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The United States rediscovered public diplomacy after terrorists crashed four airplanes into the twin towers of the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and a Pennsylvania field on September 11, 2001.
  The nation sought to understand why such a terrible event happened and how any group of people could hate Americans so much. The fact that attacks against innocent civilians were actually cheered in some parts of the world, and that anti-Americanism surged in the months and years thereafter, spawned widespread circumspection – and a conclusion. In the words of the 9/11 Commission, the United States must engage the struggle of ideas. We must defeat an ideology, not just a group of people.
 To do that we must engage the world, directly. We must talk to people, not just to governments.

More than thirty reports from organizations across the political spectrum recommended a reinvigorated public diplomacy campaign by the United States.
 Two Secretaries of State and the President of the United States pledged to make public diplomacy a priority. Eventually President Bush nominated Karen Hughes, one of his closest advisors, to lead the country’s public diplomacy efforts.
  In her confirmation hearing, Hughes stated, “there is no more important challenge for our future than the urgent need to foster greater understanding, more respect and a sense of common interests and common ideals among Americans and people of different countries, cultures, and faiths throughout the world.”

Yet, despite the newfound prominence of public diplomacy in policy circles, academics have had little to say about public diplomacy. Most of the reports, articles, and even books have been written by think tank fellows, public diplomacy professionals, and other practitioners. This scholarly silence is surprising for two reasons. First, successful public diplomacy is critical to successful foreign policy and has rightly received substantial attention in Washington. It is unusual for scholars not to weigh in on major issues of foreign policy. Second, a substantial record of scholarship in a range of disciplines bears on public diplomacy and holds important insights. Academics sometimes complain that policymakers do not listen to them but in this case, the neglect is mutual. Policy makers may again not be listening – but if they did, they could hear a pin drop.

Among academics the near silence among political scientists is particularly striking, and not only because of the discipline’s obvious focus on politics. The major development in international relations theory in the last decade is constructivism, an approach to social analysis arguing that power depends not just on material capabilities such as economic resources and military might but also “discursive power,” the ability to appeal to reason and to persuade others about the rightness of one’s worldview and policies.
 Joseph Nye, a respected political scientist who has also held high level positions in government, has vocally advocated a focus on “soft power,” the ability to get what you want through the attractiveness of a country’s ideals, policies, and policies rather than coercion, which is both more expensive and less effective.
 However, Dr. Nye has had scant company.
 


This paper will attempt to spark a dialogue between practitioners and scholars by distilling lessons from scholarly research for the practice of public diplomacy. Its narrow goal is not to assess the research, summarize every relevant theory, or test new hypotheses but rather to survey relevant scholarship and transmit its lessons to policy makers and practitioners. Its broader goal is to show why academics should care about public diplomacy and why practitioners should listen.

Why Public Diplomacy?

Public diplomacy is the promotion of national interest through efforts to inform, engage, listen to, and influence foreign publics. In contrast to traditional diplomacy, which focuses on government officials, public diplomacy seeks to communicate directly with citizens worldwide with the goal of making American goals easier to achieve and opposition to those goals less likely.
 


Arguments in favor of public diplomacy typically cite extensive polling data that indicates rising anti-Americanism around the world.
  Anti-Americanism is particularly striking in the Muslim world where “the bottom has fallen out of support for America.”
 A July 2004 Zogby International poll indicated that the United States is viewed unfavorably by 94% of Saudis, 88% of Moroccans, 78% of Jordanians, and 98% of Egyptians despite receiving over $1 billion in American assistance per year.
  

Disturbingly, anti-Americanism is not limited to the Middle East. It reaches around the world and even to the populations of long-time allies. Favorable views of the United States were held by only 41% of Spaniards and Germans in 2005.
 Only 23% of Turks hold favorable views of the United States, despite strong Americanism advocacy of Turkish membership in the European Union and the fact that both countries are members of NATO.  This low support has a price: when the United States sought northern access to Iraq prior to the 2003 invasion, the Turkish parliament rejected the American request due to deep public opposition.

Global public opinion toward the United States does not compare well with opinion toward other countries. A public opinion poll conducted by the University of Maryland’s Program on International Policy Attitudes and the polling firm GlobeScan indicates that, out of twenty-three countries surveyed, the United States is viewed as having a negative influence in the world -- more negative than Russia, China, or any other powerful country noted in the survey.  Just six countries had a majority or plurality viewed the United States as playing a positive role in the world.  In contrast, the populations of fourteen countries view China as having a positive influence.


Why should scholars care about foreign opinion polls when, after all, the job of the U.S. government is to protect American interests and serve the American people, not to win popularity contests around the world? The answer is that foreign support for policies – or at least an atmosphere in which reasonable people can differ – is vital to achieving those two goals. The world is full of problems that cannot be solved by the United States alone and interests that cannot be defended solely through American power. Problems from nuclear proliferation to human trafficking to environmental pollution to crime need global solutions. We need our friends and, sometimes, we need to cooperate with our competitors or even our enemies. Public diplomacy helps to create an environment in which that cooperation is possible or, at a minimum, head off active resistance to American actions. As the scholar Neta Crawford notes, “A preexisting feeling that a relationship is warm, or one that is characterized by empathetic understanding with the other, may help actors frame ambiguous behavior as neutral, positive, or motivated by circumstances rather than hostile intentions.”
 The United States benefits when that preexisting feelings exists, but increasingly it is hard to find.

Lessons from the Academy


The following pages will summarize some relevant lessons from academic scholarship for the practice public diplomacy. They focus on why public diplomacy should play a role in foreign policy, creating an environment in which public diplomacy is more likely to succeed, developing messages like to encourage attitude change, and how people change (or don’t change) their views. Of course, this research was not developed with public diplomacy in mind so we need to extract lessons with care. And, naturally, this paper offers just a small taste of the relevant academic research and cannot possibly due justice to it all.

Strategy

The first lesson from the academy is that public diplomacy should do some good, a matter that is currently in question.
 Public diplomacy is unlikely to be effective, some analysts argue, when disagreement with American policies and not misunderstandings of American foreign policy is the root of anti-Americanism. James Zogby pithily articulated this viewpoint, noting “It’s the policy, stupid.”
 Yet scholarship in sociology, social psychology, and political science suggests that public diplomacy can play a useful role.

Research supporting a constructivist perspective suggests that ideas are potent forces and influence behavior significantly. According to Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, constructivist scholarship supports the following three propositions:

· Human interaction is shaped primarily by ideas, not just material interests
· The most important ideas are widely shared beliefs that transcend the beliefs of individuals

· Shared beliefs influence the interests and identities of individuals, groups, and even nations.

Ideas matter, in other words, and are an important source of power.
 Public diplomacy can help to remind people of enduring ideas, spread new ideas, or counter bad ones. Even if policies are disliked, public diplomacy can influence the climate in which policies are viewed and remind people when that they share values that are larger and ultimately more important than a particular policy.

Constructivist research also shows how foreign policies – and public diplomacy -- could founder. Hypocrisy, in particular, is corrosive to ideational power. When people perceive that ideas do not match action, there is an “accumulation of anomalies” that lead people to question whether a commitment to a given idea or value is genuine.  ThThis sort of perceived hypocrisy is precisely the criticism of American foreign policy in many parts of the world, especially the Middle East where publics question how American support for democracy squares with support for authoritarian regimes in the region.  According to a constructivist view, if actions and ideas do not come in line, we should expect the adoption of new ideas.
 Social movement theorists echo this view, arguing that major new social movements become possible when there is a dramatization of contradictions between values and practices, sudden grievances, dramatization of the system’s vulnerability or illegitimacy, and the availability of a new master frame (the concept of framing will be discussed below) within which challengers can map own grievances and demands.
 

The 9/11 Commission recognized the cost of perceived hypocrisy, arguing that “The United States must stand for a better future. One of the lessons of the long Cold War was that short-term bargains in cooperating with the most repressive and brutal governments were too often outweighed by long-term setbacks for America’s stature and interests. American foreign policy is part of the message.”
 Since hypocrisy is so damaging, successful public diplomacy will do more than simply justify policies regardless of what they are. It requires that senior public diplomacy officials participate in policy formation and raise concerns if values and policies do not appear to match. It also requires a feedback loop in which public diplomacy professionals listen to foreign publics and see if policies are perceived as being in line with values.  Because the spread of ideas reach so-called “tipping points,” in which ideas diffuse slowly at first and then like wildfire, public diplomacy professionals must be alert and try to recognize and respond to perceptions of hypocrisy early on. 
 Once ideas reach the tipping point, responding to the cascading effects of hypocrisy is a difficult challenge indeed.


In addition to guarding against charges of hypocrisy, relevant scholarship suggests that one of the most important things public diplomacy can do is to reinforce and try to influence conceptions of identity, e.g. that the United States is a friend, ally or like-minded nation vis-à-vis the target population.  As Ted Hopf observes, 

One of the most important components of discursive power is the capacity to reproduce order and predictability in understandings and expectations.  In this respect, identities are a congealed reputation, that is, the closest one can get in social life to being able to confidently expect the same actions from another actor time after time.  Identities subsume reputation; being a particular identity is sufficient to provide necessary diagnostic information about a state’s likely actions with respect to other states in particular domains.

In other words, people are not constantly reevaluating the behavior of their friends and enemies to determine whether the evidence supports those designations. Instead, they interpret ambiguous or even objectionable behavior in a more charitable way when it is the product of a friend and less charitably when it is the behavior of an enemy. 

Being designated a friend or enemy (or a “fellow democracy” or a “fellow Islamic society” or a fellow nation with “Asian values”) therefore has a major influence on how actions will be perceived. Such designations can change if mounting evidence suggests they are no longer valid.  However, until that occurs, friends receive the benefit of the doubt or willingness to “agree to disagree,” but enemies often will not.
  The benefits of maintaining an identity of “friend” or “ally” carry high benefits, which should remind us of the importance of public diplomacy aimed at maintaining friendships and alliances in addition to winning over enemies or populations that distrust us.

The research on identity also suggests being careful about how the United States builds and reinforces the identities of others. Substantial scholarship indicates that people naturally form in-groups and out-groups and are then biased towards members of their own groups, extending them empathy, cooperation, and positive regard. In ambiguous situations, out-group members are less likely to be offered help, more likely to be seen as provoking aggression, less trusted, and less likely to receive the benefit of the doubt when explaining their motivation for behaviors with which in-group members disagree.
  The United States has only limited influence in the group identities of people around the world, but there is still no reason to reinforce identities detrimental to American interests.

Why do people form in-groups an out-groups? 
 Social psychologists suggest three potential reasons. First, the formation of in- and out-groups seems to enhance the self-esteem of group members. 
 Second, human beings need inclusion and differentiation, and identification with groups satisfies both needs. In-group membership is more likely to produce prejudice or hatred toward out-groups under certain conditions. The need to form strong in- and out- groups is heightened when people feel threatened, insecure, or there are other conditions that reinforce a single group identity. When this is the case, and especially when people do not have multiple categories of social identity, they will not cooperate with out-groups even when doing so is in their self-interest.
 The last point is particularly worthy of emphasis. The relationship between intense in-group favoritism and out-group antagonism is strongest in societies where people differentiate themselves according to a single primary category (such as religion) compared with societies in which people have multiple, overlapping identities (for instance, ethnic ties, professional ties, ties according to interests or hobbies, etc.). As Marilyn Brewer observes, “With high levels of social identification, the group’s outcomes and welfare become closely connected to one’s own sense of well-being.”
 

What lessons do these insights suggest? First, public diplomacy should promote complex identities in foreign societies. This means that the United States should continue to foster civil society, professional exchanges, dialogue across groups, and so on. Second, it suggests that the United States should not help to create a strong single-category in-group such as “the Muslim world” and instead recognize differences between Indonesians, Indians, Malaysians, Tunisians, Moroccans, Lebanese, etc. Certainly the United States cannot control the identity of other people. However, we can avoid strengthening group affiliations that are antithetical to our interests. Third, the United States can avoid rhetoric and actions that reinforce single group affiliations, such as visa policies that clearly single out specific groups for less favorable treatment. Whether people seek to form strong in and out-groups for self-esteem or inclusion and differentiation, treating all people with respect and as part of a larger global society can help to diffuse a sense of American threat and therefore mitigate the need to seek security and esteem in anti-American groups.

Research suggests that negative feelings towards out-groups (which in this paper would be Americans) can be reduced through the following methods: decategorization (trying to weaken ties to a certain category), recategorization (trying to encourage people to think of themselves as members of a superordinate category
 such as Iraqi rather than Kurdish or Northern Irish rather than Protestant), subcategorization (trying to emphasize subordinate categories based on gender, regional identity, profession, etc.), cross-categorization (encouraging affiliation with multiple categories), and assimilation (encouraging the adoption of a new category such as “American”).
 An additional way of reducing negative feelings is for groups to work towards some common goal.

Most public diplomacy professionals probably don’t know it, but the success of their daily work depends on the operation of a social psychological phenomenon known as the contact hypothesis, which stipulates that “more contact between individuals belonging to antagonistic social groups (defined by customs, language, beliefs, nationality, or identity) tends to undermine negative stereotypes and reduce prejudice, thus improving inter-group relations by making people more willing to deal with each other as equals.”
 According to the contact hypothesis, deeper mutual understanding increases positive feelings but a lack of dialogue breeds hostility and sometimes conflict. 

Acquaintance can increase positive feelings towards other groups.
 But studies indicate that more contact will help to accomplish that goal only under certain conditions, the two most important of which are that the groups have equal status and share common goals. When that is not the case, contact can increase negative feelings. Moreover, if groups interact in stereotyped roles of superiority and subordination, their interaction will reinforce rather than break down stereotypes.
 Contact also exacerbates hostility when there are significant differences – whether cultural, ethnic, social, or political – between groups or institutionalized preferential treatment for one group over another. If exchange programs, international broadcasting, or publications expose these differences, they may increase the likelihood of conflict. If public diplomacy instruments present carefully balanced, humanizing information that increases true understanding or information about shared values and interests, they hold the promise to improve attitudes towards the United States. But if programs or broadcasts provide greater access to negative images, emphasizes differences, or only the virtual equivalent of casual contact, the effects may be neutral or even detrimental. 

In order for contact to increase positive feelings towards a group, four important conditions must hold.  First, there must be social and institutional support for more positive feelings, which suggests that if foreign governments or trusted leaders seem to support anti-American views, it will be very hard to persuade publics to change their views. Second, there must be sufficient frequency, duration, and closeness of contact to permit the development of meaningful relationships. That means that short visits to the United States or visits that only provide superficial contact with Americans will not change views. Third, members of the two groups must have equal status during the period of contact.  That suggests that programs should not always have Americans in the position of teacher, telling foreigners about the United States, with foreigners in the audience.  Instead, programs should bring Americans and foreigners together in groups to learn together or place members of the target audience in the role of teacher at points as well. Finally, cooperation between the groups, especially on issues where the groups can work as equals and are mutually dependent, in order to achieve some common goal will help contact to create more positive feelings towards the group in question.
 Note that if contact itself is anxiety provoking, may have negative consequences since in-group members resist out-group contact in order to avoid negative emotions associated with differences and negative interdependence – a conclusion that suggests careful planning for public diplomacy programs and favors relaxed retreat-like atmospheres over whirl-wind tours.
Audience


How do people change their minds? One commonly cited model for how this occurs is the so-called Elaboration Likelihood Model, which suggests that people process messages in two distinct but very different ways.
 When people process information “centrally” they employ cognition to carefully evaluate arguments and relate those arguments to their own beliefs and values. When people process information “peripherally”, they use simple cues to decide whether to accept or reject an argument rather evaluate it in depth.  These cues include the identity and appeal of the communicator, the number of arguments made rather than their quality, what people around them think, the optics of the presentation, and so on.  

The source of information has a large effect on peripheral processors. If sources are liked and attractive or perceived as similar to the receiver, they will be more persuasive to their audiences.
 When issues are centrally processed, the source of information matters as well but for different reasons, including whether the source is perceived as credible. If the source is not perceived as credible, all is not lost. Research suggests three strategies for convincing a skeptical audience: select messengers who are trusted and credible, visibly act against one’s own self-interest to gain trust, and bring words and deeds in line over time.

Because people are “cognitive misers” they rely on peripheral processing rather than central processing more often than not.
 There is simply not time to carefully evaluate and reevaluate every single piece of information we receive. When people are motivated to be careful thinkers, usually because the issue at hand is directly relevant to their lives, they will be central processors but otherwise will rely on more superficial cues to make decisions. Because people process in formation in these two very different ways, public diplomacy campaigns must appeal to both and not rely solely on reason to carry the day. Facts and carefully reasoned arguments are important but they are insufficient to change minds.



Changing attitudes is not something people do easily. For the most part, people try to achieve cognitive consistency and use new information to support previously held beliefs.
 For instance, after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks against the United States, many observers in the Middle East did not want to believe that Arabs, and Osama bin Laden in particular, were responsible for the attacks. A Gallup poll released in February 2002 indicated that 61 percent of nearly 10,000 Muslims in nine Islamic countries do not believe Arabs were responsible for the terrorist attacks against the United States on September 11 of the previous year.
 After viewing a 2001 videotape of Osama bin Laden in which bin Laden seemed to laugh at the September 11th attacks, some Arabs, convinced bin Laden is a holy man, argued the tape was a fake.

The drive for cognitive consistency does not mean that people do not hold conflicting attitudes; in fact, they often do. However, when an issue becomes “salient,” that is, important to them, they will feel pressure to reconcile those conflicting attitudes. People are also capable of maintaining complex beliefs (e.g. that Americans have positive attributes according to some measures like knowledge of science and technology, and negative attributes according to others such as foreign policies). People generally find it easier to hold simple attitudes than complex attitudes, but convincing people to hold complex attitudes has benefits since “greater complexity is associated with moderation of attitudes” as long as the audience had not previously linked their beliefs and those beliefs are not consistent.
 Research by Giacomo Chiozza indicates that people do currently maintain complex views of America, views towards American society and culture, which are more positive, and views toward American foreign policies, which are more negative. The challenge for public diplomacy professionals will be to consistently remind foreign publics about what they like about America and encourage them to maintain complex beliefs and not to succumb to a less complex, and therefore probably less moderate, view of the United States.
 This will require careful and steady research to track foreign opinions and make sure we know what desirable traits Americans are deemed to have.


Certain people are more likely to change attitudes than others, for instance children. This presents a huge opportunity, given the current demographics in the Middle East where populations are extremely young by global standards. People are also more likely to change their minds when new information is introduced at times when they are off guard, e.g. through entertainment, a conclusion that holds promise for the role of Radio Sawa and television shows like Sesame Street.
 People are also more likely to change their minds if they have articulated the counterview in, for instance, a role-playing situation.
 This suggests encouraging public and student debates in which people are encouraged to use so-called active learning techniques, assuming parts and arguing positions even when they may not personally agree with them. Other people, such as those with a high level of knowledge on an issue, are less likely to change attitudes.

Message

What messages are likely to be most effective is an important issue for public diplomacy professionals. What exactly should the United States be trying to get across and how should our country do that?  Again, a review of scholarship leads to several suggestions. Jurgen Habermas argued that there are three types of claims that can be challenged in discourse. The first is the truth of assertions, that is, conformity with perceived facts. U.S. public diplomacy therefore should both present credible facts to back up our positions and challenge wrong facts presented by others. The second is the moral rightness of norms underlying arguments. The United States should therefore frame its policies in terms of right and wrong, and respond to the policies of others in terms of shared moral values. The third is the truthfulness and authenticity of the speaker, which requires the identification of credible messengers and the building of trust in one’s own speakers.
 Thomas Risse expands on Habermas’ suggestions, observing that for argumentation to work, it must not only employ all three of these tactics but also demonstrate empathy (defined as the ability to see the world as others see it), a common lifeworld (or the construction of a new one such as a common wish to overcome hostility), the recognition of each other as equals, and a willingness to share equal access to public discourse (that is, equality in terms of equal rights to make argument or challenge a claim).
 Public diplomacy can incorporate all these suggests without any change in policy. According to Risse, the process of argumentation alone can help to change minds.


The tactics used by transnational organizations to diffuse ideas successfully can be copied by governments. In their highly regarded study of transnational advocacy networks, Margaret Keck and Kathryn Sikkink identify four tools to diffuse ideas internationally: information politics (ability to quickly and credibly generate politically useable information and move it to where it will have the most impact), symbolic politics (the ability to employ symbols, actions or stories that make sense of a situation for an audience), leverage politics (the ability to employ symbols, actions or stories that make sense of a situation for an audience), and accountability politics (the effort to hold actors accountable to previously stated policies or principles (shaming, showcasing of hypocrisy). 


As part of these efforts to persuade foreign audiences, Keck and Sikkink recommend telling stories as well as facts, framing issues simply in terms of right and wrong, showing that the given state of affairs is neither natural nor accidental, identifying the responsible party or parties, and providing credible solutions.  These aims require clear, powerful messages that that appeal to shared principles of a broad constituency, not just technical experts, and a deep knowledge of culture and history.
  A flair for drama doesn’t hurt either.

Since how people interpret information often depends on how information is framed, the framing of messages is also critically important.
 Framing is an effort to link new ideas to existing values or to link old ideas to existing values in new ways. It attempts to call upon certain aspects of an issue in order to encourage the recipient to interpret them with a certain value or belief in mind. Since people often hold multiple values that are not internally consistent, frames help them to decide what value they are going to apply in a particular case and which values are more important than others. Consequently, the ability to develop influential frames makes persuasion far easier.


Research in social psychology suggests several additional tips for message construction. Messages will be more persuasive under the following conditions: 

· The message coheres with the way the audience looks at the world. For instance, a religious person will find arguments that appeal to religious values more persuasive than legalistic arguments.

· The message is novel.

· The message is repeated frequently.  This phenomenon is even more likely when the relevance of the argument to the audience is low and people are processing arguments peripherally (see discussion above), regardless of the strength of the argument in question. When an argument is highly relevant and people carefully evaluate arguments, the frequency of the message will only increase its persuasiveness if the argument is strong.

· Negatively framed arguments (e.g. “if you don’t stop smoking you will die” as opposed to “if you stop smoking you will live longer”), are more effective if they are highly relevant to the audience, but when issues are not perceived as relevant, people prefer positive messages and find them more persuasive.

· Messages should appeal to emotion if emotion is the basis of the attitude and to intellect if carefully reasoned arguments are the basis of attitude.

· Messages that appeal to more recent events or messages are more persuasive.

· Messages that arouse emotion and then offer a way of responding to that emotion are persuasive.

Once messages are developed, it is of course necessary to transmit those messages. How should that be accomplished? Keck and Sikkink suggest some lessons. To disseminate messages effectively requires dense international networks, populated by numerous and effective messengers.  Quality and quantity are both important. Quality depends on the ability of those messengers credibly to disseminate information to the target audience and be able to speak for and to other social networks. Quantity means just what it sounds like: in part, message transmission is a numbers game. The more good messengers one has, the better off one is.


For the practice of public diplomacy, that means the United States should devote considerable energy to developing strong and dense networks of respected opinion leaders and so-called norm entrepreneurs (“individuals who change the direction and flow of politics”)
 around the world.
 It means that we must build relationships with individuals, and a lot of them at that. Identifying and maintaining long-term relationships with key leaders in countries around the world is a massive project, made more difficult by the practice of rotating embassy personnel frequently. However, these networks of relationships are probably more important than the content of individual messages or the success of individual initiatives. They provide the infrastructure through which successful public diplomacy becomes possible.
Political scientists have conducted significant research on how ideas are diffused internationally. The research of Amitav Acharya suggests ways in which ideas and norms are actively diffused. The first is localization, “the active construction (through discourse, framing, grafting, and cultural selection) of foreign ideas by local actors, which results in the former developing significant congruence with local beliefs and practices.”
 A second is grafting in which new ideas are reinterpreting issues to associate them with an existing value. Both of these tactics hold merit as tools of public diplomacy if experts are able to marshal sufficiently deep knowledge of foreign cultures and languages. With respect to the localization of norms, Acharya’s work would recommend not only support for American centers in foreign universities, but also American support for research centers on democracy and other issues of high relevance to the United States. Such centers would encourage indigenous scholars to think through implications democratization, economic development in the local context and develop not only internal expertise but also credible spokespeople and new social networks within the target country. Though local experts are unlikely always to advocate the same policies as an American government representative, they will probably hold far more, and more enduring, influence in the court of global public opinion.

Conclusion


This paper has attempted to demonstrate that scholars conduct substantial research that is relevant to public diplomacy. Consequently, they should engage in a much more focused effort to apply its lessons to address current problems and concerns. Public diplomacy professionals, in turn, should take time to review this scholarship since it suggests not only useful tips and lessons, but also where to focus resources and how to evaluate the assumptions upon which particular public diplomacy programs are built.


The research presented here also suggests more attention to developing the infrastructure for public diplomacy and the need for in-depth intelligence regarding foreign opinion, culture, and history so that messages can be targeted and transmitted successfully. Public diplomacy, as most professionals in the field will testify, is not just about lifting a veil of ignorance and clearing up misperceptions about Americans.  It is about building relationships, persuasion, and reminding people again and again about the ideas America stands for and the values we share with the world.
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