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In order to assess new forms of U.S. public diplomacy, one needs to know whether the old public diplomacy worked and how it was practiced. My argument here is that American Cold War “people to people” networking was probably the most successful part of the U.S. public diplomacy posture. The American style of public/private partnerships was unique – some argue it even helped bring down the iron curtain in 1989. After the Cold War ended, the U.S. took a turn towards isolationism and privileging economic over public diplomacy. Only after the 9/11 disaster and Bush’s unleashing of preemptive war in Iraq, which brought about a precipitous decline of American prestige in the world and an upsurge of anti-Americanism, did the Bush White House rediscover the necessity of public diplomacy. The public diplomacy strategy fashioned by Karen Hughes, seems to be harkening back to Cold War models of state/private networks, citizen diplomacy, buttered up by “virtual diplomacy” utilizing the new digital media. The problem, however, seems to be that while the U.S. could credibly claim to be the “moral leader” of the world during the Cold War, exporting American values (including democracy and neoliberal capitalism) no longer seems to be welcomed in the world. The U.S.’s “Guantanamo system”, the Abu Ghraib scandals, rendition of prisoners scandals, and domestic surveillance all seem to indicate that the U.S. no longer seems to be living up to its own human rights standards and has ceased to be the “model nation”, which many thought it was in the first half of the Cold War.

The United States became the premier power after World War II. It was President Franklin Roosevelt’s inspiring liberal democratic vision of the “Four Freedoms” (Freedom of Speech and Religion, Freedom from Want and Fear), in the ageless depictions of Norman Rockwell’s four posters and the rallying of the gigantic American industrial regime, which contributed so much to defeating the fascist dictators and militarists. World War II rang in “the American Century” (H. Luce; G. Bischof). Based on this victory in World War II, the United States emerged as the supreme power after the war, soon to be challenged by a new threat to the American postwar vision of a liberal democratic and capitalist postwar order – the Soviet Union. In order to contain the perceived global Communist threat the U.S. launched the Marshall Plan and the “reverse order” to salvage Western Europeans and Japan as allies in the “Western camp.” A global system of alliances and military bases instituted what has been called the American “empire by invitation.” These basic facts of the Cold War order are well understood. 

Less understood and coming to light more recently is the fact that these American efforts of traditional diplomacy and occasional military intervention, had a counterpart in the vigorous campaigns of public and cultural diplomacy to win the “hearts and minds” of people around the world in the global crusade against communism. It was the basic strategy of American public diplomacy to appeal to the world community with the superior American value system – harkening back to Roosevelt’s “Four Freedoms” – serving as a beacon of morality and democracy in the world. Ever since John Winthrop pronouncing the 17th century Massachusetts commonwealth a “shining city upon a hill”, the myth of American exceptionalism was spawned. The notion of America as “a light unto other  nations” was handed down by George Washington’s “Farewell Address” and Woodrow Wilson’s promise to “make the world safe for democracy”, to Roosevelt and Truman and Eisenhower and Reagan and George W. Bush in our times. When announcing his candidacy in 1968, Robert Kennedy called it “our right to moral leadership on the planet” (Gould, p. 43). U.S. public diplomacy first and foremost profited from the fact that “America has accumulated huge, huge reservoirs of goodwill all over the world” as Kishore Mahbubani, Singapore’s former ambassador to the U.N. has put it (Kurlantzik, p. 178)

The uniqueness of American public diplomacy and “nation branding” (some also call it a Cold War political warfare and/or propaganda offensive, or also the “psychological Cold War”, for definitions, see Meran, 2007) was the partnering of the U.S. government with private entities (what Liam Kennedy and Scott Lucas call “state/private networks”). In the battles with communism for the “hearts and minds” of people all over the globe, Washington took the superiority of the American political and economic way of life for granted.  The martial language of Truman launching his “truth campaign”, and his successor Eisenhower “truth is our weapon” (C. Tudda), indicate that the battle for “hearts and minds” was as serious a conflict as the proliferating nuclear arms race with the Soviet Union. Washington enrolled business and corporate leaders, wealthy foundations, labor unions, the Hollywood moguls, the academic and artistic community to spread the superiority of Americans ideals, habits of mind, lifestyles, and what Victoria de Grazia calls American “consumer democracy.” Washington’s alliance with Hollywood went back to the 1920s. Hollywood’s mission was clear, as a State Department memo noted in 1948: “American motion pictures, as ambassadors of good will – at no cost to the American taxpayers – interpret the American way of life to all the nations of the world, which may be invaluable from a political, cultural and commercial point of view” (quoted in Bayles, p. 49). The Washington-Hollywood axis represented the epitome of the public private networks pushing American public diplomacy (J. Trumpbour).
The State Department invested vast sums of money in the “United States Information Service“ (since 1953 reorganized in the “United States Information Agency”) in sending American culture abroad, in funding popular “America Houses” with libraries around the world, and in spreading “the truth” about America as well as countering communist anti-American propaganda. The “Voice of America” (since 1941) and anti-Communist radio stations such as “Radio Free Europe” and “Radio Liberty” (since the early 1950s) beamed real news behind the iron curtain and tried to undermine communist regimes. This huge governmental apparatus was complemented by the American citizenry offering authentic American values to visitors to the U.S..
At the heart of American public diplomacy were “people to people” contacts and networks – what today we call “citizen diplomacy” -- especially among students and political and business elites and leaders in the communications fields. George Kennan, a giant among America’s cold warriors, put it bluntly: “political warfare must emanate from the autonomous expression of private Americans” (quoted in Kennedy/Lucas, p. 313). Louis Armstrong “blowing up the world”(P. Van Eschen) for the State Department was an authentic musical ambassador to Africa and the Near East, as was the artistry of the New York abstract expressionists with their exhibits in Europe. Louis Armstrong, Duke Ellington musical ambassadors also were supposed to serve as a counterpoint to notions in the world that the U.S. was a racist society, given the slow progress towards racial integration and the frequently bloody clashes between the civil rights activists and at times barbaric police forces in the American South (M. Dudziak). 
Next to such open public diplomacy – with cultural diplomacy serving as a key element – covert funding of the U.S.’s public diplomacy posture was crucial to the success of vital programs. The CIA and Marshall Plan funds secretly financed the “Congress of Cultural Freedom”, which funded conferences, art exhibits and lively journals of opinion such as Neues Forum in Austria.  U.S. and European anti-communist academics and writers countered the popular appeal of communism, fellow-traveling leftism and neutralism among intellectuals in Western Europe. Moreover, these European intellectual elites had a sense of cultural superiority over “trashy” American popular culture. Philanthropic foundations like Ford and Rockefeller, and gifted networkers such as Shepard Stone, all played a crucial role in funding the “intellectual cold war” in Europe (V. Berghahn). Winning the “hearts and minds” of European intellectuals on the Left may well have been one of the more successful effort in American Cold War public diplomacy in terms of shaping elite opinion. 
Similarly successful was the campaign of a “Marshall Plan for the mind” also financed through covert CIA channels. The Romanian immigrant George C. Minden worked for the “Free Europe Press”, an affiliate of Radio Free Europe. Starting in 1956, he began shipping some 300,000 books and magazines annually behind the iron curtain  free of charge to grateful intellectuals, politicians and academics who wanted to stay in touch with Western ideas. The program lasted until the end of the Cold War and sent more than 10 million books to Eastern Europe. The primary aim was “To reduce the efficiency of the communist administration by weakening loyalty of the Party and state cadres” and in the process demonstrating “the superior achievements of the West” (J. Mathews) These “CARE packages of the mind” addressed the “tremendous hunger to catch up with the main literary and political trends abroad” (Mathews). They were much more appealing than the daily diet of the sterile cultural life in satellite states, or the covert mass dropping of anti-communist leaflets from high-altitude balloons by the CIA, discontinued in 1956.

The various visitors programs may well have been the most successful form of  citizen diplomacy practiced by the U.S. during the Cold War. Some of them were coordinated through State Department channels such as inviting future “young leaders” (now called the International Visitor Leadership Program” by the State Department’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs) from all around the world to take extended tours around the United States and meeting ordinary Americans on every stop. Currently some 33 heads of government and chiefs of state participated in this program (Wolfgang Schüssel and Heinz Fischer amongst them). Marshall Plan funding brought thousands of Western European political, union and industrial leaders for months-long visits to study American production processes, shop-floor practices, grass riots politics and democratic governance at work. The Fulbright programs exchanged tens of thousands of students and academics – future intellectual elites of their respective countries. American Field Service exchanged tens of thousands of high school pupils living for a year or a summer with welcoming American host families. Most of these visitors usually came back home deeply impressed by the diverse and affluent American society and the heart-felt hospitality, often spreading the gospel of American openness, wealth and consumer democracy as unofficial citizen diplomats back in their own countries, such acting as valuable multipliers. 

Similarly, Harvard students and professors started a program at Schloss Leopoldskron in Salzburg as early as 1947 (a counterpart to the Alpbach seminars), inviting intellectually starved young Europeans to come for a summer of studying the American system of government, economics and culture, thus giving birth to the American Studies movement in Europe. Thousands of students attended these magical “seminars in the Schloss” and were imbued with modern American methods of scientific inquiry and open discourse strategies (O. Schmidt). Private funds and foundations made these programs possible. 
In 1951 a young professor named Henry Kissinger started a summer school on Harvard’s campus in Cambridge inviting 50 students from Europe to learn about the supremacy of American values and the American “way of life” in the ideological battle against communism. The program was financed by clandestine CIA funds and private foundations (S. Lucas, 2003, pp. 239ff). Other universities copied these appealing models of a form of “citizen diplomacy” by way of student programs abroad. In the early 1960s the University of Vienna started a summer program for American students in Strobl am Wolfgangsee, which is still going strongly. In 1976, the University of New Orleans started a summer school in Innsbruck, which has just finished its 33rd session and has brought more than 10,000 American students to the Tyrol. It is these proliferating exchange programs that immerse students in foreign cultures, create empathies for learning to understand foreign worlds and thus shape a global citizenry.


The turmoil of the 1960s and 1970s changed the paradigm of American prestige in the world. While the Peace Corps was a public program harnessing the enthusiasm and idealism of young Americans to help uplift the newly independent nations of the third World, the U.S. government’s involvement with this world was defined by the Vietnam War.  In 1967 Martin Luther King attacked the U.S. as “the greatest purveyor of violence in the world today” (quoted in Marwick, p. 544). The war in Vietnam sparked anti-American protest cultures and movements globally among an increasingly transnational citizenry. The civil turmoil inside the U.S. militated against messages of an equitable and peaceful American model society. The violence of the Tet offensive abroad and the assassinations of ML King (and the riots thereafter) and Bobby Kennedy at home in 1968 seemed to suggest civil war in the streets of America (A. Marwick). U.S. global leadership no longer was uncontested. President Nixon’s frequent escalations of the barbaric bombing war in Vietnam and his problems after the Watergate break-in at home led to his resignation, the loss of the Vietnam and a low point of American prestige in the world. American citizens increasingly mistrusted their own government’s institutions and pronouncements.  The bright light of the “shining beacon” to the world seemed to be dimming.
After the saturation of Western Europe with often low-brow and increasingly degrading American popular culture, European intellectuals and activists joined a campaign launched by the Soviets through UNESCO opposing “U.S. cultural imperialism” (Bayles, p. 52). With President Carter recognizing a general “malaise” in American society, citizen diplomacy became less effective and credible, USIA was somewhat eclipsed too. Ronald Reagan restored USIA budgets to a billion a year, launched programs for democracy promotion in troubled places in Central America and the Middle East. With the collapse of communism and the end of the Cold War, American public diplomacy campaigns could claim victory too and were seemingly vindicated by their work.

With no global enemy left to fight, the State Department’s public diplomacy programs became vulnerable. People like the reactionary Senator Jesse Helms (D-NC) hated foreign aid programs; President Clinton responded by cutting USIA as an agency and relocating its work and diminished mission in the State Department – the singularly gravest blow to the previously so successful U.S. public diplomacy posture around the world. Budgets were drastically slashed by fiscally conservative Republican Congresses while the Clinton government that gave priority to domestic policies. Both sides showed less interest in the world at large, reacting to a more isolationist U.S. populace after the end of the Cold War. By 2000 numerous America houses and libraries around the world had closed their doors or were turned into trite commercial consultancies – the ones in Vienna and Munich too! Staffing for public diplomacy dropped 35 percent and budgets fell 25 percent (Bayles, p. 52). The U.S. literally starved its previously highly successful public diplomacy programs and slowed down its larger effort of talking to and engaging the citizenry of the world.

The attacks of 9/11 redefined America’s position in the world and its aspirations to act as “the new Rome.” There was a brief upsurge of empathy with the U.S. after the barbaric terrorist attacks against New York and Washington. But Bush intervention in Afghanistan and his preemptive attack on Iraq redefined America’s position in the world and brought about a surge in global anti-Americanism and a precipitous decline in American prestige even among America’s oldest allies. 2/3 of the German population is critical of or outright anti-American. A majority of Germans think the U.S. is a greater threat to world peace today than Iran; similarly 71 percent of Germans polled think that Russian security concerns are legitimate vis-à-vis the new American missiles to be stationed in Eastern Europe (R. Lentz). Maybe most amazingly, the people of the world no longer see the United States as a haven “for the tired and the poor” – rather walls are built to stop the inflow of poor Central Americans looking for work in the U.S. The countries of choice for emigrants today are Australia, New Zealand, Great Britain and Germany. Only East Indians still see the U.S. as their first choice, as the Pew Surveys indicate (see appendix, Pew Favorability Ratings). With the new “culture of no” of American immigration authorities – they do not want to take a chance of admitting another Mohammed Atta (one of the terrorists who flew a plane into the New York World Trade Center towers). It is harder for students and academics to enter American universities; the number of graduate students desiring to come to U.S. institutions of higher learning is no longer rising. In this “global brain drain” more than half a million globe-trotting foreign students pumping some $13 billion annually into the U.S. economy, those numbers were in decline after 9/11; students tend to study increasingly in European, Australian and East Asian institutions (Courteau, pp. 50f). Moreover, American popular culture is no longer “America’s secret weapon,” notes Martha Bayles: “On the contrary, it is a tsunami by which others feel engulfed,” especially in the Arab world (Bayles, p. 55). Why was Miss America Rachel Smith roundly booed and jeered in the recent Miss Universe pageant? Was it the arrogance of the Bush presidency, American immigration policies, or longstanding national grievances of Mexico against the powerful neighbor to the North? (Lacey, NYT) A complex brew of resentments has undermined America’s leadership role in the world.
President Bush, the State Department and many Americans are struggling with the widening gap between “who we are and how we wish to be perceived.” They cannot understand why “they hate us,” “because I know how good we are,” says President Bush (quoted in Kennedy/Lucas, p. 309). Colin Powell was equally confident when he told a State Department audience prior to the 9/11 attacks about the potent “brand” America: “We‘re selling a product. The product we are selling is democracy. It’s the free-enterprise system, the American value system. It’s a product very much in demand. It’s a product very much needed” (quoted in Kennedy/Lucas, p. 317). Secretary Condolezza Rice copied Truman – just “get the truth out” about America and the world will see the light. Yet it is exactly such American narcissism and messianism – the old exceptionalist believe that the U.S. has a superior system and serves as the world’s moral center – that is no longer credible, notes Utne magazine in its recent story on “The Ugly Americans.” Utne’s prescriptions for restoring America’s stature in the world seem obvious: “Reengage the international community. Take the lead on climate change. Drop the pursuit of a more advanced nuclear arsenal. Ensure that government can provide basic services. Rejoin the International Criminal Court. Bring back habeas corpus. Commit to the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. Stop torturing people” (Lobel, p. 38). Ambassador and trouble-shooter Richard Holbrooke defined the dilemma of America’s public diplomacy effort drastically in the New York Times: “How can a man in a cave outcommunicate the world’s leading communications society?” (quoted Kennedy/Lucas, p. 320)

The Bush team – given the nadir of U.S. popularity and soft power potential in the world -- has lately rediscovered the value of public diplomacy in a fashion. After the 2002/3 excessively market driven image campaigns in Charlotte Beers and Margaret Tutwiler’s brief post-9/11 tenures as public diplomacy czarinas, in March 2005 the President appointed his old Texas campaign manager and trusted aide and friend Karen Hughes as the State Department’s head of public diplomacy. Beers wanted “to bring public diplomacy into the cyber age” and communicate with people around the world via virtual channels. Arab “Radio Sawa” and Persian language “Radio Farda” were started to appeal to young Arab males with ratings driven commercial popular music programs. The problem was that the Arab world considered Britney Spears’ and Eminem’s music indecent. The new TV channel ”al-Hurra” for the Arab world was equally ratings driven and based on popular low brow entertainment. It faced stiff competition from popular indigenous Arab cable networks such as al-Jazeera (Bayles, pp. 53f).  The problem indeed seems to be that U.S. public diplomacy is trying to sell the world “a product with very limited appeal” – traditional advertisement strategies no longer work in a hostile political climate (R. Robin, 346).
Like in the heyday of the Cold War, covert black propaganda and psychological warfare campaigns rivaled overt efforts of public diplomacy. The Pentagon secretly launched a new “Office of Strategic Influence” to direct public opinion behind the scene. After the New York Times outed this Pentagon disinformation office, it was quickly closed down (Kennedy/Lucas, p. 320). More recently, in 2006, Congress gave Condolezza Rice 75 million to spend on advancing freedom and human rights in Iran. This “democracy fund” quickly ran into trouble because of its reckless – some think conspiratorial -- “regime change-stratagem” in Iran. It has been concentrating on influencing civil society groups outside and inside Iran in the promotion of democracy and undermining of the mullahs and Ahmadinejad (Azimi in NYT). 

Bush’s and Karen Hughes’ approach again seems to be a public-private partnerships. The continuity with Cold War strategies of public diplomacy are obvious even in a changed communications environment. Hughes’ new paradigm is “waging peace” across the globe. The strategy is again based on offering the world “a positive vision” rooted in the U.S. deepest values of livery and justice. The new strategy includes marginalizing violent extremists and fostering common values between America and the rest of the world, clearly reviving notions of American exceptionalism. Hughes also wants to return to America’s most effective public diplomacy approaches – exchange programs and citizen diplomacy. Hughes admitted that “exchange programs have been our singly most-most effective public diplomacy tool of the last 50 years. Language training of students and teachers is often “the first step towards mutual understanding,” noted Hughes. In her Senate Foreign Relations Committee confirmation hearings she stressed the “four E’s” – engagement, exchanges, education and empowerment (Hughes). 

The problem, however, is that the Bush administration does not invest its money where its mouth is, spending five hundred times more on the military than on broadcasting abroad and exchange programs combined (Nye, 2007,46). Congress has allotted $ 630 million on State Department public diplomacy and $ 645 million to non-military broadcasting (eg. to the Arab and Persian world), or 4 percent and 0.6 percent of the State Department and Pentagon budgets respectively. Both Britain and France, much smaller countries, spend this much on public diplomacy. To look at it from a historical perspective, as Austrian diplomat and public diplomacy expert Christoph Meran has done: “If the U.S. were to spend as much per person on public diplomacy in the Muslim world as it did in Germany and Japan after World War II, the budget for these countries would be 7 billion” (Meran 2007).
The State Department cannot do it alone. The new U.S. public diplomacy strategy follows in the old footprint and heavily banks on private sector involvement, as a “Private Sector Summit” conference on public diplomacy stressed in a January 2007 Washington conference. “Public diplomacy cannot be left to the government alone”, noted Dina Powell, Deputy Secretary and public diplomat number 2 after Hughes, “business support is essential.” The chair of the “public Relations Coalition” gathering for this meeting was candid in facing the chief problem of American public diplomacy in the Bush presidency: “U.S. values are not the problem […] but the fact that the U.S. doesn’t live up to them is a problem.” Meanwhile the business community organized in 2004 a new organization “Business for Diplomatic Action.” Based on the assumption that “the American way of business is still almost universally admired,” noted Keith Reinhard, the President of this group in a speech to the International Council for International Visitors”, “we must enlist the business community to improve the standing of America in the world” (Reinhard).  Strategies include reengaging Americans with the world and getting them interested in what happens abroad, sensitizing Americans to the precipitous loss of American prestige in the world, train immigration officers to be more welcoming and friendly to visitors on America’s borders, and reach out to the world and build new bridges of mutual understanding. Clearly here the traditional paradigm of citizen diplomacy and encouraging “people to people” contacts are being rediscovered in Washington.

Karen Hughes went on her first trip on an official “listening tour” around the Islamic world but ended up preaching platitudes (Kurlantzick, p. 185). She wanted to hear what people had to say and present the new face of U.S. public diplomacy. It was less clear, noted the New York Times, whether anyone was listening (Weisman, NYT). The most notorious difficulty in assessing the impact of public diplomacy, ever since its beginning, has been measuring the impact and response in targeted societies. Will it be perceived as propaganda? Or does it genuinely engage people abroad and change their perception? It is too early to tell. Yet it seems safe to say that U.S. efforts in improving foreign perceptions of America by way of public diplomacy, will not be successful unless policies and reality change in Washington. Ultimately, American policies reengaging the world and reutilizing multilateral and other diplomatic venues and refocusing on Cold War traditions of American statecraft (D. Ross) in the post-Bush era have a chance to improve American prestige in the world.

Meanwhile, grass roots politics and citizen diplomacy, traditional strengths of American society, are popping up all across the land, bypassing Washington in re-connecting with the world. Universities are internationalizing, partnering with foreign universities, sending more students abroad and trying to bring more students in. This is complemented by official programs such as Congress recently passing legislation to fund $ 75 million for American students going abroad (Paul Simon Scholarships). In Austria, Martin Bartenstein, the Minister of Economics, and Susan McCaw, the American ambassador in Vienna, on the occasion of the 60th anniversary of the Marshall Plan celebration, announced the funding of 1,000 scholarships for Austrians to study in the U.S. over a period of 10 years. 
Youth network such as “Americans for Informed Democracy” are utilizing the new media and are holding videoconferences on U.S. Islamic relations with their cohorts in Jordan and Indonesia. Think tanks are swarming with ideas such as more bipartisan dialogue to shape the country’s future security needs. The “Center for Strategic and International Studies” is working on a new “smart power” strategy balancing the hard power needs of the military with the persuasive soft power approaches (Lobel, pp. 39f). Americans will have to find a happier balance between Mars and Venus. Under Joseph Nye’s leadership a bipartisan “Commission on Smart Power” is drafting recommendations for the next president’s transition team to rebuild American prestige around the world. And, of course, dozens of super-wealthy private foundations such as the “Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation” are pouring billions of dollars of private money into Africa to fight AIDS and are engaged in a myriad other humanitarian causes around the world. It is the regenerative power of American society that ultimately will need the country out of its current morass. If their government is failing, citizens have to take matters in their own hands. The Coalition for Citizen Diplomacy proposes to make 2008  the “Year of the Citizen Diplomat” (Coalition for Citizen Diplomacy Report). Citizen diplomacy thus is turning citizens “into assertive participants in international politics” and is empowering them with political leverage (Melissen, p. 30).

But maybe the ultimate challenge is that the traditional Cold War public diplomacy paradigm, operating from the platform of nation states, no longer works in a transnational world of NGOs and new communication tools, as Ron Robin avers: “Driven by a cold car mentality, advocates of public diplomacy continue to think in terms of a battle between statist actors and binary oppositions, while ignoring the reality of global networks, multiple identity politics, and internal religious schisms driving unrest throughout its major target group, the Muslim world” (Robin, p. 347).

Are there potential lessons for European public diplomacy from the past half-century of American public diplomacy practice (Joseph Nye’s labels “soft power” and “smart power” are just that -- new labels for traditional practices of public diplomacy)?

1) In modern statecraft, an effective public diplomacy depends on credible policies to be sold to the world; avoid gaps between reality and perceptions, be identified with what the world identifies as “public goods” (D. Ross in Lobel, p. 42).
2) Avoid casting yourself as a superior society or entity -- a moral leader in the world -- if you cannot live up to it; public scrutiny of such claims inevitably produces charges of double-standards.

3) Adequate funding for public diplomacy and “nation branding” are a prerequisite for success.

4) There must be a savvy balance between hard and soft power approaches (“smart power”).

5) American public/private partnerships offer a model for involving an engaged citizenry in public diplomacy efforts; up-front overt efforts tend to be more successful than covert approaches, especially if they are directed towards misinformation campaigns.
6) Give citizens leverage by making them assertive participants in international relations.
7) Engaging citizen diplomacy, virtually unknown and unpracticed in statist Austria (and I suspect much of Europe), may well become one of the most effective forms of public diplomacy, paralleling and replacing state-funded public diplomacy that is not credible.

8) Influencing (future) elites through university partnering and pupil/student exchange programs has long term benefits of public diplomacy.

9) The new media (blogs, pod-casts and downloads, teleconferencing etc.) can be effective, particularly among young people who are savvy in these new media, but they must be addressed to target audiences (other young people) who understand them; one should not rely on them exclusively.

10) Exporting films and popular music can help “nation branding” but only if they represent a wholesome society rather than a society weakened by crime and degeneracy in popular culture.
Bibliography
Azimi Negar, “Hard Realities of Soft Power,” New York Times Magazine, 26 June 2007.

Bayles Martha, “Goodwill Hunting,” Wilson Quarterly (Summer 2005): 46-65.

Berghahn Volker. America and the Intellectual Cold Wars in Europe. Princeton: 


Princeton University Press 2001.

Bischof Günter, “The American Empire and its Discontents,” in: Michael Gehler/Günter 

Bischof/Ludger Kühnhardt/Rolf Steininger, eds., Towards A European 

Constitution: A Historical and Political Comparison with the United States. 

Vienna: Böhlau 2005, 185-207.

-------. “Das amerikanische Jahrhundert: Europas Niedergang – Amerikas Aufstieg,” Zeitgeschichte 28 (March-April 2001): 75-95.
Coalition for Citizen Diplomacy, “The Basics of Citizen Diplomacy,”http://www.citizen-diplomacy.org/New%20CCD%20Site/CCD%20TODAY%20DOCS/basics.pdf
​----------. “The National Report on Citizen Diplomacy, June 2006 http://www.citizen-diplomacy.org/New%20CCD%20Site/CCD%20TODAY%20DOCS/basics.pdf
Commission of the European Communities, “White Paper on a European 

Communications Policy,” Brussels, February 1, 2006

http://ec.europa.eu/communication_white_paper/doc/white_paper_en.pdf
Courteau Sarah L., “Diplomacy Is in the Details,” Wilson Quarterly (Summer 2005): 50-


51.
De Grazia Victoria. Irresistible Empire: America’s Advance through 20th-Century 

Europe. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press 2005.

Dudziak Mary L., Cold War Civil Rights: Race and the Image of American Democracy. 


Princeton: Princeton University Press 2000.

Gould Lewis L., 1968: The Election that Changed America. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee 1993.

H-Diplo Total Cold War Roundtable Review of Osgood’s Total Cold War
http://www.h-net.org/~diplo/roundtables/PDF/TotalColdWar-complete/pdf
Hixson Walter L. Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, and the Cold War, 1945-


1961. New York: St. Martin’s 1997

Hughes Karen P., “Waging Peace – A New Diplomacy Paradigm for Public Diplomacy,” 


May 13, 2007 http://usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/0207/ijpe/hughes.htm
------. “The Mission of Public Diplomacy,” http://www.state.gov/r/us/2005/49967.htm
------. “Remarks to Council on Education: A Strategic View of Study Abroad,” 

9 November 2006 http://www.state.gov/r/us/77629.htm
Iriye Akira. Cultural Internationalism and World Order. Baltimore: John Hopkins 


University Press 1997.

Kennedy Liam and Scott Lucas, “Enduring Freedom: Public Diplomacy and U.S. Foreign 

Policy,” American Quarterly 57 (June 2005): 309-333.
Kurlantzick Joshua. Charm Offensive: How China’s Soft Power Is Transforming the 


World. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007.

Lacey, Marc. “Why They Booed Her in Mexico,” New York Times, 3 June 2007, WK 7.

Lobel Hannah, “Redeeming America: What Will it Take to Win Back the World,” Utne 


Reader (July-August 2007): 36-40.

------. “The Art of Peace: Interview with Dennis Ross,” Utne Reader (July-August 2007): 41-43
Lucas Scott, “A Document from the Harvard International Summer School,” in: in: 


Jessica C.E. Gienow-Hecht and Frank Schumacher, eds., Culture and 


International History. New York: Berghahn Books 2003, pp. 2358-263.

------. Freedom’s War: The American Crusade against the Soviet Union. New York: New 

York University Press 1999.
Luce Henry R., “The American Century,” in: Michael J. Hogan, ed., The Ambiguous 


Legacy: US. Foreign Relations in the “American Century.” Cambridge: 


Cambridge University Press 1999, pp. 11-29.

Lutz Rüdiger, “Transatlantic Relations: Perceptions and Misperceptions in the Media and 


Public about Our Mutual Relations,” unpublished paper.

Lynch Marc, “Watching al-Jazeera,” Wilson Quarterly (Summer 2005): 36-45

Marwick Arthur, The Sixties: Cultural Revolution in Britain, France, Italy and the United 


States, c.1958-c.1974. Oxford: Oxford University Press 1998
Matthews John P.C. “The West’s Secret Marshall Plan for the Mind,” International 

Journal of Intelligence and Counter Intelligence 

Mellisen Jan, “Wielding Soft Power: The New Public Diplomacy,” Netherlands Institute 

of International Relations, Clingendael Diplomacy Papers, May 2005.

http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2005/20050500_cdsp_paper_diplomacy_2_melissen.pdf
Meran Christoph, “Austrian and European Public Diplomacy in the United States,” 2006.
http://uscpublicdiplomacy.com/index.php/newsroom/johnbrown_detail/061215_pdpbr_addendum/
-----, “Public Diplomacy: A Historical Overview: Definitions, Contradictions, and the 

Importance of Public Diplomacy for the 21st Century, March 1, 2007, 

unpublished paper.

Mitrovich Gregory. Undermining the Kremlin: America’s Strategy to Subvert the Soviet 


Bloc, 1947-1956. Ithaca: Cornell University Press 2000.
New Orleans Citizen Diplomacy Council Newsletters
http://www.nocdce.com/visitors/htm
Nye Joseph S. Jr. “Soft Power,” Foreign Policy (Autumn 19990): 143-171.

---. “Anti-Americanism: A Smarter Superpower,” Foreign Policy (May June 2007: 46-47

Osgood Kenneth A. “Hearts and Minds: The Unconventional Cold War, “ Journal of 


Cold War Studies 4 (Spring 2002): 84-107.

------. Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and Abroad. 

Lawrence: KS: University of Kansas Press 2006.

Puddington Arch. Broadcasting Freedom: The Cold War Triumph of Radio Free Europe 


and Radio Liberty. Lexington: The University of Press of Kentucky 2000.
Reinhard Keith, “National Council of International visitors: Global; Connections Event 


Keynote Address,” February 14, 2007

http://www.nciv.org/documents/NCIV ReinhardSpeechFeb07.pdf
Rice Condolezza, “Remarks with UnderSecretary for Public Diplomacy and Public 


Affairs Karen Hughes at Town Hall for Public Diplomacy,” 8 September 2005

http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2005/52748.htm
Robin Ron, “Requiem for Public Diplomacy,” American Quarterly 57 (June 2005): 345-

353.
Ross Dennis. Statecraft and How to Restore America’s Standing the World. New York: 


Farrar, Straus and Giroux 2007.

Schmidt Oliver, “Small Atlantic World: U.S. Philanthropy and the Expanding 

International Exchange of Scholars after 1945,” in: Jessica C.E. Gienow-Hecht 

and Frank Schumacher, eds., Culture and International History. New York: 

Berghahn Books 2003, pp. 115-134.

--------. “No Innocents Abroad: The Salzburg Impetus and American Studies in Europe,” 


in: Reinhold Wagnleitner and Elaine Tyler May, eds., “Here, There and 


Everywhere”: The Foreign Politics of American Popular Culture. Hanover: 


University Press of New England 2000, pp. 64-79.
Stöver Berndt. Die Befreiung vom Kommunismus: Amerikanische Liberation Policy im 

Kalten Krieg 1947-1991. Cologne: Böhlau 2002.
The Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. http://people-press.org
Trumpbour John. Selling Hollywood to the World: U.S. and European Struggles for 


Mastery of the Global Film Industry, 1920-1950. Cambridge: Cambridge 


University Press 2002.

Tudda Chris. Truth Is Our Weapon: The Rhetorical Diplomacy of Dwight D. Eisenhower 


and John Foster Dulles. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press 2006.

University of Southern California Center of Public Diplomacy. http://uscpublicdiplomacy.com/
U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, International 


Visitors Leadership Program, Program Overview

http://exchanges.state.gove/education/ivp/overview/htm
--------------------. Program Alumni http://exchanges.state.gov.education/ivp/alumni.htm
--------------------. Public Diplomacy Updates from the Office of Public Diplomacy and 


Public Affairs www.state.gov
--------------------. “Plan for Increasing Private Sector Role in Publci Diplomacy Is Joint 


Effort of State Departmentand Public Relations Coalition,” 7 April 2007

http://www.state.gov/r/us/pubs/82711.htm
-------------------. PR Coalition 2007 Summit, Private Sector Summit on Public 

Diplomacy: Models for Action – A Cooperative Initiative of the U.S. Department 

of State and the PR Coalition http://www.state.ov/r.htm
Weisman Stephen, “Diplomatic Memo; On Mideast ‘Listening Tour,’ the Question Is 

Who’s Hearing,” New York Times, May 9, 2007

Von Eschen Penny M. Satchmo Blows Up the World: Jazz Ambassadors Play the Cold 


War. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 2004.
Günter Bischof holds a PhD in American History from Harvard Unoversity; he is the chair and Marshall Plan Professor of History, and the director of CenterAustria at the University of New Orleans.
� I would like to thank Christoph Meran from the Austrian Foreign Ministry and Lonnie Johnson from the Austrian Fulbright Commission for their helpful comments and suggestions for further references and my graduate assistant Scott Manguno for his research support on the internet.





