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Abstract 

Two key themes stand out within current US government reports and 
foreign policy commentaries on American public diplomacy. These are: 
firstly, that US efforts to attract ‘hearts and minds’ in the Middle East were 
inadequate before and immediately after the 11 September 2001 attacks 
on America and must be improved, and secondly that the administration 
of public diplomacy has required major reform in order to meet the 
challenge of engaging Arab and Muslim audiences into the future. This 
paper assesses US public diplomacy in a regional context that has not 
been subject to significant scrutiny within the post-11 September debates 
on US public diplomacy: the Asia–Pacific. This oversight is lamentable, 
given Washington’s significant security and economic interests in the 
Asia–Pacific, and because the Asia–Pacific is a region undergoing 
significant economic, diplomatic and political shifts that are likely to 
complicate Washington’s ability to bring about desired outcomes in the 
future. This paper demonstrates, furthermore, that the Asia–Pacific 
represents an important case study from which to reflect on the 
administrative and substantive questions raised in recent critiques of US 
public diplomacy at a general level.  

This paper has four sections. I first survey the history of US public 
diplomacy, with a focus on the Asia–Pacific, and then outline the main 
programmatic components of US public diplomacy and their target 
audiences. The course of administrative reform to Washington’s agencies of 
public diplomacy is surveyed in the third section of the paper. In the final 
section, I analyse the reasons why Washington should regard public 
diplomacy as an important second-track diplomatic strategy in the Asia–
Pacific and specify the key determinants of Washington’s ability to 
effectively pursue public diplomacy in the future. 

 

 



 

 

US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific: 
Opportunities and challenges in a time of 
transition 
SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM* 

The crafting of an effective US public diplomacy program in the post-11 
September 2001 era represents one of the most multifaceted and 
confounding foreign policy challenges facing Washington today. The 
budget for official US public diplomacy now tops $1 billion annually. 
Government activities themselves represent only a tiny fraction of the 
global cultural, intellectual and media channels that have made American 
culture and politics a ubiquitous presence in the lives of millions of people 
across the world. Yet the most striking theme of government and 
academic reports on global public opinion and US foreign relations is that 
Washington’s effort to garner support for US foreign policy by presenting 
and publicising American culture, principles and diplomatic objectives1 
 
* Postdoctoral Research Fellow, Center for International Studies, and Annenberg Center for Public 

Diplomacy, University of Southern California, <segraham@usc.edu>. I would like to thank the other 
contributors to the Australian National University public diplomacy project for which this paper was 
written. In particular, I thank Yusaku Horiuchi, Benjamin Goldsmith, Trevor Wilson, Tomoko Akami 
and Matthew Linley for their critical comments and feedback, and Bill Bannear for his 
administrative assistance. I would like to thank Jerry Mileur and Mike Hannahan from the 
University of Massachusetts for their advice on getting started with my fieldwork in Washington. I 
would like to thank my interview subjects: John Brown at the USC Center for Public Diplomacy, 
Michael Green at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Chris Griffin at the Enterprise 
Institute, and Bruce Gregory at George Washington University provided invaluable insights. I would 
also like to thank Nick Cull, Josh Fouts, and Rob Kelley at the University of Southern California. 
From various agencies within the US government I would like to thank: Penne Korth Peacock, Mark 
Helmke, Keith Luse, Tim Marshall, William Bate, Peter Benda, Jeremy Curtin, Susan Weinerman, 
Jennifer Phillips, Rear Admiral Mike McDevitt, and several confidential sources. Thanks are also 
due to Gabi Afram for having me to stay in his sunny apartment in Foggy Bottom during August 
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1  Ben D. Mor (2006: 160) adopts a similar definition emphasising the persuasive functions of public 
diplomacy: it is an activity intended to generate ‘political influence, the manipulated image of the 
state should ultimately translate—primarily through its effects on foreign public opinion—into 
political outcomes that are more favourable to the state’. As the US Advisory Commission on Public 
Diplomacy (2005: 2) defines it, ‘public diplomacy entails informing, engaging and influencing 
foreign publics so that they may, in turn, encourage their governments to support key US policies’. 
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has been of an inadequate scale and limited effectiveness in recent years. 
Washington’s key reports on the causes and implications of the 11 
September attacks reflected a consensus that effective international 
publicity constituted one of the most important mechanisms for 
undercutting support for terrorism, yet the pace of revival and reform to 
Washington’s instruments of global persuasion since the attacks have been 
slow and contentious (Defense Science Board 2004: 16).2 Washington’s 
multiple failures as a practitioner of public diplomacy before the attacks—
seen to stem both from bureaucratic problems and from the substantive 
challenge of how to articulate America’s message in a credible and 
resonant way—are emphasised in official reports and foreign policy 
commentaries with a frequency and stridency that often makes for 
dramatic reading.  

In this paper, I aim to provide an overview of Washington’s 
contemporary public diplomacy operations in the Asia–Pacific region and 
summarise the course of reform within Washington’s public diplomacy 
bureaucracy since 2001. Secondly, I hope to raise some points for further 
debate within the study of contemporary US public diplomacy, which has so 
far failed to assess in a specific way the purposes and nature of US 
programs toward the rapidly-changing and economically significant Asia–
Pacific region in favour of the more dramatic and short-term concerns 
pertaining to the US-led ‘global war on terror’.  

This overwhelming focus within the existing academic literature and 
official reports on public diplomacy as a mechanism to combat terrorism 
makes it difficult to obtain information on the region-specific objectives and 
long-range planning of US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific. While I 
have attempted as far as possible to identify specific policy initiatives and 
imperatives within US public diplomacy that pertain to the Asia–Pacific, 
much of the available official information on US public diplomacy outlines 
the nature of programs in generic terms. For reasons of scope and relevance 
 

The term ‘strategic communication’ is often used interchangeably with ‘public diplomacy’ in US 
government reports, and strategic communications appears to have emerged as the favoured term 
within the White House due to its connotations of focused impact rather than nebulous garnering of 
goodwill. I agree with Bruce Gregory (2007) that the terms should be seen as analogous.  

2  Public diplomacy was signalled as an area in need of greater emphasis within US foreign policy 
within the 9/11 Commission Report and the subsequent Subcommittee Report on Public Diplomacy, 
as well as the White House’s 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategies. 
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to the broader comparative study in which this paper sits, I do not focus on 
psychological warfare activities undertaken by the Department of Defense 
and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), since these are generally 
determined by tactical considerations rather than broader diplomatic 
objectives.3 The structure of my discussion is as follows: after a brief survey 
of the contemporary debate on US public diplomacy below, the first 
subsection of this paper surveys the history of US public diplomacy. I shall 
then examine the components and key assumptions underlying the 
contemporary policies pursued by Washington globally and within the 
Asia–Pacific. In the third section, I will map the bureaucratic structures (and 
the numerous changes these have undergone in recent years) through which 
US public diplomacy initiatives are currently formulated, implemented and 
evaluated. In the concluding section, I shall broaden the scope of my 
discussion to provide an outlook on US public diplomacy in the Asia–
Pacific into the near future. In this discussion, I shall specify two key 
determinants of Washington’s ability to pursue effective public diplomacy 
in the Asia–Pacific in the near future. These are the legacy of recent 
bureaucratic reorganisations and the broader status of public diplomacy 
within the US foreign policy apparatus; and the ambiguities of crafting a 
credible and relevant message to a region such as the Asia–Pacific that is 
undergoing significant structural and political change.  

A US PUBLIC DIPLOMACY UNDER REVIEW: THE CONTEMP-
ORARY MALAISE 
One of the most prominent illustrations of the tone of current debates on 
US public diplomacy is the 2003 report of the State Department’s 
Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy for the Arab and Muslim World, 

 
3  I do, however, include material from the Defense Science Board’s (2004) report on strategic 

communication. The report is valuable since its authors included several non-military public 
diplomacy specialists and provided a useful overview and critique of many broader aspects of US 
public diplomacy. While this report and subsequent Quadrennial Defense Reviews have signalled 
that public perceptions constitute an important consideration for US military operations, the scope of 
the analysis in these reports are current and potential theatres of engagement. The Defense Science 
Board report was an advisory report, and does not carry the weight as a statement of policy that 
Quadrennial Defense or National Security Strategy reports carry. Responsibility for ongoing, 
‘civilian’ public diplomacy outreach remains with the State Department, the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors, and the Office of the Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs 
at this time, and it is these ongoing operations that are the focus of my paper. On some ongoing 
controversies over the possible inclusion of a public diplomacy agency within Defense, and the 
tensions between public diplomacy and psychological warfare, see Gregory (2005).  
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chaired by Edward P. Djerejian (2003a). The report became highly 
influential as a template for US public diplomacy reform, having asserted 
that Washington’s instruments of international persuasion required 
‘dramatic transformation’ and calling for an end to the ‘absurd and 
dangerous underfunding of public diplomacy in a time of peril’ (Djerejian 
2003a: 8). Presenting results of a survey of State Department officials on 
the effectiveness of US public diplomacy, the US General Accounting 
Office (GAO) similarly concluded in 2003 that the State Department had 
‘acknowledged the lack of, and a need for, a comprehensive strategy that 
integrates all of its diverse public diplomacy activities and directs them 
toward common objectives.’ The report noted that bureaucratic problems 
and a lack of clear objectives would almost certainly ‘impede State’s 
ability to direct its multifaceted efforts toward concrete and measurable 
progress’ in subsequent years (US GAO 2003: 3, 13). By 2005, GAO’s 
assessment was considerably more blunt: ‘the government does not yet 
have a public diplomacy communications strategy’ (US GAO 2005: ii). 
The US Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy (2005: 7–8) echoed 
these findings in a report of the same year, indicating that Washington’s 
ability to present its position in the global media remained ‘limited’. 
Despite the fact that several governmental agencies were undertaking 
public diplomacy functions, ‘coordination and strategy for these activities 
remain largely ad hoc’.  

Opinion within the State Department, the institution through which 
roughly half the annual US public diplomacy budget is spent, echoes the 
concern that US efforts to garner international public support have been 
inconsistent and often ineffective since the end of the Cold War. As several 
US public diplomacy officials indicated during interviews I conducted in 
August 2006, a valuable process identifying the importance of public 
diplomacy and of ‘taking stock’ of current programs has taken place in 
response to the 11 September attacks. Yet despite the frequent reports and 
evaluations on the State Department’s recent difficulties in consolidating its 
public diplomacy operations, these sources suggested that an adequate grasp 
of the complex links between international public opinion and the 
effectiveness of American foreign policy, and a willingness to supply 
adequate funding, remain absent at the highest levels in Washington.4  

 
4  Off the record interviews, August 2006.  
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Non-government commentaries have been even more strident in 
criticising Washington’s ability to attune its apparatus for public diplomacy 
policy-making and implementation to the contemporary geopolitical and 
technological conditions within world politics. Stephen Johnson and Helle 
Dale (2003: 1), writing for the Heritage Foundation in 2003, warned of 
America’s ‘declining image abroad’, and noted that ‘the United States 
government is losing its voice before foreign audiences’ due to the lack of a 
‘clear chain of command as well as adequate personnel and financial 
resources’. A RAND Corporation report the following year highlighted the 
‘prevalence’ of unfavourable global views of the US in the wake of the 
invasion of Iraq. It concluded that the US government had come to be 
regarded globally as an ‘unfavourable messenger’ even though the core 
tenets of America’s message—‘pluralism, freedom and democracy’—
remain both desirable and salient among target audiences (Wolf and Rosen 
2004: 1, 23). Even Joseph Nye, whose broad assessment of Washington’s 
continued ability to garner and wield ‘soft power’ in the post-11 September 
era is considerably more positive than many other foreign policy 
commentators, recently concluded that adapting to the contemporary 
political and informational environment constitutes a significant and 
ongoing challenge for US public diplomacy. ‘Americans rediscovered the 
need for public diplomacy after September 11 … [yet] we still have not 
adjusted to the complexities of wielding soft power in the global 
information age … Perhaps most striking is the low priority and paucity of 
resources devoted to producing [American] soft power’ (Nye 2004: 123).5 

Recent international public opinion polls bear out the premise upon 
which most of these critical reports rest; namely that Washington now faces 
extensive anti-American sentiment at a global level. The 2006 Pew 
Research Center’s Global Attitudes Project, which surveyed over 91,000 
people in 50 nations on their views of the US and its foreign policy, 
revealed that while anti-Americanism was an relatively elastic and 
transitory phenomenon during the Cold War, ‘[t]oday’s anti-Americanism 
runs broader and deeper’ than it has at any time during the twentieth 
century. Figures from nations ranging from Brazil, where favourable views 
of the US dropped from 52 per cent in 2002 to 34 per cent in 2003, to 
 
5  On the crisis of US public diplomacy see also Kiehl (2005); a summary of views is provided in 

Johnson (2006: 44–5); on Karen Hughes’ tenure as Under Secretary and the ongoing problems of 
US public diplomacy, see Zeller (2006).  
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Russia where a similar decline from 61 per cent to 36 per cent occurred in 
2002–03, indicate that ‘US foreign policy [is] more strongly opposed … 
[and] the influence of the American lifestyle is also rejected’ to a historically 
unprecedented degree (Kohut and Stokes 2006: 24–5; see also Singh 2006: 
33–4, 37–42). As most studies of contemporary anti-American sentiment 
indicate, favourable views of the US government have declined most 
precipitously in the Muslim world: between 2000 and 2006 positive views 
of the US declined from 75 per cent to 30 per cent in Indonesia, and over 
the same period fell from 52 per cent to 12 per cent in Turkey (US GAO 
2006: 5). Singled out for emphasis in the published findings of the Pew 
Global Attitudes Project is the fact that the esteem with which the American 
people themselves are currently held has declined alongside support for the 
US government and its foreign policy initiatives in the wake of 11 
September. In Indonesia, for example, favourable views of American people 
declined from 56 per cent in 2003 to 46 per cent during 2005. In China, 
2005 favourable views of the American people were held by only 43 per 
cent of people surveyed that year (Kohut and Stokes 2006: 30). Figures 
from a BBC public opinion poll of 11 countries cited by Nye (2004: 67) 
indicate that in the wake of the US invasion of Iraq, 65 per cent of all 
respondents felt America was an arrogant global power.  

A host of official reports and academic studies attempting to assess the 
implications of this deepening global anti-American sentiment have 
emerged in the post-11 September period. Overwhelmingly, these studies 
have concluded that if these kinds of global public sentiments are left 
unchecked, the US will face significant challenges to its future security and 
prosperity.  

[A]nti-Americanism is a pervasive problem, one of the principal challenges 
facing the United States in the years ahead. Dealing with it will require that 
Americans distinguish among the different sources  of antagonism and address 
them appropriately. Much of what currently irritates or even infuriates other 
countries about the United States are the ways in which US policies and 
American attitudes rub up against happenings on the world scene. The 
differences between how Americans view these problems and how the people 
of other countries do may be bridged in the course of events by modifications 
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in policy or by tactful efforts to persuade others of the rightness of US views 
and actions (Kohut and Stokes 2006: 39).6  

The contemporary ‘crisis’ of US public diplomacy is thus that while 
numerous reviews have concluded that Washington’s instruments of public 
diplomacy were in disarray both bureaucratically and functionally since 
well before 11 September, effective public diplomacy is seen to have 
become a significant US national security issue in the aftermath of the 
attacks.  

Where does the Asia–Pacific region sit in the context both of the 
contemporary administrative difficulties associated with US public 
diplomacy policy-making, and the rise of global anti-American sentiment? 
The scale and implications of the increasingly negative public sentiment 
toward the US among Muslim populations in Asia, where positive views of 
the US suffered a sharp decline after the 2003 Iraq invasion, have been 
reasonably well-documented in recent official reports and public diplomacy 
literature (see, for example, Djerejian 2003a). However, the question of how 
non-Muslim populations in the Asia–Pacific currently regard the US and 
whether Washington has effectively tailored its public diplomacy strategies 
to the Asia–Pacific, are questions that have not been subject to systematic 
assessment in recent policy reviews. In 1992 the US Advisory Commission 
on Public Diplomacy (1992) issued a report on the rise of East Asia in the 
post-Cold War global order, and advocated an enhanced public diplomacy 
effort to strengthen Washington’s trade and security relationships in the 
decades ahead. Since then, however, the vast majority of official reports on 
US public diplomacy have not sought to identify and review contemporary 
programs or set specific priorities for the Asia–Pacific region.  

Qualitative studies of (non-Muslim) Asian opinions about the US in the 
wake of 11 September and the war in Iraq suggest that while Washington’s 

 
6  As Nye reflects, ‘Americans are still working their way through the aftermath of September 11 … 

The Bush administration has correctly identified the nature of the new challenges that the nation 
faces and has reoriented American strategy accordingly …. We have been more successful in the 
domain of hard power, where we have invested more, trained more, and have a clearer idea of what 
we are doing. We have been less successful in the areas of soft power, where our public diplomacy 
has been woefully inadequate and our neglect of allies has cleared a sense of illegitimacy that has 
squandered our attractiveness…America’s success will depend upon our developing a better balance 
of hard and soft power in our foreign policy’ (2004: 146–7). See also Crockatt (2003); US GAO 
(2006; 2007b); Smith (2007); Defense Science Board (2004); Djerejian (2003a). 
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perceived anti-Muslim foreign policy has generated less of a backlash than 
in other regions, US unilateralism has emerged as an important concern for 
political officials and public opinion leaders within the region. A 2005 Asia–
Pacific Center for Security Studies report has charted declining elite opinion 
of the US in Asia in the wake of the 2003 US invasion of Iraq. It concludes 
that ‘there is a strong dissonance between mainstream Asian views of the 
United States approach to international affairs and the views held by the 
administration itself.’ Reflecting on the implications of this for US foreign 
policy, the report suggests that in East and Southeast Asia:  

the US will face continuing criticism of its foreign policy practices and 
continuing demands to resolve issues through [multilateralism] … 
Increasingly there are signs that American strength will not be sufficient 
to persuade even a fig-leaf worth of states [in Asia] that the United 
States’ preferred solutions should be adopted (Rolfe 2005: 7).7  

Julia Sweig’s recent survey of anti-American sentiment in Asia 
complements this assessment by emphasising how broader historical 
dynamics have contributed to negative perceptions of the US in Asia. The 
prevalence of anti-American views in South Korea (where half of the 
population expressed unfavourable views of the US in 2003), is thus 
attributed to the historical legacy of the Cold War, America’s ongoing 
military presence on the peninsula, and the recent divergence between 
South Korean and American policy toward North Korea (Sweig 2006: 144, 
chapter 12; Hitchcock 1997: 32). Yet despite these recent assessments that 
the US faces a growing credibility problem among Asian publics, and 
despite the fact that Washington has extensive strategic and economic 
interests within the region, the prospect that effective public diplomacy can 

 
7  Significantly, however, a 1997 study completed by David I. Hitchcock under the auspices of the 

Center for Strategic and International Studies indicated that concerns among Asian opinion leaders 
about Washington’s unilateralist tendencies, and willingness to assert influence rather than seek 
accommodation in the context of bilateral and multilateral diplomacy, were extant prior to the 2003 
US invasion of Iraq. Summarising the findings of a qualitative study of elite opinion in seven Asian 
countries, Hitchcock concluded that the Clinton administration’s key diplomatic challenge in Asia 
was ‘to fashion more sensitive, less culture-bound foreign policies … The United States must 
recognise more fully that the most successful negotiation is where both sides win. If such 
relationships are to develop further, the United States must hold back threats of sanctions, public 
scoldings, and pressure tactics that, in Asian minds, do not fit with … a new level of equality and 
cooperation’ (Hitchcock 1997: 3–4, 28, 48). This observation attests to a central analytical point that 
is developed within my paper: namely, that the impact of post-11 September developments must be 
situated within the context of broader political trends in the Asia–Pacific case. 
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mitigate the declining public profile of the US has not been subject to 
extensive consideration.  

This state of affairs within official reviews and academic analyses is also 
lamentable because the Asia–Pacific region presents an important vantage 
point from which to reflect back on some more general questions about US 
public diplomacy. On one hand, studies of global anti-Americanism have 
emphasised that while hostility toward the US has recently increased within 
Asia, negative opinions about the US in the post-Iraq period have not been 
as prevalent nor as strongly held as compared with other parts of the world 
such as the Middle East and Europe. In this respect, the Asia–Pacific 
presents an opportunity to hone and implement best practices for the 
administration and programming of public diplomacy over the long-term, 
rather than basing current programs entirely on a paradigm based on 
responding to the terrorist ‘crisis’ in the Middle East.  

Secondly, East Asia is a useful case study from which to reflect on the 
future of US public diplomacy from a structural perspective, given that the 
East Asian region is an increasingly multipolar one. The implications of 
China’s increasing economic and military strength have been subject to 
significant debate in Washington over the last decade (see, for example, 
Sutter 2006; Vaughn 2005; Dumbaugh 2006), and the potentially 
constructive role public diplomacy can play in fostering more stable Sino-
American relations, rather than managing crises after they occur, is a timely 
question. Similarly, the emerging East Asian multipolarity presents an 
opportunity to assess the value of public diplomacy as a track through 
which to consolidate shared foreign policy interests as the US renegotiates 
its relationships with its key allies Japan and South Korea. The emerging 
multipolarity in East Asia also poses significant questions about 
Washington’s credibility as a public diplomacy actor in light of the 
historical and cultural phenomenon of US hegemony itself. This issue will 
have important bearing on the future success of US public diplomacy in the 
Asia–Pacific, and my goal with this paper is to open the issue of US 
credibility in relation to its hegemonic posture in Asia for further debate 
rather than provide a definitive answer. Although few public diplomacy 
commentators and officials articulate Washington’s ‘credibility problem’ in 
these structural terms, I believe this constitutes an important issue to note 
for scholars and practitioners in assessing the nature and relevance of 
America’s public diplomacy message in the contemporary global order.  
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF US PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 
US public diplomacy began with the US entry into the First World War in 
1917, when Woodrow Wilson instructed the newspaper editor George 
Creel to oversee a committee to produce domestic and international8 
propaganda on behalf of the US war effort. The initiative, which came to 
be known as the ‘Creel Committee’, was abolished at the end of the war. 
The Committee’s perceived liberties with the truth and reliance on atrocity 
stories led to fierce condemnation of the idea of official US propaganda 
from the American press and the burgeoning ‘propaganda analysis’ 
movement within American universities (Sproule 1997). The basis of a 
permanent architecture for US public diplomacy was established shortly 
prior to the US entry into the Second World War. In 1938 the State 
Department established a Division of Cultural Relations, initially intended 
to build on existing philanthropic and non-government activities for 
strengthening cultural and educational ties within the Western Hemisphere 
(Espinosa 1976; Ninkovich 1984).  

By 1941 the Division’s activities had been extended to China, which 
subsequently became one of the largest targets of US cultural diplomacy 
efforts during the war and its aftermath. However, these cultural and 
educational activities were substantially reduced and became largely 
‘ameliorative’ after the Chinese Communist revolution in 1949 (Ninkovich 
1984: 142–4). In the six months prior to the Japanese attack on Pearl 
Harbor, a US Foreign Information Service was also put in place, serving as 
the basis for an Office of War Information to oversee domestic and 
international audiences after US entry into the conflict (Winkler 1978). 
Washington’s wartime informational initiatives, which included short-wave 
radio broadcasting via the Voice of America (VOA), the distribution of 
motion pictures and printed information, including periodicals such as 
Russian-language Amerika magazine, a global summary called the Wireless 
File, and US Information Service (USIS) centres at US embassies,9 
constituted the basis for America’s Cold War public diplomacy. In 1948 the 
US Congress passed the Smith Mundt Act to enable international publicity 

 
8  The international component of Creel’s operation was largely confined to Europe, however, with the 

key objective of publicising Wilson’s proposals for the post-war settlement. 
9  Over the course of the USIS program, American centres and libraries operated in almost 300 cities 

across the world (Dizard 2004: 4).  
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functions to be pursued on an ongoing basis during peacetime, which stands 
as the main legislative basis for US public diplomacy activities to the 
present day. 

The Department of Defense also conducted public diplomacy functions 
during the Second World War and its aftermath (see Stonor Saunders 1999; 
Kellerman 1978). The post-war occupation of Japan provides the most 
significant example of this in the East Asian context, encompassing an 
extensive program of educational and media reform overseen by a civil 
education and information division, which reported directly to Douglas 
MacArthur’s Supreme Command of the Allied Powers (Arndt 2005: 251–
3). The State Department gained responsibility for cultural and 
informational diplomacy with Japan in 1951, and USIS operations in Japan 
remained one of the largest single components of the program in subsequent 
decades (Dizard 2004: 43–4). Military strategic concerns guided the 
expansion of US informational diplomacy in Asia throughout the 1950s, 
notably in Korea where the US-led United Nations military intervention in 
1950–53 was bolstered by increased VOA broadcasting hours and the 
circulation of pro-UN films and printed material. Another significant site of 
US operations in Asia during the Cold War was Vietnam, where the United 
States Information Agency (USIA) steadily deepened its activities after 
1954, initially in close cooperation with the French colonial authorities. 
Subsequently, much of the ostensibly civilian US public diplomacy work in 
Vietnam was conducted in close cooperation with the Department of 
Defense, blurring the distinction between public diplomacy and 
psychological warfare (Dizard 2004: 77, 138; Green 1988: chapter 12). 
During the 1950s the scale of the Fulbright educational exchange program 
also steadily increased within Asia. For instance, in the first half of that 
decade roughly 150 grants per year were awarded for exchanges to and 
from Burma, and several chairs in American Studies at Burmese 
universities were created using Asia and Ford Foundation funds (Arndt 
2005: 343).10  

After a review of Washington’s requirements in the Cold War 
propaganda struggle conducted by three separate government committees in 
1952–53, the Eisenhower administration established the USIA as an 
 
10  Burma constituted one of the most vibrant components of the Fulbright program in Asia before 

diplomatic ties with the US were cut by the Ne Win regime in 1962. 
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independent office reporting to the White House and the US National 
Security Council. Yet, as Wilson P. Dizard argues, the Agency’s ability to 
effectively bring public diplomacy concerns into the formation of Executive 
Office policy was ‘at best sporadic’ throughout the Cold War—a pattern that 
has been identified as an ongoing problem in the post-Cold War phase of 
US public diplomacy (Dizard 2004: 69; Kiehl 2003; Defense Science Board 
2004). The key elements of the State Department information program such 
as VOA and cultural interchanges were placed with USIA during the 
reorganisation, although the Fulbright educational exchange program 
remained within State. USIA information initiatives and oversight were 
structured into geographical divisions, whose directors were charged with 
content, evaluation and planning in consultation with the USIA’s Offices of 
Policy and Administration, with cultural activities coordinated by the 
USIA’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs. From the beginning, as 
Nancy Snow observes, several of USIA’s information programs expressly 
targeted the educated elite abroad, who were perceived to be ‘in the best 
position to design and influence pro-American policies in their respective 
countries’ (Snow 2002: 50–1). More broadly, to both foreign elites and mass 
publics, USIA defined one of its key functions in relation to US foreign 
policy as supplying the context in which decisions are taken in Washington. 
‘The true value of USIA’s varied programs and activities’, according to 
Hitchcock, was to create ‘some awareness of the traditions, ideals, social 
problems, and composition from which [US foreign] policies have 
developed’ (Hitchcock 1988: 5–6). 

USIA’s programs underwent a shift in emphasis toward Third World 
development from 1960, as reflected in new initiatives such as the US Peace 
Corps and the Alliance for Progress in Latin America introduced by the 
John F. Kennedy administration (Dizard 2004: 84). The appointment of 
high-profile journalist Edward R. Murrow to the post of USIA director 
contributed to this new phase of policy innovation—Murrow encouraged 
the development of a more ‘persuasive’ rather than ideological style of 
international information—and brought about a great awareness of public 
diplomacy within the White House. Television was incorporated into USIA 
operations in 1965, when the Agency began to produce its own programs 
for international audiences. The opening of diplomatic relations between the 
US and China from 1969 was complemented by a public diplomacy 
strategy emphasising cultural and educational exchanges. A bi-national 
agreement for educational exchanges between the US and China was 
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subsequently signed in 1978. US–China rapprochement was also reflected 
in the adoption of a less hardline ideological approach to Communist bloc 
programming within US information organs such as VOA. In 1979, under 
the Jimmy Carter administration, USIA was abolished and the short-lived 
US International Communications Agency was established, with the 
intention of integrating the information functions of USIA and the 
educational programs administered by State’s Division of Cultural Relations 
and bringing about a more reciprocal tone within the Agency’s work (see, 
for example, Arndt 2005: chapter 23). Carter’s reorganisation was short-
lived, however. The Ronald Reagan administration inherited a newly 
reinstated USIA, and between 1981 and 1989 the Agency’s budget doubled, 
largely as a consequence of the close personal and working relationship 
between the president and his appointee to the directorship of USIA, 
Charles Z. Wick (Dizard 2004: 200). USIA’s global satellite television 
station Worldnet was inaugurated under Wick, as was a reinvigorated policy 
of staging USIS events, cultural interchange, and broadcasting in Eastern 
Europe and the USSR (Green 1988: chapter 17).  

The end of the Cold War led to a far-reaching debate within Washington 
over how USIA might be reoriented to address an international political 
order no longer polarised by ideology, and in which the US mass media and 
entertainment had achieved an extensive global reach (Dizard 2004: 213). 
As Snow argues, under Bill Clinton’s administration, US public diplomacy 
shifted in emphasis toward the promotion of ‘democracy and free markets 
… [t]he Fulbright program in particular and educational exchange in 
general were to become useful promotional tools for the supremacy of the 
American economic model and global integration.’ Elsewhere, Snow 
characterises USIA as a ‘commercial agent’ during the Clinton years (Snow 
2002: 43, 52). Radio Free Asia (RFA) was established by Congress in 1996 
to complement VOA and American private media outlets and promote 
precisely this message, particularly in the wake of the Tiananmen Square 
crackdown in Beijing. Despite the addition of RFA to US public diplomacy 
in the Asia–Pacific, Washington’s overall effort to shape public opinion in 
Asia and globally was downscaled significantly during the 1990s. The 
number of US diplomatic and consular staff assigned to public diplomacy 
globally has declined by 35 per cent over that decade, while adjusted 
funding for all US public diplomacy activities fell by 25 per cent (Djerejian 
2003a: 25; US Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy 2004). USIA 
was abolished in 1999, with many of its functions transferred to the State 
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Department and its broadcasting operations constituted under an 
independent board of governors.  

After the 2001 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington the 1990s 
came to be regarded, by both foreign policy commentaries and official 
reviews, as signifying a posture of ‘unilateral disarmament’ of Washington’s 
‘weapons of advocacy’ (Djerejian 2003a: 13). While the need to revitalise 
US public diplomacy financially and through more effective evaluation 
mechanisms has been recognised at the highest levels of US foreign policy-
making, the post-11 September phase of US public diplomacy operations 
has been hampered by administrative difficulties and policy inconsistencies 
stemming from the 1999 reorganisation. In the contemporary global 
information order, official US information initiatives face significant 
competition from non-government media outlets. Furthermore, while the 
‘global war on terror’ has prompted a return to the stirring Cold War 
rhetoric of America’s commitment to ‘freedom’ and the elimination of ‘hate 
and oppression’ within US public diplomacy initiatives (Wells 2007: 2), 
persistent quandaries remain over whether America’s words and deeds can 
be easily reconciled by global audiences in the wake of the unpopular US 
invasion of Iraq. Post-2001 US public diplomacy is thus hampered by an 
underlying paradox: the global context is one that has presented Washington 
with an opportunity to return to foundational American principles as the 
rhetorical basis for its public diplomacy, yet at this point Washington’s 
political credibility and the salience of America’s message in an 
increasingly complex global political and information order are by no 
means certain. I shall return to the twin challenges of bureaucratic 
difficulties and declining credibility in the final section of this paper, but 
will first turn to an outline of the key components of US public diplomacy 
in relation to Asia, including the objectives, targets, and funding allocated to 
contemporary programs of mass persuasion emanating from Washington, 
and then examine the bureaucratic structures through which US public 
diplomacy is currently formulated.     

ENGAGING HEARTS AND MINDS GLOBALLY, AND IN THE ASIA–
PACIFIC: COMPONENTS OF CONTEMPORARY US PUBLIC DIP-
LOMACY 
In this section I shall supply an overview of the key components of US 
public diplomacy, several of which have been identified in the historical 
survey above, emphasising how key initiatives pertain to Asia–Pacific 
audiences. My overview is organised according to the three distinct 
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‘timeframes’ within which the various components of contemporary 
public diplomacy function. These are initiatives aimed at the news cycle; 
initiatives aimed at influencing public opinion and agenda-setting over the 
medium-term; and initiatives intended to affect long-term, sometimes 
even generational, changes in attitudes and awareness about the US 
(Gregory 2006: 3–4).11  

Informational diplomacy 1: the news cycle 
In the wake of the 11 September terrorist attacks, the extent to which 
Washington adequately represents US policies within the global news 
cycle has emerged as a key preoccupation within US public diplomacy 
evaluations and policy-reform initiatives. As the US Advisory 
Commission on Public Diplomacy recommended in 2005, terrorist threats 
to the United States should be confronted with a ‘proactive message 
dissemination’ strategy on the part of the US government. The 
Commission urged the US information programs to develop strategies that 
recognise how:  

false information spreads quickly and needs to be countered quickly. In 
today’s information environment, diligent media and public outreach 
efforts as well as crisis-response capabilities are essential. Good 
judgement and an understanding of the effects of misinformation on 
different audiences and cultures are required to counteract 
misinformation in a timely and effective manner (2005: 6).  

Information technology has played a key role in Washington’s efforts to 
engage with the global news cycle. A three-phase Information Technology 
Planning Project was initiated by the State Department in the wake of 11 
September, which sought to determine how to best utilise new 
communications technologies for US public diplomacy. The Djerejian 
(2003a: 44–5) report noted that a cumbersome bureaucracy within State had 
slowed the pace of planning and implementation for new communications 
and evaluation initiatives.   

 
11  This tripartite division also has a precedent within the work of Nye (2004: 107–10), who identifies 

three dimensions of public diplomacy: daily communications, strategic communication, and the 
development of lasting interpersonal relationships. While the first and third are relatively self-
explanatory, Nye’s assessment of the strategic communication dimension emphasises how medium 
to long-term informational strategies seek to develop and brand themes that relate to specific policy 
issues. This constitutes the key function of VOA and the other US international broadcasters, along 
with specifying the context for US decision-making.  



16 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

Despite these initial systemic difficulties in implementing information 
reforms, a new public diplomacy infrastructure is now in place through 
which Washington engages with global media issues within the timeframe 
of the daily news-cycle. In response to Council on Foreign Relations 
recommendations on public diplomacy after 11 September, the White 
House established a Strategic Communication Policy Coordinating 
Committee in September 2002, which became the Muslim World Outreach 
Policy Coordinating Committee in 2004, to be re-established as the 
Strategic Communication and Public Diplomacy Policy Coordinating 
Committee in 2006. The White House also founded an Office of Global 
Communications in January 2003, renamed the Office for Strategic 
Communications and Global Outreach in 2005. Both institutions were 
specifically intended to enhance the delivery and coordination of 
Washington’s message for media outlets in the Arab and Muslim world 
(Djerejian 2003a: 4; Council on Foreign Relations 2003: 9). The USINFO 
initiative was launched in 2004, and it currently provides US perspectives 
on major news events in six languages to opinion-leaders via electronic 
communications and dedicated rapid-response media units in London, 
Brussels and Dubai (Smith 2007: 5; PCC 2007: 10). Censorship and 
jamming of US information feeds remains a significant obstacle for US 
information programs—notably in China—and the State Department has 
focused on electronic communications as a basis to circumvent similar 
obstacles to the distribution of information. By 2005, the Department was 
sending roughly 4 million emails per day containing news and information 
to personal email addresses in China alone (US Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy 2005: 23).12 

Many US embassies have made use of mobile-phone alerts, RSS feeds, 
and email lists to supply information, with content determined by the White 
House and State Department, to journalists, academics and other opinion-
leaders. These information outreach activities are seen as a mechanism to 
shape how the US is presented in the global media on a day-to-day level.13 
 
12  Congress has also been examining legislation and other options for promoting freedom of 

information in China (US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 2004b; Lum 2006). 
13  A key theme of many internal reviews has been the importance of enlisting the latest technologies to 

facilitate the distribution of America’s message globally, see Djerejian (2003a: 40–6). Officials I 
spoke to in the State Department also noted that mobile-phone alerts had been adopted in the 
Republic of Korea in order to publicise embassy events, particularly those targeted at youth, to 
Korean citizens. 
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The State Department’s Bureau of International Information Programs (IIP) 
also incorporates a program called Infocentral as an internal electronic 
resource to coordinate official statements on international events and key 
foreign policy initiatives emanating from the various agencies of the US 
government (US Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy 2005: 9). In 
2005, IIP established the internal ‘Media Matrix’ electronic resource to 
collate information about media outlets in individual countries and thereby 
enhance State’s ability to analyse the global media environment (US GAO 
2007b: 30). The Bureau also maintains foreign press centres in Washington 
DC, New York and Los Angeles to ‘provide foreign journalists with a 
variety of services to help them report on American society, politics and 
culture.’ The Advisory Commission urged in 2005 that the centres did not 
yet appear to have a significant impact on the portrayal of the US in the 
foreign media, and needed to be better publicised among international 
media professionals working within the US (US Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy 2005: 7–8).  

Informational diplomacy 2: shaping opinion and agenda-setting 
The cornerstone of US informational diplomacy initiatives that seek to 
inform, engage and ultimately influence international public opinion over 
a longer timeframe are US government-run broadcasting outlets, which 
reach the global public directly through the media of radio, television and 
internet. The US government undertakes informational broadcasting with 
the objective of exercising a cumulative, substantive influence (‘moving 
the needle’) on international public opinion over the long-term. The 
process of shaping attitudes is understood within official programs 
according to the following process: the promotion of understanding, 
bringing about constructive engagement and, ideally, garnering active 
support for US foreign policy among foreign publics (Djerejian 2003a: 
30). Singled out for particular emphasis by many US officials engaged in 
the broadcasting programs is the need to clarify the context within which 
US foreign and domestic policies are set, as a basis to shape the agenda 
according to which particular issues are debated abroad. The promotion of 
critical scrutiny, free debate and above all truthful information about the 
US constitute the fundamental purposes of US broadcasting. In this 
context, Washington’s intention is that institutions such as the Voice of 
America shall, by example, illustrate the benefits of democracy to peoples 
abroad. The need to maintain the objectivity and integrity of US media 
outlets is thus stated to be paramount for guaranteeing the integrity of this 
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democratic message. As the GAO emphasised in 2007, the purpose of US 
broadcasting is ‘to promote and sustain freedom and democracy by 
broadcasting accurate and objective news and information about the 
United States and the world to audiences’ (US GAO 2007b: 9).  

Each year half of the nearly $1.5 billion spent on US public diplomacy is 
allocated to broadcasting activities overseen by the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors (BBG).14 The BBG launched several significant new initiatives 
after 2001, all of which sought to target key segments of the Arab and 
Muslim world. These include a Middle Eastern youth station, Radio Sawa, 
the Persian-language Radio Farda, and the Al Hurra TV channel. Voice of 
America remains the primary news broadcaster in the Asia–Pacific, with 
programming in nine languages and dialects from the region.15 Radio Free 
Asia is a more modest operation, projected to receive only 4.7 per cent of 
the total US broadcasting budget in 2008 (BBG 2007: 7).16 The BBG’s 
Worldnet TV station is also beamed across the Asia–Pacific region via 
satellite.    

Overwhelmingly, it is a mass audience that is targeted by US 
broadcasting, although several initiatives run under the auspices of US 
broadcasters aim to engage and educate journalists. Journalist education 
programs conducted under the auspices of US international broadcasting 
institutions have been singled out for emphasis as a tool for the spread of 
democracy within Congressional reviews of US public diplomacy since 
2001. As the Chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Joseph 
Biden remarked to a Senate Committee on Foreign Relations hearing in 
2002: 

 
14  For the fiscal year 2006 the State Department received $796 million, and the BBG $645 million (US 

GAO 2007a: 2). For fiscal year 2008, BBG has requested $668.2 million (BBG 2007). 
15  Countries in which RFA operates, according to the 2002–07 strategic plan, are China, Tibet, Burma, 

Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia, and North Korea (BBG 2002–07: 13). RFA language services to China 
receive more than half of total programming funding within RFA: 2007 spending estimates indicate 
that the Mandarin service will take $4,805 million; the Cantonese service will cost $828,000; 
broadcasting in Uyghur, the dialect spoken in the Xinjian region of China, will receive $1,194 
million, while Tibetan programming will cost $3.610 million. Combined, the other language services 
(Vietnamese, Cambodian, Burmese, Laotian, and Korean) amount to projected spending of $8,828 
million (BBG 2007: 52).  

16  This amounts to roughly $31 million per annum (BBG 2007: 50). 
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for better or worse, people tend to trust local sources of news and 
information more than they do foreign sources. Without a free, fair, and 
open flow of information in these societies, propaganda and 
misinformation are able to flourish. It is in our interests to have 
professional journalism abroad promoting the internal dialog that serves 
their interests as well. Public diplomacy is not just about what we say. It 
is about promoting an environment in which multiple voices, including 
our own, can be heard (US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
2002: 3).   

The current global program budget for journalist training and English 
language instruction through Voice of America is roughly $200,000 per 
annum, and countries expressly targeted for these US policies in the Asia–
Pacific include Bangladesh and Vietnam (US Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy 2005: 21–2).  

In addition to broadcasting, the US information outpost program—seen 
as one of the most successful of USIA’s Cold War strategies—has been 
revived as a strategy for influencing global understanding of the United 
States over the medium and long-term. The American Corner program is a 
recent initiative (overseen by ECA—the State Department’s Bureau of 
Educational and Cultural Affairs) that aims to supply information about the 
United States to publics abroad through interactive computer displays, and 
sometimes published material, at accessible locations such as universities 
and shopping centres. After successive cuts to the American library and 
cultural centres’ program throughout the post-Cold War phase and during 
the 1999 abolition of USIA, the American outpost program was revived 
from 2002 on the initiative of the Under Secretary of State for Public 
Diplomacy. By 2007, 365 American Corners had been established globally 
(there were 150 in 2003) at a typical outlay of $25,000 to $40,000. More 
than 200 of these are located in the Muslim and Arab world, and an 
additional 31 are in planning, 20 of which will be located in the Muslim 
world (US GAO 2007a: 17; Djerejian 2003a: 36–7). The Djerejian report 
also emphasised the benefits of a renewed book distribution program in the 
post-11 September context, particularly in regions where educational 
infrastructure remains underdeveloped:  

[t]he most important potential contribution to strategic success in public 
diplomacy will come through books. Certainly, distributing high-quality 
English books to universities and other centers of learning is helpful, but 
greater opportunity exists in the translation of books in English to local 
languages (2003a: 39).  
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In addition to its revived program of printed material distribution, IIP has 
extended its Speaker and Specialist Program, which sends US experts 
abroad to engage with international opinion-leaders at embassy-sponsored 
events and educational institutions. US public affairs officers in the field 
also seek to engage with opinion leaders and government officials by 
maintaining contact with local think-tanks and other institutions that shape 
the climate of political debate in target countries.17 

The stated purpose of the informational initiatives overseen by the State 
Department differs in a significant respect from the way in which BBG 
defines its core mission. According to the GAO, rather than report 
objectively and supply news, but nonetheless still eschewing obvious 
falsehood and distortion, IIP and ECA’s information projects should 
undertake advocacy on behalf of US aims and ideals via a three-step 
process: 

(1) offering foreign publics a vision of hope and opportunity rooted in 
the most basic values of the United States, (2) isolating and 
marginalising extremists, and (3) promoting understanding regarding 
shared values and common interests between Americans and peoples of 
different countries, cultures, and faiths (US GAO 2007b: 9).18 

Although the US continues to maintain a sizeable medium and long-term 
informational diplomacy program in the Asia–Pacific as part of its routine 
operations, the challenge of setting out broad-based policy outlines specific 
to the region has not been addressed within the high-level reviews of US 
public diplomacy strategy during recent years. Within the numerous official 
reviews of US broadcasting that have been conducted since 2001, the frame 
of reference has consistently been to assess the role of broadcasting and 
other informational programs in the prosecution of the global ‘war on 
terror’. From available evidence, it seems that very few of the testimonies 
heard by Congressional committees and expert opinions sought by State 
Department reviews have identified, or noted the need to establish, 

 
17  Interview with Jeremy Curtin, Department of State Office of Policy, Planning and Research, August 

2006. 
18  These three goals are taken from the Under Secretary of State’s 2005 strategic framework for US 

public diplomacy, and were reiterated within the 2006 US National Strategy for Public Diplomacy 
and Strategic Communication issued by the Strategic Communication and Public Diplomacy Policy 
Coordinating Committee, chaired by the Under Secretary, in 2006.  
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broadcasting policies and informational strategies tailored to support 
American national interests in the Asia–Pacific.  

However, strategic priorities and new innovations set out by the BBG in 
its current strategic plan constitutes an exception to the tunnel vision 
associated with the war on terror within US public diplomacy policy. In the 
wake of the Tiananmen Square crackdown, and the well-publicised efforts 
of Voice of America staff within China to report on those events, there were 
calls for the US to extend its pro-democracy message in China through an 
enhanced broadcasting effort. China continues to be designated as 
‘strategically important’ in BBG budget requests and strategic planning 
(BBG 2007: 24), while the 2002–07 BBG Strategic Plan called for renewed 
engagement with Chinese audiences on political topics and for new 
technical solutions to overcome the jamming of US communications (BBG 
2002–07: 36).19 The same also proposed extending US broadcasting to 
Muslim populations within the Asia–Pacific, particularly in Indonesia and 
Malaysia (BBG 2002–07: 35). BBG’s 2008 Budget Request signalled an 
intention to extend broadcasting to North Korea, which currently spans 21 
hours per week from VOA, and add 2 hours of live programming per week 
by RFA (BBG 2007: 3).20  

Cultural and educational interchange: long-term attitudinal shifts 
The final component of US public diplomacy, hailed by its supporters as 
the ‘cornerstone’ of American public diplomacy, are activities that fall 
under the rubric of international cultural and educational interchange. As I 
noted above, cultural and educational programs have a long pedigree 
within the range of US public diplomacy operations, with forerunners to 
Washington’s extensive Cold War cultural and educational operations 
 
19  The BBG even received supplemental funding in 2000 to develop strategies to extend US 

broadcasting efforts in China and overcome jamming that restricted the reach of US broadcasting to 
less than 1 per cent according to 2002 figures (BBG 2002–07: 17, 36). In 2004, the US Advisory 
Commission on Public Diplomacy noted that ‘virtually all’ of VOA and RFA broadcasts to China 
were being jammed (2004: 38). Yet data cited by the BBG in 2007 indicated a significant change in 
the Chinese media environment: 12 television stations and 70 radio stations within China are 
currently carrying VOA programs, although the report emphasises that censorship remains a 
significant issue in China (BBG 2007: 28).  

20  The plan will ultimately involve an additional $2.9 million in funding and the creation of 20 new 
positions to establish a co-ordinated 10 hour radio stream to North Korea on medium and short-
wave frequencies, based on evidence that 33 per cent of North Korean defectors in 2005 had altered 
their radios to receive foreign broadcasts while in North Korea (BBG 2007: 13-4). 
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undertaken by the State Department during the inter-war period.21 
Currently overseen by ECA,22 and incorporating significant support from 
the private sector,23 Washington’s cultural diplomacy activities largely 
consist of artistic, musical, literary and entertainment exhibits and/or 
exchanges of persons. Sporting exchanges also fall within ECA’s purview, 
with a recent youth soccer exchange to the US during the 2006 Football 
World Cup counted as one of the most successful new initiatives aimed at 
global youth yet undertaken during the tenure of Karen Hughes as Under 
Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy. As with information operations, 
the work of Public Affairs Officers at US embassies and consulates 
provide the major nexus for the delivery of cultural and sports diplomacy 
initiatives.  

US cultural diplomacy activities target both elite and mass audiences, 
with several of Washington’s most successful Cold War cultural initiatives 
such as jazz tours and film distribution having been lauded in contemporary 
debates for their success in utilising ‘popular’ culture to convey distinctively 
American ideological principles (Schneider 2003: 2). As former 
Ambassador Cynthia P. Schneider (2003: 3) has noted in a report for the 
Center for Arts and Culture, in order to successfully promote America’s 
principles and purposes over the long term, US cultural diplomacy 
operations must be structured around the following seven objectives and 
operating assumptions.    

communicate some aspect of America’s values, i.e. diversity, 
opportunity, individual expression, freedom of speech and thought, 
merit-based society; 
cater to the interests of the host country or region; … 

 
21  As noted in the historical survey above, cultural programs were adopted as part of the Department of 

State’s foreign policy initiatives in 1938, while the model for the first phase of the Fulbright Program 
(founded in 1946) was undertaken by the Herbert Hoover administration when surplus currency 
from the First World War was used to fund a program of educational exchanges between the United 
States and Belgium (Espinosa 1976).  

22  The CIA was extensively involved in covert cultural diplomacy during the Cold War, as chronicled 
in Frances Stonor Saunders’ (1999) exceptionally detailed and lucid Cultural Cold War. It is unclear 
and difficult to determine whether the CIA remains engaged in similar activities today, and it is 
rather beyond the scope of this paper, which aims to engage with declared policy and ‘official’ 
programs, to speculate about covert activities.  

23  In 2005 the US Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy (2005: 17) noted that 35 per cent of the 
funding for ECA programs came from the private sector. 
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offer pleasure, information or expertise in the spirit of exchange and 
mutual  respect; 
open doors between American diplomats and their host country; 
provide another dimension or alternative to the official presence of 
America in the country; 
form part of a long-term relationship and the cultivation of ties; and 
be creative, flexible, and opportunistic. 

Summarising the purpose of cultural diplomacy, former US Cultural Affairs 
Officer John Brown proffers an evocative vignette: cultural diplomacy has 
inherent value stemming from its capacity to ‘create moments of delight … 
that remain in people’s memories.’24  

The Fulbright program of educational exchange is one of the oldest and 
most significant components of ECA’s work, and is intended to promote 
America’s democratic values and provide scholars with experience of life 
within the United States, as well as transmit American expertise abroad in a 
range of academic fields. As Table 1 illustrates, Fulbright exchanges with 
the Asia–Pacific region encompass significant numbers of individuals, and 
grantees to and from the Asia–Pacific have steadily increased as a total 
percentage within the Fulbright program.25 Current recommendations from 
the office of the Under Secretary of State advocate the continued expansion 
of US educational exchange programs, so that Washington might engage 
the future influencers of public opinion in societies across the world (PCC 
2007: 6). The international education activities undertaken by ECA also 
incorporate school teacher training projects abroad and teacher exchanges to 
the US. State Department officials view these exchanges as an effective 
basis from which to present US perspectives and instil democratic values 
among the global youth. In China, for example, the State Department works 
with provincial governments to run teacher training programs and in the 
process directly inform local educators about the US and its 
 
24  Interview with John Brown, Washington, DC, August 2006. 
25  It is likely that this is the result of economic factors that account for more students overall attending 

university in the Asia–Pacific region, since there is no evidence within annual Fulbright program 
reports of a conscious push to extend the Fulbright program in the Asia–Pacific. In fact, State 
Department documents have instead emphasised that exchanges between the US and the Middle 
East under Fulbright Program auspices should be boosted (see, for example, Djerejian 2003a). While 
there have been moderate increases in the numbers of students and academics travelling to and from 
the Middle East, new visa requirements have also hindered the deepening of educational ties 
between the US and that region. The Western Hemisphere and Western Europe are the two regions 
where most Fulbright exchange activities take place. 
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Table 1: US Fulbright Program in Asia 

Year 

 

Number of 
exchange visitors to 
and from East Asia 
and the Pacific 
(Foreign 
nationals/USA) 

Total 

Percentage of total 
grantees travelling 
to or from East 
Asia and the 
Pacific 
(total Fulbright 
participants) 

Percentage 

Total funding for 
educational 
exchanges from US 
government and 
private sources 
during financial 
year 
(global) $US 

1996 (281/234) 
515 

(4476) 
11.50 

195,300,000 

1997 (274/272) 
546 

(4152) 
13.15 

202,200,000 

1998 (282/244) 
526 

(4653)  
11.30 

215,400,000 
 

1999 (440/137)  
577 

(5157)  
11.18 

200,191,000 

2000 (469/327)  
796 

(5610)  
14.19 

219,822,727 
 

2001–2 (545/373)  
918 

(6074)  
15.11 

215,565,683 

2002–3 (539/364)  
903 

(5999)  
15.05 

237,391,802 

2003–4 (541/417)  
958 

(5792)  
16.54 

250,318,600 

2004–5 (579/406)  
985 

(5936)  
16.59 

254,560,498 

 Source: Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (1996–2005). 
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objectives as a regional power, thereby circumventing controls on other 
media channels.26 

In addition to the new and enhanced initiatives Washington now 
conducts within the three key timeframes of public diplomacy, a more 
rigorous training regimen for US officials involved in public diplomacy 
activities has been instituted in response to 11 September. In 2002–04 the 
US Foreign Service Institute established mandatory courses in public 
diplomacy and media to future US field personnel, began to issue a briefing 
book on public diplomacy for all US government officials travelling abroad, 
and improved language training for field officers (see, for example, US 
Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy 2005: 10). Yet significant 
shortfalls remain, both in qualified field officers—according to the GAO, 22 
per cent of US public diplomacy posts worldwide were vacant as of early 
2007—and at the senior level, due to the retirement and dispersal of many 
senior USIA staff in 1999 (US GAO 2007a: 3; Johnson 2006: 50). 

Enhanced oversight and policy assessment procedures have also been 
identified by most key reviews as a crucial corollary to programmatic 
changes designed to improve US public diplomacy since 11 September. The 
path to establishing effective public diplomacy evaluation mechanisms has 
been more complex and considerably more controversial than the task of 
improving public diplomacy training practices, however. Several new 
oversight initiatives have been implemented in the course of broader 
reforms to US public diplomacy, and various paradigms for judging 
program effectiveness have been debated, however the process of 
evaluation is not yet consistent or streamlined.27 The suitability of public 
opinion polling and other quantitative measures of effectiveness for 
assessing programs such as Fulbright has been a major source of 
consternation in some quarters of the public diplomacy commentary 
community. Consequently, in the next section, as I provide a basic overview 
of the institutional architecture of US public diplomacy, I shall also outline 
the key offices and assumptions within which US public diplomacy policy 
evaluation now takes place.   

 
26  Interview with State Department officials, Washington, DC, August 2006. 
27  Interview with Brown.  
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THE ARCHITECTURE OF INFLUENCE: THE ADMINISTRATION 
AND BUREAUCRACY OF US PUBLIC DIPLOMACY 
In the foregoing discussion I have already indicated that the US public 
diplomacy policies are administered by two key institutions, the State 
Department and the Broadcasting Board of Governments, which each 
receive roughly half of the annual funding for US public diplomacy. 
Formerly a part of the USIA, since 1999 the BBG’s formal designation is 
as an independent corporation constituted to oversee the eight radio and 
television stations funded by the US government. The Board is composed 
of eight media professionals (appointed by the President) and the 
Secretary of State. The BBG requests funding from Congress as an 
individual appropriation, rather than as part of the State Department’s 
budget. The BBG conducts extensive polling to determine the size of its 
audience and assess the media environment in target countries, at a cost of 
roughly $10 million per annum (US GAO 2007b: 6, 33). 

The design and implementation of public diplomacy strategies within the 
State Department occurs within several bureaus. Since the 1999 abolition of 
USIA, the Geographical Bureaus, notably for our purposes the Bureau of 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs, house public diplomacy officials responsible 
for implementing region-specific initiatives in conjunction with US 
embassies and officers in the field. IIP coordinates initiatives such as the 
American Corners program and global media outreach. ECA oversees 
cultural programs, as well as educational and citizen exchanges, and is 
headed by an Assistant Secretary of State reporting to the Under Secretary 
for Public Affairs and Public Diplomacy. Both IIP and ECA work closely 
with local embassies for the delivery of their programs, and it is with the 
public affairs sections of embassies that ‘accountability’ for the success or 
failure of public diplomacy activities rest (Johnson 2006: 49). New 
oversight activities have recently been put in place within ECA, including 
surveys of past participants and the establishment of a Fulbright alumni 
program to re-engage with grantees in support of ongoing bi-national 
exchanges. The State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research 
devotes $3 million to broad and focus group international public opinion 
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polling in over 50 countries annually, which provides data for oversight 
purposes (US GAO 2007b: 7).28  

The placing of key public diplomacy functions within the State 
Department’s geographical bureaus during the 1999 reforms still provokes 
strong reactions in Washington. As Shawn Zeller reflected, many of the key 
reports on public diplomacy commissioned by State point to the 
repercussions of the abolition of USIA on US efforts, including low morale 
among public diplomacy staff and a lack of coherent policy guidance within 
the new administrative structure (Zeller 2006: 24; see, for example, 
Djerejian 2003a; Smith 2007). Some commentators—notably a non-
government research group of ex-diplomats called the Public Diplomacy 
Council—have advocated the recreation of a USIA-style independent 
public diplomacy structure (Zeller 2006: 24). However, few consider this a 
viable basis on which to improve US public diplomacy programs.  

Authority for ensuring Washington’s broad public diplomacy policy 
priorities are coherent, and for supervision and general effectiveness 
oversight of US public diplomacy rests with the office of the Under 
Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. The Office of 
the Under Secretary is structured into divisions, including a Public 
Diplomacy Evaluation Office and an Office of Policy, Planning and 
Resources, both of which evaluate public diplomacy programs and liaise on 
public diplomacy reforms with the various stakeholders in Washington, 
such as Congressional committees. A key aspect of the Under Secretary’s 
role, particularly as it has developed in the wake of 11 September, is to 
serve as a conduit between the White House and the agencies responsible 
for implementing US public diplomacy initiatives across Washington. The 
Under Secretary also ensures that public diplomacy concerns are conveyed 
at executive-level foreign policy decision-making. In this context, the Under 
Secretary heads a White House Strategic Communication and Public 
Diplomacy Policy Coordinating Committee (PCC), and ensures that public 
diplomacy concerns are heard by the National Security Council via a 
Deputy National Security Advisor for Strategic Communications and 

 
28  The Bureau is located within the Office of Research of the Department of State. This office also 

incorporates small teams of specialists within the Media Reaction Division, the Rapid Response 
Unit, and the Digital Outreach Team, all of which monitor how the US is portrayed within different 
formats within the global media environment.  
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Global Outreach, a post established in 2005. The need for State to develop 
better inter-agency cooperation procedures under the guidance of the Under 
Secretary has been noted consistently in Departmental and Congressional 
reviews of US public diplomacy (Djerejian 2003a; US House Committee 
on Government Reform Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging 
Threats and International Relations 2004). Hughes has sought to address 
this issue by ensuring that all agencies of the US government with functions 
that shape global perceptions of the US, including the US Agency for 
International Development (AID) and the Defense Department, recognise 
the public diplomacy implications of their work and receive strategic 
direction in public diplomacy. 

In addition to supplying recommendations and funding for US public 
diplomacy through the yearly budgetary appropriations process, Congress 
has issued a number of key reports and instructions for the revitalisation and 
reform of US public diplomacy in the wake of 11 September. In 2002, 
House Resolution 3969 instructed the White House and State Department to 
immediately review and set out a plan for improving US public diplomacy 
(Djerejian 2003a: 21–2). Congress’s 9/11 Commission Report, which was 
commissioned in 2002, garnered considerable attention upon its release in 
July 2004 for its chronicle of the multiple failures of US intelligence and 
international policing in the years prior to the attacks. The story the report 
told about Washington’s failure to effectively engage the public across the 
Middle East through development assistance, peacebuilding initiatives, and, 
crucially, its failure to engender respect for American values through 
effective public diplomacy also had a significant catalysing impact across 
Washington (see, for example, Epstein 2006). By August, the US House 
Committee on Government Reform Subcommittee on National Security, 
Emerging Threats and International Relations (2004) had met to assess the 
recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Report and review various GAO 
findings in relation to US public diplomacy and the Middle East. The US 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (2004a) has also taken a strong 
position on the need to reform State Department practices in order to 
improve America’s image abroad, and initiated from 2002 an ongoing 
dialogue with State to oversee the improvement of bureaucratic processes 
and policy initiatives. Under the provisions of the 1948 Smith Mundt Act, a 
panel of experts also convenes as the US Advisory Commission on Public 
Diplomacy to undertake an annual review of official public diplomacy 
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activities and make recommendations for bureaucratic reform and policy 
improvement.    

The Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs 
plays a central role in setting the substantive tone for US public diplomacy 
initiatives: that is, in defining the programmatic emphasis and underlying 
message to be propounded across the gamut of US public diplomacy 
initiatives. With three different individuals occupying the post of Under 
Secretary since the 11 September attacks, each with distinctive ideas about 
how to present America’s message abroad, the office has been slow to 
define a coherent long-term approach and profile within Washington.29 The 
2005 appointment of Hughes, a key advisor to George W. Bush during his 
gubernatorial and presidential campaigns, to the post of Under Secretary 
was seen as a signal that the office itself and public diplomacy interests in 
general would be granted a higher profile within executive-level US foreign 
policy planning (Djerejian 2003b: 7). Hughes has also spearheaded the push 
toward more proactive engagement with the global news cycle since her 
appointment, and has empowered US ambassadors to engage with local 
media outlets. Yet the tenure of Hughes has also been subject to strong 
criticism by the public diplomacy analysis community. Their criticisms 
include claims that the evaluation regimes Hughes has supported are 
misguided; that the Foreign Service has not been consulted in the planning 
of new initiatives; and that Hughes’ emphasis on a ‘strategic’, or ‘public 
relations’, approach to public diplomacy neglects valuable, reciprocal 
initiatives such as cultural and educational exchange (see, for example, 
Zeller 2006; Gregory 2005; Smith 2007).  

The necessity for better oversight and evaluation has been a consistent 
theme within the internal reviews of US public diplomacy, and is reinforced 
by the bureaucratic centralisation and clearer strategic direction for US 
publicity abroad that Hughes has sought to initiate since her appointment. 
 
29  As Gregory notes, it is lamentable that for the first four and a half years of the George W. Bush 

administration the post of Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs was 
filled by a Senate- confirmed appointee for only 18 months (2007: 7). Charlotte Beers, a former 
marketing executive, was appointed shortly after the 11 September attacks and developed a 
‘branding America’ strategy for public diplomacy that has been subject to considerable criticism by 
much of the public diplomacy commentary community. The ‘Shared Values’ initiative, one of Beers’ 
key imperatives for engaging Middle East audiences after the 11 September attacks, is now regarded 
as a key policy failure (see, for example, Fullerton and Kendrick 2006). Margaret Tutweiler, a 
former Republican public relations officer, followed Beers. 
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At her confirmation hearing in 2005, Hughes pledged ‘to identify and 
marshal all the communications and public diplomacy resources of our 
different government agencies and provide leadership to make our efforts 
more coordinated and more strategic’ (quoted in US Advisory Commission 
on Public Diplomacy 2005: 8). Several influential reports in the wake of 11 
September have charged that a reliance on anecdotal evidence in 
government reviews of public diplomacy must be supplanted by new 
measures of effectiveness that can show how public diplomacy ‘moves the 
needle’ of global public opinion. The Djerejian report, for example, had put 
forward as one of its key recommendations that: ‘A new culture of 
measurement must be established within the State Department, government-
sponsored international broadcasting, and all agencies concerned with 
public diplomacy’ (Djerejian 2003a: 64–5). The report called for new 
approaches to outcome evaluation that go beyond the citation of 
impressionistic, intuitive evidence about the successful delivery of 
programs: 

‘Success’ in a general sense means improving attitudes toward the 
United States. More specifically, it means encouraging support for 
discrete policies. The proper unit of measurement is not the number of 
publications distributed by embassies, the number of households reached 
by radio, or the number of speeches made by advocates of US policies. 
Those are all important inputs, but the key measurement is the output, 
which is influencing people’s views and attitudes (Djerejian 2003a: 65). 

The emphasis within official policy planning since then, and particularly 
since the arrival of Hughes, has been to develop systematic, quantifiable 
measures for success, as defined above, in US public diplomacy. The Office 
of Policy, Planning and Resources represents an important new initiative in 
this context, as it is currently seeking to develop and implement quantifiable 
measures of success for public diplomacy (US Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy 2005: 8). The State Department also recently 
implemented a pilot country project to assess its programs for countering 
extremism by utilising a more quantified, ‘campaign-style’ evaluation 
paradigm spearheaded by Hughes and the Office of Policy, Planning and 
Resources (US GAO 2007b). Yet the effort to introduce new measurement 
criteria for US public diplomacy has not been without controversy. The 
Department of State has been singled out in many instances for failing to 
take the initiative in developing and implementing strategies for quantifiable 
oversight. A recent GAO report was particularly strident in condemning 
State’s slowness to institute better frameworks for public diplomacy 



US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific 31 

effectiveness assessment. The report called on State to adopt ‘actionable 
research’ paradigms that can enhance the government’s understanding of 
target audiences and the messages most likely to influence them (US GAO 
2007b).  

The 2007 National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic 
Communication, issued by the PCC, details at some length the tenets of the 
message behind US public diplomacy in relation to the war on terror and at 
a general, global level. The purpose of US public diplomacy, as defined in 
the Strategy, is to ensure US security and prosperity by embodying and 
promoting the political values of the United States. To do so, it recommends 
that US public diplomacy conform to four key operating principles: 

Underscore our commitment to freedom, human rights and the dignity 
and equality of every human being; 
Reach out to those who share our ideals; 
Support those who struggle for freedom and democracy; and 
Counter those who espouse ideologies of hate and oppression (PCC 
2007: 1). 

As is the case in assessing whether the institutional reforms and 
evaluation mechanisms recently put in place are cognisant with the 
purposes of US public diplomacy and will deliver better outcomes, the 
question of how best to articulate America’s substantive ‘message’ within 
US public diplomacy programs is a tangled one. A number of official 
reviews and public diplomacy commentaries note that Washington faces a 
persistent ‘credibility’ problem in presenting official perspectives on global 
issues to publics abroad. While many attribute this to the multiplicity and 
extensiveness of the global media—individuals can access information from 
numerous sources and are increasingly likely to be sceptical toward official 
points of view as a consequence—the challenge of articulating a credible 
message for US public diplomacy goes deeper, in my view, than simply 
ensuring the US competes effectively in the global information market. I 
shall develop these points more fully in the next and final section of this 
paper in the context of my assessment of the future determinants of success 
for US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific.  

WHITHER AMERICAN PUBLIC DIPLOMACY?  
Two considerations should be uppermost in assessing how effectively 
Washington will manage its public diplomacy programs in the near future: 
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one at the general global level and one in relation to the Asia–Pacific 
specifically. The first is the extent to which the recent processes of 
bureaucratic reform and efforts to implement more quantifiable oversight 
procedures will greatly enhance Washington’s ability to garner 
international public support across the three timeframes of public 
diplomacy operations identified above. The second relates to the question 
of Washington’s credibility as a public diplomacy agent, and to the issue 
of how America’s message within public diplomacy is framed, 
particularly in the Asia–Pacific’s diplomatic and historical context. 
Perhaps the most interesting implication of the topic that animates this 
paper is the extent to which recent political and structural developments 
within the Asia–Pacific have created novel constraints for US public 
diplomacy, particularly in relation to the credibility of the message that 
Washington seeks to transmit via US public diplomacy. 

A key question that emerges from the narrative presented above is 
whether the disruptions and resentments that have accompanied 
bureaucratic reforms and new oversight procedures that were pursued in the 
wake of 11 September have now run their course, or whether the new 
structures that are in place will encourage more effective US public 
diplomacy strategies in the East Asian context. It is evident that 2002–05 
was a phase of significant instability within Washington’s public diplomacy 
bureaucracy—the numerous, often contradictory proposals for reform 
emanating from various quarters in Washington were said to have induced a 
state of ‘report fatigue’ within State and other key agencies (Gregory 2007: 
8). The tenure of Karen Hughes has galvanised a more outcome-oriented 
sense of purpose within the various government agencies that conduct US 
public diplomacy operations. The preoccupation with establishing new 
bureaucratic structures, coordinating committees and terms of reference for 
public diplomacy in the wake of 11 September appears to have finally given 
way to a new focus on the implementation of new initiatives. Debates will 
remain, perhaps inevitably, as to whether the campaign style assessment 
mechanisms recently introduced are appropriate to all spheres of US public 
diplomacy operations. Supporters of long-term public diplomacy initiatives 
such as cultural and educational exchange have been particularly sceptical 
of the validity of public opinion polling as a basis to assess the impact and 
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significance of these programs.30 The ability of Hughes and the next Under 
Secretary to work harmoniously with career diplomats and State 
Department officials, particularly in finding ways to evaluate policy 
outcomes, will be a significant determinant of the success of US public 
diplomacy in the near future.  

Several public diplomacy scholars, notably Gregory, have warned that 
the pattern of ‘episodic commitment’ that has historically characterised 
Washington’s approach to public diplomacy historically must not continue 
after the ‘war on terror’ ceases to be a key priority within US grand strategy 
(2005: 22–3). The next US administration, and the one after, must display a 
strong commitment to public diplomacy as a key component of US foreign 
policy planning and implementation if Washington is to remain an effective 
and credible presence in the eyes of publics in the Asia–Pacific. Gregory 
also raises important concerns about whether the current reforms are 
capable of establishing the kind of complex and dynamic policy networks 
that can adapt to changing global circumstances (both technological and 
political), can facilitate genuine and dynamic patterns of inter-agency 
coordination and support ongoing programmatic innovations (2007: 19–22; 
2005: 30). Consequently, while the current reforms have proved disruptive 
for US public diplomacy and the current focus on implementing programs 
and assessing their outcomes should be welcomed, crafting an effective and 
flexible bureaucracy is a necessary and ongoing process that will have 
important implications for US public diplomacy in the future.  

A significant quandary for contemporary and future US public diplomacy 
operations, one that has been duly noted in many influential reviews of US 
policy, is how effective any US public diplomacy strategy can be in contexts 
where the objectives and/or approaches of US foreign policy itself are 
perceived to be illegitimate by foreign publics.31 In essence, this issue raises 
the question of whether Washington’s capacity to influence foreign publics 
through public diplomacy is highly contingent on how other spheres of US 
foreign policy shape their lives or how US foreign policy imperatives relate 
to their values. Alongside issues of how best to deliver America’s message 
abroad, the need to improve the ‘credibility’ of Washington’s message, 
 
30  Interview with Brown. 
31  For a thoughtful reflection on legitimacy and ideological opposition to US hegemony, see Goh 

(2003). 



34 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

particularly in a global informational context saturated with contending 
perspectives, has been characterised as one of the most significant 
challenges for crafting US public diplomacy strategies in the post-11 
September order. In this context official reviews tend to suggest that, in 
addition to improving the transmission of America’s message to publics 
abroad, a greater effort must be made to pursue US interests multilaterally 
and more attention must be devoted to development aid and other projects 
that can materially improve the lives of the people whose opinion the US 
seeks to court (for example, Djerejian 2003a; Defense Science Board 2004).  

The problem of sustaining Washington’s credibility in the face of 
globally unpopular policies is likely to mediate the impacts of US public 
diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific context, especially in East Asia. In an 
assessment of results from extensive surveys of Chinese students, 
academics, businesspeople and journalists conducted under the auspices of 
the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Zhao Mei notes that 
Chinese perceptions of the US have an important impact on Sino-American 
relations (Mei 2005: 61). In this context, the war in Iraq emerges as a 
significant ‘credibility problem’ for the United States within Chinese elite 
opinion: 91.1 per cent of respondents questioned about their attitude the war 
were either ‘opposed’ or felt the recourse to war to overthrow Saddam 
Hussein was ‘unjustified’ (Mei 2005: 66). On the other hand, when asked 
about the future of Sino-American relations only 23.42 per cent of 
respondents thought the US was seeking to constrain China’s international 
influence and would provoke a future military conflict with China (Mei 
2005: 70). On this basis Washington could still fruitfully seek to develop 
and intensify an open and reciprocal dialogue with the Chinese public on 
Sino-American relations, and on the future of Taiwan in particular, through 
available media and academic channels within China. As numerous reviews 
and commentaries on US public diplomacy in a global context have noted, 
there is a dichotomy between how American values themselves are 
generally perceived (largely positively) and how US foreign policies 
themselves have come to be seen (increasingly negatively) (Djerejian 
2003b: 2). In the case of China, public diplomacy initiatives that foster a 
focused and reciprocal dialogue that addresses the key points of tension and 
misunderstanding within the Sino-American diplomatic relationship might 
make a genuine and timely contribution to Washington’s relationship with 
Beijing.  
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For Washington’s two key alliance partners in East Asia, Japan and South 
Korea, US policy toward North Korea and the impact of America’s military 
presence on surrounding communities will remain a decisive issue for 
public opinion about the US. As Brad Glosserman notes, political leaders 
and the public in Japan and South Korea no longer perceive themselves as 
junior partners in the context of East Asian military and economic affairs, 
and the Bush administration’s perceived hardline policy toward North 
Korea has provoked criticism in both nations as a consequence (Glosserman 
2004: 163–4; see also Preble 2006; Kim 2002). While public opinion 
toward the US alliance has traditionally been volatile in South Korea, 
Katherine Moon has recently contended that increasing levels of political 
participation and demographic change in South Korea signals a more 
durable turn toward negative opinions about the US, and will thus present 
Washington with significant uncertainties in managing this bilateral security 
relationship (Moon 2006: 40–2). The North Korean issue will remain a 
salient factor in how effectively Washington manages its alliance with the 
South. The Bush administration’s hawkish approach toward North Korea, in 
contrast to Seoul’s more conciliatory posture, has been staunchly criticised 
in the South, particularly by the younger generation (Sweig 2006). While 
concerns about Korean public opinion are unlikely to drastically reorient 
Washington’s posture toward Pyongyang, the common ground between 
Seoul and Washington’s positions could be sought and articulated through a 
more nuanced and reciprocal US public diplomacy effort. 

Meanwhile, Japan has sought to exercise an increasingly independent 
foreign policy profile in areas such as international development; 
peacekeeping; United Nations reform; and regional security. Glosserman 
concludes that as Japan and South Korea continue to develop independent 
security policies the US must seek to ground both alliances in ‘deeply 
shared values and interests’ and ‘recast’ the bilateral relationship to fit with 
the post-Cold War distribution of power within the region (Glosserman 
2004: 163–4). In this context, a potentially significant contribution can be 
made by a structured process of ‘track-two’ dialogue, through public 
diplomacy, between the US and both allies. However, whether Washington 
currently possesses the political will to plan and resource a public 
diplomacy venture of this kind, as an accompaniment to a genuine effort to 
reframe its alliances within ‘track one’ negotiations in Japan and South 
Korea, remains to be seen (Glosserman 2004: 165–6).  
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CONCLUSION 
‘The seemingly inexorable rise of China in combination with a decline in 
American legitimacy’ has created, according to Mark Beeson, ‘a new, 
unpredictable environment’ for US foreign policy in East Asia, 
particularly with regard to Washington’s security interests in the region. A 
fluctuating distribution of power and evidence of an ‘emerging normative 
or ideational shift’ toward the exercise of independent foreign policies and 
a more robust regional consciousness among East Asian leaders and 
publics may complicate Washington’s ability to bring about desired 
outcomes in a range of spheres (Beeson 2006: 18–19; see also Kurlantzick 
2006). The rise of East Asia in diplomatic and economic terms has 
significant implications for Washington’s influence in Southeast Asia, as 
leaders of the region look increasingly to Beijing as a source of trade and 
regional order through frameworks such as ASEAN+1, ASEAN+3 and the 
East Asia Summit (Van Ness 2006: 101–5; Green 2007).32 The emergence 
of stronger multilateral norms and the proposal of alternative notions of 
political order such as the ‘Beijing Consensus’ in the Asia–Pacific needs 
to be taken seriously by Washington and factored into its diplomatic 
strategies if it wishes to shape the agendas of its regional allies and trading 
partners. As William Tow (2006: 92–3) has observed: ‘American 
influence [in the Asia–Pacific] is still contingent on Washington 
persuading allies and rivals alike to work with the US rather than 
compelling them to accept the vagaries of American policy and power’. 
Even in Australia, with its longstanding and close alliance with the US, 
negative public opinion concerning the war in Iraq has led some 
commentators to suggest that Washington may face difficulties garnering 
Canberra’s support for controversial policies such as the Iraq war in the 
future (Skehan 2007). Public diplomacy can, in the context of key 
relationships with Japan, Korea, Australia and China, usefully supplement 
to high-level conduits by providing opportunities to effectively gauge 
public sentiment about America’s stance on key issues, refine the way in 

 
32  Michael Wesley (2006: 66) offers a contending perspective which insists that the emergence of more 

robust multilateral frameworks within Asia represent a convergence of US and Asian interests, since 
‘during the 1990s, both sides of politics in the US [went] … through a learning process about the 
processes and potentials of the ‘new regionalism’ that developed in many regions of the globe after 
the end of the Cold War. Whereas at the start of the decade many were inclined to see the new 
regionalism as a challenge to US goals and pre-eminence … by the end of the decade … regionalism 
had showed itself to US policy makers to be incapable of constituting … a challenge to US power’. 
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which policies are presented, and thereby enhance Washington’s 
persuasive leverage during this period of transition in the Asia–Pacific.  

While the US remains the ‘hegemonic’ power in the Asia–Pacific, both in 
economic and military terms, it is by no means certain that Washington can 
unilaterally dictate the terms of its engagement with the region into the 
future. Indeed, the historical legacy of American hegemony in the Asia–
Pacific, and especially in East Asia, has itself been a significant factor in 
precipitating the changes that are occurring in the region, particularly in the 
realm of ideas. The stability brought by Washington’s asymmetric security 
commitment to its allies and its strong economic ties across the Asia–Pacific 
has created the conditions for the maturation of new political perspectives 
within the region, and material gains have provided Asian states with the 
wherewithal to pursue them. With the ideological certainties of the Cold 
War having receded into history, it is not clear that Washington will 
effectively garner positive public opinion in the future simply by 
unilaterally and defensively articulating US national interests and ideals.  

Public diplomacy has a significant role to play in fostering more equal, 
reciprocal and realistic political dialogues between Washington and its 
Asia–Pacific counterparts. In an interesting set of reflections on the range of 
activities that fall within the rubric of US public diplomacy, John Brown 
notes that the cross-purposes that often emerge between short-term 
advocacy and long-term cultural engagement should be seen as productive 
tensions. Public diplomacy officers ‘find its inner tensions challenging … 
[but] they do not always find these cross-purposes irreconcilable.’ They 
know ‘from experience that life abhors strict definitions and that purposes 
must be adapted to circumstances’ in order to provide a nuanced and 
reciprocal conduit between Americans and the rest of the world that 
acknowledges the complexities of Washington’s global role (Brown 2002: 
7). It is precisely this kind of nuanced and reciprocal approach, rather than a 
unidirectional ‘anti-extremist’ format defined by the war on terror, that is 
necessary if US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific is to be effective into 
the future. Whether the tendency to bureaucratic reform rather than the 
crafting of better policy, the distractions of terrorism, and the problem of 
‘episodic commitment’ at the highest levels can be overcome, so that a 
nuanced vision of US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific can be nurtured, 
remains to be seen.   

 



38 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

REFERENCES 
Arndt, Richard T., 2005. The First Resort of Kings: American Cultural 

Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century (Washington, DC: Potomac 
Books).  

BBG (Broadcasting Board of Governors), 2002–07. ‘Marrying the 
mission to the market: strategic plan 2002–2007’, 
<www.bbg.gov/reports/BBG_Strategic_Plan.pdf>.  

—— 2007. ‘BBG fiscal year 2008 budget request’, 
<www.bbg.gov/reports/bbg_fy08_budget_request.pdf>.  

Beeson, Mark, 2006. ‘American ascendancy: conceptualising 
contemporary hegemony’, in Mark Beeson (ed.), Bush and Asia: 
America’s Evolving Relations with East Asia (Abingdon: Routledge), 
pp. 3–23. 

Brown, John, 2002. ‘The purposes and cross-purposes of American public 
diplomacy’, <www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/archives_roll/2002_07-
09/brown_pubdipl/brown_pubdipl.html>. 

Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 1996–2005. Annual Report: 
Fulbright Program (Washington, DC: US Government Printing 
Office). 

Council on Foreign Relations, 2003. Finding America’s Voice: A Strategy 
for Reinvigorating US Public Diplomacy (New York: Council on 
Foreign Relations). 

Crockatt, Richard, 2003. America Embattled: September 1, Anti-
Americanism, and the Global Order (London: Routledge). 

Defense Science Board, 2004. ‘Report of the Defense Science Board Task 
Force on strategic communication’, <www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/ 
2004-09-Strategic_Communication.pdf>. 

Djerejian, Edward P. (Chair), 2003a. ‘Changing minds winning peace: a 
new strategic direction for US public diplomacy in the Arab and 
Muslim world’, Report of the Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy 
for the Arab and Muslim World (Washington, DC: Advisory Group on 
Public Diplomacy for the Arab and Muslim World, 1 October). 

—— 2003b. ‘A new strategic direction for US public diplomacy in the 
Arab and Muslim world’, transcript of remarks to the Independent 

http://www.bbg.gov/reports/bbg_fy08_budget_request.pdf
http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/archives_roll/2002_07-09/brown_pubdipl/brown_publicdipl.html
http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/archives_roll/2002_07-09/brown_pubdipl/brown_publicdipl.html
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/%0b2004-09-Strategic_Communication.pdf
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/%0b2004-09-Strategic_Communication.pdf


US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific 39 

Task Force on Public Diplomacy, Council on Foreign Relations. 
<www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=6417>. 

Dizard, Wilson P., 2004. Inventing Public Diplomacy: The Story of the US 
Information Agency (Boulder: Lynne Rienner). 

Dumbaugh, Kerry, 2006. ‘China–US relations: current issues and 
implications for US policy’ (Washington, DC: Congressional Research 
Service). 

Epstein, Susan B., 2006. ‘US public diplomacy: background and the 9/11 
Commission recommendations’ (Washington, DC: Congressional 
Research Service). 

Espinosa, J. Manuel, 1976. Inter-American Beginnings of US Cultural 
Diplomacy 1936–1948, Department of State Publication #8854 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office).  

Fullerton, Jami and Kendrick, Alice, 2006. Advertising’s War on 
Terrorism: The Story of the State Department’s Shared Values 
Initiative (Spokane: Marquette Books). 

Glosserman, Brad, 2004. ‘US public opinion, US foreign policy, and the 
future of trilateral relations in Northeast Asia’, in Tae-Hyo Kim and 
Brad Glosserman (eds), The Future of US–Korea–Japan Relations: 
Balancing Values and Interests (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic 
and International Studies), pp. 150–69.  

Goh, Evelyn, 2003. ‘Hegemonic constraints: the implications of 11 
September for American power’, Australian Journal of International 
Affairs, 57(1): 77–97. 

Green, Fitzhurgh, 1988. American Propaganda Abroad (New York: 
Hippocrene Books).  

Green, Michael J., 2007. ‘Meet the neighbors: regional responses to 
China’s rise’, in Kurt M. Campbell and Willow Darsie (eds), China’s 
March on the 21st Century, A Report of the Aspen Strategy Group 
(Washington, DC: Aspen Institute), pp. 97–105. 

Gregory, Bruce, 2005. ‘Public diplomacy and strategic communication: 
cultures, firewalls, and imported norms’, paper presented to the 
American Political Science Association Conference on International 
Communication and Conflict, Washington, DC, September. 

http://www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=6417


40 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

—— 2006. ‘Discourse norms in public diplomacy: necessary and artificial 
fault lines’, paper presented to the Association for Education in 
Journalism and Mass Communication, San Francisco, 2–5 August. 

—— 2007. ‘Public diplomacy as strategic communication’, in James J. F. 
Forest (ed.), Countering Terrorism and Insurgency in the 21st Century, 
volume 1 (Westport: Praeger Security International).  

Hitchcock, David I., 1988. US Public Diplomacy (Washington, DC: 
Center for Strategic and International Studies). 

—— 1997. Factors Affecting East Asian Views of the United States: The 
Search for Common Ground (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic 
and International Studies). 

Johnson, Joe, 2006. ‘How does public diplomacy measure up?’, Foreign 
Service Journal, 83(October): 44–52. 

Johnson, Stephen and Dale, Helle, 2003. ‘How to reinvigorate US public 
diplomacy’, Backgrounder No. 1645 (Washington, DC: Heritage 
Foundation), <www.heritage.org/research/nationalsecurity/bg1645.cfm>. 

Kellerman, Henry J., 1978. Cultural Relations as an Instrument of US 
Foreign Policy: The Educational Exchange Program Between the 
United States and Germany 1945–1954. Department of State 
Publication #8931 (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office). 

Kiehl, William P., 2003. ‘Can humpty dumpty be saved?’, 13 November, 
<www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/archives_roll/2003_10-
12/kiehl_humpty/kiehl_humpty.html>. 

—— 2005. ‘American public diplomacy and foreign policy at a 
crossroads’, Young Europeans for Security, March, <www.yes-
dk.dk/YES/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=109&itemid=1
39>. 

Kim, Seung-Hwan, 2002. ‘Anti-Americanism in Korea’, Washington 
Quarterly, 26(1): 109–22. 

Kohut, Andrew and Stokes, Bruce, 2006. America Against the World: 
How We Are Different and Why We Are Disliked (New York: Times 
Books). 

http://www.heritage.org/research/nationalsecurity/bg1645.cfm
http://www.yes-dk.dk/YES/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=109&itemid=139
http://www.yes-dk.dk/YES/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=109&itemid=139
http://www.yes-dk.dk/YES/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=109&itemid=139


US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific 41 

Kurlantzick, Joshua, 2006. ‘China’s charm: implications of Chinese soft 
power’ (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace). 

Lum, Thomas, 2006. ‘Internet development and information control in the 
People’s Republic of China’ (Washington, DC: Congressional 
Research Service). 

Mei, Zhao, 2005. ‘Chinese views of America: a survey’, in Carolina 
McGiffert (ed.), Chinese Images of the United States (Washington, 
DC: Center for International Studies), pp. 59–76. 

Moon, Katherine, 2006. ‘US–South Korean relations’, in John Feffer 
(ed.), The Future of US–Korean Relations: The Imbalance of Power 
(Abingdon: Routledge), pp. 29–44. 

Mor, Ben D., 2006. ‘Public diplomacy in grand strategy’, Foreign Policy 
Analysis, 2(2): 157–76. 

Ninkovich, Frank, 1984. The Diplomacy of Ideas: US Foreign Policy and 
Cultural Relations, 1938–1950 (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press). 

Nye, Joseph S., 2004. Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics 
(New York: Public Affairs Press). 

PCC (Strategic Communication and Public Diplomacy Coordinating 
Committee), 2007. ‘US national strategy for public diplomacy and 
strategic communication’, <http://uscpublicdiplomacy.org/pdfs/strat 
commo_plan_070531.pdf>. 

Preble, Christopher, 2006. ‘Two normal countries: rethinking the US–
Japan strategic relationship’ (Washington, DC: Cato Institute). 

Rolfe, Jim, 2005. ‘Asian views of the United States and multilateralism 
2004–2005: mixed messages sent, mixed messages received’ 
(Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies). 

Schneider, Cynthia P., 2003. ‘Diplomacy that works: “best practices” in 
cultural diplomacy’ (Washington, DC: Center for Arts and Culture).  

Singh, Robert, 2006. ‘Are we all Americans now? Explaining anti-
Americanisms’, in Brendon O’Connor and Martin Griffiths (eds), The 
Rise of Anti-Americanism (Routledge: Abingdon), pp. 25–47.  



42 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

Skehan, Craig, 2007. ‘PM’s friendship with Bush sours view of US: poll’, 
Sydney Morning Herald, 31 August. 

Smith, Pamela Hyde, 2007. ‘The hard road back to soft power’, 
Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, 7(1): 1–9.  

Snow, Nancy, 2002. Propaganda, Inc.: Selling America’s Culture to the 
World, 2nd edn (New York: Seven Stories). 

Sproule, J. Michael, 1997. Propaganda and Democracy: The American 
Experience of Media and Mass Persuasion (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press). 

Stonor Saunders, Frances, 1999. The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the 
World of Arts and Letters (New York: The New Press). 

Sutter, Robert G., 2006. ‘China’s rise: implications for US leadership in 
East Asia’ (Washington, DC: East West Center). 

Sweig, Julia, 2006. Friendly Fire: Losing Friends and Making Enemies in 
the Anti-American Century (New York: Public Affairs Press). 

Tow, William, 2006. ‘Bush and Asia: the evolving strategic context’, in 
Mark Beeson (ed.), Bush and Asia: America’s Evolving Relations with 
East Asia (Abingdon: Routledge), pp. 80–93. 

US Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy, 1992. ‘Public diplomacy 
in the Pacific century’ (Washington, DC: US Advisory Commission on 
Public Diplomacy).  

—— 2004. ‘2004 report’, <www.state.gov/r/adcompd/rls/36275.htm>. 

—— 2005. ‘2005 report’, <www.state.gov/documents/organization/ 
55989.pdf>. 

US GAO (General Accounting Office), 2003. US Public Diplomacy: State 
Expands Efforts but Faces Significant Challenges (Washington, DC: 
US Government Printing Office). 

—— 2005. US Public Diplomacy: Interagency Coordination Efforts 
Hampered by the Lack of a National Communication Strategy 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office). 



US public diplomacy in the Asia–Pacific 43 

—— 2006. US Public Diplomacy: State Department Efforts Lack Certain 
Communication Elements and Face Persistent Challenges 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office). 

—— 2007a. US Public Diplomacy: Strategic Planning Efforts Have 
Improved But Face Significant Implementation Challenges 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office). 

—— 2007b. US Public Diplomacy: Actions Needed to Improve Strategic 
Use and Coordination of Research (Washington, DC: US Government 
Printing Office). 

US House Committee on Appropriations, 2000–07. Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office).  

US House Committee on Government Reform Subcommittee on National 
Security, Emerging Threats and International Relations, 2004. ‘The 
9/11 Commission recommendations on public diplomacy: defending 
ideals and defining the message’ (Washington, DC: US Government 
Printing Office). 

US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 2002. ‘America’s global 
dialog: sharing American values and the way ahead for American 
public diplomacy’, 11 June (Washington, DC: US Government 
Printing Office). 

——, 2004a. ‘Senate Report 108-144’,<http://thomas.loc.gov>. 

—— 2004b. ‘Hearing: public diplomacy and an international free press’ 
(Washington, DC: US Government Printing Office). 

Van Ness, Peter, 2006. ‘Bush’s search for absolute security and the rise of 
China’, in Mark Beeson (ed.), Bush and Asia: America’s Evolving 
Relations with East Asia (Abingdon: Routledge), pp. 97–108. 

Vaughn, Bruce, 2005. ‘East Asian Summit: Issues for Congress’ 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service). 

Wells, Linton, 2007. ‘Statement Before the Subcommittee on Terrorism 
and Unconventional Threats and Capabilities of the House Armed 
Services Committee’, 11 July, <http://armedservices.house.gov/pdfs/ 
TUTC071107/Wells_Testimony071107.pdf>. 

http://thomas.loc.gov/
http://armedservices.house.gov/pdfs/%0bTUTC071107/Wells_Testimony071107.pdf
http://armedservices.house.gov/pdfs/%0bTUTC071107/Wells_Testimony071107.pdf


44 SARAH ELLEN GRAHAM 

Wesley, Michael, 2006. ‘The dog that didn’t bark: the Bush 
Administration and East Asian Regionalism’, in Mark Beeson (ed.), 
Bush and Asia: America’s Evolving Relations with East Asia 
(Abingdon: Routledge), pp. 64–79. 

Winkler, Alan M., 1978. The Politics of Propaganda: The Office of War 
Information 1942–1945 (New Haven: Yale University Press). 

Wolf, Charles Jr and Rosen, Brian, 2004. Public Diplomacy: How to 
Think About It and Improve It (Santa Monica: Rand Corporation). 

Zeller, Shawn, 2006. ‘Damage control: Karen Hughes does PD’, Foreign 
Service Journal, 83(October): 19–26. 

 



 

 

 


