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rTHE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 

– DEFINITIONS AND GOALS

György Szondi

Abstract

The aim of this article is to systematically analyse public diplomacy 
definitions and goals in a chronological order in order to understand 
the premises and underlining assumptions that have shaped the fi-
eld’s conceptualisations. Special attention is devoted to American 
public diplomacy approaches given that public diplomacy’s birthpla-
ce is the USA which can boast the longest history of institutionalised 
public diplomacy. American scholars and practitioners have paved 
the ways for public diplomacy theory and practice. Several definitions 
of public diplomacy articulate general goals or outcomes of public 
diplomacy activities. These goals can be grouped into three catego-
ries: (1) self-presentational, (2) instrumental and (3) relations goals. 
There seems to be a clear shift from self-presentational goals toward 
relationship building goals particularly in the scholarly literature.

Keywords: public diplomacy, public diplomacy goals, Cold War, ‘new’ 
public diplomacy

Introduction

Public diplomacy as a concept emerged in the Cold War when capi-
talist and communist ideologies were competing with each other on 
a global scale. With the fall of the Berlin Wall, however, the United 
States and some Western European countries started to de-invest in 
public diplomacy while Eastern European countries had begun to 
increasingly deploy public diplomacy tools. Before their accession 
to the European Union (EU), several Central and Eastern European 
countries waged public diplomacy campaigns in EU member states 
to induce more support for their membership and to counteract the 
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122 GYÖRGY SZONDI

negative stereotypes and prejudices that the Eastern European count-
ries were associated with in the minds of Western European citizens. 
It was not until the 11 September 2001 terrorist attack on the World 
Trade Centre that both the theory and practice of public diplomacy 
witnessed a resurgence of interest in the West, particularly in the 
USA. Not only the American but also other governments realised the 
importance of engaging with foreign publics with the aim of influ-
encing their ‘hearts and minds’. As Melissen noted, public diplomacy 
became “the hottest topic under discussion in the world’s diplomatic 
services” [1]. Mark Leonard, a former Director of the British Foreign 
Policy Centre argued that public diplomacy can “no longer be seen 
as an add-on to the rest of diplomacy - it has to be seen as a central 
activity which is played out across many dimensions and with many 
partners” [2]. 

No recently published books or encyclopaedias on diplomacy are 
complete without devoting at least a few paragraphs to public diplo-
macy but more and more books include an entire chapter on public 
diplomacy. Geoffrey Berridge, for example, in the third edition of his 
popular textbook Diplomacy Theory and Practice described public di-
plomacy as “very fashionable” [3] devoting only a few paragraphs to 
the topic. However, in later editions of his book (published in 2010, 
2015 and 2022), he devotes an entire chapter to public diplomacy not-
ing that it is “not merely a fashionable phrase; it is also a fashionable 
practice – and a fashionable one over which to agonize” [4]. In these 
later editions he concluded that public diplomacy had become the 
most important duty of ambassadors.

The aim of this article is to systematically analyse public diploma-
cy definitions and goals in order to understand the premises and un-
derlining assumptions that have shaped the field’s conceptualisations. 
Special attention is devoted to American public diplomacy given that 
public diplomacy’s birthplace is the USA which can boast the longest 
history of institutionalised public diplomacy with an experience of 
more than half a century. American scholars and practitioners have 
paved the ways for public diplomacy theory and practice, which was 
described as a “peculiarly American aberration” [5]. 

The evolution and practice of public diplomacy were significantly 
shaped and contextualised by the Cold War and the political en-
vironment in which Western public diplomacy traditionally targe-
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deficiencies behind enemy lines. Communist countries, including the 
Central and Eastern European region, were on the receiving end of 
Western public diplomacy for decades [6].

Public diplomacy definitions

The concept and conceptualisation of public diplomacy cannot be 
explored without precisely defining its meaning. A definition is “a 
statement of intention to use a concept a particular way” [7]. As Karl 
Popper asserted definitions are arbitrary in content as they represent 
an agreement to focus attention on some problems, issues, pheno-
mena to the exclusion of others [8]. 

In 1982 Leonard Marks, a former director of the US Information 
Agency (USIA) observed during a round table discussion on public 
diplomacy that there were as many definitions of public diplomacy as 
there are people who had written and talked about it. Three years la-
ter Gifford Malone, a senior US Foreign Service officer lamented that 
“the definition of public diplomacy had always been somewhat imp-
recise and has lately become distorted” [9], a view which was shared 
by Hans Tuch, another public diplomat. Tuch, who practised as well 
as taught public diplomacy, lamented in 1990 that public diplomacy 
could not be an effective tool unless there was a general agreement 
on its meaning, which is often confusing and even contradictory [10]. 

Three decades later public diplomacy still lacks a universally ac-
cepted definition, and despite its widespread usage, the term remains 
elusive. Although public diplomacy definitions abound, they vary 
from country to country, from scholars to public diplomacy practit-
ioners as well as across disciplines opening the concept to a wider 
range of interpretations.

American definitions of and approaches to public diplomacy

Public diplomacy can boast an almost six-decade of history, although 
the very term ‘public diplomacy’ has a prehistory which dates back to 
the middle of the 19th century [11]. In the mid-1960s the term acqui-

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY - DEFINITIONS AND GOALS
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red a new meaning when Edmund Gullion coined public diplomacy 
to describe the influence of public attitudes on the formation and exe-
cution of foreign policies. Gullion was the dean of the Fletcher School 
of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University as well as a retired Fore-
ign Service officer, who established the Edward R. Murrow Centre 
of Public Diplomacy1. Gullion’s concept was summarised by a Mur-
row Center brochure in 1965, according to which [12]: “[Public dip-
lomacy] encompasses dimensions of international relations beyond 
traditional diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of public opi-
nion in other countries; the interaction of private groups and interests 
in one country with another; the reporting of foreign affairs and its 
impact on policy; communication between those whose job is com-
munication, as diplomats and foreign correspondents; and the pro-
cess of intercultural communications. Central to public diplomacy is 
the transnational flow of information and ideas” [emphases added].

This definition remains the most comprehensive of all past and 
current definitions of public diplomacy which clearly positions the 
concept in the terrain of international relations and intercultural 
communication. Two categories of definitions can be identified by 
the etymological review of public diplomacy definitions. During the 
Cold War, most definitions of public diplomacy were developed by 
American Foreign Service diplomats or institutions while internatio-
nal relations scholars have provided most definitions since the end 
of the Cold War. Between 1965 and 1989 there was a clear emphasise 
on changing public opinions of the citizens of other nations. Seve-
ral early definitions of public diplomacy evolved around strategies 
of promotion and persuasion and were closely related to American 
self-interest which is not surprising in the context of the Cold War. 
Gifford Malone, a senior US Foreign Service officer, defined public 
diplomacy as “direct communication with foreign peoples, with the 
aim of affecting their thinking, and ultimately, that of their govern-
ments” [emphasis added] [13]. 

As for the content of public diplomacy, it describes activities, di-
rected abroad in the fields of information, education, and culture, 

1 The Murrow Center of Public Diplomacy was established at Tufts University in 
Edward Murrow’s honor, after his death in 1965. He was a journalist and director of 
the US Information Agency (USIA) and considered the most respected and distin-
guished journalist of the 1940s and 1950s. 

GYÖRGY SZONDI
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THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY - DEFINITIONS AND GOALS

whose objective is to influence a foreign government, by influencing 
its citizens. 

Traditionally, public diplomacy was closely linked to conflicts and 
tensions between countries. Frederick positioned public diplomacy 
as one of the means of low intensity conflict resolution, developing a 
spectrum of communication to visualise the role of communication 
in global affairs [14]. According to this approach, public diplomacy is 
not practised in peaceful relations but in a certain degree of conflict 
in order to “convey positive American values to foreigners, to create 
a climate of opinion in which American policies can be successfully 
formulated, executed and accepted” [15].

According to Malone, successful public diplomacy depends on the 
ability to communicate effectively in a variety of ways with foreign 
opinion makers and publics who should be persuaded of the merits of 
American case [16]. Affecting another country’s government is also 
identified as a public diplomacy goal in Delaney’s definition whereby 
public diplomacy is “the ways in which both governments and private 
individuals and groups influence directly or indirectly those public 
attitudes and opinions which bear directly on another government’s 
foreign policy decisions” [17]. 

Following the fall of communism, public diplomacy definitions 
centred around communicating with other citizens to achieve un-
derstanding and build relationships. For example, one of the most 
frequently cited definitions is provided by Hans Tuch, a US diplomat 
who defined the concept in 1990 as a “government’s process of com-
municating with foreign publics in an attempt to bring about under-
standing for its nation’s ideas and ideals, its institutions and culture, 
as well as national goals and current policies” [18]. This definition is 
neutral insofar it avoids any reference to self-interests, ideology or 
propaganda and is one of the few definitions which is not US centred. 
Both Tuch’s as well as the Edward Murrow Centre’s definitions high-
light that public diplomacy is a communication activity and process, 
which should be managed and organised by the government. 

Table 1. provides further definitions of public diplomacy in a 
chronological order. 
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Table 1.: Definitions of public diplomacy in a chronological order

Date Author Public Diplomacy definitions
1965 Edward R. 

Murrow, Center 
for Public 
Diplomacy

Public diplomacy . . . deals with the influence of 
public attitudes on the formation and execution 
of foreign policies. It encompasses dimensions 
of international relations beyond traditional 
diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of 
public opinion in other countries; the interac-
tion of private groups and interests in one 
country with those of another; the reporting of 
foreign affairs and its impact on policy; com-
munication between those whose job is com-
munication, as between diplomats and foreign 
correspondents; and the processes of inter-cul-
tural communications.

1966 Edmund A. 
Gullion, Dean 
of the Fletcher 
School

By public diplomacy we understand the means 
by which governments, private groups and 
individuals influence the attitudes and opinions 
of other peoples and governments in such a way 
as to exercise influence on their foreign policy 
decisions

1968 Dante Fascell The cultivation by governments of public opi-
nion in other countries; the interaction, outside 
the framework of government channels, of 
groups and interests in one country with those 
in others; communication between those whose 
job is communication; and the results of these 
processes for the formulation of foreign policy 
and the conduct of foreign affairs

1968 Rober 
Delaney,
Murrow Center 
for Public 
Diplomacy

The ways in which both governments and priva-
te individuals and groups influence directly or 
indirectly those public attitudes and opinions 
which bear directly on another government’s 
foreign policy decisions.

1982 John Shirley, 
foreign service 
officer at the US 
International 
Communica-
tion Agency

The art of civilized persuasion of others of the 
merits of one’s own point of view.

GYÖRGY SZONDI
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1984 National 
Security 
Council

A key strategic instrument for shaping funda-
mental political and ideological trends around 
the globe on a long-term basis and ultimately 
affecting the behaviour of governments.

1985 Gifford Malone “direct communication with foreign peoples, 
with the aim of affecting their thinking, and 
ultimately, that of their governments”

1986 Philip Habib the representation of the national interest 
abroad

1986 Mark Blitz Public Diplomacy is primarily the active sha-
ping of public opinion by telling or displaying 
the truth – not merely the injection of undiges-
ted material into an opinion that has already 
been formed.

1987 U.S. Depart-
ment of State, 
Dictionary of 
International 
Relations Terms

Public diplomacy refers to government-sponso-
red programs intended to inform or influence 
public opinion in other countries; its chief 
instruments are publications, motion pictures, 
cultural exchanges, radio and television.” 

1989 Paul Smith Public diplomacy is a form of international 
political advocacy directed openly by civilians 
to broad spectrum of audiences, but usually 
in support of negotiations through diplomatic 
channels…It seeks to elicit popular support for 
solutions of mutual benefit that avoid threats, 
compulsion, or intimidation.

1990 Hans Tuch government’s 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 national 
goals and current policies

1991 US Advisory 
Commission on 
Public 
Diplomacy 1991 
Report

Public Diplomacy - the open exchange of ideas 
and information - is an inherent characteris-
tic of democratic societies. Its global mission 
is central to foreign policy. And it remains 
indispensable to [national] interests, ideals and 
leadership role in the world

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY - DEFINITIONS AND GOALS
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1993 Report of the 
United States 
Advisory 
Commission 
on Public 
Diplomacy

Public diplomacy describes activities that foster 
dialogue and open communication between the 
United States and the people of other countries. 
It complements and strengthens traditional 
diplomacy, conducted between governments. 
Through public diplomacy, the U.S. government 
communicates its views to people around the 
world, together with information about the Uni-
ted States that puts them in perspective.

1997 Joseph Duffey Public diplomacy is the studied attempt to 
understand foreign cultures and institutions so 
as to enhance the communication and advocacy 
of the national goals and interests of the United 
States. And public diplomacy is the active en-
gagement in such communication based upon 
study and analysis and thought…. It involves 
exchanges, programmed visits, speakers, con-
ferences, intellectual encounters, broadcasting, 
and, most of all, strategic planning and not 
broadside public relations.

2001 Department of 
Defence Dictio-
nary of Military 
and Associated 
Terms

Those overt international public information 
activities of the United States Government de-
signed to promote United States foreign policy 
objectives by seeking to understand, inform, 
and influence foreign audiences and opinion 
makers, and by broadening the dialogue betwe-
en American citizens and institutions and their 
counterparts abroad

2002 Leonard et al.
(British Foreign 
Policy 
think-tank)

Public diplomacy is about building re-
lationships: understanding the needs of other 
countries, cultures and peoples; communicating 
our points of view; correcting misperceptions; 
looking for areas where we can find common 
cause.

2003 US Advisory 
Group on Pub-
lic Diplomacy 
for Arab and 
Muslim World

The promotion of national interest by infor-
ming, engaging, and influencing people around 
the world.

GYÖRGY SZONDI
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2003 Shaun Riordan The use of a broad range of networks and skills 
to participate in and influence the local political 
and societal debate.

2004 Michael 
McClellan
US Foreign 
Service officer

“the strategic planning and execution of infor-
mational, cultural and educational program-
ming by an advocate country to create a public 
opinion environment in a target country or 
countries that will enable target country politi-
cal leaders to make decisions that are supportive 
of advocate country’s foreign policy objectives”

2005 Paul Sharp, 
Professor of 
Political Science

the process by which direct relations with the 
people in a country are pursued to advance the 
interests and extend the values of those being 
represented

2005 Jan Melissen, 
Professor of 
Diplomacy 

…first of all, about promoting and maintaining 
smooth international relationships…reinfor-
ce[ing] the overall diplomatic effort in the sense 
that it strengthens relationships with non-offi-
cial target groups abroad

2005 Alan K. 
Henrikson 
Professor of 
Diplomatic 
History

The conduct of international relations by gover-
nments through public communications media 
and through dealings with a wide range of 
nongovernmental entities (political parties, cor-
porations, trade associations, labor unions, edu-
cational institutions, religious organizations, 
ethnic groups, and so on including influential 
individuals) for the purpose of influencing the 
politics and actions of other governments.

2006 Mohan 
Dutta-Bergman

Public diplomacy involves the communication 
of a government to the people of another nation 
with the goal of influencing their image of the 
sender nation.

2006 Cynthia 
Schneider
Professor of 
Diplomacy, 
former 
ambassador 

All a nation does to explain itself to the world.

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY - DEFINITIONS AND GOALS
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2011 Bruce Gregory “an instrument used by states, associations of 
states, and some sub-state and non-state actors 
to understand cultures, attitudes and behaviour; 
to build and manage relationships; and to influ-
ence thoughts and mobilize actions to advance 
their interests and values,”

2013 Teresa La Porte “the act of communication that expands an or-
ganization with international or global political 
interests, to further the understanding of ext-
ernal audiences about the values and principles 
which inspire and influence the direction of its 
objectives”

Source: Author’s own

Following the terrorist attack on the World Trade Centre on 11 
September 2001, public diplomacy was reinvigorated which is also re-
flected in the abundance of definitions during the 2000s. Several of 
these definitions emphasise public diplomacy’s strategic nature, such 
as McClellan who defined public diplomacy as “the strategic planning 
and execution of informational, cultural and educational program-
ming by an advocate country to create a public opinion environment 
in a target country or countries that will enable target country poli-
tical leaders to make decisions that are supportive of advocate count-
ry’s foreign policy objectives” [19]. A decade earlier Manheim also 
adopted a strategic approach to public diplomacy by asserting that it 
is “practised less as an art than as an applied transnational science of 
human behaviour” [20]. He conceptualised public diplomacy as in-
ternational strategic communication with the objective of advancing 
policy interests of a governmental client. 

Manheim was among the first to advocate a strategic communi-
cation approach to public diplomacy at the end of 1980s and early 
1990s. This approach received more attention only after 9/11 when 
several reports and analysis were produced by US think-tanks and 
different government committees, calling for more emphasis on a 
strategic approach. Although it is often unclear what exactly ‘stra-
tegic’ means - as it is used in a variety of contexts - public diplomacy 

GYÖRGY SZONDI
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changeably or one is part of the other. Manheim’s analysis was based 
on the public relations activities of foreign governments in the US in 
efforts to influence the American media, elite and public opinions. 
He analysed heads-of-states visits, mega-events and lobbying by fo-
cusing on public relations agencies’ and practitioners’ efforts to gene-
rate positive media coverage for their clients.

Public diplomacy goals and objectives
 

Several definitions of public diplomacy articulate general goals or 
outcomes of public diplomacy activities as Table 1. demonstrates. 
Clearly operational definitions dominate the landscape rather than 
theoretical ones. The two most common verbs in these definitions 
are to communicate and to influence. Influencing (mostly foreign) 
policies of other governments via affecting the attitudes of foreign 
societies is identified as the most common and general aim of public 
diplomacy where communication is an instrument of exerting influ-
ence. The effects of public diplomacy efforts are linked to changes in 
foreign – sometimes domestic – policies, particularly during the Cold 
War.

Public diplomacy goals are grouped in three main categories: 
self-presentational, instrumental and relations goals. In the case of 
self-presentational goals, the government projects or promotes a par-
ticular identity or how the government - or the country it represents 
- wants to be perceived or seen.  This approach often entails a prede-
termined and envisioned message, image, or picture. Dutta-Bergman 
asserts that public diplomacy “attempts to influence the perceptions 
and opinions of the members of the target state with respect to the 
image of the source (nation)” [21]. A major goal of American public 
diplomacy was identified as the presentation of a fair and balanced pi-
cture of American society, culture and institutions [22]. Another aim 
was “to articulate U.S. policy clearly in as many media and languages 
as are necessary to ensure that the message is received” [23]. 

Negative or declining images of a country, its government or poli-
cies can trigger public diplomacy responses. Several countries poll fo-
reign public opinion about the perceptions of the country. Poor results 

THE EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC DIPLOMACY - DEFINITIONS AND GOALS
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can mobilise public diplomacy resources. Increased Anti-American-
ism - reflecting unfavourable opinion towards the US not only in the 
Middle East but in Europe as well as in Asia - called more attention to 
public diplomacy. Before joining the EU, many Central and Eastern 
European countries engaged in public diplomacy to generate more 
support for their accession among member states’ citizens who held 
outdated stereotypes and vague images of the region. 

Instrumental goals can be further divided into preparative and si-
tuational types of goals. Situational objectives help convey a position 
on a particular issue; in this case an issue or problem drives public 
diplomacy, which tends to be an ad hoc and sporadic activity. Com-
municating the legitimacy of an action may be part of this approach. 
Preparative goals help create a receptive environment for (usually fo-
reign) policy goals in which people will be more willing to listen to an 
idea, message or argument. As Adelman asserted, public diplomacy 
help “create a climate of opinion in which American policies can be 
successfully formulated, executed and accepted” [24]. This is similar 
to what Brown, an international communication scholar referred to 
as the ‘milieu approach’, which emphasises the creation of an interna-
tional environment where particular values of a country could flou-
rish [25]. This approach might be more utilised when there is increa-
sed tensions or disagreements between countries. Another example 
is provided by Sir Michael Butler, a former British permanent repre-
sentative to the EU. As he noted “the purpose of public diplomacy is 
to influence the opinion in target countries to make it easier for the 
British government, British companies, or other British organisations 
to achieve their aims” [26]. Another use of the preparative goal when 
public diplomacy “paves the way for traditional diplomacy: it lays the 
groundwork, like a sapper”, as Fiske de Gouveia [27]. 

Finally, relational goals, where public diplomacy is an instrument 
of developing, maintaining or sometimes terminating relationships, 
may or may not be beneficial to both countries. Communication’s 
role is to create a shared views and mutual understanding with the 
target audiences about a particular issues or policy, which could be 
global in nature. Sharp defined public diplomacy as “the process by 
which direct relations with the people in a country are pursued to ad-
vance the interests and extend the values of those being represented” 
[28]. According to the Foreign Policy Centre, a British think-tank or-
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rganisation, public diplomacy is “about building relationships: Under-

standing the needs of other countries, cultures, and peoples; commu-
nicating our points of view; correcting misperceptions; looking for 
areas where we can find common cause” [29]. Melissen asserts that 
“public diplomacy […] is first of all about promoting and maintaining 
smooth international relationships.” [30]

A vital change in the conceptualisation of public diplomacy has 
been a shift from communication to relationship building as the 
central concept. Creating mutual understanding is a prerequisite 
of developing relationships. Recent approaches to public diplomacy 
- particularly those which incorporate cultural diplomacy as well - 
identify relationship building and mutual understanding as ultima-
te goals. Mutuality and mutually beneficial relations are vital in this 
dimension particularly in the light of globalisation and the advan-
cement of communication and information technologies, which can 
facilitate relationship building. 

The objectives of earlier definitions of public diplomacy were two-
fold: influence the general public of the target nation, and by doing so, 
get these publics to pressure their own government to change foreign 
or domestic policy. Those definitions well represent the international 
environment – the Cold War – in which public diplomacy activities 
were to take place and make the assumptions that public opinion can 
actually influence foreign policy. Recent definitions of and approa-
ches to public diplomacy hardly make any reference to target nations’ 
governments. Influencing publics to create a receptive environment 
for foreign policy goals has instead become the preferred outcome. In 
some cases the government is not identified as the source or sender of 
communication either. 

Around the turn of the millennium the concept of ‘new’ public 
diplomacy emerged. Melissen identified several distinctions between 
traditional and the ‘new’ public diplomacy. Traditionally, both diplo-
macy and public diplomacy were seen in a “hierarchical state-centric 
model” of international relations, new public diplomacy operates in a 
“network environment” in which the public is actively participating 
in the give and take of messages. As Melissen argued “the new public 
diplomacy is no longer confined to messaging, promotion campaig-
ns, or even direct governmental contacts with foreign publics serving 
foreign policy purposes. It is also about building relationships with 
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civil society actors in other countries and about facilitating networks 
between non-governmental parties at home and abroad.” [31]. Social 
media and digitalisation have made diplomacy in general, and pub-
lic diplomacy in particular, more open and dialogic as diplomats are 
increasingly using social media to engage with foreign citizens. ‘New’ 
public diplomacy is also characterised as a blurring of traditional 
distinctions between international and domestic activities, between 
public and traditional diplomacy and between cultural diplomacy, 
marketing and news management [32].

Non-American definitions and approaches to public diplomacy

The way public diplomacy is defined by governments - or other ac-
tors engaged in it - may influence its practice, the tools employed and 
the outcomes it strives to achieve therefore it is worthwhile to review 
some non-American approaches as well. Several countries have de-
veloped their own approaches to public diplomacy depending on the-
ir unique diplomatic and communication cultures. Since 1932, when 
Sir Stephan Tallents first coined the term “the projection of England” 
in a pamphlet [33], the United Kingdom has placed great emphasis on 
communicating with overseas publics, particularly after the breakup 
of the British Empire. The BBC started its ‘Empire Service’ in 1932 
and two years later the British Council was established “to make the 
life and thought of the British peoples more widely known abroad” 
[34]. A more systematic approach to public diplomacy emerged only 
after the turn of the new millennium, which also marks the institu-
tionalisation of British public diplomacy. The Public Diplomacy Stra-
tegy Board was launched in 2002 charged with the task of communi-
cating and building relations with publics around the world as well as 
coordinating the activities of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, 
the British Council, the British Tourist Authority and UK Trade and 
Investment. The same year the British Wilton Review defined public 
diplomacy as “that work which aims at influencing in a positive way 
the perceptions of individuals and organisations overseas about the 
UK and their engagement with the UK” [35]. 

In 2005, the Lord Carter Review argued that the Wilton Review’s 
definition was inadequate because it did not explain what public dip-
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rlomacy seeks to achieve, or why. The document defined public diplo-

macy as “work aiming to inform and engage individuals and organi-
sations overseas, in order to improve understanding of and influence 
for the United Kingdom in a manner consistent with governmental 
medium and long term goals” [36]. This definition guides the work of 
the UK Public Diplomacy Board to oversee public diplomacy activiti-
es. The Board defined the purpose of British public diplomacy effort 
as delivering the Government’s goals rather than promoting the UK 
for its own sake. 

In Germany public diplomacy is a rather new term and concept, 
which is strongly influenced by the concept of Foreign Cultural Po-
licy (Auswärtige Kulturpolitik). In the Federal Foreign Office public 
and cultural diplomacy are coordinated by the Directorate-General 
for Culture and Society. The Directorate is responsible for cultural 
and media relations abroad, promotion of German as a foreign lan-
guage, running the Goethe Institutes and the regional information 
centres [37]. In the German approach, cultural diplomacy tends to 
dominate public diplomacy. The German foreign cultural and educa-
tional political efforts focus on four core areas: 1) fostering German 
foreign cultural and educational political interests abroad; 2) estab-
lishing and maintaining a positive, modern image of Germany abro-
ad; 3) furthering the European integration; 4) preventing conflicts by 
setting up a dialogue on values. [38]

The Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs first defined public diplo-
macy in 2000 and up to 2008 the Department for Promotion was in 
charge of public diplomacy activities in Poland. Since 2008 the De-
partment of Public and Cultural Diplomacy coordinates public dip-
lomacy which “covers strategic, coordination and enforcement activi-
ties that seek to make the case and elicit support for Poland’s s raison 
d’état and foreign policy by shaping public attitudes and public opi-
nion abroad.” [39]

Traditionally, public diplomacy is theorised in a country specific 
context with the central government in its focus but the concept has 
been extrapolated to sub- and supranational levels too. Initially, it 
was a foreign policy tool of great and middle power countries’ gover-
nments, recently however, smaller countries, regional governments, 
minority groups, unrecognised nation-states, nongovernmental or-
ganisations, as well as global intergovernmental organisations engage 
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in public diplomacy. The Roma community in Europe has been utili-
sing public diplomacy to achieve a set of objectives: increasing fami-
liarity with the Roma community; creating positive opinions about 
Romas; engaging people with the Roma community; and encourag-
ing public support for the Roma community’s concerns [40]. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) uses the fol-
lowing definition of public diplomacy: “The totality of measures and 
means to inform, communicate and cooperate with a broad range of 
target audiences world-wide, with the aim to raise the level of aware-
ness and understanding about NATO, promoting its policies and 
activities, thereby fostering support for the Alliance and developing 
trust and confidence in it” [41]. NATO adopted a more strategic and 
proactive approach public diplomacy during the early 2000s. The 
Committee on Information and Cultural Relations, changed its name 
to the Committee on Public Diplomacy in 2004 when the Office of 
Information and Press became the Public Diplomacy Division to bet-
ter reflect its aims and objectives. NATO Public Diplomacy Division 
works actively “to strengthen the Alliance’s public image, promoting 
understanding, trust in and support for the Alliance” as well as gi-
ves “advice on the methods and means used to communicate NATO 
policies and activities to a broad range of audiences with the goal of 
increasing the level of understanding and awareness of the Alliance” 
[42].

Summary and conclusions

This article has provided an overview of the evolution of public dip-
lomacy definitions and basic conceptualisations. The review has re-
vealed the lack of a coherent and consistent definition, making the 
concept open to a wide range of interpretations on the one hand and 
demonstrating public diplomacy’s multifaceted nature on the other. 
Hans Tuch’s comment remains relevant after three decades later as 
well when “an absence of a permanent consensus as to what public 
diplomacy consists of and what direction it should take” [43] still 
prevails. This comment is relevant not only in the American cont-
ext but also for other countries as well as organisations. Although 
an all-compassing definition would provide some clear guidelines, 
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rit could, on the other hand, limit and exclude certain activities and 

concepts. 
The way public diplomacy is viewed and conceptualised by gover-

nments or governmental organisations can depend a great extent on 
the way it is defined. Some countries’ governments attempt to defi-
ne and conceptualise public diplomacy while other countries may 
simply adapt American definitions and approaches. Several count-
ries’ ministries of foreign affairs have struggled to find an adequate 
version of the term ‘public diplomacy’ in the local language. In some 
cases simply the English term is used or the concept is translated as 
‘cultural diplomacy’ or ‘promotion’. Contextualisation of public dip-
lomacy can be influenced by the history and culture of the particular 
country as well as its geopolitical position.

As far as the goals of public diplomacy are concerned there is a 
clear shift from self-presentational goals toward relationship building 
goals particularly in the scholarly literature. In several countries’ 
public diplomacy practices self-presentational goals dominate as the-
se goals are less resource intensive and sender orientated rather than 
receiver. Preparative goals are also vital in public diplomacy and help 
to create a receptive environment for policy goals in which citizens, 
organisations or governments of other countries are more willing to 
listen to an idea, message or argument.
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Publikálás a Business & Diplomacy Review folyóiratban

A Folyóirat az alábbi témákhoz kapcsolódó kéziratokat fogad be lek-
torálásra: 

• gazdaság, 
• kereskedelem, 
• pénzügyek, 
• nemzetközi kapcsolatok, 
• diplomácia, 
• nemzetközi kommunikáció
• társadalomtudományok; 
• közgazdasági tudományok. 
A tanulmány absztraktja minden esetben angol nyelvű. A tanul-

mány magyar vagy angol nyelvű, amelynek terjedelme 30 000‒40 000 
leütés (az absztrakttal együtt).

A kéziratok előzetes befogadásának feltételei: 
• a kézirat és annak szerzői megfelelnek a Folyóirat etikai sza-

bályainak; 
• a kézirat, illetve ahhoz tartalmában nagyon hasonló tanul-

mányt még nem publikálták; 
• a benyújtott kézirat megfelel a formai követelményeknek. 
A Folyóirat a szerzőknek tiszteletdíjat nem fizet. A Folyóirat min-

den egyes befogadott kézirat esetében kettős vaklektorálást alkalmaz, 
ami azt jelenti, hogy az anonimalizált anyagot a szerzők által nem 
ismert lektorok értékelik. A Folyóirat csak abban az esetben fogad be 
kéziratot publikálásra, ha azt mind a két vaklektor publikálásra ajánl-
ja, és vaklektor(ok) által kért javításokat/kiegészítéseket a szerző(k) 
végrehajtotta/ák. Amennyiben az egyik lektor javításokkal publiká-
lásra ajánlja a kéziratot, míg a másik nem, akkor a javítások után a 
témában jártas újabb vaklektornak kell értékelnie az anyagot. Akkor 
minősül egy tanulmány tartalmában nagyon hasonlónak egy korábbi 
tanulmányhoz képest, ha azok egyezősége 60% felett van. A szerzők 
minden egyes esetben kötelesek a vaklektorok által írt kifogásokra/
javaslatokra tételesen írásban reagálni. 
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