship between free markets and democracy, and the degree to which 
active citizenship is essential to democratic transition.

The factors generated and explained during this study can be used in the 
first of a time-series research project to evaluate the impact of public diplo-
macy projects on Near Eastern elites in general. The Fellows subject pool can 
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be interviewed using the same sample of statements about democracy and 
democratization at several points in time over the course of their interaction. 
In this way the effects of the program can be assessed by looking at changes 
in the way that participants organize their views. Similarly, progressive groups 
of Leaders for Democracy Fellows that visit the Maxwell School in future 
years can also perform the Q-sort so that their perspectives enrich the analysis 
done this year. Alternatively, a new set of statements related to democracy that 
better reflects the goals of the Democracy Fellows program can be selected 
for inclusion in future studies of Leaders for Democracy Fellows in years to 
come. Finally, the Q-sorts performed by the Democracy Fellows can also be 
performed by other subjects such as the academic leaders of the Democracy 
Fellows Program as well as staff in the US Department of State so that an 
even broader set of meanings behind the concept of democracy are revealed.
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16.  The Importance of Diaspora 
Communities as Key Publics  
for National Governments  
Around the World

VaneSSa braVo

Diaspora communities in host countries are increasingly regarded as key 
stakeholders or strategic publics for home governments all around the world. 
The relationship-building efforts developed by home governments to estab-
lish or nurture state-diaspora relations can be categorized as public diplomacy 
strategies and, as many scholars argue, can be studied through the lens of the 
global public relations perspective (Fitzpatrick, 2007; Signitzer & Coombs, 
1992; Signitzer & Wamser, 2006; Zaharna, 2009).

This chapter explains why diaspora communities have gained relevance as 
key stakeholders for many home-governments in recent years, what are the 
political and economic factors that explain this stronger connection between 
some home nation states and their diasporas, and why diaspora communities 
in host countries can be considered both as home publics located abroad 
and abroad publics residing at home. The chapter ends by presenting an 
exemplary case of state-diaspora relations in Latin America: Mexico and its 
relationship with Mexican migrants in the United States.

Diaspora and Transnational Communities

Diasporas have been defined as “the movement, migration, or scattering of a 
people away from an established or ancestral homeland,” as “people settled 
far from their ancestral homelands,” and as “the place where these people 
live” (Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, 2014). Diasporas have existed 
for centuries, but recent changes in communication technologies, migration 



280 VaneSSa braVo

patterns and political processes have allowed many home governments to 
connect to their diasporas in closer ways than before (Koslowski, 2005a).

Diaspora members share a national origin; either by birth or by a sense of 
belonging to a certain homeland, but the level of connection of each diaspora 
member to the home country varies widely; from little or no contact with 
the home country to strong bonds with the homeland. As Vertovec (2005) 
explains, “not all diasporas are transnational communities, but transnational 
communities arise within diasporas” (p. 4). And even though, as indicated 
before, the levels of connection of the diaspora members to the home coun-
try fluctuate from person to person, and those connections are fluid through 
space and time, there has been a definite increase in the interest of many 
nation states around the world to better interact/communicate with their 
transnational communities.

Transnational communities are the communities that form when migrants 
integrate both their home country’s and host country’s social environments 
into a single unit (Basch, Schiller, & Szanton Blanc, 1994), maintaining so-
cial relationships and networks that cross national borders (Lessinger, 1995). 
“Rather than moving out of an old society and into a new one, they partici-
pate simultaneously in several social arenas located in several different parts of 
the world” (Lessinger, 1995, p. 88). For example, migrants live and work in 
the host country, but in many cases they send remittances home; they invest 
in their communities of origin; they pay taxes in both countries; they travel 
back and forth if their legal status and economic situation allow it, and, in 
some cases, they even contribute to retirement funds or have health coverage 
in both environments. For the purpose of this chapter, although there are 
conceptual differences, the concepts of diaspora communities and transna-
tional communities are used interchangeably.

These communities, and the relationships they maintain with their home 
nation states, had been overlooked in the migration studies’ literature, and in 
the public diplomacy and global public relations literature, until recently. The 
literature on international migration, in the 20th century, mainly emphasized 
the study of this phenomenon in the receiving countries (Østergaard-Nielsen, 
2003a). The stream of research had been less profuse and less concerned, 
until the last couple of decades, with analyzing the “policies of sending coun-
tries (and homelands) towards their nationals abroad” (Østergaard-Nielsen, 
2003b, p. 3). 

State-diaspora studies, especially in the last 15 years, have rapidly 
emerged to try to understand and explain the ties that form between diaspora 
groups and their home governments (Koslowski, 2005a), the reasons why 
these ties form and develop (Gamlen, 2008), and the ways in which different 
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governments have used these relationship-building processes to “win the 
hearts and minds” of their citizens abroad. In this regard, as Levitt and de 
la Dehesa (2003), indicate, citizenship and/or membership is seen as a de- 
territorialized experience, as a process of belonging to a homeland no matter 
where the person is geographically located. Why has this interest in studying 
state-diaspora relations emerged? Several factors are involved.

Domestic Politics Abroad

Authors such as Portes and Rumbaut (2006), Koslowski (2005a), Øster-
gaard-Nielsen (2003b), and Levitt and de la Dehesa (2003), among others, 
have contributed to a theoretical framework in the field of migration studies 
that suggests that the increased interest of home nation-states in building 
ties with their diaspora communities lies in the increasing participation of 
these communities in home politics. This process has been possible thanks to 
technological advancements, the growth of international migration in the last 
three decades, and the granting of several transnational political rights, such 
as dual citizenship, representation of some diaspora communities in Con-
gress (the right to run for public office at home) and, in some instances, the 
right to absentee vote in home elections.This phenomenon, which Koslowski 
(2005b) labeled “the globalization of domestic politics” (p. 25), has allowed 
migrant-sending countries to establish stronger ties with their diasporas in the 
United States, to obtain “a multitude of political and economic gains” (Yun, 
2012, p. 2203) and, at the same time, has forced the home governments 
to offer diaspora communities “a more formal, powerful gate” (Yun, 2012,  
p. 2203) to influence homeland politics, especially when it comes to democ-
ratization efforts (Yun, 2012).

Koslowski (2005b) explains that “the combination of international mi-
gration, advances in transportation and communications technology, and 
spreading democratization fosters a globalization of the domestic politics of 
many States that is similar to the globalization of national economies” (p. 5). 
Koslowski (2005b) argues:

When the domestic politics of one state actually takes place in several states, it is 
a dimension of politics that is neither within the individual states nor between 
several states. In that this political practice is not captured by state-centric inter-
national relations theories that conceptualize the world in terms of international 
anarchy in contrast to domestic hierarchy, the globalization of domestic politics 
challenges traditional conceptualizations of world politics. (pp. 5–6)

Two other relevant factors—besides the stronger participation of trans-
national communities in home politics—that explain the interest of nation 
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states in building relationships with their diaspora communities are the eco-
nomic impact of remittances and migrants’ direct investments in the home 
country and the growing trend of nation states of “giving back” to their di-
asporas by defending their human rights abroad (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 
2006; Koslowski, 2005a; Smith, 2005; Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003; Øster-
gaard-Nielsen, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c).

Regarding migrants’ remittances and investments, in countries such as El 
Salvador, Honduras, and Haiti, this money accounts for more income for the 
home country than the one the home economy obtains from foreign direct 
investment or foreign aid (World Bank, 2011). For thousands of families from 
certain communities of origin, this money also means the difference between 
living below or above the home country’s poverty line (Gonzalez Gutiérrez, 
1999, 2006; Délano, 2010). Furthermore, migrants with legal status in the 
host country and with means to travel back and forth also bring money to 
the home country through tourism (Gonzalez Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006). This 
economic impact from remittances, investments and tourism translates into 
diaspora groups’ political strength at home (Koslowski, 2005a).

The “giving back” trend has grown thanks to the size and social capital 
that some diaspora communities have achieved, motivating some home coun-
tries to respond by defending the migrants’ human rights in host countries 
(González Gutiérrez, 2006; Koslowski, 2005a; Smith, 2005). Some home 
countries place a stronger emphasis in this task than others, depending on 
the power leverage they have with the host countries, whether or not there 
are international agreements between them, the home country’s desire to fol-
low modern international norms of international relations, and how serious 
the home country is in defending its nationals’ human rights abroad (Øster-
gaard-Nielsen, 2003a, 2003b; Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003). 

Contextual Factors at Home

While the migration trends of recent decades, the advancements in commu-
nications and transportation technology, and the democratization processes 
occurring in several nations around the globe are seen as the structural con-
ditions that have led to stronger connections between certain transnational 
communities and their home countries, there are also contextual factors or 
conditions at the home-country level that explain why some home countries 
have been more aggressive or proactive than others in engaging their diaspo-
ras. These contextual factors also explain why the relationship-building styles 
have been so different from country to country, even among countries with 
similar migration patterns.
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For example, through single and collective case studies, authors such as 
Délano (2010); Gamlen (2008); Margheritis (2007); Koslowski (2005a); 
Østergaard-Nielsen (2003c); Levitt and de la Dehesa (2003); and González 
Gutiérrez (1999, 2006) have compiled a list of reasons why some govern-
ments engage—or don’t engage—their diaspora communities, and why the 
governments’ strategies and tactics vary so much. Some contextual condi-
tions include the following:

• The characteristics of a particular migrant community (Margheritis, 
2007); for example, the migrants’ “level of engagement, their sense 
of commitment and their confidence in local and national authorities” 
(Østergaard-Nielsen, 2003b, p. 6), and the migrants’ context of exit 
from the home country and context of reception in the host country 
(Portes & Rumbaut, 2006)

• The specific political goals the state wants to achieve by engaging the 
diaspora community (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006); for example, 
the desire of the Mexican state to create a “diasporic identity” among 
Mexican migrants in the United States (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 
2006), or the Argentinian state goal of stopping or slowing down the 
“brain drain” of Argentinians moving to Spain (Margheritis, 2007)

• The role of domestic actors, specifically the role of the home nation’s 
president, in promoting this relationship-building process, especially 
for governments with highly centralized presidential systems (Mar-
gheritis, 2007)

• The costs-versus-benefits analysis of political parties regarding the pros 
and cons of involving the transnational community as voters and ac-
tive participants in home politics (Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003; Øster-
gaard-Nielsen, 2003b)

• The existence and nature of international agreements between home 
and host countries (Margheritis, 2007; Østergaard-Nielsen, 2003b, 
2003c); for example, Mexico sought the approval of its diaspora, in-
tensely, when trying to gain support to sign NAFTA, the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement between Mexico, the United States, and 
Canada (Østergaard-Nielsen, 2003c)

• The home country’s interest in following international norms (Levitt 
& de la Dehesa, 2003) 

• The availability of resources to support this relationship-building strat-
egy (Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003; Østergaard-Nielsen, 2003b)
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No matter what objectives a nation state wants to accomplish with its 
diaspora, scholars in the fields of public relations, public diplomacy, and mi-
gration studies agree that the strategies and tactics undertaken by the state 
will be effective only to the degree that the diaspora community feels that 
there is a win-win situation in the process and in the outcomes. This re-
lates to the main indicators of relationship quality in relationship-cultivation 
theory (also known as organization-public relationship theory, OPR) in 
public relations, such as satisfaction with, commitment to, control mutual-
ity of, and trust in the relationship (Ferguson, 1984; L. Grunig, J. Grunig  
& Ehling, 1992; Huang, 1997, 2001; Ledingham & Bruning, 1998; Hon  
& J. Grunig, 1999; Bruning & Ledingham, 2000; Kim, 2001; Bruning & Gal-
loway, 2003; Jo, 2006). It also relates to the notion of fairness. In this regard,  
Østergaard-Nielsen (2003b) argues:

While sending countries are quick to call for their expatriate population´s eco-
nomic and political contribution to development in the country of origin, it 
is clear that most expatriates and their representative organizations expect this 
to be a two-way deal. Emigrants want their country of origin to support their 
struggle for equal rights and against discrimination in the labour market. More 
established migrant and diaspora groups demand more transparency and good 
governance in order to feel that their remittances and foreign direct investment 
are spent in the best possible way. And if migrants are expected to be good repre-
sentatives and to do some lobbying for their country of origin abroad, then they 
would often like some influence on the homeland policies that they are expected 
to represent. (pp. 4–5)

The “Governmentality” Perspective and the Diaspora

Some political science scholars use the “governmentality” approach to explain 
how and why different nation-states are changing their conceptualization of 
and discourse about their diaspora communities, and why some nation states 
are also changing the way they conceptualize themselves, their functions in 
society, and their political reach, particularly in terms of how they can govern 
their citizens located outside geographical boundaries (Ragazzi, 2009; Kunz, 
2008).

Using Michel Foucault’s “governmentality” perspective as a theoreti-
cal base, Ragazzi (2009) and Kunz (2008) have indicated that some nation 
states, especially the ones experiencing moments of crisis, are increasingly 
sharing their authority with non-state actors, such as their diaspora communi-
ties, as part of a neoliberal “governmentality” that involves reducing the size 
of the state, decentralizing its power, weakening its welfare, and encouraging 
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non-state actors to take responsibility and contribute to the well being of 
their country. This encompasses involving different non-state “members” 
through a de-territorialized perspective, where belonging and membership 
are not based on geographical location.

As a logical next step, nation states have started to create mechanisms to 
give diasporas a certain identity, to turn diasporas into political subjects, and 
to govern these new political subjects (Ragazzi, 2009). In return, the state 
has had to develop mechanisms to protect its diaspora’s human rights in the 
host environments, and in the in-transit path to the host country, which con-
stitutes a challenge in the context of neoliberal restructuring and securitiza-
tion of borders (Margheritis, 2010). It also creates a challenge for the state to 
develop creative, flexible styles of governing over a population, not just over 
a territory (Iskander, 2010; Varadarajan, 2010; Ragazzi, 2009; Kunz, 2008; 
Gamlen, 2008).

Redefining Migrants as Heroes, Agents of  
Development and Ambassadors

At the discourse level, several states have re-conceptualized their migrants 
as heroes, key participants in the home country’s reconstruction, agents of 
development, and citizens worthy of defense of their human rights while in 
this new environment and while in transit (Cohen, 1996; Martínez-Saldaña, 
2003; Fitzgerald, 2006). In some countries, migrants have gone from be-
ing the forgotten, the neglected, or even “the traitors” to being the heroes 
(Martínez-Saldaña, 2003).

Another way in which diaspora members have been labeled is as “am-
bassadors” of the home country in the host countries, acting as resources for 
the home country public diplomacy efforts. In the fields of public relations 
and public diplomacy, the references to this concept of “diaspora diplomacy” 
have been relatively scarce (Leonard, 2002; Leonard, Small & Rose, 2005; 
Fiske de Gouveia, 2006; Gilboa, 2008; Zaharna, 2009). Contrarily, in mi-
gration studies, more authors have theorized about the relevance of dias-
pora members as image builders of the home country in the host countries, 
and also as intermediaries of the host country in the home country, in what 
could be called “reverse diaspora diplomacy.” For example, regarding dias-
pora diplomacy, Agunias (2009) and Newland (2010) have indicated that 
diaspora members can help home governments, in collaborative efforts or in-
dependently, to raise the profile and reputation of the home country through 
cultural interactions. In this respect, Newland (2010) said:
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Diasporas share the heritage of their countries of origin through art, music, 
films, literature, photography, cuisine, crafts, and other cultural artifacts. Active-
ly promoting these—and at times using them as tools of protest—is a form of 
cultural diplomacy or advocacy. Exposure to the culture of a country through its 
diaspora may serve as a portal through which people in a host country develop a 
broader interest in the diaspora’s homeland—including its political and econom-
ic circumstances (p. 12).

Similarly, Hernández Joseph (2012) has said that the Mexican diaspora 
community in the United States has gained empowerment and constitutes a 
venue for public diplomacy in the United States. “Its agenda is not always in 
line with the diplomatic bilateral agenda of Mexico, and in that sense the dias-
pora is not always a venue of public diplomacy. There are other circumstances, 
however, in which interests meet, and it could be argued that the Mexican 
diaspora serves to promote many of the positive aspects of Mexican culture 
and their contribution to the development in the United States” (Hernández 
Joseph, 2012, p. 234).

In terms of “reverse diaspora diplomacy,” or the possibility of having 
diaspora communities collaborate with public diplomacy efforts of the host 
country in the diaspora’s home country, Leonard et al. (2005) suggested that 
host countries that partner with diaspora communities can acquire “much 
needed language skills, cultural knowledge, political insight, and human in-
telligence, though they can also provide partisan views, dated interpretations 
and political engagements—all of which need to be taken carefully into ac-
count” (p. 45). 

One specific example of diasporic networks collaborating with host 
countries to advance public diplomacy efforts in the home country is that of 
the Muslim communities in the United Kingdom. Different delegations of 
UK-Muslims tour the Islamic world “lecturing, debating, engaging with the 
media—with the purpose of educating people about the diversity of UK soci-
ety, and particularly, for example, the freedom of worship” (Fiske de Gouveia, 
2006, p. 7).

In this regard, Yun (2012) mentioned Shain’s (1999) and Naim’s 
(2002) perspectives about the capability of diasporas to become instruments 
of democracy and transmitters of U.S. values and ideologies (for instance, 
democracy, pluralism, capitalist entrepreneurship) at home, although not all 
diaspora groups will behave in this way, as some diasporas are not necessarily 
“heralds of democratic values in their home politics” (Yun, 2010, p. 2203). 
Furthermore, through dual citizenship, diaspora communities have the capa-
bility to establish a two-way flow of political influence, both at home and in 
the host environment (Yun, 2012).
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In summary, diaspora communities can become allies and contribute 
both to the home country’s public diplomacy in the host country, and to 
the public diplomacy of the host country in the migrants’ home country. For 
example, in terms of “diaspora diplomacy,” through their activism and sup-
port, groups from a home country—such as, say, Mexico, South Korea, or El 
Salvador—can help their countries improve their image in the United States, 
especially when there are collaborative efforts of the diaspora community with 
its government at home. Cultural activities, educational exchanges and daily 
interactions are possible routes to achieve results.

At the same time, these communities of Mexicans, South Koreans, or 
Salvadorans can help improve the image of the United States in their coun-
tries of origin through the conversations and other interactions that these 
migrants might have with relatives, friends, and even government officials 
at home. If these migrants have been treated well in the United States, have 
found opportunities in the host country, and have acquired new perspectives 
about issues such as the value of democracy, human rights, entrepreneurism, 
and basic freedoms while living in the new environment, these perspectives 
can find their way back and permeate the home country, influencing the pop-
ulation—and possibly the government—in the migrant’s home country. This 
process of “reverse diaspora diplomacy” can translate into changes of atti-
tude about some of those issues mentioned before, and it can also facilitate 
technology transfer, educational shifts, and democratization advancements, 
for example.

Going back to the concept of “diaspora diplomacy,” in return for the 
aforementioned home-government efforts to re-conceptualize migrants as 
heroes, agents of development, key participants, and informal ambassadors 
of the home country (and of the host country, in certain cases), the home 
nation states have made it clear that diaspora members are expected to con-
tribute to the home country’s recovery (Kunz, 2008). The result has been 
the emergence of the field of diaspora politics, which tries to turn diaspora 
communities into active subjects of politics at home (Ragazzi, 2009). At the 
communication level, different nation states have developed a wide array of 
informational and relational strategies and tactics to engage or “court” the 
diaspora (Ragazzi, 2009; Kunz, 2008; Margheritis, 2010). Some typologies 
and descriptions of informational and relational state-led efforts toward dias-
poras can be found in Zaharna (2009), Gamlen (2008), González Gutiérrez 
(2006), Levitt and de la Dehesa (2003), Bravo (2011), and De Moya and 
Bravo (2013).
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Diasporas as Foreign Publics at Home

Diaspora communities are generally regarded as “abroad publics” for 
home-country governments, but they can also be considered foreign publics 
at home, in the host country. As Fiske de Gouveia (2006) explains and illus-
trates:

Foreign policy is no longer something which needs only to be conducted abroad, 
often the abroad itself is at home. This is something that both the UK and Dutch 
governments have adjusted to in the last few years as a consequence of the July 
2005 bombings in London, and the murder of Pym Fortuyn and Theo Van 
Gogh in Amsterdam. Following the London bombings, specialised working 
groups on Preventing Extremism were assembled to respond to the new internal 
threat. Their work certainly hasn’t been perfect or free of controversy but it is 
emblematic of an inevitable trend in public diplomacy. The UK Foreign Office is 
now looking, for example, at specific means of engaging better with marginalised 
UK-based African communities -and it makes absolute sense to do so-. …In a 
globalised world where more and more of us are migrating to live in each other’s 
countries, it makes sense for foreign ministries to seek to engage not just with 
foreign publics abroad but foreign publics at home (pp. 7–8).

“U.S. ethnic lobbying” has been studied throughout the 20th century 
in the United States as the efforts of different ethnic groups to “sway U.S. 
foreign policy in the interests of their homelands” (Yun, 2012, p. 2202)—for 
example, the political activities of the Jewish, the Irish and the Greek dias-
poras in the United States in the first half of the 20th century and, since the 
1980s, the activism of new groups such as Mexicans, Indians, or Koreans. 
Despite this, the field of public diplomacy has still to embrace the study of  
ethnic lobbying in a more holistic way, to achieve the engagement of these 
ethnic communities by the host government. As Yun (2012) argues, U.S. eth-
nic lobbying has been relegated to the field of comparative American politics 
but, in reality, it actually best “complements the workings of public diploma-
cy” and “is a sociological model of public diplomacy” (p. 2202).

Final Remarks: Understand Your Audience

Increasingly, countries all around the world are acknowledging the impor-
tance of diaspora communities as key publics of the public diplomacy strat-
egies or government global public relations efforts of home governments 
abroad (diaspora diplomacy abroad), and of home governments at home (di-
aspora diplomacy at home). Yet, for these efforts to be truly successful, it is 
necessary to remember and consider that diaspora communities are complex 
publics, remarkably heterogeneous in composition, affected not only by the 
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context of exit of the home country and the context of reception in the host 
country, but also impacted by the characteristics of the migrant community 
itself, by time and space (Bravo, 2011). 

In this regard, diasporas should not be seen as monolithic audiences, even 
less as segmented stakeholders who can easily be placed in Western-centric 
typologies of publics, but as diverse groups with changing circumstances, iden-
tities, discourses and needs. Within that framework, diasporas can better be 
analyzed not through rigid excellence models, but through cultural-economic 
models of public relations (Curtin & Gaither, 2007), where publics are not 
seen as segments or groups, but as communities where identities overlap, shift 
and flow.

Besides, the relationship-building process that gets established between 
nation states and diaspora communities in host countries can be better under-
stood through the lens of the integrated public diplomacy approach, that takes 
into consideration not one but three layers of public diplomacy: relational 
public diplomacy (for instance, soft-power programs), mediated public diplo-
macy (the use of global news media and social media for public diplomacy pur-
poses), and nation branding and country reputation strategies (Golan, 2013).

Mexico: An Exemplary Case of State-Diaspora Relations

To analyze the case of the state-diaspora relations established and stewarded 
by the government of Mexico with the millions of Mexicans who live in the 
United States, this section follows the categories used by Levitt and de la 
Dehesa (2003) to describe Mexico’s efforts. These include: “1) ministerial 
or consular reforms; 2) investment policies which seek to attract or channel 
migrant remittances; 3) extension of political rights in the form of dual cit-
izenship or nationality, the right to vote from overseas, or the right to run 
for public office; 4) the extension of State protections or services to nationals 
living abroad that go beyond traditional consular services; and 5) the im-
plementation of symbolic policies designed to reinforce emigrants’ sense of 
enduring membership” (pp. 589–590).

Mexico was selected as a case study for this chapter because it is consid-
ered a pioneer and a leader of strong state-diaspora relations in the continent. 
Mexico was the first Latin American country to establish sustained strategic 
efforts to create and maintain long-term interactions with its diaspora commu-
nity (Hernández Joseph, 2012; Félix, 2010; Délano, 2010; González Gutiér-
rez, 1999, 2006; Smith, 2005; Martínez-Saldaña, 2003; Massey, Durand & 
Malone, 2002; Goldring, 2002). There are documented efforts of Mexico’s 
state-led transnationalism since the 1970s (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006), 
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with one of the most significant efforts happening in 1990, when Mexico 
created its General Directorate for Mexican Communities Abroad (Levitt & 
de la Dehesa, 2003; González Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006). This action helped to 
create the necessary structural conditions to serve this population. 

Ministerial or Consular Reforms

Mexico, over the years, has created the institutional structure it requires to 
serve its diaspora communities. The General Directorate for Mexican Com-
munities Abroad, part of Mexico’s Secretariat of Foreign Affairs, was created 
in 1990 (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006; Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003). In 
2001, the Presidential Office for Mexicans Abroad was founded as well but, as 
it duplicated some of the functions of the General Directorate, both entities 
were merged in 2002 under the National Council for Mexican Communities 
Abroad (NCMCA), which is part of the Secretariat of Foreign Affairs (Levitt 
& de la Dehesa, 2003). 

Along with this structure, the Mexican consulates play a key role in the 
relationship-building process with the diaspora communities. The Mexican 
consulates provide a wide variety of services, from the most traditional (i.e., 
issuing passports, ID cards and birth certificates) to the most sui-generis (i.e., 
repatriation of cadavers or translation services to non-Spanish-speaking mi-
grants from indigenous communities, to name a few) (Hernández Joseph, 
2012), and everything in between. Consulates also connect migrants to their 
state and municipal authorities, promote productive investments in the com-
munities of origin, organize business events, back the efforts of migrant-run 
organizations, and recognize migrants as valid spokespeople for the Mexican 
community abroad (González Gutiérrez, 1999, 2006). Also, the consulates 
are trying to show respect to migrants by making consular processes more 
efficient. 

As of 2011, Mexico had the world’s strongest consular concentration 
in the United States, with 50 of its 67 worldwide consulates located in the 
United States alone. Additionally, 53 percent of Mexico’s foreign-service per-
sonnel worked in consular activities (Hernández Joseph, 2012). This makes 
sense, considering that Mexico borders the United States, has roughly 12 
million Mexican migrants there, and has about 20 million more people of 
Mexican descent who are U.S. citizens (Hernández Joseph, 2012).

Investment Policies to Attract or Channel Migrant Remittances

Remittances are such an important source of foreign currency in Latin Amer-
ica that, in 2010, in seven Latin American countries (Honduras, Guyana, El 
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Salvador, Haiti, Jamaica, Nicaragua, and Guatemala) the money sent home 
by migrants accounted for at least 10% of the country’s GDP (World Bank, 
2011). This factor helps to explain the relevance of the efforts that different 
nation states in the region make to attract those remittances to the home 
country. 

Mexico is also aware of the importance of remittances for certain mi-
grants´ communities of origin in Mexican territory, although remittances 
only constitute about 2.6% of Mexico´s GDP. Yet, since 2007, remittances 
to Mexico have steadily remained above $20 billion annually (Hernandez Jo-
seph, 2010), certainly a considerable figure. Thus, Mexico has implemented 
several measures to channel this money. For example, since the 1990s, the 
Mexican government developed matching-fund programs to support public 
work projects in Mexican communities that are sponsored or led by migrants 
in the United States (Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003). The “tres por uno” 
(three for one) federal program, for example, adds one federal dollar and 
one state dollar to every dollar donated by migrants to fund public work 
projects (Félix, 2010). Mexican authorities have also negotiated favorable 
rates with remittance-sending agencies (such as Western Union) for money 
transfers sent by Mexicans in the United States back to Mexico (Levitt & de 
la Dehesa, 2003).

Extension of Political Rights

Since 1996, Mexico offers dual nationality and dual citizenship, and, since 
2006, Mexican migrants can vote through absentee vote/ballot in national 
elections and can hold office in Mexico (Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003; Felix, 
2010). These rights have increased the political participation of Mexicans in 
domestic politics since 2006.

Extension of State Protections or Services

Beyond consular services, Mexico has also aggressively extended state pro-
tections and services to its diaspora. Some of these services include mobile 
consulates, primary and secondary schooling for adults, health and education 
campaigns, book donations, teacher trainings, document processing so that 
students can pass from one country’s educational system to the other without 
having to repeat grades, health insurance packages for the migrant’s relatives 
in Mexico, legal counseling, etc. (Hernández Joseph, 2012; González Guti-
érrez, 1999, 2006; Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003). As part of the state pro-
tections, the Mexican embassy and its consulates use various communication 
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strategies and tactics (i.e., news conferences and speeches) to condemn hu-
man rights abuses against Mexican migrants in the United States. 

Symbolic Policies to Reinforce the Diasporic Identity

Mexico uses communication and relationship-building strategies and tactics 
to keep the diasporic identity alive, for example, through visits of Mexican 
American delegations to Mexico, meetings between migrant clubs and mi-
grant organizational leaders with Mexican authorities in Mexico and in the 
United States, sports activities such as soccer tournaments, youth encounters, 
folklore and art exhibitions, holiday celebrations, art contests, pilgrimages, 
and more (González Gutiérrez, 1999). It also utilizes websites (such as the 
one belonging to the Instituto de los Mexicanos en el Exterior) and social 
media to connect with the Mexican diaspora.

Other Cases

The Mexican case has served as an example of best practices to other countries 
around the world about the kind of actions and decisions that different gov-
ernments can make to strengthen their relations and interactions with their 
diaspora communities in the short and long term. Some countries such as El 
Salvador have followed the Mexican model to implement some of the actions 
the Mexican government started decades ago in their own public diplomacy 
strategies. In this regard, the Mexican example has relevance to the practice of 
public diplomacy and transnational public relations in other nations. 

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to describe in detail other exam-
ples of state-diaspora relations in Latin America or the rest of the world, 
but, certainly, other countries are establishing similar strategies and tactics 
in their public diplomacy efforts with their diaspora communities. Evidently, 
different countries achieve different levels of success and face different struc-
tural and contextual factors that limit and shape those state-led transnational 
initiatives.

Among others, some cases studies of state-led diaspora relations have 
been developed by different scholars for countries such as the Dominican Re-
public (Howard, 2003), Haiti (Levitt & de la Dehesa, 2003), Brazil (Levitt & 
de la Dehesa, 2003), Argentina (Margheritis, 2007), Ecuador (Margheritis, 
2010), Jamaica (Sives, 2012), Turkey (Ögelman, 2005), Israel (Lahav & Ari-
an, 2005), China (Freedman, 2005), India (Kurien, 2005), Russia (Saunders, 
2005), the Kurds in Germany (Lyon & Ucarer, 2005), El Salvador (Bravo, 
2011) and Costa Rica (Bravo, 2011).
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During the Cold War, public diplomacy was used as a tool for image cultiva-
tion, propaganda and other activities aimed at influencing public opinions in 
foreign lands (Leonard, 2002; Tuch, 1990). The end of the Cold War spread 
democracy and its values into many countries and increased people’s access 
to international information (Sriramesh & Verčič, 2009). Nye (2004) coined 
the term “soft power” to refer to nations’ power of influence that is largely 
based on perceived value, social norms and image. Public diplomacy is crucial 
for nations to enhance their soft power. Additionally, as nations increasingly 
become interdependent, diplomats recognized that the effective implemen-
tation of public diplomacy requires new approaches such as an integrated 
approach to public diplomacy that considers short, medium and long term 
effects of diplomatic strategies (Golan, 2013). 

In recent decades, one common thread connecting different public diplo-
matic strategies is the emphasis on public perception (Albritton & Manheim, 
1985; Brookings Institution, 2004). As Leonard (2002) noted, “the last de-
cade is rife with examples of popular perceptions, rather than governments, 
setting the pace for international diplomacy” (p. 48). Nations have realized 
that different perceptions held by foreign publics can create an enabling or a 
disabling environment that has influence on nations’ activities (Foreign Policy 
Centre, 2002).

To effectively engage broad foreign publics and shape perceived image, 
value and norms, public diplomacy relies on, among other things, trustworthy 
messengers and effective media of communication (Dizard, 2004; Signitzer 
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& Coombs, 1992; Wang, 2006). Traditional approaches to public diplomacy 
such as cultural festivals, seminars, promotion, or polity advocacy are often 
imprinted with the mark of foreign governments. The suspicion surrounding 
the motives for these foreign governments’ activities often leads audiences to 
be leery or skeptical of the received information. Leonard (2002) argues that 
NGOs are one of the best messengers of public diplomacy campaigns because 
they have credibility, expertise and extensive networks in foreign countries. 
In addition, information technology and new media may also alter public 
diplomatic strategies. An integrated approach to public diplomacy requires 
different media. New media may be particularly valuable to carry out public 
diplomatic campaigns as dialogues targeting different publics, especially the 
younger generation (Gilboa, 2004). Nevertheless, Wang (2006) noted that in 
the field of public relations, “there is a glaring absence of efforts devoted to 
studying the role of the Internet and other new communication technologies 
in public diplomacy” (p. 94).

Golan (2013) proposed the concept of integrated public diplomacy, 
which encompasses three approaches to public diplomacy: the short- to  
medium-termed mediated public diplomacy, national brandings that aim at me-
dium- to long-termed effects; and the long-termed relational public diplomacy. 
This Chapter assesses the potential value of NGOs as partners of nation states’ 
public diplomatic campaigns for the integrated approach to public diplomacy. 
This Chapter also examines the role of new media in NGOs’ global networks, 
and studies a group of NGOs’ new media use patterns and how NGOs reach 
worldwide publics via the Internet. This study also provides empirical evidence 
to illustrate the diplomatic values of partnership with NGOs and offers sugges-
tions for diplomats to form effective public diplomacy strategies. 

This study examines international NGOs (INGOs) that have membership 
in multiple countries because of their capacity to influence foreign publics. 
Given the large scope of international civil society, this study focuses on a 
representative segment of INGOs, those working in the field of environmental 
protection. Environmental INGOs are among the most active NGOs in the 
international arena (Castells, 2009). Additionally, environmental INGOs are 
often perceived as independent and critical of powerful social institutions (Cas-
tells, 2008). The study demonstrates that environmental INGOs’ websites can 
effectively attract millions of visitors around the world. Furthermore, INGOs 
have built a global network with distinctive structural features. INGOs’ global 
influence can be considered as valuable public diplomatic assets. In the follow-
ing sections, the tradition and recent developments in public diplomacy are 
briefly introduced, followed by a review of the role of NGOs and new media 
in public diplomacy. Results are presented and major findings discussed. 
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Public Diplomacy: Tradition and New Development

Traditional Approach to Public Diplomacy

Traditionally, public diplomacy mainly refers to countries’ official commu-
nication aimed at foreign publics (Dizard, 2004). Although the practice 
of public diplomacy has existed for thousands of years, the term emerged 
during the initial years of the Cold War (Arquilla & Ronfeldt, 1999). The 
formidable destructive power of nuclear weapons forced the two superpow-
ers of that era, the U.S. and Soviet Union, to seek alternative weapons, such 
as information and persuasion campaigns, to fight their ideological and stra-
tegic battles. Public diplomacy can help nations create favorable images of 
their policies, actions, and political and economic systems (Foreign Policy 
Centre, 2002). Public diplomacy can also facilitate domestic pressure on 
foreign governments to modify hostile policies or even smooth the progress 
of regime change and nation building (Taylor & Doerfel, 2003; Taylor & 
Kent, 2000). 

Conventionally, mass communication, cultural and academic exchanges, 
participation in exhibitions, building cultural centers, language education and 
establishing local friendship leagues and trade associations are major tools of 
public diplomacy (Vickers, 2004). Those tools are supposed to help nations 
cultivate positive images and serve as propaganda tools (Brookings Institu-
tion, 2004). Among those tools, mass communication is mainly used to in-
form publics about current affairs; other cultural channels are designed to 
shape long-term perceptions. The most active agents of public diplomacy in 
the traditional approach are nation states. As noted by Gilboa (2008), this 
limited view of agents of public diplomacy leads to the dearth of “research on 
public diplomacy programs and activities of countries other than the United 
States and of new international actors such as NGOs, civil society groups and 
individuals” (p. 56).

New Development in Public Diplomacy

Three current forces—globalization, the multipolar international system, and 
new information and communication technology—present challenges to the 
traditional public diplomacy approach (Gilboa, 2008; Leonard, 2002; Yang, 
Klyueva, & Taylor, 2012). In recent decades, the academic community start-
ed to reconsider the nature of public diplomacy. For example, Nye (2004) 
argues that power refers not only to nations’ ability to force others into 
certain actions, as reflected by the concept of “hard power” (e.g., military 
power, economic power, etc.), but also refers to states’ ability to influence 
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the opinions, norms and behaviors of others to yield desirable outcomes (soft 
power). The major difference between soft and hard power is that soft power 
arises from the persuasiveness of a nation’s values, culture and policies; na-
tions exercise soft power through cooperation rather than coercion. Accord-
ing to Nye (2004), in the postmodern international relations era, countries 
that are more likely to be powerful are those that have the ability to frame 
issues; those whose culture and ideas are closer to prevailing international 
norms and those whose credibility abroad is reinforced by their values and 
policies. Furthermore, when policies and positions of states or non-state ac-
tors have moral authority, or are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others, their 
soft power is increased.

Nye’s (2004) concept of soft power has been further developed and linked 
with public diplomacy. Batora (2005) argues that actions of public diplomacy 
pursued by both state and non-state actors contribute to the maintenance and 
promotion of a nation’s soft power. Arquilla and Ronfeldt (1999) apply Nye’s 
soft power to national strategic thinking. They coined the term, ‘noopolitik’ 
to describe strategies that are different from the traditional, hard-power driv-
en ‘realpolitik’ approach. Noopolitik adapts to the information age and em-
phasizes the primary role of ideas, values, norms, standards, laws and ethics in 
international relationships.

The emphasis on soft power and noopolitik advocates for a dialogic ap-
proach to public diplomacy (Gilboa, 2004; 2008). The dialogic approach is 
aimed at creating a communication system that facilitates dialogue among 
multiple publics. This approach goes beyond image cultivation (Yang, Klyue-
va, & Taylor, 2012). It fosters a shared understanding and action. To effec-
tively carry out dialogic public diplomacy, it requires a novel understanding 
of active agencies. Nations are no longer the sole agency of public diplomacy. 
Non-state actors, such as individuals, corporations, media networks, interna-
tional organizations and NGOs should also be considered as indispensable 
actors. Furthermore, to reach broad publics and publics that are not targets 
of traditional public diplomacy (e.g., younger generations), new channels 
of communication should be involved. The need to adapt to the changing 
practice suggests that it may be valuable to involve NGOs and new media in 
diplomatic strategies. The following sections discuss these NGOs’ strategic 
values more specifically. 

NGOs and public diplomacy. NGOs are not-for-profit and private orga-
nizations pursuing issues of societal and even global influence (Yang, 2012; 
Castells, 2004). These organizations are highly diverse and heterogeneous. 
Together, they form an important part of civil society (Alexander, 2006). 
In recent years, NGOs have attracted considerable academic attention, and 
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are studied in multiple disciplines and through various perspectives (Boli &  
Thomas, 1997; Castells, 2008; DeMars, 2005; Kaldor, 2005). 

In general, NGOs are often seen as possessing a significant amount of 
knowledge and information, but with limited institutional, military or fi-
nancial power (Boli & Thomas, 1997). The process of globalization allows 
NGOs to exert more influence through domestic and transnational networks 
(DeMars, 2005). NGOs have also demonstrated that they are particularly ad-
ept at influencing foreign publics (Castells, 2008). For example, Ayres (2003) 
found that NGOs can effectively influence the reform of institutions of global 
trade governance.In addition, some have observed converging interests 
among states and NGOs (Beckfield, 2003).This chapter argues that for na-
tions to create dialogues that engage broader societies in foreign countries, it 
is beneficial for diplomats to collaborate with non-governmental agents.

The value of involving NGOs in public diplomacy efforts arises from 
NGOs’ unique credibility, expertise, and access. First, in reality, it is often dif-
ficult to communicate with publics in foreign countries, especially when there 
are great cultural or ideological differences between countries (e.g., Western 
countries and Mid East countries). Diplomats sometimes find that it is hard 
for them to communicate in a culturally appropriate or engaging manner. In 
addition, it is also difficult to ensure information is received in the way that 
it was intended, which is far from easy as people are inclined to be suspicious 
of foreign officials’ motives. In contrast, NGOs often have credibility among 
foreign publics. For example, a Canadian polling company found that 65 
percent of participants in a large survey trusted NGOs to work in the best 
interest of society, while only 45 percent believed governments would do the 
same (Leonard, 2002). Therefore, collaborating with NGOs will allow diplo-
matic messages to be sent by credible messengers. 

Second, NGOs are often formed by experts in certain areas (Boli &  
Thomas, 1997). Their expertise makes them relevant and credible in many 
areas. For example, Boli and Thomas (1997) found that in 1988, one quarter 
of all international INGOs were industry or trade organizations. And, about 
one third of INGOs were based on scientific or technology fields. These two 
types of INGOs account for about 60 percent of INGOs. When the situation 
involves specific knowledge (e.g., oil spread, landmine explosion, child labor, 
etc.), people are more likely to turn to experts for information than to dip-
lomats. Therefore, working with NGOs will help diplomatic messages to be 
sent by perceived experts and, hence, encourage greater acceptance. 

Third, it is difficult for nation states to gain access to local networks or 
media channels in foreign countries. NGOs, however, often have existing 
relationships with their local counterparts because of shared missions or 



302 aiMei yanG

interests (Castells, 2009). NGOs may also have established networks to influ-
ence local legislators or other activists because of their advocacy needs (De-
Mars, 2005). Those existing connections offer NGOs access to diverse local 
networks. NGOs’ networks help them to communicate with foreign publics 
more efficiently and effectively. Involving NGOs in diplomatic efforts, there-
fore, would help diplomats to gain access to these valuable networks and thus 
gain access to different national publics. 

In sum, the literature suggests that, while diplomats retain an important 
role in engaging other governments and political elites, they are often not 
the ideal agents for engaging with broader foreign publics. Civil actors such 
as NGOs may be better agents to reach broader foreign publics because of 
their credibility, expertise and access. Another new development in public 
diplomatic practice is the influence of new media on international informa-
tion flow.

New media and public diplomacy. In modern society, media are import-
ant forums of public sphere because media construct a large amount of public 
narratives and symbols (Cozier & Witmer, 2001; Gilboa, 2000; Signitzer &  
Coombs, 1992). New media such as the Internet radically reduce the costs 
and increase the speed of communication, and allow a broad range of new 
actors to participate in the debate over, and implementation of, foreign pol-
icy (Gilboa, 2004). New media make new actors of international relation-
ships, such as international corporations, NGOs, and less formal groupings 
of citizens, increasingly visible in the practice of public diplomacy. Not only 
do new media allow these new actors to communicate and collaborate more 
efficiently, but they also open up alternative sources of information (Yang & 
Taylor, 2010). Virtual participation and information allow new actors to be-
come well informed on key policy issues and geo-political developments. New 
media have become a major platform for information dissemination and offer 
opportunities for cyber public diplomacy. For example, many states and non-
state actors currently maintain websites to present their history, policies, val-
ues, culture and other achievements. Websites provide opportunities for these 
actors to present themselves in a way that cultivates positive support or even 
neutralizes or attacks opponents (Conway, 2005). To explore the diplomatic 
value of INGOs’ websites and the structural features of the virtual networks 
among these websites, the following two research questions are proposed to 
guide the analysis:

RQ1: Do INGOs’ websites reach a global public?
RQ2:  What are the basic structural features of INGOs’ networks among 

their websites? 
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Based on the previous discussion, this study examines how INGOs have 
used new media to engage international publics and how INGOs form net-
works in the cyberspace. Information gathered from this study provides 
valuable insight for public diplomatic strategy and policy making. To study 
structural features of INGOs’ virtual networks, this study employs hyperlink 
network analysis to study how activists develop relationships online. 

Hyperlink Network Analysis

A hyperlink is one of basic building blocks of the Internet and guides Internet 
users’ online navigation (Park & Thelwall, 2003; Shumate & Lipp 2008). 
The amount of hyperlinks a website receives affects the searchability of the 
site (Thelwall, 2009). Further, Shumate and Lipp (2008) conceptualized hy-
perlink networks as “a set of inter-organizational links that enable members 
and nonmembers to reach a homogenous set of like-minded organizations in 
order to enhance the visibility of the network’s goals” (p. 179). Therefore, 
the study of hyperlink networks helps to illustrate organizations’ choices of 
online allies.

NGOs’ hyperlink networks have unique features. Research suggests that 
NGOs focused on similar issues tend to cluster together and use their virtual 
networks to represent their alliances. For instance, Bae and Choi (2000) stud-
ied the hyperlinks among human rights NGOs and found that most organiza-
tions link to others with similar goals. Shumate and Lipp (2008) found that 
NGOs’ goals and missions also play a key role in influencing NGOs’ virtual 
connections. Shumate and O’ Connor (2010) conceptualized hyperlink net-
work alliance building as a form of symbolic action, and found organizations 
used hyperlinks to signify their stands on social issues. In other words,orga-
nizations often make an active and selective choice about which other orga-
nizations to form alliances with. Yang (2012) found that in China, Northern 
NGOs and indigenous Chinese NGOs demonstrated distinctive and different 
hyperlink network formation patterns.

Recently, in the field of communication research, there has been an in-
creasing interest in hyperlink network analysis (HNA) (Bae & Choi 2000; 
Park & Thelwall 2003; Shumate & Lipp, 2008). HNA has been applied to 
topics such as the structure of international hyperlinks and information flow 
(Barnett & Sung, 2005), the reproduction of world systems in international 
cyberspace (Himelboim, Chang, & McCreery, 2010), ideological landscape 
(Himelboim, McCreery, & Smith, 2013), and inter-organizational commu-
nication (Shumate & Dewitt; 2008). Studies have found that HNA provides 
a robust quantitative approach to study the Web network structure. In this 



304 aiMei yanG

study, HNA and secondary data analysis are combined to address research 
questions. 

Methods

Sampling

This study seeks to provide a comprehensive description of environment 
INGO websites’ diplomatic values.To achieve this goal, the researcher first 
obtained a list of all identifiable environmental INGOs in the world. Any 
INGO that met the following criteria was included: 1) had membership in 
more than one country; 2) mainly focused on environmental protections as 
suggested by mission statements; 3) the organization is an INGO. Infor-
mation about INGOs can be obtained from The Yearbook of International 
Organizations (Union of International Associations), which is the most com-
prehensive source on INGOs (Beckfield, 2003). 

Data Collection

A list of these INGOs’ websites was fed into LexiURL Searcher. LexiURL 
Searcher is a web crawler that draws hyperlinks among these civil actors’ 
sites. This crawler automatically collects hyperlink data through the appli-
cations’ programming interfaces (APIs) provided by major search engines 
such as Yahoo! and Google (Mayr & Tosques, 2006). The obtained data 
are edited and are developed into a directional network matrix for further 
analysis. 

Results

Overall, 509 INGOs were identified. These INGOs focused on environmen-
tal protection; they have offices or memberships in at least two countries and 
they are not founded by any government. These INGOs have headquarters 
in 86 different countries and regions, which suggests that environmental IN-
GOs have representations and influences in a large part of the world. People 
from many nations were involved in founding and organizing environmental 
INGOs, offering access to broad publics, which is valuable for diplomatic 
purposes.

Among these 509 INGOs, the majority originate from Western countries 
such as the United States (21.0%), United Kingdom (9.6%), France (7.3%) 
and Belgium (6.3%). A smaller number of organizations are located in devel-
oping countries. If the number of connections with NGOs reflects a country’s 
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soft power, then this finding indicates that Western countries tend to have 
more soft power than developing countries. Among these INGOs, 32.0% 
are networks of smaller NGOs operating in different countries. A significant 
number of those organizations (46.0%) include individual-based member-
ships and recruit individual members from all over the world. On average, 
these INGOs attract members from about 29 countries. The majority (60%) 
draw members from about 20 countries, and a few organizations (3.8%) draw 
members from more than 100 countries. It is clear that some of these INGOs 
can reach a global public. 

In terms of the languages used by INGOs, overwhelmingly, English is 
the dominant language. Among these INGOs, 69.9% use English as the 
sole working language and 23.5% use English in combination with other 
languages. Besides English, French is the second (11.6%) and Spanish is the 
third most used language (7.5%). This finding may be due to the fact that 
most of these environmental INGOs operate at the international level and, 
to communicate with a globally diverse audience, English may be the ideal 
language. Overall, these INGOs seem to have achieved global influence. 
Most of the INGOs have memberships in multiple nations, and therefore 
have existing networks with local publics. The following two sections discuss 
how INGOs have used new media and the structural features of INGOs’ 
virtual networks.

INGO Websites’ Global Reach

For RQ1, it was found that the majority of these INGOs have functioning 
organizational websites (89.8%), and only 10.2% either have bad links or do 
not have organizational websites. These sites help INGOs to communicate 
with a globally diverse public. According to the data mining results, many 
of these sites attract visitors from more than one country (46.4%), and some 
websites even attract visitors from more than 10 countries (25.8%). For 
example, the website of Greenpeace attracts visitors from 33 countries. On 
average, these websites attract about .004 (SD = .018) of global Internet us-
ers. Given the huge population of global Internet users (about 2.7 billion) 
(World Bank, 2011), these websites have a large number of visitors. On 
average, visitors spend 2 minutes and 35 seconds (SD = 137.8 seconds) on 
these websites. Interestingly, the study found that visitors from the United 
States are most likely to visit an INGO’s website. In comparison to websites, 
fewer INGOs have adopted social media tools such as Facebook, Twitter, 
LinkedIn, Myspace and YouTube (54.8%). For those using social media, 
Facebook is the most popular choice (37.5%). Only 9% have adopted more 
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than one type of social media and a few (5.6%) have adopted more than five 
types.

Structural Features of INGOs’ Global Virtual Network

RQ2 directs attention to structural features of INGOs’ networks. For this 
study, 455 unique websites were found. The analysis identified a basically 
connected virtual network. This network indicated that there are coopera-
tive relationships among those INGOs outside of their traditional headquar-
ters-subunit structure. Such a transnational network helps connect different 
locales into a global sphere (See Figure 17.1).

The density of a binary network is the proportion of all possible ties that 
are present (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). About 1% of all the possible ties are 
present in this network. In comparison to the mean, the standard deviation is 
large, suggesting that some areas within the network are denser than others. 
As can be observed from Figure 17.1, a group of actors positioned in the cen-
ter are well connected and are surrounded by a group of less well-connected 
actors. Far away from the center, there are some isolated actors that are not 
connected with any others. 

In terms of hyperlinks, geodesic distance means the smallest number of 
websites one visitor needs to pass through should the visitor wish to navigate 
from website A to website B. In this network, to reach from one random site 
to another, a visitor may pass through an average of three websites. Given 
the fact that in society, it has been suggested that six degrees of separation 
was rather common (Granovetter, 1973), it can be argued that this geodesic 
distance is relatively short and it is relatively easy for a visitor to navigate from 
one INGO site to another. 
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Figure 17.1. The Overall Network Structure of Environmental INGOs.

Reciprocity indicates the percentage of all possible ties as parts of a reciprocal 
structure (Bae & Choi, 2000). Reciprocity is an important measure for the 
study of civil society. According to Putnam (1993), “social trust in complex 
modern settings can arise from two related sources—norms of reciprocity 
and networks of civic engagement” (p. 171). In a network with a high level 
of heterogeneity (such as the global civil society), reciprocity facilitates long-
term relationship building (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  For this network, 
4.45% of ties were reciprocated. Furthermore, 9% of the actors are involved in 
reciprocal relationships. Scholars have suggested that networks demonstrate 
an equilibrium tendency toward dyadic relationships to be either null (no ties 
exist) or reciprocated and that asymmetric ties may be unstable (Hanneman 
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& Riddle, 2011). For a network to maintain a high level asymmetry, of either 
there exists a hierarchy in the network to prevent the development of recipro-
cal relationships, or more changes will emerge from the network. This study 
found that the majority of INGOs do not have reciprocal ties. This finding 
suggests that this network is neither a stable nor an equal network. Based on 
this finding, it can be argued that either there exists a hierarchical structure in 
this network, or this is an evolving network. 

In large networks, it is often observed that groups of actors are clustered 
into tight neighborhoods. These sub-groups are loosely connected by only a 
few ties (Milgram, 1967). For this network, when an actor is embedded in a 
cluster, it is often a highly dense cluster with 79.3% of all possible ties present. 
The weighted overall clustering coefficient was 0.118, which means there are 
some well-connected clusters existing in this network but many actors are not 
part of such clusters. A close examination suggested that a small number of 
sites are embedded in highly dense clusters and many sites are not embedded 
in any clusters. 

In sum, this study found a relatively large network with a relatively low 
density, which suggests the possibility for INGOs to further develop hyper-
link relationships. Further, the density is not evenly distributed. A group of 
INGOs are extremely well-connected; the majority are connected; and some 
actors are isolated. Findings revealed that the average distance between two 
random actors is relatively small. In combination, these measures suggest that 
a considerable number of INGOs engage in developing reciprocal relation-
ships that lead to some high density clusters. The existence of high density 
clusters did not contribute to a higher overall density, which suggests that 
many tie-building actions happen within clusters rather than among clusters.

Discussion

Engaging with broader foreign publics requires a totally different mindset of 
public diplomacy than targeting political elites. The traditional, state-centered 
approach is limited in terms of credibility, expertise and diversity of networks 
in foreign countries. In addition, international relationships, a realm previ-
ously occupied by diplomats is increasingly participated in by NGOs (espe-
cially INGOs), private enterprises, activists, academics and other groups. This 
study suggests that INGOs and new media may provide new opportunities 
for public diplomacy. Specifically, for diplomatic considerations, INGOs and 
their new media based networks could offer global reach, serve as credible 
sources and provide access to diverse networks around the globe. NGOs have 
value as messengers of mediated public diplomacy campaigns; add credibility 
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to national branding campaigns; and facilitate nations’ long-termed relation-
ship building with foreign publics. Each of the aforementioned values is dis-
cussed in the following sections. 

INGOs’ Capacity to Reach Global Publics

The analysis illustrates that INGOs have the capacity to reach a broad glob-
al public both online and offline. The study found that INGOs often have 
membership in multiple countries. Many of these members have different so-
cial backgrounds. INGOs’ members are brought together by shared mission 
or common interests and they could potentially help INGOs reach thelocal 
communities. In the cyberspace, findings also suggest that the Internet pro-
vides a useful portal to reach diverse publics living in different countries. As 
argued by Nye (2004), the soft power of a state is created through activities 
of multiple actors and organizations. The ability to reach and involve a much 
broader group of people than political elites may qualify as an effective pub-
lic diplomatic effort. Therefore, INGOs’ capacity to disseminate information 
and maintain relationships with a diverse global public can be valuable assets 
for public diplomatic purposes.

When implementing public diplomatic campaigns, if the goal is to reach 
and engage a broad public that is concerned with specific issues, diplomats 
should consider involving INGOs that share the public’s concerns. Such an 
approach may allow diplomats to effectively disseminate information through 
INGOs’ networks. 

INGOs’ Websites as Credible Information Sources

New media are less constrained by geographic boundaries and therefore offer 
new opportunities for public diplomatic efforts. New media allow large pub-
lics around the world to be informed of important issues in other countries. 
In such an environment, states face the challenge to make themselves attrac-
tive and relevant. Therefore, the identification of an information source that 
global publics consider valuable and credible is crucial for public diplomatic 
purposes.

This study found that millions of visitors have visited INGOs’ websites 
or have become fans of INGOs’ social media. When visitors visited those 
sites, they spent time on consuming the content. It is likely visitors browse 
through INGOs’ websites to seek relevant information because of INGOs’ 
perceived specialty and authority. Since no government or organization can 
force so many people from different countries to visit INGOs’ websites and 
spend time consuming the content, it is possible that INGOs are perceived 
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as credible sources of information by many around the world. The perceived 
high credibility of INGOs’ websites is consistent with findings of other stud-
ies (Yang & Taylor, 2010). For diplomatic purposes, it is important that mes-
sages are delivered by credible messengers. When advocating for specific pur-
poses, diplomats can involve respected INGOs with relevant specialty. 

INGOs’ Transnational Network

One of the effects of globalization and the communication revolution is the 
intensification of global networks that transcend national boundaries and 
the rise of a more interconnected civil society. This study identifies a set of  
INGOs’ network structural features. First, surrounding the commonly shared 
mission, environmental protection, a virtual network of INGOs was formed 
at the global level. INGOs in this network are relatively close to each other 
and their connections transcend geographic boundaries and cultural differ-
ences. These INGOs actively build relationships with strategic allies that 
share their passion and missions. The fundamental importance of mission 
is unique to activists’ strategic relationship building. For corporations that 
operate following a capitalist logic, their collaborations are often based on 
resource dependency or calculations of interests. When establishing collabo-
rative relationship with INGOs, diplomats should offer INGOs opportunities 
that serve their missions. 

Second, this study found that some INGOs are engaged in building recip-
rocal ties, and they are members of highly dense clusters. This network struc-
ture revealed a pattern of relationships that exists in the global civil sphere. In 
other words, INGOs tend to focus on in-group relationship building rather 
than out-group relationship building. A potential effect of such a relationship 
structure is that, over time, INGOs may be increasingly limited by their close 
allies. Their close allies may continue to offer them support and resources. 
However, they may lose contact with broader international communities and 
therefore become isolated circles. 

When collaborating with INGOs, diplomats should be aware of this re-
lationship pattern. Diplomats should selectively involve INGOs whose mis-
sions are consistent with the goals of a public diplomatic campaign, because 
relevant actors are more likely to offer diplomats connections to a relevant 
network. Further, when the goal of a campaign is to reach diverse publics, 
diplomats should identify and collaborate with INGOs that could reach dif-
ferent networks, and avoid only working with INGOs belonging to the same 
cluster. By understanding INGOs’ network structural features, and involv-
ing civil partners strategically, diplomats can enjoy the tight connection and 
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support of INGOs’ clusters and, at the same time, avoid limitations inherited 
in NGOs’ tendency to focus on in-group relationships.

Existing Issues

In addition to the aforementioned NGOs’ diplomatic values, the analysis did 
reveal several issues. First, the finding suggests a Western dominance in the 
global civil society. The majority of INGOs included in this study have West-
ern roots. On one hand, this finding suggests that developing countries may 
have overlooked the value of INGOs in diplomatic efforts and failed to estab-
lish or sponsor NGOs to advocate for their values and cultures. Roberts and 
Parks (2007) found that although the INGO sector has been explored over 
the past a few decades, the trend has not been adopted in some countries. 
Beckfield (2003) found that while countries are more equal with regard to 
their participation in international governmental organizations (IGOs), there 
is a great deal of inequality among countries in terms of their ties to INGOs. 
The inequality in terms of connection with INGOs may limit the sophisti-
cation level of developing countries’ diplomatic strategies, and further limit 
their development of soft power. On the other hand, the obvious Western 
dominance may harm INGOs’ legitimacy in the long run. As noted by Dut-
ta-Bergman (2005), the level of legitimacy for Western INGOs to represent 
interests of the Global South is questionable. When implementing public di-
plomacy strategies, diplomats from Western countries should consider involv-
ing NGOs from the Global South. 

The dominance of English as the official language also presents problems 
because, in many countries, the majority of the population does not speak En-
glish. The current situation may become a barrier for INGOs to reach more 
people in countries where English is not the local residents’ native language. 
When collaborating with INGOs, diplomats should be aware of this limita-
tion. It is advisable to incorporate multiple languages in public diplomatic 
campaigns. 

Conclusion

As international relations increasingly operate, not at a single interstate level 
but through complex, multi-level and interdependent networks, governments 
and their diplomats must learn to operate in these networks. Ham (2002) 
contends there is a profound shift from the modern world of geopolitics 
and hard power towards a postmodern world of images and soft power. This 
study maintains the importance of INGOs and new media and accords them 
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significant roles and functions in public diplomacy. Findings suggest that the 
engagement of agents from the broader civil society, reinforced by the ef-
fective use of new media, may help nation states better achieve their public 
diplomacy goals. The involvement of INGOs in public diplomatic campaigns 
allows nations to go beyond image building, but to shape ideas and values 
and build broader relationships with foreign publics. 
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18.  Live Tweeting at Work: The  
Use of Social Media in Public  
Diplomacy

Juyan ZhanG & Shahira FahMy

The use of social media for the purpose of public diplomacy has increasingly 
drawn the attention of U.S. public diplomacy professionals, observers, and 
political analysts. In fact, as one of the post-Sept. 11 public diplomacy initia-
tives series, the U.S. government launched its Public Diplomacy 2.0 program 
in 2009 initially aimed to engage directly with citizens in the Middle East 
(Khatib, Dutton, & Thelwall, 2011). The program attempted to integrate 
social networking, blogging and information aggregating tools to nurture 
individual expression and the competition of ideas in the world (Glassman, 
2008), which could be considered as a sign of the emergence of integrated 
public diplomacy (IPD) (Golan, 2013). Currently the White House has its 
Facebook account (http://www.facebook. com/WhiteHouse) and Twitter 
account (http://twitter.com/WhiteHouse). In 2009, the U.S. Department 
of State also announced a pilot program that would award up to $5 million 
in grants to expand the use of social networking technologies in the Middle 
East, with the goal of increasing citizen engagement and civic participation 
(U.S. Department of State, 2009). U.S. embassies also started using Twitter 
feeds, Facebook Groups, and blogs (Fouts, 2009).

In recent years social media has been increasingly used in other parts of 
the world, as well. Twitter helped mobilize protesters in the mass protests in 
Moldova in 2009 (Cohen, 2009). In Iran, it was the essential tool for the 
opposition protests to appeal to the support of the world public opinion in 
2009 by helping dissidents plan rallies and spread first-person accounts of the 
protest movement. In one speech, the U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 
credited social media’s role in Iran’s case by stating that “Their protestors 
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also used websites to organize. A video taken by cell phone showed a young 
woman named Neda killed by a member of the paramilitary forces, and within 
hours, that video was being watched by people everywhere.” (Clinton, 2011) 
Further, about 100,000 people on Facebook befriended the opposition lead-
er Mir Hussein Mousavi (Last, 2009). In Israel, a blog reported that the 
Israeli Foreign Ministry announced its plans to embrace social media such as 
Twitter and Facebook. The Israeli government explained it would focus less 
on Palestinian issues and more on the Iranian threat (Israel Politik, 2009). In 
March 7, 2012, Israeli President Shimon Peres visited Facebook Inc.’s head-
quarters in Silicon Valley and praised Facebook as a vehicle for social change. 
He reportedly told a Facebook engineer, “What you are doing is convincing 
people they don’t have reason to hate” (Guynn, 2012).

Overall, the U.S. government and foreign policy analysts have shown 
great interest and enthusiasm in exploring how to increase the efficiency of 
using social media for more effective public diplomacy. However, scholarly 
studies on the issue have been rare. Such a scholarly gap is inconsistent with 
the rapid adoption and use of this powerful media genre. Thus, the adoption 
and impact of social media, the perceptions, attitudes and behaviors of their 
users, and the way to integrate these technologies into the existing practice 
of public diplomacy, among other issues, are all in need of systematic analysis. 
This study thus represents an attempt to fill this gap by exploring factors af-
fecting the use of social media by public diplomacy specialists.

Based on a survey of foreign embassies in the United States, this study 
specifically examined foreign public diplomacy specialists’ adoption of social 
media for public diplomacy purposes. It explored whether the following—
effort and performance expectancy, social influence and attitudes, facilitating 
conditions, and perceived credibility—might have influenced the adoption of 
social media in public diplomacy practice. Further, it examined whether gen-
der, age, or level of national income have a moderating effect on the adoption 
of these media technologies. We hope that, with an analytic charting of the 
behaviors in the use of social media by public diplomacy specialists, this study 
could guide future research on the effects of using social media in public 
diplomacy.

Literature Review

Social Media and Public Relations

Social media is a group of Internet-based applications that allow the cre-
ation and exchange of User Generated Content (UGC) (Kaplan & Haenlein, 
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2010). These applications present tremendous opportunities for networking, 
collaborating, sharing best practices, communicating, and connecting to a 
nearly unlimited pool of people with similar needs and desires (Patton, 2009). 
The new genre of media is based on Web 2.0, a term used to describe a new 
way in which software developers and end-users use the World Wide Web as 
a platform where content and applications are continuously modified by all 
users in a participatory and collaborative fashion (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). 

Large corporations are increasingly adopting social media to communi-
cate both internally and externally. However, there are reservations about the 
risks these activities might represent. For example, nearly half the communi-
cators who responded to a survey felt that employees discussing their orga-
nization online posed a significant risk to the company’s reputation (Hathi, 
2009). Eyrich, Padman, and Sweetser (2008) surveyed the adoption of social 
media by U.S. public relations practitioners. They found that practitioners 
adopted the more established and institutional tools, but they were slower 
to integrate the more technologically complicated tools that cater to a niche 
audience. 

Not surprisingly then, the literature suggests organizations with defined 
public relations departments are more likely to adopt social media. Further, 
public relations practitioners are more likely to use social media tools particu-
larly if they perceive them as credible. Steyn, Salehi-Sangari, Pitt, Parent and 
Berthon (2010) observed that the Social Media Release (SMR) is emerging as 
a potentially powerful public relations tool in the world of social networking, 
specifically when targeted at influential bloggers. Further, in the nonprofit 
sector, Curtis and colleagues (2009) found that social media are becoming 
beneficial communication tools for public relations practitioners in the non-
profit sector.

Social Media and Public Diplomacy

In 2006, then Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice declared her intention 
to set up “virtual posts,” where people could visit a website and chat online 
with U.S. diplomats (Stockman, 2006). The first State Department blog 
entry was posted in 2007. Then the State Department officially launched its 
own blog, “Dipnote,” on public diplomacy. In 2007, the U.S. government 
launched its public diplomacy portal America.gov, which is a platform for a 
whole host of interactive media—webcasts, blogs, videos, YouTube, Twit-
ter, Facebook, and even Second Life (a 3-D virtual world where users can 
socialize with free voice and text chat). More recently, one of the State De-
partment’s latest new media ventures is Co.Nx, a Web conferencing program 
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that connects U.S. experts in a variety of fields with foreign audiences as well 
as U.S. embassies. More recently the U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of 
Educational and Cultural Affairs launched its social media platform, http://
connect.state.gov/. 

Most discussions on use of social media in public diplomacy are found 
in policy analysis, reports, and blogs by public diplomacy practitioners. For 
example, public diplomacy expert Dale (2010) notes there are limited data 
to quantify and analyze the U.S. government’s new media effectiveness and 
impact. She argues that, without a national communications strategy and in 
the absence of a capacity to measure the impact of various communications 
platforms, the new media’s effectiveness for public diplomacy will remain 
limited. Other analysts are more optimistic, however. Matt C. Armstrong 
(2009) explains social media has the capacity to break through geographical, 
cultural and even linguistic barriers, democratizing the access to, and dis-
tribution of information. In a blog post at the Center of Public Diplomacy 
(CPD) at the University of Southern California (USC), Abeer Al-Najjar  
(2009) notes that social media are placing more power in the hands of citi-
zens; and therefore governments should take a more pro-active approach in 
conducting their public diplomacy campaigns and efforts. 

Scholars have shown increasing interest in use of social media in diploma-
cy and public diplomacy. Ciolek (2010) observed that the U.S. Embassy in 
Jakarta, Indonesia, has effectively integrated Facebook into its public diplo-
macy efforts. She argued that social media tools will likely remain part of U.S. 
public diplomacy efforts for the foreseeable future, and its contribution to 
public diplomacy occurs when it creates potential for continued engagement 
and dialogue. Comor and Bean (2012) argued that the Obama administra-
tion’s dominant concept in public diplomacy is “engagement,” which essen-
tially aims to leverage social media and related technologies to persuade skep-
tical audiences to empathize with American policies. Potter (2008) explains 
that governments need to be very selective about their online representation, 
however. Hayden (2011) suggests that the confluence of President Obama’s 
personal communication efforts and policy strategy and the global context of 
ubiquitous social media technologies indicate a productive moment for U.S. 
public diplomacy planners and policy advocates to capitalize on the president’s 
popularity through a reinvigorated strategy of engagement. Researchers have 
observed that new media, including social media tools such as Facebook and 
Twitter, took center stage in broadcasting the protests in North Africa and 
the Middle East in 2011 (Leight, Walton, Ananian, Cruz-enriquez & Jarwa-
harlal, 2011). 
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Public Diplomacy, Credibility and Internet

The practice of public diplomacy must attach great importance to building 
and maintaining credibility (Gass & Seiter, 2009). In fact, the failure of public 
diplomacy is often equated with a loss of credibility (Goodall, Trethewey & 
McDonald, 2006), which was articulated by the former USIA director Ed-
ward R. Murrow, “To be persuasive, we must be believable; to be believable, 
we must be credible; to be credible, we must be truthful.” When unbelievable 
messages are used in public diplomacy, they only raise the adversary’s morale 
(Gass & Seiter, 2009). Smart public diplomacy requires an understanding of 
the roles of credibility, self-criticism, and civil society in generating soft power 
(Nye, 2008). Credibility of public diplomacy has many dimensions, including 
primary dimensions such as expertise of source, trustworthiness, goodwill, 
and numerous secondary dimensions such as composure and dynamism of 
the source (Pratkanis, 2009). 

With regard to credibility and social media, past studies have shown 
mixed results. Early studies indicated that the Web information was perceived 
less credible than traditional news media because the internet is rife with ru-
mors and misinformation (Kiousis, 2001), while other studies showed that 
users of social media, such as blogs, rated blogs as more credible than tradi-
tional sources (Johnson & Kaye, 2004). In this study, we examine whether 
perceived credibility is a factor motivating public diplomacy specialists to use 
social media. For this purpose, we applied the key constructs outlined by the 
Unified Theory of Acceptance & Use of Technology (UTAUT).

Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)

This research adapts Venkatesh, Morris, Davis and Davis (2003) Unified 
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) model to exam-
ine foreign nations’ adoption of social media for public diplomacy purposes. 
The model incorporates elements of previous major theories that predict user 
intentions to use an information system and subsequent usage behavior.1 It 
explains as much as 70 percent of the variance in intention to use technology 
and, thus, outperforms the previous models presented in the literature (Ven-
katesh et al., 2003). 

This model theorizes that four constructs play a significant role as direct 
determinants of user acceptance and usage behavior: 1) performance expec-
tancy, 2) effort expectancy, 3) social influence, and 4) facilitating conditions. 
According to Venkatesh and colleagues (2003), performance expectancy is 
the degree to which an individual believes that using the system will help 
him or her to attain gains in job performance. Effort expectancy is defined as 
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the degree of ease associated with use of the system. Social influence refers 
to the degree to which an individual perceives that others believe he or she 
should use the new system. Facilitating condition is the degree to which 
an individual believes that an organizational and technical infrastructure ex-
ists to support the use of the system (pp. 450–52). Moreover, gender, age, 
experience, and voluntary of use were found to impact the four key con-
structs on usage intention and behavior (Venkatesh et al., 2003, p. 453). 
The present study added one more variable: perceived credibility. The goal is 
to explore an additional factor affecting user acceptance of social media (See 
Yeow & Loo, 2009), which is defined as a person’s psychological state with 
regard to his or her voluntary use and intention to use a technology (Dillon 
& Morris, 1996). 

Based on above, in this research we intended to find out what types of 
social media are mostly used by public diplomacy practitioners. We also hope 
to find out whether gender, age, and level of country development will be 
significant moderators for use of social media in public diplomacy. Finally, we 
also want to know if performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influ-
ence, facilitating conditions and perceived credibility have positive influence 
on use of social media in public diplomacy. 

Method

Defining Social Media

According to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD, 2007), social media means user-generated content that is 
produced by users to be published either on a publicly accessible website or 
on a social networking site that is accessible to a selected group of people. 
The content needs to show a certain amount of creative effort and to have 
been created outside of professional routines and practices. Social media in-
clude a wide range of tools: blogs, intranets, podcasts, video sharing (e.g., 
YouTube), photo sharing (e.g., Shutterbug, Flickr), social networks, wikis 
(e.g., Wikipedia), gaming, virtual worlds (i.e., Second Life), micro-blog-
ging/presence applications (e.g., Twitter, Pownce, Plurk), text messaging, 
videoconferencing, PDAs, instant message chat, social event/calendar sys-
tems (e.g., Upcoming, Eventful), social bookmarking (e.g., Delicious), news 
aggregation/RSS, and e-mail ( See Eyrich et al., 2008). For the purpose of 
this research, we narrowed down the definition of social media by eliminat-
ing email.
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The Survey Instrument

The data come from a hybrid survey combining online and telephone survey 
conducted on June 26, 2010 through Nov. 15, 2010 with foreign diplomats 
in Washington, D.C. The questionnaire was adapted from one used by Curtis 
et al. (2009). Their questionnaire examined the adoption of social media by 
U.S. non-profit organizations. We revised their instrument to better adapt it 
to the international context and the purpose of this study. For example, we 
changed “your public relations department” into “your embassy.” We also 
added questions regarding the (GNI) and the level of country development 
to measure the impact of national development on use of social media in 
public diplomacy. 

Data Collection

To compile a list of embassies and consulates present in the United States, 
we consulted the U.S. Department of State (2009)2 and identified 194 inde-
pendent states. The list included contact information for most of the foreign 
embassies in the United States. We excluded countries that do not have dip-
lomatic missions in the United States and a list of 178 countries was com-
piled. Personalized e-mails were then sent to cultural and media attachés of 
the diplomatic missions and directing them to a web-based questionnaire. 
The online questionnaire was posted at www.surveymonkey.com. Participa-
tion was voluntary and all of the responses remained anonymous. Four weeks 
later, a personalized letters was sent to non-respondents requesting their par-
ticipation. Finally, we made phone calls two months later to encourage more 
participation if the parties had not responded to earlier call. A total of 83 
respondents completed the survey by the second week of November, with a 
response rate of 46.6%.

Measures

Use of social media. The main dependent variable for this study was the 
actual use of social media. Many researchers (e.g. Compeau & Higgins, 1995; 
Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) have used intention to use or actual usage as a 
dependent variable. We asked respondents to check 17 types of social media 
that their organizations have used. The list of social media types was adapted 
from Curtins and colleagues’ study (2009) instead of Eyrich et al.’s (2008) 
list because the former is more up-to-date. It included blogs, events (Up-
coming.org), instant messaging, internet hosted video games (World of War-
craft, etc.), intranets, news aggregation (Digg, Reddit, Stumbleupon), PDA, 
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photo sharing (Flickr, Zoomer), podcast, presence applications (Twitter), 
Second Life (or another virtual world), social bookmarking (del.icio.us), so-
cial networks (Myspace, Facebook, etc.), text messaging, videoconferencing, 
video sharing (YouTube, Vimeo, etc.), Wiki. Data on use of the social media 
were then summed to form the dependent variable Use of Social Media.

Performance expectancy. One of the main independent variables for this 
study was the degree to which an individual believes that using the system 
will help him or her attain gains in job performance. The index included 
these items: “My organization would find social media useful”; “Using social 
media enables my organization to accomplish tasks more quickly”; “Using 
social media increases my organization’s productivity;” and “If my organiza-
tion uses social media, it will increase my chances of getting a raise.” Possible 
responses ranged from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The four vari-
ables were then summed to form a Performance Expectancy index. 

Effort expectancy. The second independent variable is defined as the de-
gree of ease associated with the use of a system. The index included the fol-
lowing items: “It would be easy for my organization to become skillful at using 
social media”; “My organization would find social media easy to use”; and 
“Learning to operate social media is easy for my organization.” Possible re-
sponse categories again ranged from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” 
The three variables were then summed to form an Effort Expectancy index. 

Social influence and attitudes. The third independent variable for this 
study referred to the degree to which an individual perceives that others be-
lieve he or she should use the new system. The index included the following 
items: “Using social media is a good idea”; “Social media make work more 
interesting”; “Working with social media is fun”; “My organization likes 
working with social media”; “People who influence my unit/department be-
havior think that we should use social media”; “People who are important 
to my unit/department think that we should use social media”; “The senior 
management of this business has been helpful in the use of social media”; 
and “In general, my organization has supported the use of social media”. 
Possible response categories again ranged from “strongly agree” to “strongly 
disagree”. The eight variables were then summed to form a Social Influence 
and Attitudes index.

Facilitating conditions. The fourth independent variable for this study 
referred to the degree to which an individual believes that an organizational 
and technical infrastructure exists to support the use of the system. The index 
included the following items: “My organization has the resources necessary 
to use social media”; “My organization has the knowledge necessary to use 
social media”; “Social media are not compatible with other technologies my 



The Use of Social Media in Public Diplomacy   323

organization uses”; “A specific person (or group) is available for assistance 
with social media difficulties”; “My organization could complete a job or 
task using social media if there was no one around to tell us what to do as we 
go”; “My organization could complete a job or task using social media if we 
could call someone for help if we got stuck”; “My organization could com-
plete a job or task using social media if we had a lot of time to complete the 
job”; and “My organization could complete a job or task using social media 
if we had just online help for assistance.” Response categories also ranged 
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The eight variables were then 
summed to form a Facilitating Conditions index. 

Perceived credibility. The fifth independent variable that referred to per-
ceptions of credibility of social media, used the same response categories as 
mentioned above. The index included the following six variables: “believ-
ability,” “fairness,” “accuracy,” “depth,” “trustworthiness,” and “expertise.”

Demographic variables. A set of background questions used for descrip-
tive and comparison purposes was used. This study specifically examined as-
sociations between the adoption of social media and level of country de-
velopment, age and gender. Respondents were asked to choose categories 
for their countries’ GNI per capita based on the World Bank Atlas method. 
Response categories included: low income (US$975 or less); lower middle 
income (US$976–$3,855); upper middle income (US$3,856–$11,905); and 
high income (US$11,906 or more). Respondents were also asked to report 
their age and gender.

Data analysis. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 
other statistic tools such as multiple linear regression, t-test and ANOVA test. 

Results

Respondents’ Characteristics

A total of 83 usable responses from foreign diplomats were analyzed for 
this study. A majority of the respondents were women (58.3%) with an av-
erage age of 28 years. With regards to level of GNI per capita, almost half 
of the respondents (46.5%) represented low-income (US$975 or less) and 
lower-middle income (US$976–US$3855) nations. More than one-fourth 
(27.4%) represented high-income nations (US$11,906 or more) and 16.7 
percent represented upper-middle income nations (US$3,856–US$11,905). 

Types of social media used. The first research question asked about the 
types of social media used by public diplomacy practitioners. All of the re-
spondents indicated they used different types of social media. Diplomats 
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reported using an average of six different types of social media. As shown in 
Table 18.1, the most used were social networks (Myspace, Facebook, etc.) 
followed by video sharing sites, intranet, blogs, video conferencing, text mes-
saging and Wiki. The least used were Second Life (or another virtual world) 
and social bookmarking.

Perceived credibility and influences of UTAUT factors on use of social 
media. The five indices were transformed into five predictors for multiple 
linear regression analysis, namely, effort expectancy, performance expectancy, 
social influence and attitudes, facilitating conditions, and perceived credibili-
ty. In the regression analysis, the five variables explain about 40 percent of the 
variance in using social media for public diplomacy. This means that effort ex-
pectancy, performance expectancy, social influence and attitudes, facilitating 
conditions and perceived credibility have significant influence upon intention 
to use social media.

Perceived credibility and influence of country development, gender and 
age. We are interested in finding out whether the level of GNI per capita, gen-
der and age have moderating effects on the adoption of social media in the 
context of public diplomacy. Statistics show that gender has a moderating ef-
fect on three of the predictors, respectively: facilitating conditions, perceived 
credibility, and effort expectancy. Age on the other hand has a moderating 
effect on social influence and facilitating factors. Level of GNI has a moder-
ating effect on social influence, perceived credibility, and effort expectancy. 

Further, results showed that more women reported the use of social me-
dia than males, but on average, men used more types of social media than 
their female counterparts. Further, findings suggest that there is a significant 
difference between how men and women perceive credibility of social media. 
Men tend to perceive social media as more credible than women do. Thus the 
results showed that level of GNI per capita, gender, and age could influence 
the adoption of social media in public diplomacy.

Table 18.1. Percentage and types of social media used by foreign diplomats (N = 83).

Social Media Percentage

Social Networks (Myspace, Facebook, etc.) 78.6

Intranet 54.8

Video Sharing (YouTube, Vimeo, etc.) 63.1

Blogs 50

Videoconferencing 50

Text Messaging 33



The Use of Social Media in Public Diplomacy   325

Social Media Percentage

Wiki 40.5

Instant Messaging 39.3

Presence Applications (Twitter) 38.1

Photo sharing (Flickr, Zoomer) 32.1

Events (Upcoming events.org) 31

Podcast 23.8

PDA 20.2

News Aggregation (Digg, Reddit, Stumbleupon) 11.9

Internet Hosted Video Games (World of Warcraft, etc.) 10.7

Social Bookmarking (del.icio.us) 8.3

Second Life (or another virtual world) 4.8

Discussion and Conclusion

In this research we examined the factors that might influence the adoption of 
social media in public diplomacy practice by foreign diplomatic missions in 
the United States. Results of our study revealed some interesting character-
istics regarding the use of social media by public diplomacy specialists. Social 
influence and attitudes and perceived credibility ranked highest in predicting 
the use of social media, suggesting that public diplomacy specialists attach 
great importance to the credibility of social media when they decide to use 
them. Also, pressure and expectation from society greatly affected their de-
cisions to use social media. Effort expectancy, however, weighed least in pre-
dicting use of social media, suggesting that social media as a technology are 
not an intimidating factor to public diplomacy specialists. Our results further 
showed that gender, age and status of country development have moderating 
effects for use of social media in public diplomacy. 

Gender, for example, has a moderating effect on three of the predictors: 
facilitating conditions, perceived credibility, and effort expectancy. More-
over, our study found that more women reported the use of social media 
than men, but on average, men used more different types of social media 
than their female counterparts. Further, men tended to perceive social media 
as more credible than women did. This might explain why men use more 
types of social media. The level of GNI per capita appeared to have moderat-
ing effects on social influence and attitudes, perceived credibility, and effort 
expectancy. This suggests that specialists from countries with different levels 
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of development have different perceptions of credibility of social media, effort 
expectancy and social influence. Finally, age appeared to have a moderating 
effect on social influence and facilitating factors. However, compared to the 
moderating effects of gender and level of GNI, age appears to have the most 
limited moderating effects on adoption of social media. This is not surprising 
because most of the respondents were born during the 80s, and, thus, they all 
grew up at the same time during the dissemination, and the booming of the 
Internet and the birth of varying social media tools.

In terms of types of social media, public diplomacy practitioners in this 
study indicated they mostly used social networks (Myspace, Facebook, etc.) 
followed by video sharing sites, intranet, blogs, video conferencing, text mes-
saging and Wiki. The least used were Second Life (or another virtual world) 
and social bookmarking. This is largely consistent with the ranking of top 
social networking sites in 2009, in which Facebook and Myspace, respective-
ly, ranked number one and number two among 25 sites (Kazeniac, 2009). 
Twitter however ranked eighth, which is much lower than the ranking in the 
2009 survey, in which Twitter ranked third (Kazeniac, 2009). This is inter-
esting given that Twitter has reportedly played significant roles in the recent 
citizen upheavals in the Middle East and North Africa. This could be due to 
the relay-chat nature of Twitter that does not exceed 140 characters. Public 
diplomacy specialists seem to prefer the use of other social media tools that 
can disseminate longer messages.

As previous studies (e.g., Comor & Bean, 2012) indicated, use of social 
media in public diplomacy is the key characteristic of the “engagement” doc-
trine of the Obama administration’s public diplomacy strategy. In fact, the 
concept of “engagement” represents the essence of the two-way symmetri-
cal communication that was proposed by Grunig (2001) as the most ethical 
and most effective practice of public relations. Some marketing specialists 
summarized the characteristics of engagement marketing as the following: 
transparency, interactivity, immediacy, facilitation, engagement, co-creation, 
collaboration, experience and trust, all of which become possible in the so-
cial media era. In this sense, use of social media in public diplomacy is not 
merely application of a new communication tool. Instead, it could represent 
a paradigm shift in the practice of public diplomacy. In this process, some of 
the generic principles identified by the Excellence Theory to determine excel-
lence in strategic communication practice, such as gender and level of devel-
opment (Khamis & Toth, 2009), are still relevant and need to be addressed 
if they become a problem. In addition, perceived credibility as a prediction 
factor on adoption of social media indicates that in the social media era public 
diplomacy should be practiced in a candid, honest and truthful manner since 
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as every individual social media user could become an investigative journalist 
and a critical participant in the sphere of public opinions. Effective public 
diplomacy in such a media environment has to embrace the core spirit of 
engagement, namely, collaboration, authentic partnerships, mutual respect, 
active, inclusive participation, power sharing and equity and mutual benefit 
(Tindana, Singh, Tracy, Upshur, Daar, Singer, Frohlich & Lavery, 2007).

Notes

 1. The previous theories include Theory of Reasoned Action, Technology Acceptance 
Model, Motivational Model, Theory of Planned Behavior, a Combined Theory of 
Planned Behavior/Technology Acceptance Model, Model of Personal Computer Uti-
lization, Innovation Diffusion Theory, and Social Cognitive Theory.

 2. In testing the applicability of the Excellence Study of public relations to develop-
ing the study of public diplomacy, Yun (2006) collected data from 113 embassies in 
Washington, D.C., through mail survey and interviews. In another study, Yun (2007) 
explored a new sampling strategy of using embassies as cultural enclaves for large-scale 
cross-national research in testing the generic status of individual excellence principles 
in the normative theory of global public relations. These studies showed that a survey 
of foreign embassies in Washington, D.C., to examine their public relations practice 
is a feasible and a realistic method.
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19.  The Public Relations of Populism: An 
International Perspective of Public 
Diplomacy Trends

JiSKa enGelbert & Jacob GroSheK

On April 30, 2012, Dutch parliamentarian and head of the right-wing Par-
ty for Freedom, Geert Wilders, gave a speech in the Four Seasons Hotel in 
New York that was entitled Stifling Free Speech in Europe. By invitation of 
the conservative U.S. think tank, the Gatestone Institute, and against the 
background of a large Dutch flag, Wilders presented his four strategies on 
how “we” ought to “defeat Islam” (Wilders, 2012). Although this language 
signals both Wilders’ and Gatestone’s shared vision on freedom of speech in 
the context of criticizing Islam, it also seems to imply a broader alliance of 
countries:

We must reassert our national identities. The nation-state enables self-govern-
ment and self-determination. This insight led the Zionists to establish Israel as 
the homeland of the Jews. Zionism teaches us one of the most important lessons 
which the modern world needs today. Theodor Herzl argued that a Jewish state 
would facilitate “a new blossoming of the Jewish spirit.” Today, we need our own 
respective nation-states to preside over a new blossoming of our own Western 
spirit. Our nations are the homes in which freedom and democracy prospers [sic]. 
This is true for the Netherlands. This is true for America. This is true for Israel.

Wilders, however, was not in New York as an official or formal representative 
of the Dutch government. In fact, only nine days earlier his Party for Freedom 
(Partijvoor de Vrijheid; PVV) had officially withdrawn its support of the mi-
nority government, a cabinet that had existed only by virtue of the Party for 
Freedom’s assured endorsement. Rather, Wilders’ speech coincided with the 
U.S. release of his autobiography, Marked for Death: Islam’s War against the 
West and Me. This book does not reflect any official Dutch stance on foreign 
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policy or internal affairs, but documents the innate juncture between Wilders’ 
private and political life as his views on Islam have led to death threats and 
Wilders living under permanent protection. Indeed, when Wilders was inter-
viewed on Fox News by Sean Hannity about his book the following day, he 
was introduced there as “a marked man.”

Wilders’ visit to the U.S. was made in a personal capacity and by pri-
vate invitation. Yet, his parliamentary affiliation and governmental position 
suggest that his U.S.-targeted book, New York speech, and Fox interview 
inexorably have ramifications for perceptions of “The Netherlands” or, more 
specifically, of the Dutch government’s position in the field of international 
politics and affairs as it is publicly known. 

Additional international speaking engagements featuring Wilders further 
illustrate the role of media platforms and international alliances in the dis-
semination of his political vision for the Netherlands that are at odds with 
official Dutch policy, particularly in the areas of foreign affairs and immigra-
tion. As examples, in 2009, Wilders gave a speech to the Danish Free Press 
Society, where he outlined his version of a two-state solution for the Middle 
East conflict, namely, “one Jewish state called Israel including Judea and Sa-
maria and one Palestinian state called Jordan” (Wilders, 2009), and where he 
called for a boycott of the U.N. Human Rights Council. Also in 2010, after 
having been denied entry to the United Kingdom the year before, Wilders 
controversially addressed the House of Lords in London, by invitation of 
Lord Malcolm Pearson, who is a peer from the U.K. Independence Party. 
Wilders asserted there that, “[…] we will have to end and get rid of cultural 
relativism” (Wilders, 2010a, emphasis added). When Wilders was in Berlin in 
2010 by invitation of die Freiheit [the Freedom], the German counterpart to 
the PVV, he stated, “I am here because Germany matters to the Netherlands 
and the rest of the world” (Wilders, 2010b, emphasis added). And on Sept. 
11, 2010, at a much anticipated speech at the 9/11 Remembrance Rally, 
Wilders argued,

[…] we, we will not betray those who died on 9/11. For their sakes we cannot 
tolerate a mosque on or near Ground Zero. For their sakes loud and clear we say: 
No mosque here! […] So that New York, rooted in Dutch tolerance, will never 
become New Mecca (Wilders, 2010c, emphasis added). 

Wilders’ performances on these international stages are typically contro-
versial. They, consequently, attract extensive national and international me-
dia coverage. Wilders can thereby capitalize on the strategic public relations 
potential of these platforms, on which he is consistently seen to explicitly 
contend with government voices and stances on foreign policy, immigration 
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politics and international affairs. Although Wilders’ actions may be primarily 
rhetoric and polemic in intent, they explicitly claim a diplomatic entitlement 
and may thus have very real diplomatic consequences. 

Importantly, Geert Wilders’ case is not idiosyncratic, but emblematic of 
an emerging kind of actor that ought to be considered for its diplomatic 
ramifications. These typically populist agents are not to be mistaken for in-
cumbent populist leaders and governments that deploy anti-elitist tactics in 
their approaches to foreign policy and management of international relations 
(McPherson, 2007). Instead, the actors focused on here are self-positioned 
as political outsiders who, because of explicit ties with state institutions, have 
demonstrated (potential) access to political power; are explicitly opposed 
to federalism, centralism, and to political institutions and symbols associat-
ed with it; advocate nationalist and anti-immigration politics; and operate 
in international networks that are influential in both domestic electoral be-
havior and diplomatic relationships between nation states. Most interesting, 
however, is that they do and convey almost all of the above through strategi-
cally benefiting from the workings and economy of mainstream media in con-
junction with the affordances of online and social media. Key contemporary 
examples of this growing phenomenon, which this chapter terms the ‘con-
testing public diplomat,’ are Nigel Farage, leader of the increasingly popular 
anti-Europe and anti-immigrant UKIP party in Britain; Marine Le Pen, party 
leader for the French National Front; Sarah Palin, former senator and one 
of the symbolic leaders of the Tea Party movement in the United States, but 
also Silvio Berlusconi, who is currently out of political office but continues 
to disseminate his vision for Italy through domestic and international main-
stream media. 

The “contesting public diplomat” described is increasingly visible in the 
arena of international politics and public diplomacy. This shift is certainly 
related to the surge of neo-populism in Europe and North America but also 
shaped by the increasingly widespread use of both mass and personal media as 
a space (Castells, 1997) for performing politics and mobilizing support. The 
aim of this chapter is therefore to provide a starting point for understanding 
the diplomatic impact of populist practices in other international contexts. 
By drawing on Geert Wilders and particular instances of mediated controver-
sy surrounding him, this chapter explores the broader strategic significance 
and diplomatic consequences of neo-populists positioning themselves as con-
tending non-state actors or as contesting public diplomats.The chapter con-
cludes its empirical exploration with a reflection on the broad repercussions 
of contesting public diplomats for our thinking about the relationship be-
tween the realms of strategic public relations and public diplomacy (Signitzer 
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& Coombs, 1992; Gilboa, 2008), particularly in the governmental pursuit 
of an integrated public diplomacy (Golan, 2013). This reflection specifically 
considers how strategic communication in all three layers of an integrated 
approach to public diplomacy may actively anticipate and aptly respond to 
populist public relations. 

Populists as Contending Non-State Actors

Put somewhat briefly, in 2004 Wilders clashed with the leaders of his own 
Dutch Liberal Party (VVD), which led to him leaving that party in order 
establish his own political movement, the Party for Freedom (PVV). This 
impasse needs to be considered in the context of what Prins (2002) termed 
“new realism” as hegemonic discourse that candidly considers non-West-
ern and Muslim migrants for their economic and cultural-ideological risks 
to traditional Dutch national culture, identity, and society. The essence of 
Wilders’ conflict with the VVD—his explicit objection to the party’s sup-
port for Turkey’s proposed ascension to full membership in the European 
Union—highlights a perception of (global) society as individuals, institutions, 
and nation states classified and evaluated along an us / them-axis.

Moreover, the Wilders controversy signals how in neo-populist movements, 
ranging from the PVV in the Netherlands to the Tea Party in the United States, 
xenophobia is inextricably entwined with foreign policy stances. Populists often 
challenge stances of incumbent governments or explicitly propose the contours 
of their own foreign policy. Both their challenge and alternative entail calls to 
restrict immigration and to reduce or withdraw from particular supra-national 
and centralist alliances, such as the European Union (EU).

The close connection between state nationalism and international poli-
tics is already acknowledged in political science scholarship (cf. McCartney, 
2004), for example, through the idea of a “dialectical relationship” mediating 
national identity and foreign policy (Prizel, 1998). In addition, foreign policy 
is perceived as a key national security resource (Campbell, 1998) and, in the 
particular context of populism, adopting a nationalist foreign policy stance 
enables the practical convergence of populists’ two central adversaries: elit-
ism and pluralism (Mudde, 2004; Jagers & Walgrave, 2007). Specifically, this 
adoption allows for subsequently attacking the political left for embracing a 
cultural relativism, which, according to Wilders in his 2012 New York speech, 
“[…] refuse[s] to stand for liberty and prefer[s] to appease Islam.” Yet, what 
is left underexplored is if and how neo-populists’ explicitly anti-state and 
anti-elite pronouncements and performances, in relation to foreign policy, 
affect the field and future of public diplomacy.
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Contemporary approaches to diplomacy, under the banner of “the New 
Public Diplomacy” (Melissen, 2005a, 2005b), have extended the kind of 
practices and the nature of actors that can qualify as potentially diplomatic, 
even if some actors do not evidently have a “working relationship” (Melissen, 
2011, p. 3) with the state (Leonard 2002; Ross, 2003). Still, such work has 
not necessarily been able to make full sense of the public diplomatic impacts 
of agents that explicitly resist such affiliations. 

Public diplomacy should, of course, always be considered in the realm 
of those practices that set out to ensure national interests by, ultimately, pro-
moting government policies abroad, for example, through nation branding 
or place branding (Anholt & Hildreth, 2005; Anholt, 2006). This conceptu-
alization, however, does not fully consider perceptions of neo-populists with-
out formal government representation in any diplomatic capacity, even as 
counter-public diplomacy. After all, neo-populists too equally claim to aspire 
to safeguarding national interest, and they extensively do so by engaging in 
cultural and strategic public relations activities that are increasingly interna-
tional in orientation and impact. In exploring the case of Geert Wilders, the 
conceptual territory of public diplomacy should thus be expanded through 
the notion of “double differentiation.”

Double Differentiation and Accredited Representation

In his empirical exploration of how alleged Dutch populists in the post- 
Fortuyn era relate to “ideal type” populists, Vossen asserts the complexity 
of assessing Geert Wilders. Vossen argues that Wilders does not “match the 
populist archetype of the ‘reluctant politicians’ with a strong dislike for pol-
itics and politicians” (2010, p. 34), referring to Wilders’ long-standing po-
litical ties with established governmental bodies. Yet, the populist prototype 
does not acknowledge that, increasingly, the “reluctant politician” (Taggart, 
2000) or “anti-party party” (Mudde, 1996) can also be understood as a dis-
cursive achievement. Explorations of parliamentary ties and government al-
liances of the regional Lega Nord in Italy (McDonnell, 2006), the national 
Dansk Folkeparti in Denmark (Rydgren, 2004), or the European UKIP in 
the United Kingdom (Hayton, 2010) emphasize anti-establishment identities 
as rhetorical resources rather than actual prerequisites for populist parties.

The salience of performance in populism can therefore be situated 
through the concept of double differentiation (Kriesi, 2011). Double differ-
entiation considers as characteristic for contemporary (European) populist 
actors the ability to distance themselves from the political establishment, 
while simultaneously displaying a potential to work within and exert influence 
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in the political order. Groshek and Engelbert (2012) extended Kriesi’s con-
cept in a comparative study of populist movements in the United States and 
the Netherlands. They found leaders in both groups use self-representational 
and online media to “both negotiate and reconcile the potential conflict be-
tween their anti-establishment image and their (past, current, and potential) 
political affiliation” (Groshek & Engelbert, 2012, p. 198–199).

Here, Wilders’ distinct political style of being able to operate within the 
very center of power he also challenges is essentially something he intention-
ally constructs and keeps alive (cf. Fairlcough, 2000; Ankersmit, 2003). As is 
typical for the rhetoric of so many neo-populist movements (Vossen, 2011), 
expressions of nationalism and xenophobia are pervasive in the performance 
of Wilders’ political style and, consequently, of issues that typically concern 
the realm of foreign policy (be they international trade, immigration or the 
sovereignty of Europe). Consequently, double differentiation is a practice 
that emphasizes the performative dimensions to populism and public diplo-
macy. As such, populists’ performances inevitably entail, and indeed, encour-
age a push-and-pull-struggle with formal state representatives over who is 
best equipped to not only protect but also direct national interests amid fluid 
globalization processes.

Paradoxically, Wilders takes that struggle over national preservation to 
media platforms that are available to or specifically targeted at international 
audiences. As could readily be observed in the extract of Wilders’ New York 
speech, he does so through laying out what is ultimately a vision for protect-
ing (Dutch) national interest as a vision for international solidarity between 
nation-states that are similarly facing the “challenges” of immigration, Islam, 
and the consequences of centralization and globalization. Wilders conse-
quently constructs the Netherlands as an object for international identifica-
tion and tool for ideological exclusion. He thereby engages in what displays 
a striking resemblance with the Cold War diplomatic practice of ideological 
warfare (Kennedy & Lucas, 2005). In fact, Wilders’ purpose in addressing 
international issues and managing international relations, but, specifically, his 
perceived entitlement to address and manage these issues, seems to pertain to 
the broader practice of public diplomacy.

Characteristic of Wilders’ populist style, then, is his explicitly claimed 
entitlement to being the “accredited representative” (Melissen, 2005b,  
p. 4), who is to safeguard Dutch national interest both home and abroad. 
He is permitted to do so not by virtue of the state, but by popular appoint-
ment. Consequently, in Wilders’ alternative version of public diplomacy two 
acts converge: aligning international audiences and swaying national pub-
lics. This convergence of international orientation and nationalism is indeed 
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paradoxical: it shows the ambiguous conceptual boundary (Signitzer & 
Coombs, 1992) or “intricate relationship” (Melissen, 2005b, p. 9) between 
the realms of public diplomacy and public affairs. 

Altogether, contesting public diplomacy as a mode of strategic public 
relations management is a significant element of the performative dimension 
to populism. First, it ensures a focus on populist vanguards, such as immigra-
tion, Islam, and Europe. Second, it provides an apt stage for double differen-
tiation; enabling populists to challenge the very political institutions they op-
erate in or with which they are associated. It, finally, constitutes an excellent 
opportunity to simultaneously display cultural and political leadership. There 
is yet an additional advantage to engaging in contesting public diplomacy: it 
is enabled by online and social media, the economy of mass news media, and, 
not in the least, by populists’ sophisticated integration of these. 

From Media Populism to Media Politik

In February 2012, Wilders’ opposition against EU enlargement and poli-
cy emerged in a quintessential example of double differentiation when he 
launched the Meldpunt Midden- en Oost-Europeanen [Central and Eastern 
European Register] (MOE). The MOE was an online and social media space, 
originally embedded within the PVV website, where individuals could regis-
ter their complaints against CEE citizens living and working in the Nether-
lands. The site contextualizes this particular group in the light of “problems” 
caused by “mass labour immigration,” which involve “nuisance, pollution, 
repression [of the Dutch] on the labour market and integration and housing 
issues” (Partij voor de Vrijheid, 2012). The MOE thus extends the anti-Islam 
discourse so typically deployed by Wilders in problematizing the cultural 
consequences of non-Western migrants. Moreover, the MOE articulates and 
reinforces the familiar Wilders discourse of migration as a tidal wave or “tsu-
nami” (De Landtsheer, Kalkhoven & Broen, 2011). 

When Wilders’ party launched the MOE on Feb. 8, 2012, the PVV was 
still bound by the construction of providing secured support to the gov-
ernment of Liberal Prime Minister Mark Rutte. The MOE exposes tension 
and conflict within this political arrangement but also provokes and discrim-
inates against nationals from the CEE countries. The MOE thereby meets 
two important criteria—sensation and scandal (Arsenault & Castells, 2008, 
p. 507)—that make for a controversial and thereby commercially viable news 
story in increasingly competitive and market-oriented media systems (cf. Cur-
ran, 2011). 



340 JiSKa enGelbert & Jacob GroSheK

The launch of the MOE is thus commercially viable for the news agen-
cy and for its clients’ news outlets because it allows for emphasizing and 
capitalizing the conflict potentially affected by the register (cf. Semetko & 
Valkenburg, 2000). Interestingly, a press release from the national news 
agency ANP already makes this potential explicit by presenting as part of the 
news event the responses of Dutch parliamentarians and Polish government 
representatives:

The PVV has established a website where people can leave complaints about CEE 
citizens in our country. They are Poles and people from other countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern-Europe […]. Are you bothered by CEE citizens? Or have you 
lost your job to a Pole, Bulgarian, Romanian or other Central- or Eastern Euro-
pean? We like to hear from you,” the website states. The PVV intends to present 
all complaints to Henk Kamp, the Minister for Social Affairs. A spokesperson 
of the Polish embassy has expressed his sorrow in Algemeen Dagblad [a major 
national newspaper]: “Offensive party initiatives do not contribute to thoughtful 
debate.” Jolanda Sap [leader of the Green Party] was furious: “The PVV has 
acquired a new toy by bombarding Eastern Europeans into new enemies. Prob-
lems and nuisance should be seriously tackled, just as the exploitation of Eastern 
Europeans for their cheap labor should. But this register does not contribute to 
this. This is mere rabble-rousing” (ANP, 2012).

However, journalistic attention for the MOE signals more than a media 
economy that is characterized by “an intensified focus on political celebrity 
and political gossip and scandal” (Corner, 2007, p. 216). It again points to 
the significant performative dimension to successful populism that can be re-
purposed in the international arena by these actors in staking out public dip-
lomatic efforts. Populism, then, is more than what is commonly referred to as 
“media populism” (Mazzoleni, 2002; Waisbord, 2002) and shares essential 
features with what Peri (2004) terms “media politik,” a social practice that is 
only possible because of its mediation. With the example of MOE provided 
here, as a platform that allows and invites citizens to put a name to issues 
that would have been systematically tabooed by the political elite, the PVV 
created a key opportunity to enact its political identity. Without the actual 
online media infrastructure itself, but crucially without media performances 
and journalistic attention, this potential would not have been actualized. 

Controversy and provocation are thus equally as important to the survival 
and success of media institutions as they are to that of populist movements. 
From this perspective, the MOE is an example of how Geert Wilders attempts 
to create opportunities for himself and his party to double differentiate in 
relation to the national political establishment. Yet, the MOE also brings 
to the fore how Wilders’ “national media politik” and the opportunities for 
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local double differentiation increasingly have repercussions for international 
perceptions of the Netherlands abroad. 

Something Old, Something New

When pressed by parliamentarians, ambassadors, and other officials to con-
demn the MOE days after it was launched, Dutch Prime Minister Mark Rutte 
instead classified it as a “performance of political parties” (Rutte, 2012). This 
reaction signals the increasingly influential position of populist movements in, 
especially, Europe, either through their contribution to actual governments 
(for example, in the Netherlands and Denmark) or through their influence 
in shaping the agenda of mainstream politics (for example, in Finland and 
France). Accordingly, neo-populists, like Wilders, can more easily claim to be 
speaking on behalf of national and political majorities. The major repercus-
sion of this consensual self-accreditation—consensual in the sense that gov-
ernments are increasingly impaired to openly criticize populists’ behavior—is 
that something like the MOE risks being interpreted as representative of a 
government stance or, at least, as a voice to be reckoned or diplomatically 
battled with.

This confluence of trends means that Wilders’ actions—be it the MOE, 
his calls to pull out of and disband the European Union, his protest against 
Turkey’s proposed EU membership, his particular two-state solution for 
the Middle East Conflict, or the release of his controversial anti-Islam film  
Fitna—are not incidents that need to be anticipated and responded to 
through formal diplomacy (Melissen, 2008). Rather, in order to grasp the 
international consequences of a national media politik, the actions themselves 
need to be understood in a public diplomatic capacity, even if these actions 
appear explicitly anti-diplomatic, undermine former long-standing diplomatic 
efforts, or directly threaten the status quo of international relations. 

At the same time, however, Wilders is actively pursuing new international 
alliances. In the case of the MOE—but similarly in all of Wilders’ actions 
aimed against the values, aspiration and symbols of a European Union—the 
alternative international community would reject the values and aspirations of 
any global, supra-national or federal body to which the nation state is to dele-
gate sovereignty. Similarly, it would reject any development that may threaten 
the supremacy of national culture, such as immigration or multiculturalism. 
And, finally, the community could look at the Netherlands, and the PVV in 
particular, for cultural and political leadership in pursuing this ideological 
program through double differentiation, though Wilders is willing to share 
that leadership with countries with which he ideologically aligns. 
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Importantly, the “imagined community” of Wilders, or the partnership 
with whom he is to engage diplomatically, then, is not bound by the borders 
of the European Union. Rather, his community is an international one, in 
which a shared concern over very particular national interests constitutes the 
prerequisite and currency for diplomatic exchange. This is how, in his New 
York Speech for the Gatestone interview in April 2012, Wilders was able to 
ideologically align with ‘the’ United States over his own anti-Europe politics:

[…] previous Dutch governments […] have signed away a significant part of our 
own sovereignty to the EU, the European Union, a supranational institution 
run by unelected and undemocratic bureaucrats. […] We are now heading for 
elections […] Our electoral campaign will focus on the need to restore our na-
tional sovereignty, because without our sovereignty we cannot defend our iden-
tity and fight against Islamization. My friends, we continue our efforts.[…] One 
of my favourite presidents Ronald Reagan once said: “The future doesn’t belong 
to the fainthearted.” Reagan was right. The future belongs to us (Wilders, 2012, 
emphasis added).

In sum, Wilders’ strategic public relations can be considered as an act of con-
testing public diplomacy in the sense that it condemns, problematizes and 
tries to break down existing allegiances, policy stances and values whilst it 
concurrently creates an alternative international community with its own set 
of ideological beliefs and aspirations. The realm of public diplomacy, then, 
is accessed by Wilders through strategic public relations efforts. Equally, the 
realm of international public diplomacy, because of the controversy that ac-
cessing it permits and the opportunity for “frame fighting” (Entman, 2004) 
it provides, constitutes a key resource for populist opposition “in the do-
mestic debate about the right thing to do” (Gilboa, 2008, p. 65). The final 
section of this chapter considers the broader implications and relevance of 
this contingent relationship between populists’ strategic public relations and 
(integrated) public diplomacy.

Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to construct a framework for exploring the sig-
nificance and consequences of populist actors who explicitly promote values 
in the field of foreign affairs, immigration politics and international relations 
that challenge and even compromise those of a national government. These 
populist actors were conceptualized as contending non-state actors and as 
contesting public diplomats given their claimed entitlement to represent na-
tional interest on mediated international platforms. More specifically, the per-
formance of contesting public diplomacy was argued to constitute a mode 
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of strategic public relations management, which, in turn, allows populists to 
double differentiate; to distance themselves from the very political institutions 
and established practices they are in fact a part of, whilst simultaneously dis-
playing political and cultural leadership. 

Populists thus draw on political repertoires of foreign policy and pub-
lic diplomacy and are increasingly international in orientation, whereas they 
are in fact attending to domestic conflict with the political establishment. 
Though double differentiation highlights the performative dimension to 
populism, its ramifications for the realm of public diplomacy and interna-
tional relations may be very real. This chapter considered these consequences 
as inevitably shaped by particular national political configurations, such as 
a minority government that is directly bound by populist support or more 
indirectly shaped by the hegemony of populist discourse. Furthermore, dip-
lomatic consequences should be considered in terms of existing allegiances 
that are compromised and new international and ideological alliances that are 
actively created. 

A framework built around a particular case, embedded within its own 
nation-specific political culture, can, of course, never be readily transported 
into another context. Yet, the central mechanism of the framework (the cease-
less frame fight over domestic politics and national interest) and its concep-
tual core (populists’ strategic management of public relations provides access 
to the realm of public diplomacy) allow for an application to those national 
contexts in which the populist forces are increasingly evident, either by means 
of formal political representation or symbolic opposition.

For example, considering briefly the United States, the populist Tea Par-
ty emerged in early 2009 as a reaction to the financial “bailout” programs 
administered by the Obama administration. Since that time, the Tea Party 
has been instrumental in the outcome of the 2010 U.S. midterm elections, 
where Republicans—particularly those farther right—won back or took over 
previously, Democratic-held positions at the Congressional, gubernatorial, 
and state levels. While the differences between the non-hierarchical Tea Party 
and the leader-as-party PVV are clear (cf. Groshek & Engelbert, 2012), what 
is transcendent about populist public diplomacy is that it pushes local, state, 
and national issues into the international arena where opinions about a nation 
and its policies are formed by foreign audiences.

In this manner, the mantle of Tea Party values regarding reductions in 
government spending and taxes, as well as smaller government are reflected by 
a stance toward American exceptionalism and relatively isolationist attitudes 
(Mead, 2011). These outward foreign policy positions—some being outlined 
by Tea Party representatives such as Ron Paul who assume the inadvertent 
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role of the contesting public diplomat (cf. Paul, 2011)—thus exert a similar, if 
more diffuse effect that changes not only the national political reality, but also 
the perceived shift of American politics towards conservatism on issues such 
as global warming, gay marriage, immigration, and Christian religiousness 
(Campbell & Putnam, 2011).

Altogether, there is a certain similarity of Wilders’ performative practices 
of double differentiation being carried out in the United States by Tea Party 
politicians, in both instances of formal or informal endorsements (Jonsson, 
2011). Though the “imagined communities” of these actors are likely far 
less international in intent, their impact eventually becomes writ large on 
the stage of public diplomacy, often through a strategic melding of mass and 
online media.

Given the upsurge in contesting, neo-populist public diplomats in Europe 
and North America, like Geert Wilders, Marine Le Pen, Silvio Berlusconi, 
Sarah Palin and Nigel Farage—who can all count on extensive coverage in 
international mainstream media and further dissemination through social me-
dia spaces—governments cannot but actively be seen to anticipate and respond 
to the alternative international solidarities, alliances and country reputations 
established by these contenders. Yet, while the diplomatic threat may be so 
intricate because it comes from within, new integrated models of and ap-
proaches to public diplomacy are more than ever equipped to deal with this 
challenge. That is, given their reliance on the doxa and economies of main-
stream media, performativity and cultural exchange, contesting public diplo-
mats can be repudiated in their claimed diplomatic entitlement through the 
very differentiated (soft power) dimensions that integrated public diplomacy 
offers. With mediated public diplomacy, nation branding, reputation man-
agement and relational public diplomacy at its core (Golan, 2013, p. 1252), 
integrated public diplomacy is particularly well resourced to ‘disintegrate’ the 
contesting neo-populist diplomat.
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20.  Presidents, Approval Ratings,  
and Standing: Assessing Leaders’ 
Reputations

MarGaret G. herMann

Pundits have likened political leadership to standing on a moving sidewalk 
with fire at either end while trying to juggle a number of problems with 
people pushing and shoving their positions at you from each side. At issue is 
remaining standing and continuing to move toward a set of goals while at the 
same time developing and maintaining a relationship with those for whom 
the current issue is also salient. It involves persuasion in the service of setting 
an agenda, building networks and coalitions, and accomplishing things. Thus 
defined, leadership is more than leaders; it is composed of a set of ingredients, 
each of which is important to understanding what is happening at any point 
in time and to knowledge about an incumbent’s standing.

Indeed, we do not have leaders without some sort of followers, constitu-
ents, or supporters. Even someone who appears to have complete control of 
his government like Kim Jong Il did in North Korea is responsive to certain 
others who keep him in power and in his position—in Kim Jong Il’s case, the 
million person military. In the US, many believe that the president is always 
in campaign mode, working to forge a consensus among disparate interest 
groups, the attentive elite, and the general public in his own country as well 
as other world leaders and the opinion leaders in other countries. Consider 
in Afghanistan, the US and some constituencies are supporting one leader 
while other constituencies are being pushed and pulled by potential leaders 
to engage in violence in an attempt to seize authority and assert leadership.

The relationship between leaders and their constituents is also important 
to leadership. Often we measure the nature of this relationship through ap-
proval ratings. Note how the approval rating of a US president affects what 
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he can and cannot do, how much scrutiny his policies receive, and how much 
latitude he has in negotiating with other leaders both within and outside his 
borders. The desires and expectations of a leader’s constituents are important 
determinants of this relationship as are the leader’s skills in accomplishing 
things of relevance to these constituents.

Leaders and constituents work together in a particular context. In effect, 
the nature of the context can facilitate or hinder a leader being selected or the 
development of the relationship between the leader and those led. Research 
tells us that constituents select different types of leaders in times of crisis than 
in times of peace, in democracies versus more authoritarian political systems, 
in times of plenty as opposed to periods of recession, to lead revolutionary 
movements versus to institutionalize change, and when developing a vision is 
critical in contrast to when maintaining stability is the name of the game (for 
an overview of this literature, see Hermann 2014).

This chapter builds on this conceptualization of political leadership. It is 
going to take US presidents as an example and explore the impact that their 
images at home and abroad have on their reputations as reflected in their ap-
proval ratings. How does knowledge about approval ratings provide us with 
information about the president’s standing both domestically and interna-
tionally? Do such ratings suggest what constituencies the president is having 
problems with and where the relationship is working well? How do presidents 
use foreign policy to deal with their appraisal of their own approval ratings? 
And whose positions count when it comes to approval ratings? Of interest 
here is how important assessing leaders’ approval ratings is to understanding 
a country’s standing and reputation.

Approval Ratings— Here and Abroad

Research on the interactions between domestic and international politics has 
emphasized the Janus-faced nature of what is required of leaders such as US 
presidents as they seek to implement policy. They participate in a two-level 
game where they work to balance what is happening domestically with what 
is occurring abroad. Presidential standing appears to influence how well and 
in what way they engage in this game. As Robert Putnam (1988, 451–452) 
observed when first discussing the nature of this two-level game, a president 
“whose political standing at home is high can more easily win ratification of his 
foreign initiatives” and “America’s negotiating partners have reason for con-
cern whenever the American president is domestically weakened.” Approval 
ratings are often used as a surrogate measure for standing both at home and 
abroad. Such ratings have been regularly collected on US presidents since the 
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late 1930s. Although begun by George Gallup, there are currently 15 such 
polls conducted on a weekly basis.

The relevance of approval ratings as an indicator of standing is evident 
in Shibley Telhami’s (1999, 282) analysis of Arab-Israeli negotiations when 
he notes in discussing the Madrid Conference in 1991 that “the problem for 
the Shamir [Israeli] government, who came to Madrid reluctantly, was that 
the Bush Administration came out of the Gulf War with great popularity, 
with President Bush enjoying 90 percent approval ratings in opinion polls.” 
They could ill afford not to do what was requested. George Edwards (1997, 
113–114), a noted presidential scholar, has observed that there is “virtual 
unanimity” among advisors, members of the bureaucracy, and participants 
in the legislative process concerning the importance of approval ratings as an 
indicator of “the president’s public standing” and “an important source of 
presidential power.”

Approval ratings are generated based on the responses of a representa-
tive sample of the general public to the following question. “Which of the 
following best describes your opinion of the things President [Name] has 
done: strongly approve, somewhat approve, somewhat disapprove, strongly 
disapprove, or no opinion/undecided.” Generally the strongly and some-
what approve categories are summed together to generate the rating. High 
approval ratings are viewed as providing political capital to a president and 
facilitating movement on his agenda. Indeed, Andrew Barrett and Matthew 
Eshbaugh-Soha (2007) have found that the higher the president’s approval 
rating, the better his bargaining position with Congress and the more likely 
he is to see much of what he wants enacted into law.

Checking on the policy congruence between approval ratings more gen-
erally and approval ratings by issue (is the current administration spending 
too much, too little, or about the right amount of time on a particular issue?), 
Brandice Canes-Wrone and Kenneth Shotts (2004) showed that presidents 
who were highly popular or highly unpopular paid less attention to issues of 
importance to the public than those who were average in popularity, particu-
larly in the second half of their first term. These scholars argue that presidents 
with average approval ratings at this point in their term realize that they could 
be in for a tight reelection race and begin pushing issues important to the 
public regardless of their own agendas. In line with much writing on the pres-
idency, foreign policy and defense issues showed the least policy congruence 
between general approval ratings and those for particular issues. Presidents 
are thought to have more flexibility in areas associated with these issues than 
on domestic, “doorstep” issues that are more salient to the public—they can 
engage in policy leadership rather than in “pandering” to the public. But 
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they, then, “own” the policy and bear the brunt of what happens should the 
issue become a media “hot potato” and engage the public later on.

In the past decade, something similar to approval ratings has begun to 
appear on American presidents in countries other than the United States. 
The Pew Global Attitudes Program, World Public Opinion, and the BBC, 
for example, have surveyed opinion yearly in 20 to 44 countries, asking 
about peoples’ confidence in the US president, that is, their confidence 
that the president will do the “right thing in world affairs.” Questions have 
also been raised regarding their approval of his policies and their expecta-
tions regarding what he is likely to do. Consider that when Obama became 
president of the United States in 2009, he had the highest approval rating 
among world leaders at that time (e.g., Brown, Merkel, Hu Jin-tao, Putin, 
Ahmadinejad) with on average 61% of those responding across 22 countries 
indicating a lot or some confidence he would do the right thing in world 
affairs; the only policy where disapproval exceeded approval was with re-
gard to sending more troops to Afghanistan (see worldpublicopinion.org 
June 29, 2009). Contrast these data with those in 2008 which showed that 
George W. Bush as president triggered the least confidence on average in 
the likelihood he would do the right thing in world affairs—on average 67% 
of respondents had little or no confidence in him. Indeed, there was a 37 
point difference on average in Obama’s favor when the confidence ratings 
between Bush and Obama were compared across countries from 2008 to 
2009 (see pewglobal.org July 23, 2009). In some senses, the data indicated 
that in these publics’ minds Obama could do little wrong and Bush could do 
little right. By the end of his first administration, confidence in Obama con-
tinued to be high in Europe, Japan, and Brazil, but overall confidence in his 
leadership had dropped by six percentage points or more in most countries 
(pewglobal.org June 13, 2012).

At issue is what these two indicators imply for American standing in 
the world. One could postulate that these two types of approval ratings 
provide us with an assessment of the general publics’ perceptions of how 
well a particular administration is doing—its current credibility with the 
American public and the esteem with which its leader is held abroad. In 
effect, these indicators suggest the predisposition of the publics both in the 
United States and abroad to give the benefit of the doubt to the president 
and his presidency or to expect the worst of him. The indicators provide us 
with the lens through which others are viewing the current president and 
suggest how much leeway they are willing to allow him and the nature as 
well as the strength of their expectations concerning the direction of Amer-
ican foreign policy. The global indicators do not translate one-to-one into 
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favorability ratings for the United States, but they do appear to bear some 
relation to such ratings. Consider that US favorability ratings increased on 
average 10 points across 22 countries between 2008 and 2009 in the tran-
sition from Bush to Obama (pewglobal.org July 23, 2009) and in 50% of 
these countries remained the same or increased slightly during Obama’s first 
administration (pewglobal.org June 13, 2012).

Both presidential approval ratings at home and abroad, however, are 
ephemeral and responsive to changes in the political context, thus their use-
fulness in keeping us abreast of the twists and turns in standing. Consider the 
90% approval rating that George W. Bush received 10 days after September 
11 as compared to his average overall approval rating of 49% (gallup.com/
poll/116500/Presidental-Approval-Ratings-George-Bush.aspx).  Events 
such as 9/11 and his father’s leadership in the liberation of Kuwait (yielding 
an 89% approval rating) are suggestive of the event-driven nature of such 
ratings. Also consider the observation that “presidential standing” in the first 
six months does not forecast how a president is likely to do across his first 
term in office but does suggest the ability he will have to push his policies in 
the second six months. Similar kinds of twists and turns appear in the global 
approval ratings as well. Survey results comparing respondents in the Pales-
tinian Territories and Israel who were interviewed before and after Obama’s 
Cairo speech in which he talked directly to the Muslim community show a 
decline of 11% in the confidence Israelis had in Obama after the speech and 
an increase of 5% in the confidence of those in the Palestinian Territories. Per-
haps more important for standing with regard to the Palestinians, there was a 
12% increase in the number of respondents who answered that Obama would 
consider their interests after the speech than before (see pewglobal.org July 
23, 2009). Moreover, there appears to be a difference in standing between a 
president using words and a government engaging in actions. While major-
ities in 24 countries were generally optimistic when Obama assumed office 
that he would lead the United States in a more multilateral fashion, similar 
majorities did not see evidence of any change in the country’s behavior by 
summer 2009 (see pewglobal.org July 23, 2009).

To this point we have been describing how others see the president and 
rate his behavior. Another way of going at the question is to ask how does 
the president view such approval ratings and use public opinion. Two types of 
literatures have played around with trying to answer this question. One has 
explored how presidents use foreign policy to work on improving their ap-
proval ratings. The other has examined how presidents engage public opinion 
and approval ratings and whose opinions count.
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Using Foreign Policy to Change Approval Ratings

There have been a number of studies across the past several decades focused 
on presidents’ use of foreign policy to counter vulnerability or low standing 
domestically. Some (e.g., Downs and Rocke 1994; Smith 1996) have called 
it the “gamble for resurrection in the eyes of the voters.” Others (e.g., 
Ostrom and Job 1985; James and Oneal 1991; Morgan and Bickers 1992; 
Richards et al. 1993; DeRouen 1995) have reported a diversionary use of 
force internationally in response to a decline in public approval at home. 
Then there is the “rally round the flag” phenomenon which provides an in-
centive to presidents with domestic political problems to see a fast increase 
in their approval ratings with an international crisis (e.g., Mueller 1973; 
MacKuen 1983; Baker and Oneal 2001; Chapman and Reiter 2004). Still 
others (e.g., Miller 1995; Gelpi 1997; Brule 2006) have proposed a “policy 
availability” notion that focuses on the use of foreign policy as a substitute 
when other avenues are closed to the president. And some (e.g., Leeds and 
Davis 1997; Miller 1999; Fordham 2005) have posed a strategic interac-
tion argument, finding that “potential targets of diversionary behavior are 
less likely to initiate disputes with states experiencing incentives to divert” 
(Brule 2008, 352)—“leaders take into account not only their own domes-
tic political conditions but the domestic political situation of their rivals” 
(Leeds and Davis 1997, 831).

A recent study by David Brule (2008) tries to unravel several of the 
propositions raised above. He argues that the relations between the presi-
dent and Congress help us understand when foreign policy becomes a focus 
of attention for a president and, in particular, the use of force. An “uncoop-
erative Congress reduces the number of remedial policies available…com-
pelling the president to look beyond the domestic arena for opportunities 
to demonstrate his competence” (Brule 2008, 353). Thus, the president 
turns to foreign policy and a place to demonstrate his capabilities where 
constitutionally he has a greater capacity to act without Congressional 
approval. Brule contends, and finds, that presidents do, indeed, initiate dis-
putes internationally when the president’s approval rating is low and Con-
gress is unsupportive of his policies. In effect, there is a 93% increase in the 
likelihood of the initiation of a dispute when the president’s approval rating 
is low and his success in Congress is minimal. Presidents can apparently still 
focus on domestic policy and deal with lower approval ratings if they are 
having legislative success.

Interestingly, the Brule study and those described above do not ex-
plore when foreign policy might be used in a more positive or cooperative 



Presidents, Approval Ratings, and Standing  355

manner in response to vulnerability and decreasing approval ratings at 
home. Consider, for instance, the fact that the year 1998 in which Clinton 
traveled abroad the most was the same year as the Monica Lewinsky scandal 
broke at home and that Nixon engaged in the most foreign travel of his 
presidency during 1974 at the height of the Watergate scandal (Berthoud 
and Brady 2001). As Reagan’s staffers admitted regarding one of his trips 
to Europe: “Because the polls were showing a drop in the president’s pop-
ularity, which made him vulnerable in Washington, we decided that confer-
ring on location with European heads of state would be good for his image 
as a leader” (Kernell 1986, 96). In a systematic study of these travels and 
summits—these presidential dramas, David Burbach (2003) found that if 
elite opinion concerning the travel was positive, and there was at least a 
story a day in the New York Times about what was happening for up to two 
weeks, approval ratings increased as much as 5% as matched to a 6% rise 
when the president engaged in the use of force. In effect, as Paul Brace and 
Barbara Hinckley (1992) have argued, most foreign travel of US presidents 
is strategic and reactive and timed closely with conditions affecting a pres-
ident’s support at home.

Some have also observed an increase in presidents’ approval ratings after 
peace-making ventures (e.g., MacKuen 1983; Burbach 2003). For instance, 
Jimmy Carter’s approval rating went up 12 points with the announcement 
of the Camp David Accords and the peace agreement between Egypt and 
Israel. Similarly Richard Nixon’s approval rating increased 15 points with 
the announcement of the formal end to the Vietnam War. And, as observed 
above, Bush, Sr. had his highest approval rating (89%) following the end 
of the Gulf War and the liberation of Kuwait. As James Baker is report-
ed to have commented: Why shouldn’t the public rally round the flag for 
positive, non-crisis events in the same way that they do for incidents in-
volving conflict and tension? In either case, we know that such rally events 
have an effect on approval ratings for a limited period of time even though 
while present they may help mask periods of vulnerability in the president’s, 
government’s, or country’s life.

There is little or no research yet examining how presidents’ behav-
ior can affect the approval of mass publics in other countries since the 
gathering of such data is relatively new. But it is interesting to note how 
some of those with more negative views of the United States were already 
trying to “Bushify” Obama as he took office, painting him as nothing 
more than a clone of Bush—as noted at the time, a “campaign to rebrand 
a new US president who is inconveniently popular by those who need to 
have a perpetual enemy in the White House” (Naim 2009, 1). We can also 
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examine data in the World Public Opinion polls regarding how different 
world leaders are viewed across the globe and consider how particular 
leaders are viewed in their own countries versus in the United States or 
a majority of the 22 other countries that are sampled. Take, for example, 
the World Public Opinion poll data for 2009 (see worldpublicopinion.
org June 29, 2009). Such an examination shows some 82% of the Russian 
public had confidence in Putin, their prime minister, to do the right thing 
in world affairs while only 27% of the American public had such a view. 
Moreover, a majority of the publics in the 22 (15 out of 22 or 69%) other 
countries studied agreed with the US public. While having standing at 
home, Putin was viewed warily abroad. Hu Jin-tao, then Chinese presi-
dent, had more countries with a majority of the public having confidence 
in what he was likely to do than Putin (10 to 7 of the 22 countries); these 
majorities at 50% or higher occurred in 7 of the 8 countries (88%) in Asia 
that were polled. In effect, the data suggest that Hu Jin-tao appeared to 
have standing in the Asian region. An examination of the data on Obama 
showed 8 countries where less than 50% of the public had confidence in 
what he was likely to do in world affairs—and 5 of these countries were 
those where US foreign policy was under threat (Russia, Turkey, Iraq, 
Palestinian Territories, and Pakistan). From the very start of his adminis-
tration, Obama was viewed as having to prove himself in these countries—
these were countries where Obama was already “Bushified.”The data sug-
gest that there is a complex interaction between approval at home and that 
abroad and the notion of standing.

How Presidents View Approval Ratings and Whose Count

What are American presidents’ perspectives on the role that public opinion 
and approval ratings play in foreign policymaking? Where does standing 
“stand” with them? Research suggests that their perspectives differ on just 
how and when such public opinion should be taken into account. Douglas 
Foyle (1999), for example, examined presidents’ beliefs about the relevance 
of public opinion in the foreign policymaking process and the necessity of 
having public support for foreign policy decisions once made. Contrasting 
these beliefs produced the two by two matrix found in Table 20.1.
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Table 20.1. Presidents’ Beliefs about the Relevance of Public Opinion to Policymaking. 
Is public support of foreign policy necessary once decisions are made?

Is it desirable to con-
sider public opinion 
in making foreign 
policy decisions? Yes No

Yes Delegate (Clinton)
Public opinion should shape 
the evaluation of policy op-

tions and partially define what 
is viewed as correct policy.

Executor (Carter)
Public opinion should 
shape the evaluation of 

policy options.

No Pragmatist (Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, Nixon, Ford, H.W. 

Bush)
Public opinion becomes the 

rationalization used to justify a 
decision.

Guardian (Truman, 
Johnson, Reagan)

Believe should do what 
is “right” regardless of 

public support, the pub-
lic can be educated.

Adapted from Foyle (1999).

For all but those having the Guardian belief system noted in Table 20.1, 
public opinion is important to foreign policymaking in the formation of pol-
icy options and/or in garnering support for the final policy. For presidents 
with the Delegate belief system, public opinion comes into play through-
out the foreign policymaking process. The belief systems in the table suggest 
adherence to the various roles that democratic theory has suggested elected 
politicians can play from being a representative of the people to being a del-
egate for what they want to being a trustee for the public—that is, going 
from including to excluding the public and their opinions/wants/interests 
from foreign policymaking as well as moving from trusting that the public is 
informed enough about foreign policy to justify having their ideas taken into 
account to assuming they are not that well informed. Digging into archival 
data and doing a series of case studies, Foyle was able to classify the belief 
systems of presidents from Truman through Clinton based on what they said 
about public opinion and its importance as well as how they acted in a set of 
national security crises. According to his exploration, American presidents 
are more likely to differ on the necessity of getting the public on board once 
decisions are made than in including their views in the policymaking pro-
cess—6 of these 10 presidents (60%) viewed getting the public’s support for a 
decision once made as necessary while 4 (40%) did not. In other words, for six 
presidents public opinion and the notion of how they stood with the public 
acted as a constraint on their foreign policymaking.
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Perhaps of even more interest, Foyle found that it was not the “actual” 
public opinion data that drove these presidents but their expectations regard-
ing what the public wanted as well as their views regarding whether or not 
their approval ratings were declining or increasing that shaped their foreign 
policy. The particular policy chosen and how well they were doing were based 
on anticipation of others’ responses. Indeed, “when public opinion affected 
foreign policy choices, it was because the president feared losing the public’s 
support of either the policy or the administration” (Foyle 1999, 266). Beliefs 
about public opinion and their interpretations of the meaning of the data 
shaped these six presidents’ views on standing and its importance. For the 
four presidents who, themselves, knew the “right” foreign policy action to 
take without consideration of the nature of public support, they took actions 
with the view that they could, if necessary, educate the public about the ap-
propriateness of their agendas and gain such support.

Foyle’s (1999) study as well as those of others (e.g., Graham 1994; Pow-
lick 1995; Powlick and Katz 1998) have suggested that presidents’ expec-
tations about public opinion are often tempered by the perceptions of their 
advisers and their interactions with members of Congress. Indeed, the ques-
tion can be raised as to when the public even becomes aware of what is hap-
pening—in effect, when their opinion is sought. Is it when there is dissensus 
between the Congress and the president and the media pick up on it, conflict 
among bureaucracies, events occur abroad? If such is the case, then presidents 
can expect approval ratings to be ephemeral and that the public is indicating 
its support or lack thereof on information that is generally negative in nature 
and calls forth their own optimism or pessimism and beliefs about the Amer-
ican government’s ability to have any control over what is happening. And, if 
such is the case, it is probably no wonder Foyle indicates—as noted above—
that presidents who consider public opinion focus on it when they fear they 
are losing support for a particular policy or their administration.

At issue is who gets to define standing—the public through their ap-
proval ratings, Congress through legislation or lack there of, events that 
are happening abroad, or the president. Remember that leadership, and in 
our example here the presidency, involves moving toward the government’s 
goals while at the same time working on developing and maintaining a sem-
blance of a consensus among those involved in the process. The research 
just discussed suggests that presidents build their expectations regarding their 
standing by assessing who can affect their policies and their continuation in 
office (or legacy) the most at a particular point in time. Sometimes—particu-
larly around election times—it may be the public that influences such expec-
tations. But at other times it could be the Congress, leaders in specific other 
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countries, powerful interest groups, or some combination thereof that shapes 
their expectations. Most of the research to date uses objective as opposed to 
subjective data in exploring the effects of approval ratings and public sup-
port on actions of presidents. Foyle’s study pushes us to consider ascertaining 
how presidents themselves are viewing their standing and whose opinions are 
counting for them in specific situations.

Determining whose positions count for presidents becomes even more 
relevant and complicated when we discover the differences in opinion that 
often exist between those in the general public and those in the political elite 
as well as the differences in opinion that are found among the general pub-
lics and political elites in other countries. Consider the fact that while 76% 
of the US public in a recent poll were concerned about the large amount of 
US debt held by China, only on average 22% of political elites and experts 
indicated such concern (pewglobal.org September 18, 2012). And US pol-
icies are viewed more favorably by “younger, wealthier, well-educated, and 
urban Chinese” than by the general Chinese public (pewglobal.org October 
16, 2012).

In Conclusion

Suffice it to say this discussion is meant as an initial attempt to stimulate 
thinking about what is involved in the relationship between standing and 
political leadership using as an illustration the American presidency. Much 
remains to be done. The research reported does suggest some avenues that 
might prove interesting for future study and different types of data and in-
formation that are needed to more effectively study if there is a relationship 
between leadership, standing, and reputation. The study of public diplomacy 
can only gain with such information.
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21.  A Contextualized Interpretation of 
PD Evaluation

JaMeS paMMent

While the term public diplomacy (PD) has undergone a major revival in the 
early 21st century, the evaluation of PD programs has not been given any-
where near the same level of attention. The number of studies which consider 
either the methods used for the evaluation of PD campaigns or the theoretical 
grounds of PD evaluation methodologies remain few compared to the num-
ber which discuss PD policy or campaign outputs (see Banks, 2011 for an 
extensive overview). When describing what PD programs do, scholars quite 
understandably tend to make assumptions based on the goals or outputs of 
the program rather than on the basis of reliable, empirical data on the results. 
Yet, clearly it is only once the effects of a campaign have been measured and 
the results compared and analyzed that we can say with any certainty what a 
campaign has done.

There are at least three explanations for why evaluation has not been 
given the consideration it deserves in PD research. First, scholars have tended 
to agree with practitioners on the idea that the ‘contents’ or processes of the 
campaign should be the focus of analysis (Heath & Coombs 2006, pp. 184–
187). Evaluation has invariably been considered distinct from the campaign as  
a body of empirical materials. Second, carrying out independent evaluations 
of somebody else’s PD campaigns, without their consent and full transparen-
cy, is impractical if not impossible. Unless practitioners provide access to their 
data, scholars can only analyze the media artefacts from a campaign, which 
places the focus of evaluation once again on outputs and processes. Third, 
scholars who have looked more closely at evaluation have quickly realized that 
“measuring the effectiveness of public diplomacy is universally recognized as 
a very difficult task.” This is because “the multiple factors—both objective 
and subjective—involved in achieving goals and influencing outcomes make 
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any rigid application of a cause-and-effect rationale injudicious” (Pahlavi, 
2007, p. 274). In other words, scholars have assumed that evaluation of PD 
campaigns is more or less impossible.

Establishing how PD programs function and what impact they have has, 
therefore, been a thankless task. Yet, the question has become increasing-
ly pressing within government circles in recent years. Objectives, outcomes, 
impact, accountability and efficiency have become buzzwords within foreign 
ministry communication departments. PD practitioners are now expected to 
be able to demonstrate the relevance of their campaigns to diplomatic prior-
ities, the efficacy and value-for-money of their methods, and their concrete 
impact upon target groups. This means that the traditional ad-hoc measures 
used by press officers at overseas posts—such as calculating the advertising 
equivalent costs of a binder full of media clippings—are less credible now than 
they were five or ten years ago. An academic study from 2007, noting the 
subjective nature of PD measurement at the time, concluded:

Examination of major PD programmes reveals that, broadly speaking, these pro-
grammes are centred on immeasurable goals, tend to consider outputs rather 
than outcomes, concentrate on the wrong indicators, and suffer from a lack of 
appropriate methods for conducting audience analysis (Pahlavi, 2007, p. 256).

Based on evaluation data from the first five years or so of the 21st century, 
there is ample evidence to support this view. Evaluation has been an after-
thought, a secondary concern subservient to the personal judgement of those 
working in the field. The key themes for this chapter take their point of depar-
ture from Pahlavi’s 2007 analysis. I will argue here there are sufficient exam-
ples in recent years of innovation in the field of PD evaluation to suggest that 
things have moved on in quite significant ways. In fact, the development of an 
evaluation culture is fundamentally changing how PD is theorized, planned, 
and executed. Evaluation is not just emerging as a niche area of interest: it is 
changing the entire culture of public diplomacy. My principal argument is that 
if scholars wish to understand how and why PD campaigns take the forms 
they do, they will need to develop an appreciation for the cultures of account-
ability and evaluation at PD institutions.

This chapter draws upon examples from the recent evaluation methods of 
a number of national-level PD actors in the U.S. and Europe. Based on the 
findings of this research, I make three important arguments regarding PD 
evaluation. First, I make the point that methods of PD communication are 
tending towards convergence. By this, I mean that the traditional components 
of PD such as listening, advocacy, cultural diplomacy, exchange diplomacy, 
international broadcasting, and information operations have, in a number of 
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cases, become less diverse in their choices of communication methods (cf Cull, 
2008). The unique styles of communication once associated with political lob-
bying or cultural exchange have, for a number of reasons, tended towards 
convergence. Perhaps the most important of these reasons is the imposition of 
evaluation cultures across different kinds of PD activities. This culture of eval-
uation has reduced diversity and increased standardization of PD campaigns.

Second, I present a framework in support of the idea that there are, 
broadly speaking, four major approaches to evaluation used to assess these 
increasingly convergent PD styles. These hinge upon evaluating outputs, out-
comes, perceptions or networks. However, it is important to observe that 
these approaches do not simply measure PD, but are bound to implicit un-
derstandings of the purpose of PD, how communication influences attitudes 
or behavior, and the ways in which influence becomes tangible. Adoption of 
a certain style and methodology of evaluation is implicitly connected to pre-
conceived ideas of PD’s purpose and what it can and should do.

Finally, I argue that the choice of evaluation method reflects national and 
institutional cultures with regard to accountability and transparency; it is a re-
sult of management trails and cultures of public scrutiny. I propose that these 
approaches to evaluation should not simply be treated as methodologies for 
data collection, but as paradigms intimately linked to implicit theories of what 
PD is, does, and how it is accounted for in the context of each institution. 
In this sense, selection of evaluation tools is not merely a question of finding 
the most effective data collection methods, but of reinforcing expectations 
and ideologies of the role of PD within the expectation of results expected 
by stakeholders. Choice over methods, and the overall hierarchies in which 
results are placed, is first and foremost a decision drawing upon a prior un-
derstanding of the purpose and goals of PD, heavily influenced by the institu-
tional need for reporting results.

The Story So Far: Evaluation as Convergence

In his 2007 article in the Hague Journal of Diplomacy, Pahlavi recognized that 
a key shift had occurred in PD during the mid-2000s; namely, the increased 
interest by government decision-makers in PD’s “concrete utility” to foreign 
policy. These interests could be seen in three indicators of change: 1) the adop-
tion of “measurable objectives” surrounding campaign design; 2) the closer 
integration of funding approval processes and planning/reporting processes; 
and 3) in “the promotion of a professional culture of evaluation” (Pahlavi 
2007, pp. 279–280). Although this article contains a great deal of relevant 
information and analysis, and perhaps remains the most important interjection 
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in the field, it tends toward trying to discover the best evaluation method. Like 
others since (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 2010), it seeks to improve evaluation activities 
by identifying best practices from normative scientific, rather than sociological, 
principles. However, I argue that more consideration needs to be given to how 
and why evaluation practices look a certain way; to interpret and explain within 
individual contexts rather than provide a single model for improvement.

In my subsequent survey of PD evaluation in the first decade of the 21st 
century, I found ample data from the U.S., U.K. and Sweden to support the 
thrust of Pahlavi’s analysis (Pamment, 2011a). Huge efforts had been made 
to improve objective-setting so as to provide a firm basis for evaluating out-
comes. Resources were increasingly allocated based on strategic importance 
to the organization as a whole rather than on traditional patterns of behavior. 
Together, these shifts contributed to an overwhelming sense in which eval-
uation work was indeed being professionalized. Foreign and cultural minis-
tries in these three countries designed and implemented global management 
databases, trackers and spreadsheets to capture and standardize various types 
of data about their PD campaigns. They recorded a wide variety of variables, 
connecting diverse measures such as overarching strategic priorities, specif-
ic objectives, allocated resources and campaign outputs, the perceptions of 
those involved, and any notable impacts upon their environment. Most, but 
certainly not all of these systems had the capacity to be plugged into de-
cision-making and accounting chains, thereby directly contributing to the 
rationalization of PD funding.

In two follow-up discussions, I further considered the impact of these 
changes upon the PD field (Pamment, 2012; 2013). I argue that this period 
of reorganization, inspired by notions of a “new” PD, could be characterized 
by increased introspection within PD organizations. The clear pattern across 
these cases was that a focus upon objective-setting, strategy, and evaluation 
had substantially changed how PD was being carried out. Instead of looking 
outwards to the target groups and target cultures of PD, organizations were 
instead looking inwards at what they wanted from PD, what resources they 
were prepared to allocate to it, and what impact PD was having on their busi-
ness priority areas.

Emerging evaluation cultures have focused upon the effects of PD cam-
paigns, using the goals of the organization as the yardstick. Attempts to un-
derstand foreign cultures, perceptions and attitudes have been rearticulated 
within these goals, where the concept of outcomes—simply put, whether the 
things “we” did seemed to contribute to the results “we” wanted—has sub-
sumed all other measures into supporting the organization’s objectives (Pam-
ment, 2013, pp. 127–128). 
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Rather than attempting to capture all the possible direct and indirect 
effects of a PD campaign, evaluation had taken a far more pragmatic direc-
tion, which primarily hinged on the achievement of each organization’s ob-
jectives. The impact of this on different kinds of organizations was striking. 
In cultural bodies like the British Council and Swedish Institute, which tradi-
tionally considered their work to consist of longer-term relationship-building 
distinct from the government’s immediate political objectives (as pursued by 
foreign ministries), the increased interest in accountability meant that they 
were now expected to report the results of their efforts annually. Data were 
often logged immediately following an event, indicating in some sense at least 
that the lifespan of PD activities had changed in line with accounting needs. 
The traditional distinctions between the promotional, cultural, advocacy, and 
informational components of PD were in practice blurred, in part because of 
changing expectations of how PD activities should be evaluated. 

I will argue here that four distinct approaches to PD evaluation have 
emerged during this period, and that each holds implicit views of how PD 
works. The four approaches are output analysis, outcome analysis, perception 
analysis and network analysis. Each introduction below outlines their main 
data collection methodologies, some of their general underlying theoretical 
considerations, and a summary of what they attempt to evaluate.

Output Analysis

PD evaluation since the late 1990s has been heavily contingent upon public 
relations’ (PR) evaluation methods. Yet within PR, there is little consensus on 
how to best measure influence. “There is no one, simple, all-encompassing 
research tool, technique or methodology that can be relied on to measure and 
evaluate PR effectiveness. Usually, a combination of different measurement 
techniques are needed.” These techniques might include measuring column 
inches or airtime, polls, surveys, focus groups, in-depth interviews, media 
content analysis, headcounts at events, participant observation, and Internet 
tracking to name but a few (Lindenmann, 2003, p. 4). The problem in many 
respects is that these approaches, taken individually, tend to measure the ac-
tivities of a campaign rather than its outcomes. This is termed process evalu-
ation, in which what you do during the campaign is the focus of evaluation. 
However, PR scholars tend to see evaluations of campaign outputs as flawed, 
since they describe and confirm the process of PR, not the outcomes (Heath 
& Coombs, 2006, pp. 184–185).

These ad hoc methods measure a range of attributes from exposure 
and reach to attitudes and perceptions. Perhaps the most common ad hoc 
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measurement is “clip counting,” the number of press clippings generated 
during a campaign (Watson, 2000). This is also (negatively) referred to as 
the “thud factor,” to express the impact made when a binder full of press 
clippings lands on a table. Critics contend that this approach is “usually short-
term and surface,” and “the analysis contains no insights, discussion or inter-
pretation” (Michaelson & Griffin, 2005, pp. 2–3; Lindenmann, 2003, p. 4). 
Clip counting analysis is often supplemented by circulation and demographic 
data in order to establish the potential number of “impressions” or exposures 
to the story. Other measurements, such as the overall size of the article (col-
umn inches), its prominence, the number of spokesperson quotes or times 
core messages are quoted, and photos, may also be included (Lindenmann, 
2003, pp. 5–6; Michaelson & Griffin, 2005, p. 5). This can also include ru-
dimentary content analysis such as the coding of certain types of information 
in order to quantify their frequency and favorability. However, “This method 
accurately represents only what is actually written. Intended messages or spe-
cific items of information that are not included in the codes or do not appear 
in the articles are not included in the analysis” (Michaelson & Griffin, 2005, 
p. 4; see also Lindenmann, 2003, pp. 9–11).

Measurements of campaign outputs such as these are often supplemented 
by estimations of advertising value equivalence. This involves the conversion 
of editorial space into the equivalent daily cost of purchasing advertisement 
space. An ambitious press or public affairs officer at an embassy might use such 
a calculation as proof of the campaign’s—and their personal—value to the 
mission. However, “This approach is generally discredited by public relations 
practitioners as well as by leading researchers” (Michaelson & Griffin, 2005, 
 p. 3). Furthermore, some measurements artificially multiply the advertising 
cost on the basis that editorial space is of greater value than an advert. “Most 
reputable researchers view such arbitrary ‘weighting’ schemes aimed at en-
hancing the alleged value of editorial coverage as unethical, dishonest, and not 
at all supported by the research literature” (Lindenmann, 2003, pp. 9–11).

As Pahlavi noted in 2007, these methods have fallen into disrepute in 
recent years. Yet, if the reporting chains of a given PD institution are fo-
cused primarily on the activities of staff, it could be argued that measurement 
of their processes and outputs can provide valid evidence of productivity. 
Furthermore, it is important to note that most of the ambitious evaluation 
approaches that have been developed over the past decade or so still rely 
on these individual methods to some degree. The difference is that they are 
rearticulated within an overall strategy for evaluation based around expecta-
tions of what PD is and does, and what results are required by the PD institu-
tion within their culture of accountability. 
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Outcome Analysis

Perhaps the most prevalent approach to evaluation—and the one which is fre-
quently identified as the best—is that which emphasizes the outcomes of a PD 
campaign. Outcome-based methods compare different sources of informa-
tion in order to establish a “bottom-line” perspective on a campaign’s impact. 
These bottom-line outcomes are then assessed against the organization’s ob-
jectives in order to determine whether the campaign contributed to the orga-
nization’s overall purpose. These approaches build upon logic models, which 
are well established within PR literature as an essential basis for campaign 
evaluation. Logic models integrate the four steps of influence campaigns into 
an outcomes-based approach: assessment of the situation, planning of the 
campaign, conducting the campaigns, and evaluating its impact. Since the 
outcomes determine the overall success or failure of the campaign, they must 
be linked to objectives. This means that the organization needs to fully un-
derstand its own intentions and expectations of what PD can achieve; for ex-
ample increasing awareness about an issue or changing attitudes or behaviour. 
A well-defined objective is key to being able to evaluate results (Heath & 
Coombs, 2006, pp. 185–187). 

Organizational priorities are used to contextualize measurements in 
terms of the overall needs of the communicator, so that the effectiveness of 
specific campaigns is benchmarked against an actor’s strategy. The first step 
is, therefore, to set objectives that are achievable and measurable. The second 
is to assess the activities and processes involved in the campaign, such as the 
resources allocated, the outputs produced, and what participants learned fol-
lowing exposure to the campaign. “Outcomes” refer to the extensive analysis 
of all of these elements and further analyses of changes to the environment 
or in behavior over the long-term. This builds on the principle that multiple 
“weak signals” gathered from a number of sources, though insufficient in 
themselves, can be aggregated to build a picture of the overall impact of PD 
strategy. Finally, these results should be reassessed in terms of the organiza-
tional priorities outlined in the first step to see if resources have been appro-
priately allocated (Michaelson & Griffin, 2005; Lindenmann, 2003, pp. 5–8; 
Spence 2007, pp. 8–9). The aim is not to assess all possible results from a PD 
campaign, but rather only those relevant to the organization’s business objec-
tives. In this sense, it conducts a measurement of an organization’s efficacy in 
producing PD to achieve results, not of the PD in and of itself.

Theories that support this approach emphasize the real-world impact of 
communication activities, and hence may be found in the realist paradigm 
of international relations. Realism, though diverse and with many iterations, 
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tends to interpret international affairs on the basis of power relations, access to 
material resources, and the inter-balance between areas of international affairs 
(e.g. Lebow, 2007; Mearsheimer, 2007; and Elman, 2007). In the field of 
PD, Joseph Nye’s (1990) notion of soft power provides an influential realist 
interpretation of the role of communication. Soft power arises from “intangi-
ble power resources such a culture, ideology, and institutions,” and is defined 
as “the ability to affect what other countries want” (pp. 165–166). Pahlavi 
(2007) defines the goal of PD evaluation from this perspective as attempt-
ing to understand the hard effects of soft diplomacy (p. 272). Outcome-based 
approaches want to know what concrete changes occurred in the policy area 
as a result of the communication campaign. Therefore, they are also closely 
linked to attempts to rationalize institutions’ activities, for which PD has been 
allocated resources, and the efficacy of resource allocation is tested.

For example, the U.S. State Department recently introduced an online 
database called the Mission Activity Tracker (MAT) which allows embassies to 
record their PD activities and link campaign objectives to accounting chains, 
resources deployed, events and outputs, and any observed results. MAT was 
developed to articulate PD activities at posts within the federal government’s 
accountability system, PART (Program Assessment Rating Tool). This means 
that U.S. PD activities are evaluated using the same standardized account-
ability processes as most other areas of governmental activity. Each of the 
variables collected are rearticulated within objectives which are related to the 
overall priorities and budget headings of the State Department or other rele-
vant actors. Hence, the focus is on outcome analysis established out of orga-
nizational goals which are motivated by the broader culture of accountability 
within the federal government (Pamment, 2013).

Perception Analysis

While outcome analysis is ultimately interested in determining whether the 
concrete outcomes desired by the PD organization were achieved, other al-
ternative (and at times complementary) approaches are used. A widely-used 
alternative method is to collect data on the attitudes and opinions of foreign 
citizens in order to understand whether policies or campaigns change how 
people think. The goal is not to evaluate concrete social change or an organi-
zation’s capacity to deliver results, but rather to evaluate the knowledge and 
values which motivate change. Opinion polls such as those conducted by Pew 
and Gallup are probably the best known measures of attitudes, although they 
are too general to say much about specific PD campaigns, and practitioners 
tend to consider such surveys useful for researching the context of a campaign 
rather than for evaluating its results (http://pewglobal.org/about/; http://
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www.gallup.com). PD organizations, therefore, conduct their own surveys 
of specialized target groups; for example, the State Department conducts the 
bi-annual Public Diplomacy Impact project (PDI), a series of opinion surveys 
and focus groups comparing the views of PD participants to those of equiva-
lent non-participants (Pamment, 2013). The data are then used as a comple-
ment to outcomes-based approaches.

There can be little doubt that, with the introduction of marketing and 
branding techniques to PD from the late-1990s onward, methods inspired by 
PR have heavily influenced this approach to PD. The Nation Brands Index 
(NBI), for example, has been fully integrated into the development of PD 
strategies in regions like the Nordics, where Sweden, Denmark, Norway and 
Finland each adopted a nation branding approach when they redesigned their 
PD setups between 2005 and 2010 (see, for example, Pamment, 2011b). 
Initiated in 2005 by Simon Anholt, the NBI measures the reputations of 50 
countries in subjects such as tourism, culture, and governance, and produces 
an overall ranking of the national image. Although it lacks the sense of cause-
and-effect created around organizational goals in outcome analysis, percep-
tion analysis links to longer-term values, norms and stereotypes with which 
some styles of PD engage.

The theory of nation brands is one of the more important underlying 
themes behind perceptions analysis in contemporary PD. The term originates 
from the context of Tony Blair’s strategic communication initiatives in the 
late 1990s, and British practitioners Simon Anholt, Mark Leonard, and Wally 
Olins can claim to have contributed to its earliest definitions. The approach 
focuses on self-representation, and uses values and ideas as a means of 
manipulating image. Mark Leonard (1997), for example, based his argument 
around nation-states being “relatively recent and deliberately constructed 
creations” which, like all constructions, require the occasional face lift  
(pp. 18–20). This supposes a kind of discursive or semiotic sphere in which 
symbols and values interact and transfer ideas between nations, goods, and 
peoples (Anholt, 1998, p. 395). Scholars attracted to the notion of ideas as a 
dominant force in international affairs have gone so far as to state that, “Fa-
vorable image and reputation around the world, achieved through attraction 
and persuasion, have become more important than territory, access, and raw 
materials” (Gilboa, 2008, p. 56). 

In other words, the importance of influence over hearts and minds in the 
era of nation brands provides an alternative to realist conceptions of interna-
tional relations. From this perspective, the goal of PD is to affect perceptions, 
ideas and beliefs, and not necessarily (or directly) the distribution of material 
resources. Bush’s War on Terror discourse certainly contributed to this view, 
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although in branding exercises the indirect goals of such campaigns are often 
to produce “concrete” changes (e.g., boosting tourism and trade). Much like 
with commercial brands, the focus on perceptions allows for the measurement 
of how people think and feel about a potential purchase, but evaluation does 
not stretch to considering whether that purchase was actually made (buying 
behaviour). Rather, the focus is on how a given actor is represented within 
a battle of ideas, as earlier attempts to link the PR and PD fields emphasized 
(e.g. Signitzer & Coombs, 1992). The coordination and cooperation of do-
mestic actors in helping shape and promote a consistent brand image are 
considered absolutely essential (Anholt, 2007). A similar perception-based 
theoretical approach has been termed noopolitik; the idea that a radical new 
international society is emerging based on boundary-spanning information 
processing and structuring systems and consisting of cosmopolitan ideas, 
values, and norms. Approaches such as these explicitly link information and 
opinions to power, indeed to the idea that international public opinion has 
become a new superpower (Ronfeldt & Arquilla, 1999, 2009).

Consider, for example, the case of Finland. As a small country on the 
fringe of Europe, with Russia as an immediate neighbor, Finland focused its 
Cold War PD on promoting its neutrality, primarily through press relations. 
Since 1995, it has shifted focus to pursue a political and economic agenda 
through EU institutions. Finnish PD is currently coordinated by the Finland 
Promotion Board under the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and involves the 
collaboration of approximately a dozen actors with an interest in overseas 
promotion. PD underwent major restructuring in 2008 and is still in a pro-
cess of evolution. Whereas previously seven different units were involved in 
areas of international communication and promotion, this is now reduced to 
two within the Foreign Ministry, which coordinates all areas of activity. The 
first focuses on PD, and particularly its longer-term aspects such as campaign 
design, interaction with embassies, and coordination. The second deals with 
the shorter-term aspects of daily news management and coordinates press 
conferences, media monitoring, and rapid reaction to news events.

Within this evolving structure, there is little consensus about how evalua-
tion should take place. The Foreign Ministry rejects ad hoc measures such as 
press clippings since they are considered too subjective, and the ministry does 
not want to allocate resources based on misleading figures. Since there are so 
many actors involved in overseas promotion, coordination is a major issue and 
they are exploring the construction of a common database for coordinating 
information about campaigns. Evaluation is considered a costly luxury, and the 
focus has instead been placed on producing and coordinating a unified Finnish 
brand. The limited budget means that the Foreign Ministry only makes use 
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of NBI data every three or four years. The principal indicator of success is, 
therefore, unified messages across all the players: “We’re sure the public per-
ceptions will come after this” (T. Heino, Director for PD at the MFA, personal 
communication, 16 September 2011). There is very little consideration of 
outcomes; rather, the focus is on domestic coordination, and the expectation 
is that positive changes in perceptions of Finland will occur as a result of better 
coordination. PD is seen as a coordinated means of influencing public opinion 
in order to boost exports (see Country Brand Delegation, 2010).

This approach underscores the notion that self-representation, through the 
cultivation of associated ideas, symbols, and values, is a central purpose of con-
temporary PD. Evaluation methods are diverse and can capture a range of data 
through questionnaires, before-and-after surveys, focus groups and qualitative 
interviews. The emphasis is usually placed on the effects of exposure to policies 
or values in the minds of target groups, and in the interaction between how a 
place or idea should be represented according to the PD actor and how others 
perceive it. A consequence of this is that domestic coordination, ensuring all 
overseas promotional actors use the same image, is important. Individual per-
spectives are usually aggregated and presented as statistics (e.g., as a favorabil-
ity percentage). Therefore, diverse groups are aggregated together as a single 
statistical mass, which lacks nuance. The approach is usually asymmetrical, with 
the aim of self-promotion rather than dialogue (Signitzer & Coombs, 1992, 
pp. 143–144). The emphasis is limited to the realm of ideas, which can lead 
to ambiguous or presumptuous interpretations of the relationship between in-
formation, perceptions and power. Nonetheless, it represents a clearly distinct 
approach to PD activities aimed at influencing perceptions, where the focus 
of evaluation is on engaging with opinions, values, beliefs, ideas, attitudes and 
reputations within an overall paradigm of self-promotion.

Network Analysis

Network analysis is a second alternative to outcome analysis and probably rep-
resents the least well-established approach both in PD literature and among 
practitioners. Traditional diplomacy is based on a careful understanding and 
cultivation of relationships in foreign countries, including networking strate-
gies for incorporating like-minded people into policy objectives or influencing 
key individuals in civil society. PD strategies seek to identify “key influencers,”  
“multipliers,” or “agents of change”—individuals who, usually on the basis 
of a leadership position in their respective social sphere, act as “hubs” with 
access to a large number of “nodes” in a network. These individuals redistrib-
ute core messages in their own voices, which can help shift public opinion. To 
give a very simplistic example, a typical PD campaign might identify a friendly 
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or like-minded journalist in a specialist magazine about climate change and 
provide that journalist with favored expert interviewees and other prepared 
content (information subsidy). From a network perspective, the PD actor has 
employed a single “multiplier” or “hub” to potentially reach and influence 
thousands of target “nodes” and additional “hubs” within that policy network. 

However, simplistic models of “information transfer” through networks 
have come into question in recent years, and this kind of PD activity would 
nowadays most likely be evaluated within an outcome model. The challenge 
for this approach is to engage with networks while acknowledging that “rela-
tionship building” is becoming increasingly central to all “new” PD activities 
(Zaharna, 2009, pp. 95–97). This draws heavily on the notion of relation-
ship management, which emerged in the mid-1980s and has become one of 
the single most important aspects of PR theory. Relationship management 
builds on a symmetrical model of communication in which influence flows 
in both directions and relationships are considered mutually beneficial. This 
development parallels the notion of new public diplomacy, which emphasizes 
dialogue and mutuality (Fitzpatrick, 2010, pp. 115–127; Melissen, 2005; and 
Signitzer  & Coombs, 1992). PD networks are now more typically character-
ized as decentralized and multilateral, with multifaceted agendas and multidi-
rectional flows of information (Hocking, 2002).

The position of PD within this phenomenon has not been particularly 
well developed, although it is telling that Manuel Castells, who has published 
extensively on the role of networks in globalization, has more recently turned 
his attention to PD (Castells, 1996/2000, 2008). Castells (2008) argues that 
the purpose of PD, in difference to traditional diplomacy, “is not to assert 
power or to negotiate a rearrangement of power relationships. It is to induce 
a communication space in which a new, common language could emerge as a 
precondition for diplomacy” (p. 91). In Castells’s sense, PD lays the ground-
work for the common understandings of issues necessary for contemporary 
multilateral diplomacy. The emphasis is not on material outcomes, but on 
managing different perspectives and interests within complex and decentered 
policy networks. PD’s role is, therefore, to build relationships and to under-
stand and engage with the perspectives held by different interests within those 
relationships as a precondition for formal diplomatic negotiation. It involves 
all sides adapting to others in order to build a common starting point for en-
gaging with a shared issue (Evans & Steven, 2008).

Traditionally, information transfer through networks is evaluated either 
through outputs (the number of articles or events and their reach) or on 
an ad hoc basis as the personal judgement of the PD practitioner, such as 
through informal feedback from contacts. The evaluation of relationships is 
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a relatively young field in PR, with the focus resting upon perceptions of 
the relationship through surveys, interviews and focus groups. Measures can 
assess before-and-after changes, the content of communication, and any out-
comes or results. Issues such as trust, satisfaction, commitment and control 
mutuality (who has the rightful power to influence the other in which ar-
eas) are central to evaluation of perceptions within relationships. The notion 
that relationships can be measured outside of perceptions such as through 
linkages, exchanges and patterns of interaction has also been explored (Fitz-
patrick, 2010, pp. 198–201; Broom, Casey, & Ritchey, 2000; and Linden-
mann, 1999). Particularly in social and online media, tools can be used to 
reveal hub points for the linking of information between networks, including 
data on locations, activities, groupings of friends, and topics engaged (Fisher, 
2010). One of the major challenges for evaluating PD based upon mutual-
ity and consensus-building is to find a sufficiently defined sense of purpose 
so as to avoid rearticulating analysis within a self-interested, outcome-based 
approach. Here, the disconnect between PD (and particularly “new” PD) 
theory and practice is pronounced (Pamment, 2013).

An example may be seen in the British Council project The Network Effect, 
which Ali Fisher (2010) has discussed in detail. This project analyzed the ways 
in which event participants remained in contact professionally and socially, 
including before-and-after surveys and graphical representations of how rela-
tionships developed. Such an approach enabled analysis of how participants 
were using the network, its evolution over time, and the development of key 
hubs, such as individuals who maintained their contact lists, joined them with 
others, and initiated new conversations and meetings. 

Network analysis is, at its core, a means of understanding diverse indi-
vidual perspectives within a complex array of relationships. It can be used for 
mapping where key “nodes” develop and which parts of the network they 
relate to and impact. It captures power relationships and the ways in which 
information flows interact, reinforce, or challenge them. It helps explain how 
common conceptions of geopolitical issues emerge as a basis for traditional 
diplomacy, and how technology can challenge national boundaries and de-
bates. However, the conceptual basis for this approach is still at an early stage, 
and its goals of symmetrical engagement are in sharp contradiction to the 
objectives of many national forms of PD. 

Conclusion: Evaluation Within Cultures of Accountability

These four approaches to PD evaluation are highly significant insofar as they 
imply underlying understandings of the role of PD. Output analysis suggests 
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that PD is essentially about the activities of press officers, and that the success 
of PD may be judged on the basis of getting a message “out there.” Out-
come analysis suggests that PD is about concrete change, and it functions by 
transforming communication activities into desired goals. Perception analysis 
suggests that PD is essentially about moving hearts and minds through coor-
dinated self-representation, with influence taking part in the battleground of 
values and ideas. Finally, network analysis suggests that PD is about symmetri-
cal engagement with multilateral actors via key hubs, with influence moving in 
both directions. An overview of these approaches may be seen in Table 21.1.

Table 21.1. Overview of PD evaluation approaches.

Evaluation Method Methods PD theory Anticipated results

Output analysis Ad hoc, Press clip-
pings, AVE, OTS PD as outputs Proof of labor/

reach/volume

Outcome analysis
Logic models, 

Impact measure-
ments

Soft power = 
Hard effects

Proof organiza-
tion is effective/ 
efficient

Perception analysis Surveys, attitudes, 
favorability

Reputation 
management

Proof of influence 
over ideas & 
values

Network analysis Hubs & multipliers, 
forming alliances

Relationship 
management

Proof of attention 
to relationships

My principal argument here is that no single approach is “better” or “more 
effective” than the others. On the contrary, the relevance and validity of each 
approach must be considered within the context of insitutional needs, nation-
al cultures of accountability, and how they influence the manner in which PD 
is conducted. Evaluation must be considered within the context of how and 
why actors employ PD. The ways in which PD is conducted must be consid-
ered within the context of cultures of accountability and evaluation.

These brief analyses help establish how varied evaluation cultures can be in 
different institutional contexts. For this reason, I consider it inappropriate to ar-
gue normatively for how evaluation should be conducted. Rather, the relation-
ship between evaluation and cultures of accountability helps explain how and 
why PD is conducted in certain ways. As researchers, students and practitioners 
of PD, it is essential that we integrate a contextualized understanding of evalu-
ation cultures into our analyses of PD activities. These four approaches provide 
conceptual tools for approaching different cultures of accountability which can 
help us better understand how and why PD takes the form it does. 
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For a more detailed elaboration of this argument, including its theoretical 
grounds, position within PD theory and additional case studies, see Pamment 
(2014).
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22.  Tenets of Diversity: Building a  
Strategy for Social Justice in  
Public Diplomacy

brenDa wriGley

Diversity makes people nervous. We’re afraid we’ll make a mistake, say the 
wrong thing, create an awkward situation, or even spark an international in-
cident. This makes diversity a highly charged, fascinating, and controversial 
topic. Definitions are difficult and agreement on scope and application is 
fraught with contention. Nonetheless, diversity poses one of the most op-
portune frames for furthering Public Diplomacy efforts and increasing un-
derstanding across cultures, borders and continents. An agency professional 
describes it this way:

It’s just smart for a lot of reasons. The world is changing a lot. We take the whole 
global economy and global community seriously. And, most of the world isn’t 
White. You have got to be diverse if you are going to speak to diverse audiences. 
(Hon & Brunner, 2000, p. 327)

This chapter proposes a set of tenets to move communication efforts to-
ward achieving social justice, applying theories of Public Relations, Public 
Diplomacy, diversity, and a host of other organizational and social science 
theories that, taken together, can begin to examine the complex nature of re-
lationships, the foundation for both Public Relations and Public Diplomacy.

 Social scientists working in Public Relations and Public Diplomacy often 
explore theories from other disciplines. Indeed, our understanding of Public 
Relations begins with organizational theory and sociology. Our understand-
ing of relationships emerged from theories of interpersonal communication. 
Even our understanding of adoption of new ideas or persuasion, more com-
monly known in communications theory circles as Diffusion of Innovations 
Theory, started with studies in agriculture of how farmers came to adopt new 
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strains of corn (McQuail, 2010). It can be argued that Public Relations and 
Public Diplomacy have really come up with very little “original” theory.

That being said, this blending of theories from studying other fields has 
many benefits. Particularly in the area of diversity, little research has been 
conducted in Public Relations; indeed, prior to the 1970s, there was almost 
no research about diversity. Early studies focused primarily on gender and 
Public Relations. Seminal scholars like Elizabeth Toth, Larissa Grunig, Judy 
Turk, Carolyn Cline, Lana Rakow and others made gender a primary focus of 
their research agendas. Kern-Foxworth (1989) was the only theorist to tackle 
issues of race in Public Relations during the early days (i.e., the 1980s). This 
lack of focus on diversity issues in Public Relations can be attributed to several 
reasons/factors: 

1. Until very recently, getting tenure was difficult with a research agenda 
in diversity or gender. 

2. The field in the U.S. is heavily populated with women, but became 
increasingly “non-diverse” in terms of gender representation as we 
progressed through the 1980s and 1990s. Women now represent 80% 
of all practitioners in the U.S. Their numbers are growing in many 
other parts of the world, although they are not the majority of the 
practitioners in many countries. A similar lack of diversity exists in 
terms of race, ethnicity and social class in U.S. Public Relations. 

3. Until recently, few researchers were able to parlay a gender or diversity 
research agenda into a viable consulting practice. 

Still other researchers felt there was not sufficient “prestige” in establish-
ing a research agenda that focused on gender or diversity. Indeed, because 
much of the early work—and even more recent publications—are qualitative, 
some felt this stream of research was not sufficiently scholarly. 

Public Relations, and by extension, Public Diplomacy, has suffered be-
cause of this lack of focus. This chapter is meant to spark discussion and offer 
strategies to consider, rather than offer concrete solutions. Because there is 
so much we do not know about diversity and the larger issue of social justice, 
discussion is the place to begin. 

Concepts for the Framework

Diversity

Webster’s defines diversity as “1. the condition of having or being composed 
of differing elements: variety; especially; the inclusion of different types of 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/variety
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people (as people of different races or cultures) in a group or organization 
“programs intended to promote diversity in schools.” 2. an instance of being 
composed of differing elements or qualities: an instance of being diverse “a 
diversity of opinion.” 

Therefore, diversity as a purely descriptive term is fairly easy for most of 
us to grasp. It is when we attempt to enact diversity, deal with issues of dif-
ference and misunderstanding, or wrestle with competing interests that the 
conversation becomes much more complicated. And what do we really mean 
by “diversity”? Is it gender, race, class, sexual orientation, religion, political 
framework, disability? By creating this short list, we have likely left out sig-
nificant areas of diversity. Even gender, a concept many view as simple and 
dichotomous, has evolved in the research into a much more complex area of 
study; now we often see the term “gender expression,” which can mean a 
continuum of gender from masculine to feminine. Are we talking about gen-
der expression? Biological sex? Sexual behavior and attraction? You can see 
how it becomes much more complicated than we first thought. 

Diversity for diversity’s sake alone does not translate to understanding. 
Nor does it address the tensions and inequities that result from lack of inclu-
sion, tokenism or stereotypes. Indeed, we must have a sort of “mental short-
hand” for dealing with those who are different from us, but these shortcuts 
become problematic when they engrain devaluation and diminishment due 
to lack of effort in getting to know others, form relationships with them, or 
build understanding. 

Diversity and Gender

In the Public Relations field, it was thought that the increasing numbers of 
female practitioners would erase the inequities for women that a lack of diver-
sity may have created. Such has not been the case:

Some leaders in public relations, too, have pronounced that “the work” has been 
done and the gaps narrowed to insignificance. However, statistical data have 
contradicted that rhetoric. Women in public relations have continued to earn 
substantially less than men, as documented by such trade publications as pr re-
porter and the Public Relations Journal as early as 1988 and by the International 
Association of Business Communicators biannual trend studies between 1998 
and 1997.…Although attractive salaries have brought women to the field of pub-
lic relations, these women have found themselves segregated within the lower 
paying technical positions (Grunig, L. A., Toth & Hon, 2001, pp. 49–50.) 

Ferguson (1990) calls the assumption that women are doing well, given their 
large numbers in the field, “the feminist fallacy.” We see many women in 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/diverse
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Public Relations and communications in the United States, for example, and 
assume they are able to rise to positions of influence and management, earn 
pay comparable to their male counterparts in similar roles, and enjoy the ben-
efits of inclusion. Such has not been the case.

Such assertions provoke strong reactions. Singularly successful women in 
Public Relations belie the notion that they are not treated fairly. Denial of the 
problem persists. The author contends that similar, misguided assumptions 
also persist when we talk about other aspects of diversity and inclusion in 
Public Relations and communications management. Tokens here and there, 
particularly visible ones, do not further true efforts toward diversity and in-
clusion. They merely mask the problem. 

Therefore, our first tenet is: Diversity in Public Relations and communica-
tions management and, by extension, in Public Diplomacy, is not only lacking, 
but it is misunderstood. The result is that efforts toward inclusion have stalled. 
And, despite efforts by various organizations and professional societies to “tackle” 
the issue of diversity, our own assumptions and denials prevent us from moving 
forward in any measurable way. 

Public Relations as Relationship Building and  
Relationship Management

James Grunig readily admits that some of his ideas for the famous Four 
Models of Public Relations came from examination of theories in other dis-
ciplines. The Four Models include Press Agentry, Public Information, Two-
Way Asymmetrical and Two-Way Symmetrical Communications (Grunig, 
Grunig, Sriramesh, Huang, & Lyra, 1995). The models are listed in order 
of chronological development, with early persuasive approaches giving way 
to more collaborative means of building dialogue and understanding. These 
later, balanced approaches have been demonstrated to be much more effec-
tive in creating relationships that have mutual benefit for organizations and 
publics (Grunig, J. E., 2001). Still, we cannot assume that the classic four 
models work in all international settings. For example, Grunig et al. found 
craft public relations (i.e., the “personal influence model” and “cultural trans-
lation”) were predominant in India, Greece and Taiwan. (Grunig et al., 1995,  
pp. 163–164).

Building relationships becomes increasingly more complicated by per-
ceived and actual differences between organizations (in this case, govern-
ments) and their publics. Even within particular diverse publics, there can 
often be a lack of homogeneity. Assumptions about “all Latinas/Latinos,” for 
example, can trip up even the most sincere communicator. 
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At the core of recognizing, incorporating and embracing diversity as com-
municators we must remember that relationships and relationship building are 
our primary charge; mediated or traditional nation branding efforts alone will 
not be sufficient. James Grunig and Sung-Un Yang concluded that organiza-
tion-public relationship outcomes had a greater impact on perceived organiza-
tional performance than did organizational reputation (J. Grunig, 2006). 

Thus, in building a model for diversity in Public Diplomacy, the/our 
second tenet is: Relationships form the foundation of any successful Public Re-
lations and Public Diplomacy efforts. Understanding how they are developed, 
nurtured and grown is critical in building successful communications programs 
for diverse audiences.

Individual and Social Identity & Intersectionality

When we talk about identity, what first comes to mind is individual identity. 
Most see this as largely self-created, as a result of social, economic, education-
al, religious, and other individual experiences and characteristics. Standpoint 
theory (Hartsock, 1983) “posits a series of levels of reality in which the deeper 
level both includes and explains the surface or appearance” (p. 292). Social 
scientists use standpoint epistemology as a tool to understand the life expe-
riences of their research participants, valuing the lived experience of those 
individuals as the best way of “knowing” their own worlds. Feminist scholar-
ship has drawn heavily on standpoint epistemology, rejecting male-centered 
research as not being representative of women’s lived experience. 

Standpoint epistemology in feminist scholarship, “research conducted by 
women for women” (Olesen, 2003, pp. 332–297), is grounded in three basic 
assumptions:

1. Women’s standpoints in society and knowledge are different from 
men’s. 

2.  Women’s knowledge has not been considered equal in most official, 
legitimized social systems.

3.  Women’s knowledge has been relegated to a very few sites within soci-
ety, such as the home and around children, rather than in public sites 
(Acker, Barry & Esseveld, 1983; Reinharz, 1992)

This approach is also referred to as situated knowledge.
Critical scholars push identity beyond its individual boundaries to exam-

ine the concept of social identity. This is formed based on public discourse 
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and interactions. What results is a much more complicated understanding of 
how an individual’s identity is formed: the dialogic self:

…an identity theory that provides useful tools for studying intersectionality (ital-
ics added). In terms of the dialogical self, the formation of identity is a process 
of orchestrating voices within the self that speak from different I-positions. Such 
voices are embedded in field-specific repertoires of practices, characters, discours-
es and power relations specific to the various groups to which individuals simul-
taneously belong (Buitelaar, M., 2006, p. 259).

As research in diversity has evolved, this concept of intersectionality pro-
vides a greater understanding of the complexity of identity and its formation 
through social discourse and interaction: 

…each individual is believed to have multiple, intersecting identities that neces-
sarily impact their lives in different ways, whether these identities are privileged 
or oppressed. These intersections have been identified as vital influences upon 
our identities and actions, as well as the ways in which we interpret the identities 
and actions of others…the body of work that makes up intersectionality theory 
must be expanded beyond that of the individual (Baldwin-Philippi, J., 1 January, 
2009, p. 1).

Why is intersectionality important? Intersectionality theory provides both 
an opportunity and a challenge to build relationships that take diversity into 
account in a much more holistic way: 

Intersectionality examines how some individuals and communities exist at the 
convergence where oppressions take on a cascading, multiplying effect. In other 
words, to some individuals and communities, race, gender, class, sexuality, or 
disability are not the only identities on which people are oppressed by systemic 
power, nor do any of these identities exist within a vacuum. Instead systemic 
oppressions can happen simultaneously, in an interlocking way, thereby creating 
a web of inequality (Zinn & Dill, 1996 in Vardeman-Winter & Tindall, 2010, 
pp. 223–224).

At the center of this theoretical approach are some assumptions:

1. That there is no one identity that suffices to describe a person or a 
group; homogeneity among race, gender, or any other characteristic 
is overly simplistic and does not capture the complexity of a person’s 
identity.

2. It would be naïve to assume that there is an additive effect when char-
acteristics such as race and gender are present in the same individual; 
this also ignores the complexity of identity and the social and cultural 
implications of intersectionality.
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3. Communicators must understand and accept a concept such as inter-
sectionality; otherwise, their efforts stall at the beginning when only 
race, only religion, only gender, and only other identities are assumed 
to be drivers of motivation, markers of lived experience, and patterns 
of behavior.

Just as feminist scholarship has recognized power as an integral part of 
understanding gender and social identity, so too does power have a role in 
intersectionality and diversity contexts. 

Power dictates the allocation of scarce resources, the division of la-
bor, the control of decision-making bodies and a host of other activities 
that determine how diverse people will be served in a national or global 
context. Joseph Nye’s framework for softpower (vs. hard power or force) 
advocates for use of approaches that are often synonymous with Public 
Diplomacy efforts:

A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other 
countries—admiring values, emulating its example, aspiring to its level of pros-
perity and openness—want to follow it (Nye, 2004, p. 175). 

This approach goes beyond traditional nation branding to help shape 
perceptions of countries and their intentions toward others. Government 
actors using cultural diplomacy, NGOs (Non-Governmental Organiza-
tions) performing charitable, cultural and environmental roles, and others 
making connections around the world often use relational or soft power 
to build relationships and understanding. Those in Public Relations and 
Public Diplomacy are well situated to play a key role in such relationship 
building, but to do so, they must understand the cultural complexities 
at work. Intersectionality theory provides the framework for such under-
standing. It must be combined with a more expansive and less ethno-
centric worldview than has been at work in past U.S. Public Diplomacy 
efforts. 

This brings us to the/our third tenet: Understanding diversity requires 
an intersectional lens through which we view those with whom we wish to form 
relationships. Without this application of multiplicity in identity, we are left 
with an inadequate understanding of diversity, which limits our ability to form 
optimal relationships.

Trust in Relationship

In relationship measurement theory (Hon & Grunig, 1999), the strength of 
relationships is measured by a number of variables: 
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• Control Mutuality
• Satisfaction Commitment
• Exchange vs. communal
• Trust

They define trust as a degree of openness between parties in a relationship; 
this is based on integrity (fairness and justice), dependability (degree to which 
a party can deliver on promises) and competence (capability to perform). 
Trust is a complex concept in relationship measurement and requires a skilled 
communications professional to recognize how to do research and conduct 
programs that take the multidimensional elements of trust into account (Hon 
& J. Grunig, 1999). 

While all of the dimensions of relationship measurement are important, in 
matters relating to diversity, trust is the one which has the potential to create 
the greatest opportunities for building and maintaining relationships. With-
out trust, none of the other relationship elements would be possible. 

To build trust, a perception of fairness and justice must be established. 
This brings us to our fourth tenet: Understanding that fairness and justice 
form the foundation for trust in relationships, those in Public Relations and 
Public Diplomacy must be the keepers of trust in helping to build relationships 
with diverse publics.

Organizational Justice

Critical to any discussion of diversity is a further examination of fairness and 
justice. Both are relative terms, perceived based on one’s individual and social 
identity and shaped by the intersectionality effect we discussed previously. For 
purposes of this discussion, the author views the terms fairness and justice as 
being synonymous. When we talk about diversity issues, we often speak of 
fairness and justice for those whose differences have caused them oppression, 
discrimination, or denial of rights. 

Organizational justice is defined as “the extent to which people perceive 
organizational events as being fair” (Colquitt & Greenberg, 2003, p. 166). 
There are three types of organizational justice:

1. Distributive Justice—This refers to the allocation of resources in an 
organization and the perceived fairness of allocations such as pay, 
benefits, perks or privileges. 

2. Procedural Justice—This refers to the extent to which decision- 
making and procedural activities are perceived to be fair, consistent 
and free of bias.
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3. Interactional Justice—This relates to communication of decisions and 
policies on an interpersonal and informational basis and the percep-
tion that there is sufficient information, delivered timely and honestly 
(Kim, H-S, 2007, pp. 167–197). 

Kim (2005) notes the importance of symmetrical communication com-
bined with fair treatment by an organization in determining successful rela-
tionship outcomes. Publics will decide whether they are being treated justly 
based on their perception of fairness, commitment, trust, control mutuality 
and satisfaction in relationships with organizations. While Kim’s study ex-
amined the antecedents to successful relationships in organizational settings 
relative to employees, we can reasonably assume that successful relationships 
between countries and diverse publics require the same elements to be pres-
ent. The greater the values proximity for these elements, the more likely in-
tegrated approaches to public diplomacy will be successful (Golan, 2013).

Hamilton and Knouse (2011) propose an experience-focused model of 
ethical action, which builds on earlier work in organizational justice. The re-
searchers explain why it is important to refine the theory:

We propose an experience-focused framework in order to map the relationships 
among ethical processes that individuals can recognize based on lived experiences 
[emphasis added]…processes that indicate what happens when an individual acts 
ethically rather than how it happens (Hamilton & Knouse, 2011, p. 231)

This approach recognizes the need to conduct research prior to enacting 
communication campaigns or instituting public diplomacy initiatives, since 
the perception of publics based on their personal, lived experience will de-
termine how those publics respond to such initiatives. Studies of employee/
management relationships and organizational justice show that fairness is at 
the core of these perceptions:

…equity sensitivity has an indirect effect on perceived organizational justice. More 
specifically, we found that perceived organizational trust mediated the relationship 
between an employee’s equity sensitivity and their perceptions of procedural jus-
tice, justice and social accounts. (Kickul, Gundry, & Posig, 2005, p. 206)

This brings the discussion of diversity and organizational justice full circle, 
since trust is a key predictor of perception of organizational justice. Mistrust 
can result from a refusal to take organizational justice elements into account 
when dealing with diverse publics. If diverse publics perceive that procedural, 
distributive or interactional justice falls short, they will be less likely to sup-
port the initiatives of public diplomacy actors.
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Perception and Co-orientation

There is a common understanding among Public Relations professionals that 
“perception is reality” for publics. In other words, how audiences or publics 
perceive a situation is much more a predictor of attitudes and opinions than 
factual information or even the perception of the organizational communica-
tor. Before communicating, organizational actors need to conduct research to 
determine states of co-orientation. 

Broom (2007) referred to the mutual attempts of two or more parties to orient 
to each other and the common aspects of their environments. This involves the 
congruence, accuracy, understanding, and agreement that each party has to the 
other and to the issue confronting them (Springston & Keyton, 2001, p. 121).

Co-orientation theory examines agreement, accuracy of perceiving agree-
ment or disagreement, shared agreement or shared disagreement, and un-
derstanding. Imagine the confusion and the potential for misunderstanding 
if communicators dealing with other cultures disregard the need for research 
regarding co-orientation. A government might assume, for example, that cit-
izens in another country welcome economic development and infusion of 
capital into the host country, but citizens may perceive such actions as inter-
vention or even manipulation of markets, threats to environmental concerns, 
paternalistic dominance of well-established industries and practices, or a host 
of other perceptions. Without research, communicators are whistling in the 
dark and risk offending, mobilizing and alienating diverse publics. Thus, the/
our fifth tenet: In international communication, research is essential to deter-
mine public opinion and states of co-orientation before programs are created and 
enacted. Only with this formative research can communications attempt to pro-
mote organizational and social justice. Co-orientation needs to examine values 
proximity for maximum benefit in mediated, nation branding and relational 
public diplomacy efforts (Golan, 2013).

Diversity Strategies

Earlier in the chapter, the disproportionate number of women in U.S. Public 
Relations was mentioned, but it was noted that such is not the case interna-
tionally (i.e., in countries where women are discouraged or prevented from 
assuming work roles because of local laws or cultural barriers, it is more diffi-
cult to have a gender-diverse workforce):

…women in some countries have been able to enhance economic develop-
ment, effect political change, and improve the lives of all. In other settings, the 
traditional cultural, social, economic, and political forces continue to silence 



Tenets of Diversity 389

women’s voices (L. Grunig, Toth & Hon, 2001, p. 143 citing Newsom and 
Carrell, 1995).

At a recent DiversityInc event, panelists proposed strategies for developing 
female talent in international organizations:

1. Provide a peer support system for women to help keep top perform-
ers in the workforce.

2. Promote diversity and inclusion in the workplace with respect for 
local laws.

3. Gain cultural competence and understanding for local barriers to 
gender equality.

4. Provide opportunities for global assignments to challenge and en-
gage employees.

5. Understand special issues facing women with strong family demands 
and devise culturally competent solutions.

6. Adopt flexible workplace practices and educate managers about the 
value of flexibility.

7. Use alumni/networking connections to encourage loyalty from fe-
male talent.

8. Get senior-level managers on board with gender-intelligence training.
9. Assign diversity champions in select countries to promote diversity- 

and-inclusion initiatives and help reduce gender bias. (www.diversity 
inc.com)

An understanding of other cultures and cultural norms and practices is es-
sential not only for the inclusion of women, but also for the inclusion of other 
forms of diversity in international relations and Public Diplomacy efforts. 
This leads us to the concepts of culture and cultural competency.

Culture

Our understanding of culture has evolved with advancements in technolo-
gy and communication, expansion of international commerce, and a host of 
other trends (Wang, 2008). Early research of culture could never have imag-
ined these phenomena, and, instead, viewed culture within the confines of a 
country or region.

Tylor (1871) defined culture as:

…that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, custom, 
and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.
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Kroeber and Kluckhohn’s (1952) definition of culture:

…a set of attributes and products of human societies, and therewith of mankind, 
which are extrasomatic and transmissible by mechanisms other than biological 
heredity (p. 145).

One researcher who has been prominent in cultural studies is Geert Hof-
stede, who defines culture as “mental software” to deal with the way people 
learn how to think, feel and act in a particular setting. Hofstede’s original four 
dimensions of social culture are:

Power distance: Social inequality, including the relationship with authority. 

Individualism/Collectivism: The relationship between the individual and the group. 

Masculinity/Femininity: The social implications of having been born as a boy or 
a girl.

Uncertainty avoidance: Ways of dealing with uncertainty, relating to the control 
of aggression and the expression of emotions (Minkov & Hofstede, 2011, p. 12).

Hofstede (1991) added a fifth dimension, first referred to as Confucian 
dynamism and later, long-term orientation. With Hofstede’s dimensions of 
culture, researchers and practitioners alike have a way of examining culture 
that seems much more manageable than tackling culture as one amorphous 
and unwieldy phenomenon that defies description/definition. While not per-
fect, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory provides a solid framework for 
cultural understanding.

Because individual countries differ, it is important to do further research:

The field would benefit from having empirical evidence about the nexus between 
the specific cultural idiosyncracies of individual countries and public relations 
practice before we can move toward globalizing some of the cultural principles 
(Sriramesh, 2003, p. 515).

Jones believes global human rights can be balanced with local cultural 
norms by allowing for “diverse ethical perspectives, which may justify rights 
on some basis other than individual equality or may impose social responsibil-
ities along with individual rights” (in Caney & Jones, 2001, pp. 1–173). (See 
also Pollis & Schwab, 2000).

Sotshangane posits that cultural identity is the determinant of a country’s 
position in world affairs:

In this new world of globalization, however, cultural identity is the central factor 
shaping a country’s association and antagonism. The question, ‘Which side are 
you on?’ has been replaced by the much more fundamental one, ‘Who are you?’ 
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Every state has to have an answer. An answer would be aligned with a cultural 
identity and defining the state’s place in world politics, its friends, and its enemies 
(2002, p. 225).

Cultural Competency

Cultural competency is an important concept in the practice of diverse  
communications:

Some think of cultural competency as affirmative action, multiculturalism, di-
versity training, equal employment opportunity, political correctness, or other 
methods and laws used to increase diversity in organizations. However, it is a 
much broader concept that begins with the dominant culture becoming self-
aware of its own customs and then being responsive to and understanding of the 
cultural differences of other people within a system (Benavides & Hernández, 
2007, p. 15).

Ethnocentrism is the enemy of cultural competency. It negates an appre-
ciation for difference and diversity and limits the possibilities of developing 
strong relationships with diverse publics. Thus, our sixth tenet is: Consider-
ations regarding culture and cultural competency must be a part of any planned 
communication program to enhance relationships with diverse audiences. 

One of Public Diplomacy’s most important contributions may be in es-
tablishing cross-cultural conversations, a means to getting started in bridging 
the gap between a “one world” viewpoint and a distinctly separate culture’s 
perspective. Balslev (2003) predicts that world conflict will develop chiefly 
because of cultural issues. 

Summary: Diversity and Social Justice as an Ethical Imperative

This chapter has drawn theories from several disciplines with one goal in 
mind: to spur international communicators to consider the complexity of 
communications in a global environment and to urge them to develop pro-
grams that are grounded in such theories, taking into account diversity as an 
intersectional concept. 

The importance of diversity in international Public Relations cannot be 
overstated:

…it is not only the ‘international public relations professional’ who needs to be 
aware of the differences in cultures, political philosophies, and economic systems, 
but this knowledge needs to be a part of the repertoire of every public relations 
professional…to become a multicultural communicator in an ever globalizing 
world (Sriramesh, 2003, p. 505).
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Public Diplomacy communicators cannot conduct sophisticated research 
prior to every communications effort. The success of such communications, 
however, will depend upon the extent to which diversity, in all its complexity, 
is made part of strategy. There is no magic process for incorporating diver-
sity in communications campaigns, but awareness of the tenets put forth 
here will help international communicators make fewer mistakes, enjoy more 
widespread support for relationship development, and enhance understand-
ing among international actors using both mediated and traditional diplo-
macy approaches. If, as we have proposed here, the core of Public Relations 
and Public Diplomacy practice is relationship development and relationship 
management, then making diversity a priority in such endeavors not only 
strengthens relationships, but also serves as an ethical imperative. 

Social justice demands moving beyond transactional relationships. The 
longer view, one of symmetrical balance in relationships, while impossible 
to achieve in every culture in every situation, still provides a framework for 
valuing all points of view and achieving greater harmony between govern-
ments and publics. These concepts can form the foundation for the integrated 
approach to public diplomacy, and a values proximity analysis can guide suc-
cessful programs in mediated, nation building and cultural diplomacy efforts 
(Golan, 2013).

When considering the adoption of universal human rights standards as a 
way to achieve the goals of social justice, the incorporation of cultural diver-
sity is complicated, at best:

While cultural diversity undoubtedly contributes to the rich tapestry of our 
world, granting too much authority to cultural groups, particularly without dis-
criminating between those that respect the human rights of their members and 
those that do not, risks sending us down the slippery slope of cultural relativism 
(Eckert, 2002, p. 6). 

The danger of ethnocentrism also cannot be overstated:

…the truth is that all cultures are equal, and no single one of them has the right 
to judge and interpret the others in its own terms. This view concerns the spe-
cific claim that the equality of cultures must be recognized. Even when there are 
conflicts of cultures, there are no right answers in a conflict of cultures because 
people look at the world in different ways (Sotshangane, 2002, p. 220).

Much is at stake in determining a pathway for respecting diversity in cul-
ture and values in global human rights policy. But doing so requires using 
culture as the foundation for such work:



Tenets of Diversity 393

All human rights are universal, indivisible and interdependent and interrelated. 
The international community must treat human rights globally in a fair and equal 
manner, on the same footing, and with the same emphasis. While the significance 
of national and regional particularities and various historical, cultural and reli-
gious backgrounds must be borne in mind, it is the duty of States, regardless of 
their political, economic and cultural systems, to promote and protect all human 
rights and fundamental freedoms (United Nations, 1993).

The six tenets put forth in this chapter are a starting point for discussion 
and debate. Thinking theorists do not follow in lock-step behind those who 
are widely published and frequently cited. The best theorists spark debate 
and ideas which push the theory forward, taking into account the impact of 
shifting demographics, dizzying changes in technology and digital commu-
nication, global reach of media and business, and a host of other trends that 
demand that theory be dynamic and relevant.

If Public Relations professionals are the “ethical compass” for organiza-
tions, the last stop before poor decisions are made, then diversity serves as a 
strong ethical imperative for future international practice. 

Sriramesh and White (1992) perhaps said it best:

…we foresee an era in which public relations will undergo fundamental changes 
and become enriched as a profession…to succeed in their effort to communi-
cate to [with] their publics in a global marketplace, public relations practitioners 
will have to sensitize themselves to the cultural heterogeneity of their audienc-
es.…The result will be the growth of a culturally richer profession (Sriramesh & 
White, 1992, pp. 597–614). 

Appendix A

The six tenets of diversity in Public Relations and Public Diplomacy commu-
nications practice are:

1. Diversity in Public Relations and communications management and, 
by extension, in Public Diplomacy, is not only lacking, but it is mis-
understood. The result is that efforts toward inclusion have stalled. 
And, despite efforts by various organizations and professional societ-
ies to “tackle” the issue of diversity, our own assumptions and denials 
prevent us from moving forward in any measurable way. 

2. Relationships form the foundation of any successful Public Relations 
and Public Diplomacy efforts. Understanding how they are devel-
oped, nurtured and grown is critical in building successful communi-
cations programs for diverse audiences.
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3. Understanding diversity requires an intersectional lens through which 
we view those with whom we wish to form relationships. Without this 
application of multiplicity in identity, we are left with an inadequate 
understanding of diversity which limits our ability to form optimal 
relationships.

4. Understanding that fairness and justice form the foundation for trust 
in relationships, those in Public Relations and Public Diplomacy must 
be the keepers of trust in helping to build relationships with diverse 
publics.

5. In international communication, research is essential to determine 
public opinion and states of co-orientation before programs are cre-
ated and enacted. Only with this formative research can communica-
tions attempt to promote organizational and social justice. 

6. Considerations regarding culture and cultural competency must be 
a part of any planned communication program to enhance relation-
ships with diverse audiences. 
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23.  Public Diplomacy, Public  
Relations, and the Middle East:  
A Culture-Centered Approach  
to Power in Global Contexts

Mohan J. Dutta

The culture-centered approach to public diplomacy critically interrogates the 
embodiment of power in communication activities, specifically rendering im-
pure the claims of democracy, civil society, and participation that serve as 
markers of neoliberal expansionism, rooted in taken-for-granted linkages be-
tween the market, state, and notions of democracy (Dutta-Bergman, 2005, 
2006). The task of cultural centering is one that locates claims of public di-
plomacy amid the materiality of international relations practices and activities 
of nation states, situating specific practices of public diplomacy amid the dia-
lectical relationship between the symbolic and the material, constituted amid 
relationships of power (Cloud, 2004; Dutta, 2009, 2011). An orientation 
toward dialogue and listening creates an opening for mutually-directed cul-
tural understanding through co-construction, simultaneously foregrounding 
the terrains of power that define the public diplomacy initiatives carried out 
by powerful nation states (Dutta, 2011). Culturally-centered public diplo-
macy enables the opportunity for foregrounding alternative cultural logics 
of organizing economic and political systems, which in turn then create new 
openings for conceptualizing international relationships grounded in princi-
ples of dialogue (Dutta, 2011).

In this chapter, I will work through the culture-centered approach as a 
framework for reading US public diplomacy efforts in the Middle East in the 
context of US invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan. Given the strategic impor-
tance of public diplomacy in the wake of US invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan 
and the global criticism of the US in the post-invasion period, the US sought 



398 Mohan J. Dutta

to reinvent its public diplomacy through an emphasis on transformational 
diplomacy (US Department of State, 2006a, 2006b). The public diplomacy 
targeted at the Middle East played a vital role in the backdrop of the strongly 
growing negative public opinion toward the US in the Middle East (see US 
Department of State, 2006b). The culturally-centered critique of public di-
plomacy efforts is guided by the question: What are the specific articulations 
of power that are carried out through US efforts of public diplomacy and how 
do these articulations serve neoimperial/neoliberal goals? 

Culture-Centered Approach to Public Diplomacy

The culture-centered approach to communication suggests that communi-
cation itself is a culturally-derived activity, immersed within shifting cultural 
contexts and culturally-rooted value frames, and constituted amid relation-
ships of power (Dutta-Bergman, 2005, 2006). Public diplomacy works with-
in this framework of discursively constructing specific materialities, circulating 
assigned interpretive frames disseminated by dominant global actors, with the 
agenda of asserting global imperial control, simultaneously erasing, obfuscat-
ing or backgrounding other interpretive frames (Dutta-Bergman, 2006). For 
instance, erased from hegemonic discursive spaces of democracy promotion 
are empirically-grounded interpretations of projects of democracy promotion 
that have resulted in large scale oppressions, colonialism, and subversion of 
popular movements (Dutta-Bergman, 2005). The culture-centered approach 
attends to the material dominance of discursive spaces of international re-
lationships by Western (read US) ideals, achieved through the elevation of 
Western values as universally accepted, dissociating these ideals from their 
cultural roots and simultaneously leveraging these ideals toward achieving the 
interests of the powerful global actors. 

Of specific relevance is the articulation of neoliberalism, encapsulated in 
liberalization, promotion of the free market, privatization and minimization 
of tariffs, as a global frame for organizing international relationships (Dut-
ta, 2011; Kim, Millen, Irwin, & Gershman, 2000). The culture-centered 
approach therefore suggests that public diplomacy works toward these dom-
inant goals of market promotion, leveraging the powerful role of the impe-
rial state (US) in achieving specific market goals for US-based transnational 
corporations (TNCs). Public diplomacy therefore needs to be looked at as 
a specific form of public relations function carried out by the nation state, 
working hand in hand with the interests of capital. The state, rather than be-
ing independent from the market, is integral to the functioning of the market 
and to serving the interests of transnational hegemony.
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In this essay, based on close reading of US public diplomacy narratives in 
the Middle East between 2003 and 2009 in the backdrop of the US imperial 
invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan, I propose the argument that US public 
diplomacy in the Middle East serves precisely as a method for disseminating 
US-backed neoliberal values, complementing top-down military interven-
tions with symbolic narratives that exert the hegemony of neoliberalism (Pal 
& Dutta, 2008a, 2008b). Furthermore, the establishment of the neoliberal 
order on a global scale serves as the justification of forms of power and con-
trol that carry out the agendas of transnational hegemony (Kim, 2008; Kim, 
Millen, Irwin, & Gershman, 2000; Pal, 2008). Culture-centered theorizing 
of public diplomacy foregrounds the powerful role of strategic communica-
tion in obfuscating the powerful agendas of the state, reframing state aggres-
sion in the language of democracy, liberty, and economic opportunity (Kim, 
2008; Pal, 2008). 

Critically interrogating language: Strategic inversion

The strategic function of public diplomacy is often grounded in top-down 
messaging strategies directed at image building that often runs counter to a 
listening-based approach to relational communication. Even as the US invad-
ed Iraq and Afghanistan through the use of military force, it did so by using 
the languages of freedom, democracy, and liberty. The language of transform-
ing democracy therefore is also the language of new imperialism, depicting 
the linkages between the state and the market. Through the instruments of 
public diplomacy, imperialism is reframed to serve the interests of neoliberal 
governance (read “free market” expansionism), strategically using the lan-
guages of democracy, participation, and shared governance (Dutta-Bergman, 
2005). The effectiveness of the logic of neoliberal expansionism lies precisely 
in the creative circulation of the language of democracy that obfuscates the 
materiality of exploitation and oppression perpetuated by imperial invasion. 
Consider for instance the following statement on “transformational diploma-
cy” by the US Department of State Website (US Department of State, nd):

The Secretary’s objective of transformational diplomacy (US Department of 
State, 2006b) is to “work with our many partners around the world to build and 
sustain democratic, well-governed states that will respond to the needs of their 
people—and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system.…Trans-
formational diplomacy is rooted in partnership, not paternalism—in doing things 
with other people, not for them. We seek to use America’s diplomatic power to 
help foreign citizens to better their own lives, and to build their own nations, and 
to transform their own futures.…Now, to advance transformational diplomacy all 
around the world, we in the State Department must rise to answer a new historic 
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calling. We must begin to lay new diplomatic foundations to secure a future of 
freedom for all people. Like the great changes of the past, the new efforts we un-
dertake today will not be completed tomorrow. Transforming the State Depart-
ment is the work of a generation. But it is urgent work that cannot be deferred.”

The interplay of democracy and governance consolidates power in the 
hands of transnational capital to carry out neoliberal economic reforms. 
Worth noting here is the emergence of the rhetoric of transformational di-
plomacy amid the imperial occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan by the Unit-
ed States through the top-down use of force. Our culture-centered reading 
therefore renders visible the role of diplomacy as a political tool in the hands 
of power structures. For instance, the communication of democracy promo-
tion happens in the very midst of the undemocratic use of top-down force 
in international relations by the US. Similarly, the language of partnership is 
invoked amid material practices that are a far cry from partnership. 

The freedom for all people is rhetorically positioned as an objective amid 
the imperial occupation of nation states and their people. The language of 
improving lives of foreign citizens and fostering transformational opportuni-
ties for self-determination are articulated precisely amid top-down neoliberal 
reforms in Iraq and Afghanistan that singlehandedly use the power of im-
perial control to turn these colonies into sites of neoliberal governance. For 
instance, in the case of Iraq, the US utilized the window of opportunity to 
experiment with neoliberal reforms in the country, contracting out resources 
and opportunities in Iraq to primarily US-based TNCs. Also worth noting 
is the rhetorical framing of these communicative discrepancies as efforts of 
promoting truth, specifically then depicting the underlying functions of top-
down propaganda that are couched under the chador of democracy promo-
tion and global transformational leadership. In the very same introduction to 
the archives, here is the opening sentence, “Secretary Rice recognizes that in 
its fight for freedom, the U.S. must increase exchanges with the rest of the 
world—confronting hate, dispelling dangerous myths, and getting out the 
truth” (US Department of State, nd).

The emergence of transformation diplomacy between 2003 and 2009 
was constituted amid a top-down global climate of economic and govern-
mental reforms that were being carried out by the US through its access to 
the international financial institutions (IFIs) and through the use of mili-
tary power such as in the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan (Dutta, 2011). The 
rhetorical emphasis on popular participation, democracy, and people-driven 
change are situated in opposition to US-led efforts in shaping the world in 
the image of the free market. The role of the US state in securing freedom for 
all people is embedded in the neoliberal ideology of freeing up the market, 
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which is framed as a marker of freedom in the global marketplace. Freedom 
as understood in the principles of the market operates on the basis of thwart-
ing the opportunities of recognition, representation, and participation among 
the public. As depicted in critical interrogations of democracy promotion 
initiatives promoted by the US in the global South, market-driven notions 
of freedom and democracy are often rooted in top-down and exploitative 
manipulations of national governments in order to create opportunities for 
wealth accumulation for the elite classes in collusion with TNCs rooted in 
elite nation states (such as the US and UK) in the form of development and 
democracy promotion initiatives.

Top-down interventions couched in language of democracy

Although the notions of diplomacy are framed in the language of participa-
tion and partnership, embedded in US public diplomacy missions are top-
down agendas that are tied to the top-down US interventions carried out in 
the Middle East. Critical interrogations of public diplomacy discourses reveal 
the underlying thread of US exceptionalism, married to rhetorical frames of 
democracy and capitalism. The top-down framework of public diplomacy em-
bedded in notions of US superiority is evident in the following statement 
made by Secretary Condoleezza Rice at Iraq neighbors conference held on 
May 4, 2007 (Rice, 2007a):

I would like to close with a word about the United States and what the United 
States sees as its role in helping to bring about a stable and democratic Iraq, to lay 
that foundation. And here, I just have to say something about history. Several col-
leagues have cited, I think quite rightly, the progress that Iraq has made from the 
days of the governing council to the elections which then established a constitution 
on the basis of which a democratically elected government is before us here today. 

But let’s remember this wouldn’t have happened if Iraq had not been liberated 
from Saddam Hussein. The United States is very proud of the fact that it par-
ticipated in the liberation of Iraq from Saddam Hussein. The United States, the 
United Kingdom, other members of the coalition gave blood and treasure to lib-
erate Iraq, and frankly, to liberate the region from a dictator who had caused two 
wars in the matter of a little more than a decade, a million lives in two countries. 
And so we are very proud to have participated in the liberation of Iraq. 

Note the reference to the pivotal role of the US in bringing about democracy 
in Iraq. The conceptual definitions of terms such as stability and democracy 
are rooted in US-driven value frames that redefine the role of the US as the 
savior of Iraqi freedom, celebrating the US invasion as an intervention of 
liberty. The pride of the US is tied to the role played by the US in liberat-
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ing the Iraqi people and the region from a dictator. Obfuscated from the 
articulation of Dr. Rice is the imperial invasion of Iraq by the US. Absent 
are references to global resistance against what is often seen in the global 
community as the imperial invasion of Iraq for economic and geostrategic 
reasons. Also absent are the voices of the Iraqi people and opportunities for 
their genuine participation in defining the frames of meaning in a discursive 
frame celebrating democracy, participation, and liberation.

In the context of Iraq, the top-down mission of invasion also becomes 
apparent in the following excerpt from Secretary Condoleezza Rice’s remarks 
to US mission personnel in Iraq (Rice, 2007b):

First of all, this is an essential mission for the security and well-being of the Unit-
ed States of America. I know we talk a great deal about helping the Iraqi people 
to find their way out of violence, out of tyranny, to democracy and to living to-
gether in peace and prosperity. And that’s a noble cause, and America has always 
been at its best when it uses its power for noble causes. But this mission, bringing 
a stable and secure Iraq, is also essential for the security of the United States of 
America. Because on September 11th when those 19 men drove our own air-
planes into the Pentagon and into the World Trade Center and would have driv-
en it into the Capitol in Washington, we realized that we were no longer isolated 
from danger and terror, that the great oceans that had protected us for almost 
200 years were no barrier to fear and destruction on our own territory, and we 
recognized at that point that we were going to have to come to the source of 
the problem, that we were going to have to go on the offense, that no matter 
how well we tried to defend America with port security and airport security, we 
couldn’t play defense because the terrorists only have to be right once and we 
have to be right 100 percent of the time. 

And that’s an unfair fight, and therefore we decided we had to go on the offense. 
And that meant coming to the source of the problem here in the Middle East and 
trying nothing more grand than trying to actually bring about a different kind 
of Middle East. And a different kind of Iraq, an Iraq freed of Saddam Hussein, 
an Iraq freed of the tyranny that was a part of this land for so long, that’s the 
different kind of Iraq that can be a pillar of that different kind of Middle East. 

Evident here is the linkage of public diplomacy to the geostrategic and se-
curity interests of the Middle East, also depicting the contradiction between 
the liberating Iraq frame and the US interests frame. In spite of the absence 
of evidence that connected Iraq with the terrorist attacks on September 11, 
the secretary refers back to the terror frame to justify the occupation of Iraq. 
Securing Iraq is connected to question of security and embedded within the 
9/11 frame that has strong resonance among Americans. Iraq is identified as 
the source of the problem in spite of the absence of evidence that connects 
the terror attacks to Iraq or to weapons of mass destruction.
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Underlying the articulations of public diplomacy is the role of the US as a 
source of global values, attempting to shape the world through its hegemonic 
access to power. These global values which are framed as universals are juxta-
posed in the backdrop of the portrayals of the Middle East as backward and 
under-developed. In a Washington Post op-ed written by the US Secretary of 
State, this becomes apparent (Rice, 2005):

The “freedom deficit” in the broader Middle East provides fertile ground for 
the growth of an ideology of hatred so vicious and virulent that it leads people 
to strap suicide bombs to their bodies and fly airplanes into buildings. When the 
citizens of this region cannot advance their interests and redress their grievances 
through an open political process, they retreat hopelessly into the shadows to be 
preyed upon by evil men with violent designs. In these societies, it is illusory to 
encourage economic reform by itself and hope that the freedom deficit will work 
itself out over time.

The Middle East is broadly homogenized into a monolith by the secretary, 
being portrayed in terms of its “freedom deficit.” The ideology in the Middle 
East is portrayed as vicious and virulent and as the basis for terror. Absent 
from the discursive frame is acknowledgment of the violent role of the US in 
the Middle East, the history of US imperialism, and US strategic use of force 
in the region. The articulation further goes on to depict suicide bombers and 
evil men with violent designs in Orientalist terms, building and bolstering the 
frame of the backward Middle East as a backdrop for the justification of US 
invasions in the region. Economic reform is constituted in the logics of de-
velopment, framed in relationship to the portrayal of a primitive Middle East. 
The Orientalist frame further continues (Rice, 2005):

Though the broader Middle East has no history of democracy, this is not an 
excuse for doing nothing. If every action required a precedent, there would be 
no firsts. We are confident that democracy will succeed in this region not simply 
because we have faith in our principles but because the basic human longing for 
liberty and democratic rights has transformed our world. Dogmatic cynics and 
cultural determinists were once certain that “Asian values,” or Latin culture, or 
Slavic despotism, or African tribalism would each render democracy impossible. 
But they were wrong, and our statecraft must now be guided by the undeniable 
truth that democracy is the only assurance of lasting peace and security between 
states, because it is the only guarantee of freedom and justice within states. 

That Middle East has no history of democracy is a discursive statement that 
emerges within the framework of the primitive Middle East. Broad general-
izations and denigration of the history of the Middle East are utilized in order 
to create a frame that justifies US imperial invasion in the region through the 
US of force. The notions of basic human longing for liberty and democracy 
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are framed as justifications. US statecraft emerges as the solution within the 
frame, as the guarantor of freedom and justice within states. The framing of 
US-style democracy as the only solution is embedded within imperial maneu-
verings of the democracy frame to justify fundamentally undemocratic im-
perial invasions and other non-transparent democracy promotion initiatives 
globally directed at subverting the fundamental sovereignty of people. 

The hypocrisy of such top-down public diplomacy discourse becomes 
further evident in the following articulation (Rice, 2005):

Implicit within the goals of our statecraft are the limits of our power and the 
reasons for our humility. Unlike tyranny, democracy by its very nature is never 
imposed. Citizens of conviction must choose it—and not just in one election. The 
work of democracy is a daily process to build the institutions of democracy: the 
rule of law, an independent judiciary, free media and property rights, among oth-
ers.…Our power gains its greatest legitimacy when we support the natural right 
of all people, even those who disagree with us, to govern themselves in liberty. 

Observe the fundamental divergence between the representation of democ-
racy as never imposed and the top-down US imperial aggressions in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Although references are made to the fostering of democratic 
spaces where people can govern themselves in liberty, such constructions of 
liberty are constituted within the very use of force and the undermining of 
sovereignty of the people of the invaded nation states. Democracy then be-
comes the rhetorical justification for neocolonial invasion, reinvented in the 
language of liberty to fundamentally undermine the sovereignty and liberty 
of the people of Iraq and Afghanistan (Rice, 2005).

After all, who truly believes, after the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, that the status 
quo in the Middle East was stable, beneficial and worth defending? How could it 
have been prudent to preserve the state of affairs in a region that was incubating 
and exporting terrorism; where the proliferation of deadly weapons was getting 
worse, not better; where authoritarian regimes were projecting their failures onto 
innocent nations and peoples; where Lebanon suffered under the boot heel of 
Syrian occupation; where a corrupt Palestinian Authority cared more for its own 
preservation than for its people’s aspirations; and where a tyrant such as Saddam 
Hussein was free to slaughter his citizens, destabilize his neighbors and under-
mine the hope of peace between Israelis and Palestinians? It is sheer fantasy to 
assume that the Middle East was just peachy before America disrupted its alleged 
stability. Had we believed this, and had we done nothing, consider all that we 
would have missed in just the past year: …And, of course, an Iraq that in the 
face of a horrific insurgency has held historic elections, drafted and ratified a new 
national charter, and will go to the polls again in coming days to elect a new 
constitutional government. 
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Freedom ironically emerges as the justification for imperial invasion. The 
US is framed as the liberator of people in the Middle East and its military 
invasions are justified as catalysts of liberty and democracy. The intersections 
between public diplomacy and imperial invasion become apparent, working 
together to bring about US-style free market democracy (Rice, 2005):

…in times of unprecedented change, the traditional diplomacy of crisis man-
agement is insufficient. Instead, we must transcend the doctrines and debates 
of the past and transform volatile status quos that no longer serve our interests. 
What is needed is a realistic statecraft for a transformed world…President Bush 
outlined the vision for it in his second inaugural address: “It is the policy of the 
United States to seek and support the growth of democratic movements and 
institutions in every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny 
in our world.” 

The work of freeing the world from tyranny is achieved through the tyranni-
cal invasion of nation states through the use of imperial aggression. The para-
dox of public diplomacy during the Bush regime lies precisely in the usage of 
terms such as democracy, liberty, and freedom to fundamentally undermine 
the freedom and liberty of invaded nation states. 

The economic question

US public diplomacy works as a global propaganda machine for rendering 
commonsensical the basic tenets of neoliberalism that tie in ideas of democ-
racy and participation with the notions of the market. Consider for instance 
the following statement on the Middle East Partnership Initiative promoting 
partnership between US and Middle East Universities (US Department of 
State, 2006):

The Department of State’s Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI) is support-
ing greater freedom and opportunity for students in the region with four new 
grants totaling $1,160,000 for partnerships between colleges and universities in 
the United States and the Middle East.… The Middle East Partnership Initiative 
provides tangible support to reformers in the region so democracy can spread, 
education can thrive, economies can grow, and women can be empowered. The 
initiative has invested more than $293 million in four years in more than 350 
programs in 16 countries and the Palestinian territories.

The partnership then becomes a framework for top-down dissemination of 
US values. Education emerges as a key site for disseminating these values, 
utilizing the languages of capacity strengthening and improving access to fos-
ter channels for the dissemination and circulation of neoliberal ideals. 

http://2002-2009-mepi.state.gov/index.htm
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Rather than fostering opportunities for listening to the voices of those 
in the Middle East, efforts of building educational initiatives become top-
down frames for diffusing US-style values. The idea of creating opportu-
nities for children in the Middle East is constituted within the spreading 
of neoliberal values of US-style democracy, rooted in the concept of the 
market. The language of freedom of opportunity is constituted amid the 
economics of neoliberal trade; the escalation of terms such as democracy, 
freedom, and opportunity to universal terms obfuscates the fundamentally 
cultural and Eurocentric roots of these terms. The notion of informed citi-
zenry is intrinsically connected with the implied notions of building a pro-
free-market citizenry aligned with the interventionist agendas of the US in 
the Middle East.

Here is another example, excerpted from the statement made by Con-
doleezza Rice at the launching of an US-Palestine public-private partnership 
(Rice, 2007c):

The United States is making an unprecedented effort to increase opportunity for 
Palestinians. Last month, as we blocked funds to Hamas, our financial assistance 
to the Palestinian people actually increased.…The peace and security that we 
seek in the Middle East requires the active engagement of private citizens, civil 
society groups, and the business community. And that is where each and every 
one of you can make a real impact through this new public-private partnership. 
Focusing this partnership on projects that reach young Palestinians directly, that 
prepare them for responsibilities of citizenship and leadership can have an enor-
mous, positive impact…I want to demonstrate that America writ large, not just 
the government, but our entire nation and our citizenry will welcome the Pal-
estinian people into the community of nations and will help them to develop a 
stake in the global economy. Mobilizing investment and generating jobs will be 
key to the success of this initiative. 

Note the paradox inherent in a framework of public diplomacy that on 
one hand discusses the notion of partnership and on the other hand, does 
so through top-down notions of global organizing rooted in US-centric 
neoliberal thought. The possibilities of partnership are embodied in 
US-centric ideals of governance, conceptualizing private citizenship, civil so-
ciety and business community as mechanisms of governance, embodied in 
private-public partnerships. The privatized notions of citizenship are rooted 
in US-centric notions of neoliberal forms of governance that privilege private 
property-bearing citizens as participating subjects of democracies. Participa-
tion is framed in economic terms, in terms of investment and participation in 
the global market. 

The economic agenda of US public diplomacy constituted within its 
top-down role in opening up markets is evident in the following remark by 
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Condoleezza Rice to the international compact with Iraq ministerial (Rice, 
2007d):

Under the Compact, Iraq has undertaken important steps for advanced eco-
nomic reforms and good governance—including priority goals: reforming fuel 
subsidies, restructuring the hydrocarbon sector, and sharing oil revenues fairly 
among all Iraqis. In return, Iraq’s Compact partners have agreed to help Iraq 
by providing substantial debt relief, along with significant financial and techni-
cal assistance.…While the goals of the Compact are economic in nature, they 
extend much further—providing powerful incentives for the Iraqi Government 
to function more effectively and to achieve its broader national goals of politi-
cal reconciliation and security for all Iraqis. In turn, this will help to build the 
Iraqi people’s faith and confidence in their new democratic public institutions.…
Another goal of the Compact is to promote Iraq’s economic integration in the 
region and the world. This is absolutely vital to Iraq’s success, but it is also a 
goal that will benefit all of us…The United States has been and will continue to 
be a partner for the Iraqi people and for Iraq’s democratic government. We will 
continue our efforts to help the Iraqi people to develop their economy and to 
achieve economic self-reliance. 

Once again, public diplomacy is framed within the neoliberal reforms that 
are pushed into the Middle East through the opening up of markets in Iraq. 
Reforming the hydrocarbon sector and reforming fuel subsidies, elements 
of sovereign decision-making, emerge as top-down agendas carried out by 
the US through its imperial invasion of Iraq. The language of democracy 
promotion and liberation is located within the economic agendas of the US 
in imposing a top-down economic reform agenda in Iraq, and this becomes 
evident in the above excerpt. The notions of leveraging the full economic 
promise of Iraq and building a new relationship with the world become the 
avenues for carrying our neoliberal reforms across Iraq. Furthermore, diplo-
macy emerges then as a strategic device for the economic reforms carried out 
in Iraq, couching these reforms in the languages of democracy and liberation. 
Note the disconnection between the description of transformation diplomacy 
as a dialogic partnership with other nation states, and the specifics of public 
diplomacy efforts that continue to embody top-down principles of neoliberal 
reforms that are driven by the essential privileging of the market. Here is 
another statement highlighting the economic logic as Secretary Rice outlines 
the Iraq strategy to the House Foreign Affairs Committee: “I would note that 
we have an international compact which is a bargain between the internation-
al community and the Iraqis. The Iraqis would agree to do certain things, 
an oil law, fight corruption, certain other activities, and the international 
community would promise support. It seems to me that this is something 
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that could have a positive effect on support for Iraq, but also a positive effect 
on developments for reform in Iraq” (Rice, 2007e).

Strategies of co-optation

In her articulations, Secretary Rice outlines several efforts that are positioned 
as strategies for leading globally, depicting the communication strategies that 
are directed at achieving US interests in the Middle East. One such strategy 
is to utilize the Internet to reach out to the youth. Consider the following 
depiction in the position statement on “Transformational diplomacy”: “Pro-
grams are being developed to enhance America’s presence through a medium 
that young people worldwide increasingly rely upon for their information. 
Café USA/Seoul and other programs being developed will reach young peo-
ple through interactive, online discussions” (US Department of State, 2006). 
Note the use of the language of dialogue and participation within the broader 
agendas of the US to shape public opinion among youth through top-down 
strategies. Culture-centered interrogations of public diplomacy practices spe-
cifically draw attention to the ways in which the language of dialogue and 
participation is framed within broader top-down agendas of neoliberalism 
that exert power through co-optation. 

In an interview with Radio Sawa describing US public diplomacy in the 
Middle East, Secretary Rice notes (Rice, 2007f): “I hope that in the Middle 
East we can make real progress on helping the forces of moderation in the 
Middle East, helping democratic forces in the Middle East. You know, the 
Middle East is a wonderful region with energetic people, people who are 
proud, people who want the best for their children. They don’t want to live 
in a world in which young people are encouraged to be suicide bombers.  
I believe that the people of the Middle East want a better and more prosper-
ous future.” The understanding of the people of the Middle East and their 
desire for US style notions of democracy and liberty are embedded within 
US-centric agendas and understandings of democracy and liberty.

In a similar sense, the US invasion of Iraq is narrated in the language of 
democracy and freedom. In addressing the Iraqi reconstruction team in No-
vember 2005, Secretary Rice notes the following (Rice, 2005):

In that way, as we help the Iraqi people secure their freedoms, we indeed secure 
our own. Because if Iraq does not succeed and should Iraq become a place of de-
spair, generations of Americans would also be condemned to fear and to insecu-
rity. And so our fates and our futures are very much linked …But I want to close 
with where I started. We—Americans and our coalition partners, civilian and 
military, government organizations from the State Department, from Justice, 
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from other parts of our government—are helping to create conditions in Iraq 
that the Iraqi people will seize to secure their future. 

The invasion of Iraq is defined as the freedom of the Iraqi people. The lan-
guage of freedom and democracy becomes the cornerstone for justifying the 
continued US occupation of Iraq, disregarding the strong and consistent re-
sistance offered to the US presence in Iraq by the Iraqi people. In this sense, 
public diplomacy emerges as propaganda, as one-way communication that 
narrates a particular version of truth and simultaneously ignores the realities 
on the ground. When discussing elections held in Iraq and the electoral pro-
cesses, Secretary Rice ignores the consistent struggles and resistance of the 
Iraqi people. Consider further the democracy drumbeating in the following 
excerpt (Rice, 2005):

And there is a reason that we should have great confidence in their ability to do 
that. I have watched in amazement over the last couple of years as the Iraqi peo-
ple have emerged from one of the most brutal tyrannies of the 20th century, 20th 
and 21st century, as they have repeatedly cast their lot with their political process, 
as they went to the polls 8.5 million strong in January of this year and almost 
10 million strong just a few weeks ago, to cast their ballots despite the threats of 
terrorists, despite the violence that they have experienced on a daily basis, despite 
the fact that people have sacrificed family members in order to just try and secure 
the blessings of liberty that we have long enjoyed. 

To celebrate the markers of democracy in the elections, local resistance is 
labeled as terrorism and as threat. The frame of liberty is superimposed to 
write over the localized forms of challenge continually being offered by Iraqi 
people. Consider for instance the reference to people sacrificing their family 
members in order to secure the blessings of liberty. The framing of US-style 
liberty as the sacred cow writes over the very oppressive nature of the oc-
cupation that has been carried out in the name of liberty. Public diplomacy 
thus becomes a propaganda device for reframing the realm of the symbolic, 
for reframing occupation as liberation, and for continuing to recirculate that 
frame to various stakeholders.

Discussion

Throughout this chapter, the examination of US public diplomacy efforts in 
the Middle East in the midst of US invasions in Iraq and Afghanistan depicts 
the flows of power through which the terms of public diplomacy are dictated 
as instruments of neo-imperial communication. Finding continuity with the 
early roots of public relations as public diplomacy directed at promoting an 
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image (Nelson & Izadi, 2009), public diplomacy emerges as one-way com-
munication that utilizes the languages of listening, participation, and dialogue 
to push top-down agendas. The rhetoric of freedom, democracy, and liberty 
is embedded within US agendas of transforming Iraq into a neoliberal exper-
iment (Harvey, 2005). Inherent in frames of public diplomacy circulated by 
the US is the paradox in the use of democracy as a rhetorical device to achieve 
and justify undemocratic ends (in this case the military invasion of Iraq and 
Afghanistan). The language of democracy gets continually circulated in a 
neo-imperial invasion that in essence undermines the sovereign rights of the 
people of Afghanistan and Iraq, depicting the hypocrisies inherent in US-style 
democracy promotion efforts abroad as instruments of colonial expansion. 
Democracy and liberty become buzzwords for justifying the imperial control 
of spaces in the Middle East, constituted within US economic agendas. 

Even as the US invaded Iraq and Afghanistan, the language of democracy 
became the framework for the invasion, and public diplomacy played a vital 
role in organizing this shift through the continual references to democracy 
and liberation in depictions of Iraq and Afghanistan. Thus, US public diplo-
macy served as the cornerstone of US imperialism, drawing upon notions of 
liberty and freedom to justify invasion and occupation. The hypocrisy of the 
liberal tradition in justifying and perpetuating the oppressions carried out 
by the European-American center as a means for civilizing the savage other 
is well evident in the racist writings of John Stuart Mill (1972), referring to 
colonial control as a means of civilizing the “other”:

Despotism is a legitimate mode of government in dealing with barbarians, pro-
vided the end be their improvement, and the means justified by actually effecting 
that end. Liberty, a principle, has no application to any state of things anterior 
to the time when mankind have become capable of being improved by free and 
equal discussion. Until then, there is nothing for them but implicit obedience to 
an Akbar or a Charlemagne, if they are so fortunate as to find one (p. 73)

The “transformational diplomacy” framework introduced in the backdrop of 
the US invasions in the Middle East continued to embody concealed strate-
gic action (Habermas, 1987), utilizing public diplomacy as a strategic tool 
for managing an image communicating the spirit of dialogue and listening 
although the nature of communication itself was top-down, strategic, and 
guided by US economic interests in the Middle East amid neo-imperial inva-
sions of the Middle East.

The public diplomacy efforts of the US targeted toward the Middle East 
continue to reiterate the age-old top-down frames of a primitive Middle East 
grounded in notions of US superiority, in spite of the language of participation 
and listening foregrounded in the narrative of “transformational diplomacy.” 
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Grounded in the Habermasian (1987) notion of communicative action, to 
truly listen, culturally-centered public diplomacy seeks to co-create discursive 
spaces for cultural understanding through which policies and programs can 
be established through co-participation of multiple stakeholders in discursive 
processes (Dutta-Bergman, 2006). A culturally-centered stance of listening 
would guide the US toward participating in meaningful conversations with 
communities in the Middle East, which would therefore create openings for 
policy changes in the US as well as in the Middle East (serving as an impetus for 
transforming the Empire and its neoimperial practices). To be dialogic, com-
munication needs to be grounded in a dialectical relationship with the materi-
al, connecting the symbolic and the material in guiding mutual understanding 
(Dutta-Bergman, 2006). The roles of relationship processes are centered on 
listening, bringing together various stakeholder groups across national bound-
aries to generate dialogues, that in turn create entry points for mutual under-
standing. In such a framework, the emphasis of public diplomacy as public 
relations is not on developing messaging strategies directed at changing public 
opinion or on selling, but rather on fostering spaces for honest conversations 
among various stakeholder groups across national boundaries, grounded in 
the search for truth. In the context of Iraq then, culturally-centered public di-
plomacy would foreground participation guided by truth, and would work on 
developing new understandings through dialogues among various stakehold-
ers, creating conversational entry points among various forms of social and 
cultural organizing. Bringing Iraqi communities in conversations with various 
local US communities would foster forms of understanding that can create 
meaningful entry points for communities in both Iraq and US, attending to 
discussions of lived experiences, struggles, and engagement with materiality. 
Such a framework moves away from offering image strategies to shape public 
opinion to engaging stakeholders in a mutually enriching journey of under-
standing, grounded in honest and open dialogues that attend to the realities 
of the lived experiences of various stakeholders. 

Moreover, the spirit of dialogue in public diplomacy therefore would need 
to work at the upstream of international relations efforts, with a commit-
ment to building authentic relationships through dialogue (Dutta-Bergman, 
2005, 2006). A culturally-centered commitment to dialogue seeks to foster 
spaces of communicative action by foregrounding authenticity, truth, and 
debate, grounded in materiality (Habermas, 1987). Aligned with calls for 
two-way symmetrical public diplomacy (Nelson & Izadi, 2009), culturally- 
centered public diplomacy attends to the inequities of power that render 
impossible the opportunities for dialogue, and then works through these ter-
rains of inequalities in distribution of power to co-construct possibilities of 
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dialogue. Through culturally-centered public diplomacy, dialogue becomes 
possible in the processes of questioning the taken-for-granted assumptions 
about governance and social organizing as circulated within the hegemonic 
structures, as well as in the foregrounding of the hypocrisies and violence 
that are embedded within liberal models of public diplomacy. Instead, spaces 
are opened up for inviting diverse worldviews, understandings, and inter-
pretations, attending to the lived experiences at the margins of global spaces 
(Bakhtin, 1981). The engagement of various state and non-state actors and 
publics in these processes of dialogues also foster opportunities for transform-
ing the ways in which states are organized. Public diplomacy thus emerges 
as a way of organizing global spaces through mutually constitutive commu-
nication rather than being used as a top-down public relations tool directed 
at circulating strategic images of the nation state to achieve certain hidden 
imperial agendas.
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24.  An Integrated Approach to Public 
Diplomacy

Guy J. Golan

The current book aimed to synthesize the wide body of literature regarding 
the conceptual similarities between international public relations and public 
diplomacy scholarship. Based on the integrated public diplomacy approach 
(Golan, 2013), authors discussed strategic communication programs, rep-
utation management and long-term relational engagement dimensions that 
bridge the two disciplines. A multitude of definitions were presented in the 
book regarding what public diplomacy actually means and how it relates to 
international public relations.

I believe that public diplomacy is a subset of political public relations (see 
Stromach and Kiousis, 2011) with an emphasis on government as the primary 
organization and foreign publics as the primary publics. My definition of pub-
lic diplomacy is government based and may not be consistent with those of 
scholars who argue for a wider definition that includes government, corpo-
rations and even citizen-to-citizen diplomacy (Gregory, 2008; Seib, 2009). 

Recognizing the many conceptual similarities between public diplomacy 
and international public relations, several of the book chapters argue for the 
appropriateness of mass communication and public relations theoretical per-
spectives on the study of public diplomacy.

While dozens of peer-reviewed academic studies have examined the many 
facets of public diplomacy, the field is continuously undermined by its un-
derdeveloped theoretical approach. Inspired by various disciplines, such as 
international relations, political science and mass communication, public 
diplomacy scholarship draws upon many discipline-related theories but lacks 
a guiding theoretical framework that allows scholars to make predictions 
regarding international engagement outcomes. The field’s largely theoreti-
cal nature represents a key limitation, as pointed to by various scholars (See 
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Entman, 2008; Gilboa, 2008). A review of two decades’ worth of public 
diplomacy literature does, however, point to an oft-cited, common key con-
cept: Joseph Nye’s (1990) soft power. While soft power may be useful in 
explaining the logic behind government engagement of foreign publics, it 
in itself is not a social scientific theory as it does not include the key criteria 
required of a positivist theory (Shoemaker et al., 2004). 

Gilboa (2000) provides one of the only theoretical models for the study 
of public diplomacy and of the complex interaction between media, govern-
ment and public opinion. His model includes six separate elements. The first 
three focus on traditional diplomacy: secret diplomacy, closed-door diploma-
cy and open diplomacy. The second three focus on public diplomacy, media 
diplomacy and media-brokered diplomacy. Overall, Gilboa’s model is useful 
as a taxonomy, but it falls short of providing the sort of predictive attributes 
required of a social scientific theory.

As noted by Entman (2008), public opinion, both domestic and global, 
involves a complex interaction between government, elites, the news media 
and the public. He claims that scholars lack a full understanding of this inter-
action and, therefore, cannot easily predict public diplomacy programs and 
their impact on global public opinion outcomes. Building upon his previous 
scholarship (Entman, 2004), he argues for the applicability of the cascade 
activation model as a theoretical framework for public diplomacy research. 
There is much promise in Entman’s model, yet it largely applies to the medi-
ated public diplomacy approach and is less applicable for research on country 
reputation or relational public diplomacy.

In a recent publication, I introduce the integrated public diplomacy 
model (Golan, 2013) as a useful approach for analyzing government/
foreign public engagement. Based on a strategic planning perspective, the 
integrated public diplomacy model identifies three levels of engagement. 

Mediated Public Diplomacy

The first level deals with integrated public diplomacy. Here, the focus is on 
strategic media frame building by governments who actively aim to influence 
foreign media coverage (Entman, 2008; Sheafer & Shenhav, 2009) as a part 
of a global communication competition between nations (Schafer & Gabay, 
2009). As the foreign public engagement process is filtered through the chan-
nels of global mass communication, governments must recognize that public 
diplomacy does not occur inside a vacuum. While a variety of educational 
and cultural exchanges may be useful in highlighting a nation’s soft power, 
the majority of foreign citizens will never be exposed or participate in them. 
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Rather, as supported by dozens of previous studies, most people get their 
information about any nation from mass media outlets (Bennett et al., 1994; 
Golan, 2006). It is because of this fact that the fundamental relationship be-
tween any government and foreign public occur, first and foremost, through 
mass media channels. As an intervening public (see Carroll and McCombs, 
2003), mass media channels are not only central in the dissemination of news 
and information regarding a nation, but they also play a key role in interpret-
ing the meaning of the news (Scheufele, 1999; Borah, 2011).

 Ultimately, mediated public diplomacy scholarship focuses on the stra-
tegic management of the content of foreign news coverage. As such, mass 
communication and international public relations-based theories can provide 
an appropriate theoretical framework for this field of research. Agenda-setting 
theory (McCombs & Shaw, 1972) and agenda-building literature (Kiousis  
et al., 2006, 2007) provides robust theoretical underpinnings for studying 
the transfer of issue and attribute salience from the government agenda to the 
media agenda (Weaver & Elliott, 1985; McCombs, 1997) and potentially the 
public agenda (Kiousis et al., 2009). 

The centrality of the media as a mediator between governments and for-
eign citizens is best understood through the mediatization prism (Kepplinger, 
2006; Strömbäck, 2008). As explained by this area of scholarship, news media 
organizations no longer simply cover international politics but may in fact be 
active participants in global political processes. For this exact reason, many 
nations around the world are allocating large amounts of money towards in-
ternational broadcasting channels (see Powers and Samuel-Azran).

As noted by Entman (2008), the concept of mediated public diplomacy 
does not simply refer to the use of the news media by governments in an 
attempt to increase support of its policies by foreign publics. Rather, he de-
fines mediated public diplomacy as “the organized attempts by a president 
and his foreign policy apparatus to exert as much control as possible over the 
framing of…policy in foreign media” (p. 89). As such, Entman’s definition 
directly relates to agenda-building research that focuses on organizational at-
tempts to promote the saliency of certain organizational issues and attributes 
while downplaying others (Kiousis, Mitrook, Wu, & Seltzer, 2006; Kiousis, 
Popescu & Mitrook, 2007; Sweetser & Brown, 2008). The key difference 
between mediated public diplomacy and traditional agenda-building research 
is found in the type of organization and its target stakeholders. 

It is important to note that governmental attempts to influence for-
eign media coverage can be best understood in the context of international 
relations. Nations and non-nation actors often compete over media framing 
of salient events, not only with one another but also with a variety of third 
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party interests (Sheafer & Gabay, 2009). Examples include frame-building 
at times of international conflict (Fahmy, 2007; Kothari, 2010), territorial 
disputes (Maoz, 2006; Rogers & Ben-David, 2010) and contention over 
foreign policy (Bonomi & Pan, 2013). As such, it is often the case that 
mediated public diplomacy efforts occur in response to international cri-
sis. For this reason, I argue that crisis communication literature (Coombs 
& Holladay, 2004; Coombs 2007; Jin & Liu, 2014) can provide scholars 
and practitioners alike with a theoretical perspective as well as real life best 
practices to follow. 

 The importance of successfully shaping foreign media framing of salient 
international events is further magnified when considering its potential out-
come. The successful promotion of salient frames will likely transfer to the 
saliency of issues and attributes in the foreign public agenda as predicted 
by second level agenda-setting (Wanta, Golan & Lee, 2004; Kiousis & Wu, 
2008), resulting in improved public opinion and potentially influence on for-
eign elites (Sheafer & Shenhav, 2009). 

Nation Brands / Reputation Level

The second level of the integrated public diplomacy model (Golan, 2013) 
focuses on nation branding and country reputation. A review of public diplo-
macy scholarship points to dozens of studies focused on such branding efforts 
as nation branding (Molleda & Suarez, 2006; 2005; Taylor & Kent, 2006) 
or country-of-origin advertising campaigns (Kunczick, 1997; Peterson & 
Jolibert, 1995). The current book also included several chapters that deal with  
similar tactics (see Hung, Connolly-Ahern & Ma). While a rich body of lit-
erature details nation branding and country reputation management efforts, 
the research field, as a whole, is partially undermined by a lack of theoreti-
cal grounding. As argued in Anholt’s chapter, foreign public perceptions of 
nations are a product of a complex set of variables. It is important to note 
that many international branding and/or reputation management campaigns 
are reactive rather than proactive. Unable to successfully engage in mediated 
public diplomacy efforts, governments are often seduced by the promises of 
advertising and marketing professionals. However, I argue that those efforts 
to engage in branding are unlikely to succeed during times when nations are 
not successfully managing their overall foreign media strategy. The integrat-
ed public diplomacy model (Golan, 2013) suggests that successful mediated 
public diplomacy efforts are a prerequisite for successful nation-branding or 
country reputation management efforts. I further argue that no nation can 
likely succeed in long-term relationship building via government engagement 
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and/or track two diplomacy unless they fulfill the first two requirements of 
the model. For example, despite sophisticated research-based, image-building 
efforts, the nation of Israel—which actively aims to position itself as a start-up 
nation or as the Middle East’s only true democracy—is unable to make signif-
icant changes in foreign public opinion largely due to the consistent framing 
of the nation within the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Another 
example is the continent of Africa. Despite many positive developments in 
the field of economics, technology, and civil society, the African continent 
receives limited media coverage in the West and, when it is covered, frames 
tend to focus on conflict, corruption and natural disasters (Fair, 1993; Golan, 
2008). It is therefore my contention that gaining favorable media coverage is 
a prerequisite for all public diplomacy efforts. As long as global media cover-
age is unfavorable to the nation, it is unlikely to gain the necessary credibility 
with foreign publics that is required for successful relationship-building. It 
is important to note that many nations around the world do not need to 
focus on the mediated public diplomacy level. These nations can, therefore, 
focus on nation-branding and relational diplomacy efforts. For example, the 
Netherlands is not engaged in hostile media competition with international 
rivals who aim to discredit it, nor does international media coverage of the 
nation focus on negative media frames such as war and conflict. Therefore, 
the Dutch nation can focus international communication efforts on bicycle 
diplomacy and/or its international aid efforts. However, nations involved in 
international disputes or conflict consistently face an attempt by their rivals 
to define and often discredit their foreign policy (Sheafer & Shenhav, 2009). 
Those nations operate within the context of crisis communication and, there-
fore, must successfully engage in active frame-building promotion in order 
to strategically position themselves within the international community. The 
failure of the American Shared Values campaign provides a good case study 
of the inability to brand a nation at a time when it was discredited and un-
dermined by its rival in the global media. The inability to manage a nation’s 
reputation at times of crises is also exemplified by recent attempts by Mexico 
to promote tourism in response to global media coverage of its drug wars or 
India’s attempt to brand itself as an innovative nation while international au-
diences were exposed to horrid tales of sexual violence against women.

The integrated public diplomacy model views the nation branding stage 
as a medium- to long-term effort. Ineffective nation-branding campaigns may 
discredit the international standing of a nation or simply waste its financial 
resources. However, successful nation-branding campaigns may provide a 
strong foundation to the third level of the integrated public diplomacy mod-
el: relational diplomacy. 



422 Guy J. Golan

The Relational Level

A review of public diplomacy literature identifies Nye’s (1990) soft power ap-
proach as the key conceptual framework for the majority of published public 
diplomacy studies. 

As argued by Nye (1990), soft power occurs “when one country gets 
another country to want what it wants” (p. 166). Nye (2008) further ex-
plains: “The soft power of a country rests primarily on three resources: its 
culture (in places where it is attractive to others), its political values (when 
it lives up to them at home and abroad), and its foreign policies (when they 
are seen as legitimate and having moral authority)” (p. 96). Gilboa (2008) 
further contextualizes the soft power idea and its applicability to the field of 
public diplomacy: “Power is the ability to alter the behavior of others to get 
what you want. To achieve this outcome, an actor may employ two elements 
of hard power—coercion (sticks) and payments (carrots)—and/or attraction 
(soft power). Soft power arises from the attractiveness of a nation’s values, 
culture, and policies (Nye 2004). It causes people to act through cooperation 
rather than coercion. When policies and positions of states or nonstate actors 
have moral authority, or are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others, their soft 
power is increased.” (p. 61). 

As noted, the soft power approach is largely based on the assumption 
that using soft power assets such as culture, political values and foreign policy, 
governments can achieve desirable international relations outcomes through 
global cooperation rather than by military force. The soft power approach has 
been widely adopted by public diplomacy scholars and often has been applied 
as a theoretical construct in research focused on soft power programs. Fur-
thermore, soft power serves as the intellectual justification behind many of the 
American government’s global public diplomacy programs. Focused largely 
on the relationship management function of public diplomacy, I argue that 
scholars have much to learn from public relationships scholarship. A variety 
of public relations theoretical perspectives such as relationship management 
theory (Ledingham, 2003), contingency theory (Cancel, Cameron, Sallot, 
and Mitrook, 1997), excellence theory (Grunig, 1992), and the situational 
theory of publics (Grunig, 1997) can guide public diplomacy scholarship at 
the relational level of my model.

Soft Power Programs

Many of the so-called soft power programs are based on a liberalist assump-
tion, which posits that international relations between nations can be best 
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understood through a prism of international cooperation between interna-
tional players all aimed at achieving mutually beneficial outcomes.1 This soft 
power approach promotes government-to-citizen as well as citizen-to-citizen 
diplomacy and promotes long-term relationship building. This approach will 
be discussed in the current chapter as the relational approach to public diplo-
macy. Programs aimed at achieving these goals through citizen engagement, 
including exchange, aid and language instruction programs will be referred 
to as soft power programs. Based on the relational approach, the United 
States government allocates a large amount of funds towards the sponsorship 
and support of public diplomacy soft power programs such as educational 
exchanges, cultural exchanges, aid diplomacy, English-language instruction, 
and American spaces and libraries abroad. 

The centrality of such programs to America’s global public diplomacy 
outreach was best summarized by the remarks of former Under Secretary of 
Public Diplomacy James Glassman (2008, January), who remarked: “Anoth-
er way to counter the ideas of the extremists is personal engagement through 
educational and cultural exchange programs. Funding for these programs has 
more than doubled since fiscal 2003[14]—and with good reason. Exchanges 
are the crown jewels of public diplomacy.” It has been widely argued that par-
ticipants in such educational exchange programs as the Fulbright program or 
the Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship Program yield positive public opinion 
outcomes regarding the United States by foreign citizens. This sentiment was 
echoed by Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice (2006) who argued that: “Ev-
ery foreign student attending one of our universities represents an opportuni-
ty to enhance democracy in America and to strengthen the cause of freedom 
abroad.” In a different speech, Secretary Rice further argued: 

We define the success of transformational diplomacy as a new kind of engage-
ment among peoples, new and ever more public diplomacy. This is not and can-
not be the job of just American diplomats. It’s a mission for the American people. 
That is why we are dramatically increasing our people-to-people engagement to 
connect students and journalists and scholars of the world. That is why we issued 
more student and exchange visas last year than at any other time in our history.

Scott-Smith (2009) further explains: “Whereas propaganda refers to the 
deliberate manipulation of information to achieve a desired result, exchanges 
are (ideally) the most two-way form of public diplomacy, opening up spaces 
for dialogue and the interchange of alternative viewpoints” (p. 51). A similar 
logic is applied to arts and cultural exchanges which are viewed as citizen 
diplomacy programs likely to result in mutual understanding and coopera-
tion. Brown (2009) notes: that: “Art creates powerful impressions that are 
often remembered forever. At the very least, arts diplomacy can make people 



424 Guy J. Golan

abroad associate America with the kind of unique moments that make our 
lives worth living” (p. 59). 

While no single soft power program alone can account for positive out-
comes in the form of improved public opinion of the United States abroad, 
they holistically aim to build bridges between citizens and establish mutually 
beneficial long-term relationships between Americans and foreign publics. A 
key assumption behind many of the soft power programs is the notion that 
they produce favorable sentiments by program participants who may in turn 
transfer those sentiments to other people in their home nation (Scott-Smith, 
2008). 

Under Secretary of Public Diplomacy Judith McHale (2009) argued that 
“the goal of this kind of person-to-person engagement has always been to 
form lasting relationships. This is now a foundation of our communications 
strategy as well. In a crowded media environment, relationships offer a way to 
break through the clutter.” Similar thoughts were echoed by Under Secretary 
of Public Diplomacy Tara Sonenshine (personal communication, October 18, 
2012): “21st century statecraft is about reaching out to the biggest table we 
can imagine. We have to reach and teach.”

Soft Power and Public Opinion

Recognizing the potential impact of citizen diplomacy and soft power pro-
grams on cultivating relationships between citizens of different nations, many 
in government and academia place an emphasis on these programs as key 
components of public diplomacy. Such emphasis is widely supported by bud-
get allocation towards soft power programs. While this focus makes sense 
intuitively, it is difficult to assess the direct influence that soft power programs 
have on global public opinion in both the short, medium and long term. The 
challenge of linking soft power programs to outcomes was highlighted by 
Under Secretary Sonenshine (2012) as she explained that

Congress these days, wants to know what the facts are. What do we really get 
from bringing all the students here? And for a long time, you would try to explain 
it as the way we would to get positive cultural and educational transformation. 
But now they want to get a little finer detail, like some quantitative diametrics. 
So we’ve gone out and looked at what international students contribute to a 
local economy. In this state, in one year, the presence of international students 
have contributed two-and-a-half-billion dollars to New York.…Across the Unit-
ed States, last year, the presence of 775,000 international students generated 20 
billion dollars in this country. Can you imagine if we shut that off?
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While the under secretary’s argument is convincing, public diplomacy 
programs by design are not meant to serve as engines of economic growth, 
but rather, they are ultimately aimed at promoting positive sentiments towards 
the host nations in terms of influencing participant opinion. However, there 
is little evidence that exchange programs can achieve such goals. Rather, they 
are likely to sustain status quo or reinforce opinions (Scott-Smith, 2009). The 
key limitation of soft power programs is the inherent difficulty in measuring 
and evaluating their success and in arguing for their causality. Pahlavi (2007) 
underlined the complexity of soft power program evaluation. He argued that 
“the multiple factors—both objective and subjective—involved in achieving 
goals and influencing outcomes make any rigid application of a cause-and-
effect rationale injudicious.” 

It is important to note that no nation around the world will have the 
same exact public diplomacy goals and objectives as another. While some 
nations will focus their engagement efforts on attracting tourism or foreign 
investments, other nations may deal with more short-term international  
relations crises. 

The American case study is worthy of examination due to both its fail-
ures and successes. Revamped after the attacks of September 11, 2001, the 
United States focused its public diplomacy efforts on the goal of reducing 
anti-American sentiments around the world. 

Anti-Americanism on the Rise

As noted by Goldsmith, Horiuchi and Inoguchi (2005), global public opin-
ion is a complex construct that is shaped and influenced by various predictors. 
Indeed, Tai, Petersen and Gurr (1973) explained that “issues identified in 
past studies as contributing to anti-American attitudes range from disagree-
ment with U.S. policies to rejection of western values and ideals to resent-
ment and/or fear of U.S. power and influence to scapegoating, or blaming 
America for a nation’s own problems” (p. 155). Chiozza (2009) further de-
tails the complex nature of global public opinion: “The disaggregated, mul-
tidimensional nature of popular attitudes towards the United States implies 
that anti-Americanism is not a single policy problem that calls for a single 
policy response” (p. 201).

A growing body of research on anti-Americanism has identified a mul-
titude of variables, such as media exposure (Nisbet et al., 2004; Nisbet & 
Shanahan, 2008), evaluations of the American president (Dragojlovic, 2011; 
Golan & Yang, 2013) and of his policies (el-Nawawy, 2006; Johnston & 
Stockmann, 2007; Lynch, 2007), political identity (Nisbet & Myers, 2010),  
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evaluations of American values (DeFleur & DeFleur, 2003; Graber, 2009), 
and education (Gentzkow & Shapiro, 2004) as predictors of global public 
opinion. 

One key criticism of soft power programs is the inability to directly 
demonstrate their impact on global public opinion. However, because so 
many variables impact foreign public opinion of the United States, no soft 
power program, no matter how effective, can alone account for changes in in-
ternational public opinion. This paradox may answer criticisms of soft power 
programs but, at the same time, it may raise questions regarding their effec-
tiveness and their return on investment.

Based on statements made by American government officials, the desired 
outcomes of American public diplomacy are to reduce anti-Americanism, re-
duce support for extremism and gain increased favorability in global attitudes 
towards the United States. As noted by Van Ham (2003): “Public diploma-
cy has become an essential ‘soft power’ tool in the U.S. war on terrorism. 
The U.S.-led war on Iraq has made it imperative to garner public support 
for the U.S. and its policies, but it has also proven more difficult to do so”  
(p. 441). Over the past decade, the United States has invested billions of 
dollars in the development and reconstruction of Iraq and Afghanistan, where 
it built schools, factories and hospitals. It expanded its educational and cul-
tural exchanges with citizens of the Muslim world. It established American 
spaces all around its Near East embassies and established Twitter and social 
media accounts in Farsi, Arabic, Urdu, and Turkish. Consistent in their belief 
that public diplomacy programs can reduce anti-Americanism and support for 
terror by highlighting America’s values, both the Bush and Obama admin-
istrations have argued for the potential necessity of public diplomacy in the 
war on terror. 

During the administration of Under Secretary of Public Diplomacy 
Charlotte Beers, the United States spent more than five million dollars on its 
“Shared Values Initiative” advertising campaign. These advertisements were 
placed around the Muslim world with the clear purpose of convincing the 
Muslim world that America was not waging a war on Islam (see Kendrick and 
Fullerton, 2004). Under Secretary Karen Hughes (2006) explained: 

Our second strategic imperative is to isolate and marginalize the violent extrem-
ists and confront their ideology of tyranny and hate. We must undermine their 
efforts. They want to portray the West as in conflict with Islam. That’s the win-
dow into which they recruit. We have to undermine those by providing platforms 
for debate, by empowering mainstream voices and by demonstrating respect for 
Muslim cultures and contributions to our society and to world society.
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Two years later, Under Secretary Glassman (2008, October) identified 
the goal of public diplomacy:

Our mission today in the war of ideas is highly focused. It is to use the tools 
of ideological engagement, words, images, and deeds to create an environment 
hostile to violent extremism. We want to break the linkages between groups like 
al-Qaida and their target audiences. Indeed, in the war of ideas, our core task is 
not how to fix foreigners’ perceptions of the United States, but how to isolate 
and reduce the threat of violent extremism. Our task is not to build our brand, 
but to destroy theirs.

Furthermore, Secretary Rice (2008) explained: 

Leading security experts are increasingly thinking about the war on terrorism as 
a kind of global counterinsurgency. What that means is that the center of gravity 
in this conflict is not just the terrorists themselves, but the populations they seek 
to influence and radicalize and in many cases, terrorize.

As a strategy, the replacement of USIA-style persuasion efforts in favor 
of citizen-to-citizen diplomacy justifies large scale investments and support 
for programs based on the assumption that soft power programs will increase 
support for the U.S. in the Muslim world and reduce support for terrorism. 
Pointing to a long term strategy of citizen engagement, the establishment 
and support of institutions of democracy and offering an alternative to radi-
calization, U.S. public diplomats have made the case for desired public diplo-
macy outcomes. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton (2010) explained:

Our diplomats and development experts are helping to build institutions, ex-
pand economic opportunities, and provide meaningful alternatives for insur-
gents ready to renounce violence and join their fellow Afghans in the pursuit 
of peace.… In Pakistan, our request includes $3.2 billion to combat extremism, 
promote economic development, strengthen democratic institutions, and build a 
long-term relationship with the Pakistani people.

As demonstrated, public diplomats in both the Bush and Obama admin-
istrations have argued for the allocation of large sums of funds towards soft 
power programs aimed at gaining favorable public opinion of the United 
States in the Muslim world and at reducing support for the global Al-Qaeda 
network. Based on such arguments, public diplomacy budgets have drastically 
increased over the past decade. For example, congressional budget appro-
priations for educational and cultural exchange programs more than tripled, 
going from 204 million dollars in 2000 to 635 million in 2010 (Department 
of State Budget, 2012). According to the 2013 State/USAID budgetary 
fact sheet, more than two billion dollars were directly allocated to public 
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diplomacy programs, and hundreds of millions invested in public diplomacy 
programs in Pakistan, Sudan, Palestine, Jordan, Egypt, and Indonesia. 

Despite these investments, longitudinal data indicate that despite Ameri-
ca’s best efforts, the investment in soft power programs in the Muslim world 
did not result in the desired outcomes. As noted by Zaharna (2007): “So far, 
U.S. public diplomacy attempts to wield its soft power have proved frustrat-
ing, as public perception of the U.S. remains overwhelmingly negative, par-
ticularly in the Arab and Islamic world—the primary target of U.S. intensive 
public diplomacy efforts” (p. 214). 

An analysis of longitudinal data from the Pew Global Attitude Project 
indicates that favorability ratings of the United States in much of the Arab 
and Muslim world remained consistently low throughout the 2000s (Pew 
Research Center, 2010). For example, a Pew Global Attitudes poll (2003) 
indicates that in Pakistan, the second largest Muslim nation in the world and 
a key ally in America’s global war on terror, more than 69% of people have an 
unfavorable view of the United States. In the years following 9/11, the Unit-
ed States provided Pakistan with more than 20 billion dollars in direct aid, 
about half of which was military assistance (Epstein & Kronstadt, 2012). Yet, 
despite this meaningful aid, public opinion polls showed that the majority 
of Pakistanis held unfavorable views of the United States, ranging from lows 
of 56% following the 2006 earthquake in Pakistan to highs of 75% in 2011 
(Wike, 2012). 

Similarly, public opinion polls following 9/11 pointed to general dis-
approval of the United States amongst the majority of respondents across 
the Arab world (Newport, 2002). Recognizing this problem, the United 
States provided key Arab allies such as Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq with 
significant sums of foreign aid during the following decade. Both the Bush 
and Obama Administrations appropriated hundreds of millions of dollars 
through USAID and into such soft power initiatives as The Millennium Chal-
lenge Account, The Middle East Partnership Initiative, The Foundation for  
the Future, and The Near East Regional Democracy Program. In addition, 
the United States allocated billions of dollars in economic and military aid 
to the governments of key Arab allies (Sharp, 2010). Yet, despite these high 
appropriations, longitudinal public opinion surveys point to persistent disap-
proval of the United States amongst the majority of people in Egypt, Jordan, 
Lebanon, and the Palestinian Authority (Telhami, 2010).

In terms of simple evaluation, American public diplomacy programs have 
failed to produce increased pro-American sentiments in much of the Arab and 
Muslim world despite the allocation of large budgets toward public diplomacy 
programs. As argued by Nye (2004): “Anti-Americanism has increased in 
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recent years, and the United States’ soft power—its ability to attract others 
by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them—is in 
decline as a result” (p. 16). Based on global public opinion data (see Pew 
2012), these sentiments are just as relevant nearly ten years later. Beyond 
global public opinion, the Al-Qaeda global network has endured and even ex-
panded its global base of operations and is successfully recruiting members all 
around the Muslim world (see Braniff and Moghadam, 2011; Celso, 2012) 
while support for Al-Qaeda remains in the double digits in such key nations 
as Pakistan, Egypt, Jordan, and Tunisia (Pew, 2012).

As noted, America’s expensive global outreach based on the soft power 
approach failed to meet the stated outcomes of improving Muslim public 
opinion, reducing anti-Americanism and curbing Al-Qaeda’s recruitment. 
One can argue that soft power program outcomes cannot be evaluated in 
the short term. Perhaps such stated outcomes will bear fruit in the years—or 
even decades—to come. Such arguments for the potential success of public 
diplomacy programs over the long run may be supported by the case study of 
America’s efforts in the former Soviet Union during the Cold War.

On the other hand, some will argue that a decade’s worth of data fails to 
support the notion that traditional soft power programs are successful instru-
ments of improving global public opinion. Could it be that America’s leading 
public diplomats got it wrong? Is it possible that educational exchanges and 
citizen diplomacy are not effective tools in America’s global war on terror? 
This chapter argues that soft power programs alone cannot achieve their stat-
ed outcomes as articulated by American public diplomats. Rather, I argue 
for the integration of traditional relational public diplomacy programs (those 
programs that I referred to as soft power programs) with the mediated public 
diplomacy approach.

Losing the Media War

It is difficult to account for the conflicting research findings regarding the 
relationship between American soft power outreach programs and the con-
sistent negative evaluations of the United States in the Muslim world. As 
previously noted, a variety of independent variables such as scapegoating, 
disapproval of U.S. regional policies, disapproval of American values, percep-
tions of the United States as a hegemon, and education are all interconnected 
in accounting for anti-Americanism in the Muslim world. 

One key factor that may account for the wide scale negative perceptions 
of American policies and values is their representation in the pan-Arab news 
media. Since individual citizens are not privy to the intimate details of foreign 
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policy, they often depend on mass media for interpretation and analysis. Ac-
cording to a Zogby (2011) poll, the majority of Arab respondents identified 
such pan-Arab satellite news channels as Al Jazeera, Al Arabiya and MBC as 
their main source of news regarding foreign affairs. 

The significant relationship between the consumption of pan-Arab and 
satellite channels and anti-American sentiments (Nisbet et al., 2004; Nisbet 
& Myers, 2011) has raised concern among academics and American govern-
ment officials (see Powers and Samuel-Azran chapter). Ubiquitous pan-Arab 
news coverage tends to highlight themes of Arab and Muslim victimization 
while often misrepresenting American policy and values (Sharp, 2003; Kai, 
2005). This chapter argues that the relational diplomacy approach focused on 
soft power programs cannot succeed without a short-term media strategy that 
will focus on issue management and on crisis communication. Regardless of 
foreign policy, any nation is unlikely to gain support among foreign publics if 
it consistently loses the media wars.

America’s Media Strategy

The worrisome impact of negative Arab media coverage of the United States 
and its potential behavior consequences have raised concern among govern-
ment officials. Under Secretary Hughes (2005) explained: 

I’m concerned that a lot of what I see is—in the press in this area and in the 
region of the Middle East where there’s been an explosion of Pan-Arab stations 
and satellite stations and a number of other stations that I’d hoped that I would 
like to challenge the press to—and not just here, but across the world, to seek to 
enlighten people rather than incite and to try to work to help build understand-
ings among—to help build understanding of the issues.

Hughes’s sentiments exemplify the attempts by governments all around 
the world to influence the manner in which foreign media cover stories re-
lating to their nations. Indeed, several scholars investigated government 
employment of global public relations counsel in an attempt to build and 
influence the global media agenda (Manheim & Albritton, 1984; Zhang & 
Benoit, 2004; Kiousis & Wu, 2008). Recent scholarship on public diplomacy 
has shifted attention away from traditional relational diplomacy and towards 
the subfield of mediated public diplomacy. 

Traditionally, American public diplomacy attempted to communicate 
American values to foreign publics. This effort was largely focused on such 
interpersonal communication venues as exchanges, English-language instruc-
tion programs and other soft power programs that promoted citizen-to- 
citizen diplomacy. While research indicates that messages communicated 
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through interpersonal channels are more likely to be perceived as credible and 
therefore more persuasive (Eveland & Shah, 2003), one cannot ignore the 
limitation of interpersonal communication as compared to mass communica-
tion channels. Nor should people forget that interpersonal discussion of polit-
ical matters is often influenced by exposure to mass communication channels.

Annually, more than 700,000 foreign students study in American insti-
tutions of higher learning (Open Doors, 2012). More than 40,000 of these 
students receive grants from the Department of State’s Bureau of Educational 
and Cultural Affairs as a part of the Fulbright public diplomacy initiative. 
While impressive, these numbers pale in comparison to Al Jazeera’s global 
audience of more than 150 million viewers who learn about the United States 
and its policies through the channel’s particular perspective (Seib, 2008). 
While the interpersonal channels may yield desirable message outcomes, they 
do so on a limited scale and do not necessarily offer consistency of message 
or message repetition, both of which are key elements of persuasive commu-
nication (Benoit et al. 2011). 

The political campaign perspective based on the integrated public diplo-
macy approach does not dismiss the importance of exchange, language or 
any other type of a soft power program but rather argues that such programs 
should be focused and consistent. To maximize their impact, soft power pro-
grams should be aligned with the strategic communication efforts designated 
at influencing key foreign publics based on macro campaign objectives.

As identified by Entman (2008), there are a variety of moderating factors 
that may shape the success or failure of governments in impacting foreign 
media coverage of salient issues. Chief among these moderators is cultural 
congruence (Sheafer & Gabay, 2008; Sheafer & Shenhav, 2009). As such, 
nations that share cultural values with the target media publics are more likely 
to successfully shape a/the foreign media agenda. 

The failure of the United States in shaping its coverage in the Pan-Arab 
media may be explained by the lack of cultural congruence. However, one 
could also argue that this failure stems from a lack of an overall mediated 
public diplomacy strategy. A clear example of this strategic shortcoming is 
demonstrated in America’s global broadcasting strategy in the Arab and Mus-
lim media markets. Much has been written about the Broadcast Board of 
Governors, its various communication platforms and its programing objec-
tives. Key criticisms regarding American broadcasting in the Middle East and 
the Muslim world are often focused on its Middle East broadcasting net-
works, Radio Sawa and Alhurra Television (see chapters by Powers & Samu-
el-Azran and Schneider in the current book). Focusing on the promotion of 
free speech and journalism as a part of its congressional mandate along with 
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an attempt to gain credibility amongst target publics, BBG platforms have 
often failed to serve a strategic function in America’s overall public diplomacy 
strategy. 

The limitations of the Broadcast Board of Governors are not the fault of 
the administrators, who are all highly competent and dedicated public ser-
vants. Rather, I argue that the BBG’s limitations are a product of the absence 
of central leadership command. Housed in a multitude of departments and 
agencies, American public diplomacy programs run parallel to one anoth-
er, often lacking coordination. While some foreign engagement efforts are 
overseen by the Department of State, others are directed by the Department 
of Defense or directly through the White House. The key question that I 
present is: who is in charge of American public diplomacy? Currently, there is 
no clear answer to this question. While some will argue that America’s public 
diplomacy strategy should be crafted by the secretary of state, others may 
point to the president, who is not only the commander in chief but also the 
chief diplomat. Furthermore, it is important to note that the establishment 
of the position of under secretary of public diplomacy and public affairs did 
little to clear the confusion.

Since its establishment in 1999, eight different individuals have served in 
the position of under secretary. Each individual brought with them a unique 
set of skill sets as well as diverse perspectives regarding the role and priorities 
of the under secretary. In addition, the under secretaries have served under 
three different presidents, each of whom had different public diplomacy goals 
and priorities during different periods of their presidential tenure. 

Table 24.1. Under secretaries of state for public diplomacy and public affairs2

Name Assumed Office Left Office Served Under

Evelyn Lieberman October 1, 1999 January 19, 2001 Bill Clinton

Charlotte Beers October 2, 2001 March 28, 2003 George W. Bush

Margaret D. Tut-
wiler December 16, 2003 June 30, 2004 George W. Bush

Karen Hughes September 9, 2005 December 14, 2007 George W. Bush

James K. Glassman June 10, 2008 January 15, 2009 George W. Bush

Judith McHale May 26, 2009 July 2011 Barack Obama

Kathleen Stephens February 6, 2012 April 4, 2012 Barack Obama

Tara D. Sonen-
shine April 5, 2012 July 1, 2013 Barack Obama

Richard Stengel February 14, 2014 Current Barack Obama

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Evelyn_Lieberman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Clinton
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charlotte_Beers
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_W._Bush
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Margaret_D._Tutwiler
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Margaret_D._Tutwiler
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Karen_Hughes
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_K._Glassman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Judith_McHale
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barack_Obama
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kathleen_Stephens
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barack_Obama
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barack_Obama
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barack_Obama


An Integrated Approach to Public Diplomacy 433

While all of the under secretaries were highly qualified individuals and, for 
the most part, had substantial professional experience in the field of strategic 
communications, there is little evidence that any of them focused their tenure 
on devising and implementing a strategic communication plan that will allow 
the United States to successfully communicate with key target publics. 

The exception was Under Secretary Beers, who attempted to rebrand 
the United States in the Muslim world through a specific marketing effort. 
Her expensive fifteen million dollar “Shared Values” global advertising cam-
paign failed to shift global public opinion and was widely assessed as a failure 
(Hayden, 2007; Seib, 2008). 

Tasked with the short-, medium- and long-termed outcomes of Ameri-
ca’s public diplomacy, it seems that the under secretary role is over-tasked and 
underfunded. As reflected by the past itineraries of most under secretaries, it 
appears that they largely serve as cheerleaders for soft power programs as op-
posed to serving as the strategic leaders of America’s global communication 
effort, a responsibility that is neither defined nor allocated by the president 
to the under secretary. The nonexistence of a clearly defined mandate for the 
under secretary position continues to undermine the success of the office and 
its various functions. Based on the core assumptions of the mediated public 
diplomacy model (Golan, 2013), I argue that America’s foreign engagement 
effort can only succeed if it is approached from the political campaign war 
room perspective. This will include defined leadership, specific program ob-
jectives, and a research-based campaign messaging and programming strategy 
that will be evaluated on a regular basis. Much like in political campaigns, a 
nation’s public diplomacy strategy must identify priorities in terms of its key 
target publics, key rivals and key allies. Ultimately, each country around the 
world will devise a unique public diplomacy strategy depending on its overall 
foreign policy aims and perspectives. As such, any one-size-fits-all approach to 
public diplomacy is doomed to fail.

I point to the United States’ Center for Strategic Counterterrorism Com-
munications as a good example of a integrated, inter-agency organization that 
largely follows the political war room model. Focused on a strategic research 
based approach rather than normative theoretical assumptions, the political 
campaign war room approach based on the integrated public diplomacy mod-
el is likely to provide nations with a real return on investment.

This edited book provides an overview of the many convergences be-
tween international public relations and public diplomacy scholarship. Both 
disciplines embody a wide range of subtopics and strategic communication 
functions. While some chapters focused on government to foreign public 
engagement, others focused on corporate, not-for-profit, citizen-to-citizen 
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track two diplomacy. Recognizing that there is no one-size-fits-all formula for 
global relationship building efforts, the book points to the various opportuni-
ties and challenges that face scholars and practitioners in this area of research. 
It is the hope of the book editors that the integrated public diplomacy model 
will be of use to future scholars who aim to understand the complex and 
multi-dimensional nature of this field. As the globalization and mediatization 
phenomena continue to evolve, we hope that international public relations 
and mass communication theories will provide a sound framework for under-
standing global communications.

Notes

 1. For more information about liberalism as a key theoretical perspective in international 
relations, read Kegley, C. W., Jr. 1995. Controversies in International Relations The-
ory: Realism and the Neoliberal Challenge. St. Martin’s Press; Latham, R. 1997. The 
Liberal Moment: Modernity, Security, and the Making of Postwar International Order. 
New York, NY: Columbia University Press; Long, D. 1996. Toward a New Liberal In-
ternationalism: The International Theory of J. A.Hobson. New York, NY: Cambridge 
University Press.

 2. Table copied from Wikipedia.com. All information verified for accuracy.
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