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The 1992 hit Killing in the name by Rage Against the Machine became the 2009 Christmas 
number 1 in the UK music chart. In doing so it beat Joe McElderry winner of the TV show X-
Factor in what many saw it as a shock result. X-Factor had been on UK TV screens for weeks, 
20 million viewers had watched the final, the X-CŀŎǘƻǊ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǳǊƎƛƴƎ Ŧŀƴǎ άƭŜǘΩǎ 
ƎŜǘ WƻŜ ǘƻ bǳƳōŜǊ мΗέΦi A Reuters report emphasized how unlikely it seemed anyone except 
WƻŜ aŎ9ƭŘŜǊǊȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘƳŀǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ м ƎƛǾŜƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ǘǊŜƴŘǎΤ ά· CŀŎǘƻǊ ǿƛƴƴŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
easily secured the Christmas top spot for the last four years, and music experts have 
ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǊƛǾŀƭΦέii However, this 
was not a battle between rival music labels as both acts were ultimately owned by Sony. 
Killing in the Name became Christmas number 1 as a result of a campaign started by Jon and 
Tracy Morter on Facebook. After the result, X Factor creator Simon Cowell acknowledged 
ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ Ǌǳƴ άŀ ƎƻƻŘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ŘƛǊǘȅ ǘǊƛŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ without any funding. They have 
ōŜŜƴ ǇŀǎǎƛƻƴŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƘŀǊŘΦέiii  
 
In considering mass movements, and 21st century diplomacy, it is neither enough to identify 
a changing operating environment caused by the advent of new technology nor examples 
with large numbers of individuals participating through particular tools. Redefining the 
diplomatic mission will require practitioners and scholars to analyse the way individuals 
actually interact to understand the approaches most likely to influence behaviour. As the 
shift from transmitting messages to influencing behaviour is embedded in Public Diplomacy 
practice many will find other metaphors more useful than one based on brands, private 
goods and competition.   
 
The type of success achieved by Killing in the name has been cited by many as evidence of 
the power of social media. James Glassman in describing Public Diplomacy 2.0 used at 
length the example of another Facebook group, One Million Voices Against the FARC started 
άōȅ ŀ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎƛŀƴ ƴŀƳŜŘ hǎŎŀǊ aƻǊŀƭŜǎέΦiv Hillary Clinton also 
used the example in her speech on 21st Century Statecraft alongside cases from Mexico, Iran 
and Moldova to illustrate the importance of coordination online.v A piece in the New York 
Times by Daniel Kimmage emphasized the virtue of YouTube in promoting debate and 
undermining Al Qaeda.vi /ƘŀǊƭŜǎ [ŜŀŘōŜŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ΨL ƭƻǾŜ .ŜŜǎΩΣ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
advertising campaign for the computer game Halo 2 to demonstrate how networks could 
form around puzzles and challenges without a rigid, formal structure or in fact much idea 
what was going to happen next. The challenge after all was to work out what the clues left 
by the game developers actually meant.vii However, recognising the potential of these 
movements, can only take practitioners and scholars so far. Particularly when dealing with 
non-hierarchical approaches to Public Diplomacy, there is a danger of becoming 
mesmerised by the potential of large scale networks. There are two elements that need 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǿŜ άƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǿƛǘǘŜǊ-ƎŀǎƳέΣ ŀǎ Nicholas Thompson wrote in urging 
ǊŜǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŘŜŎƭŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ LǊŀƴƛŀƴ Ψ¢ǿƛǘǘŜǊ wŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΩΦviii  
 
First, the enthusiasm with which One Million Voices Against the FARC, Twitter use following 
the Iranian election, I love Bees, or Killing in the Name have been greeted might obscure 
from view the many initiatives which have been unsuccessful or gone nowhere; after all only 
the successful initiatives make the news. For example in 2008 Jon and Tracy Morter had run 
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ŀ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ άǘƻ ǳǎǳǊǇ ǘƘŜ · CŀŎǘƻǊ /ƘǊƛǎǘƳŀǎ ǘƻǇ ǎƭƻǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǘǊŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ wƛŎƪ !ǎǘƭŜȅέΦ  Lǘ ǿŀǎ 
ǳƴǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ȅŜŀǊ άŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǎŀǿ Ŧŀƴǎ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ WŜŦŦ .ǳŎƪƭŜȅϥǎ 
version of Hallelujah to No 1 instead of [the X Factor version]. Buckley's version made it to 
bƻ нέΣ ŀƴ ƛǊƻƴȅ ƭƻǎǘ ƻƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǿŀǎ .ǳŎƪƭŜȅΩǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ 
ά[ŜƻƴŀǊŘ /ƻƘŜƴϥǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻƴƭȅ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ǘƻ bƻ осέΦix Social media can provide the 
potential for large scale networks to impact on their chosen cause, equally the internet is 
littered with small groups achieving very little. The question is how Public Diplomacy 
organisations can increase the odds of initiatives being successful, rather than remaining 
one of the many groups that achieve little.x  
 
Second, as much as social media is exciting and creates opportunities for Public Diplomats 
like never before, it equally requires serious consideration to be given to the goals toward 
which PD2.0 is working. Much scholarly attention has focused on the way technology is 
changing the environment in which Public Diplomacy is conducted. Hillary Clinton in her 
recent speech at the Newseum ŘǊŜǿ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άThe 
spread of information networks is forming a new nervous system for our planetέΦxi Likewise, 
Nick Gowing argueŘ ǘƘŜ άŜȄǇƻƴŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŘŜŦƛƴƛƴƎΣ ōǊƻŀŘŜƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 
ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛƴ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎ ǿŀȅǎέΦxii While issues of tools, content, speed 
ŀƴŘ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ t5 нΦл ƛǎ άŀ ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ŀƴ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜέ 
as James Glassman described it. Social media is not just about transmitting messages or 
justifying policy in new ways; likewise Public Diplomacy will be increasingly based on 
understanding and interacting with networks in a non-hierarchical manner.   
 
The importance of the shifting mindset to a network based approach is emphasised by Kazys 
Varnelis who argues;  

άDuring the space of a decade, the network has become the dominant cultural 
logic. Our economy, public sphere, culture, even our subjectivity are mutating 
ǊŀǇƛŘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎƭƻǿƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέΦxiii  

These considerations cut to the heart of redefining the diplomatic mission as it is often 
easier to advocate using a holistic approach than it is to deliver one. The holistic approach 
must be embodied in both the approaches and the goals defined for diplomacy. This would 
have to flow right through from strategy to evaluation, with appropriate processes used to 
analyse the impact of an initiative and the role of a diplomat within it.  
 
The Full Range of Options for Influence 
In considering goals and approaches to Public Diplomacy a key decision is the aim of a 
particular influence initiative; the emphasis might be on the cathedral like telling others 
about yourself (whether by word or deed).xiv Alternatively emphasis might be placed on an 
approach which emphasises building 
cooperation within the bazaar, in the 
form of collective action.xv 
 
The choice will rely on identifying the 
specific type of network involved;  

Learning the dynamics of 
cooperation can help disrupt 
successful cooperation that we judge normatively harmful no less than allowing 
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us to construct successful cooperation whose outcomes and processes we 
normatively affirm.xvi 

 
Context and organisational culture will influence the selection of approach. However, no 
matter which definition you wish to use,xvii and whether the approach falls into the 
cathedral or the bazaar, at the heart of Public Diplomacy is the attempt to influence others 
to change the odds of certain behaviours occurring.xviii This in some cases may be pursued 
through a focus on reputation, message, asserting identity or Soft Power, at others it can be 
a mutually transforming experience based on a genuine exchange.xix Ultimately, whatever 
the method preferred by an international actor, the most effective way of conducting Public 
Diplomacy is to focus on the most likely means to influence behaviour rather than focusing 
on what an organisation (or their constituency) wants to say about themselves.  
 
This is not a static concern; the relationship between interlocutors shifts with every 
meeting, decision or action. Whether it alters the power relationship between the actors, 
brings them closer to identifying collective goals or shapes the structures through which 
they might cooperate, each event has the potential to make a specific outcome more or less 
ƭƛƪŜƭȅΦ ¢ƻ ǉǳƻǘŜ ¸ƻŎƘŀƛ .ŜƴƪƭŜǊ άcertain characteristics of the situation or context, of the 
system of interaction, will more likely lead people to cooperate stably, and others will likely lead 
to deterioration into behavior more consistent with the Hobbesian view of the state of 
ƴŀǘǳǊŜέΦxx 
 
As such, to redefine the diplomatic mission to focus on influencing behaviour takes the 
ΨƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩ ƻǊ нмst Century Statecraft at their word and scans the entire range of 
options for influence and seeks to understand the position of actors within relevant 
networks.xxi  
 
The holistic approach will need to be capable of looking beyond bilateral relationships, the 
Ψ{ǘŀǊ ŀƴŘ .ŀǊΩ ƻǊ ΨŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜǎΩ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ 
aƻƴǊƻŜ tǊƛŎŜΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 5ŜǊǊƛŘŀΩǎ Of Hospitality provides insight, as James Glassman 

observed;
xxii    

In Price's reading, Derrida would argue that public diplomacy should move from 
being "primarily a means of projecting perceptions of the U.S...to one which 
would be a platform for cooperation, mediation, and reception - a mode of 
ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳƛƴƎέΦxxiii 

This re-emphasises the classic divide between two understandings of Public Diplomacy 
conceptualised as assertive and associative models or monologue and dialogue.xxiv However, 
this classical image of bilateral diplomacy has been expanded to include an increasing 
emphasis on cooperation between wide ranges of international actors.xxv  
 
Reporting on the options 
The diplomatic mission and Statecraft in the 21st Century has been the focus of numerous 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƘŜƭǇ ŦǊŀƳŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀ ΨƴŜǿΩ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅΦxxvi A 
Brookings Institution report recommended the aims of that mission would include;  

άAmerica once again will be seen as a city on a hill that stands for opportunity 
ŀƴŘ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻǊ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴǎΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘέΦ    
and 

http://www.sup.org/book.cgi?id=633
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άNations will cooperate willingly with the United States when they share 
interests and, when they disagree, will nonetheless respect the legitimacy of 
policies derived through democratic decision-making and based on legitimate 
ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέΦxxvii 

Hady Amr and Peter Singer further argued; 
άTo win the war of ideas, the United States must clearly recognize the 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƎƻƻŘ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ 
ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΦέxxviii 

These recommendations, and many others, have sought to combine a competitive assertion 
of identity and leadership, as in the first and third quotes, along side rhetorical ambitions for 
cooperation and multilateral initiatives, as shown in the second quote from the Brookings 
LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǾƛǎŀƎŜ ŀ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƛƭƭ άǘƘǊƻǿ ƻpen the institutional 
windows, pull down the mind-ǿŀƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦŜŜǘ ƻŦ ŎƭŀȅέΦxxix The redefinition of the 
diplomatic mission must empower nimble diplomats and rest on an understanding of how 
interlocutors interact rather than limiting options to ponderous consideration of desired 
reputations, messages or attraction. 
 
As David Steven and Alex Evans argue, άƎƭƻōŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ 
and behaviour of millions, if not billions, of people. Governments must respond by changing 
the wŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊŀŎǘƛǎŜ ŘƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅΣ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇƭƻȅ ŦƻǊŎŜέΦxxx   
 
This paper considers: whether it is possible to aim for collaboration while also asserting a 
particular identity or leadership; and whether it can be possible to assert a position akin to 
ΨŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ŜǉǳŀƭǎΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ Lƴ ŘƻƛƴƎ 
so the paper identifies areas where it is essential to make the distinction between assertive 
strategies and initiatives likely to promote collective action.  
 
The way these approaches interact will impact on the options for influence. As such 
understanding the opportunity cost of choosing one over the other is fundamental to the 
redefinition of the diplomatic mission; competitive identity and soft power makes genuine 
cooperation difficult, where as collective action may not project an exact pre-defined 
message. As a result, twenty first century diplomacy will need to differentiate between 
those situations that call for an approach analogous to selling private goods, or brands, and 
those where the context has attributes closer to common pool resources.   
 

Nothin' proper about ya propaganda 
Fools follow rules when the set commands ya 

 
Private goods and CPR 
An attempt to influence groups to behave in the manner which provides an optimum 
outcome for the actors collectively requires a different mindset from that which might 
produce the optimum result for an actor individually. In her work on the evolution of 
institutions for collective action Elinor Ostrom hƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ άǇŀǊŀŘƻȄ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭȅ 
Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛǊǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎέΦxxxi An observation as relevant to 
Public Diplomacy as it was to economic production and resource management.  
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In her work Elinor Ostrom demonstrates that ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƎŜŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴǎΩ 
and The logic of Collective Action, have lead to pessimism about the potential of 
cooperation and caused some to rely on external coercion or hegemonic management. 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ άǿƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƳƻŘŜƭs so dangerous ς when used 
metaphorically as the foundation for policy ς is that the constraints that are assumed to be 
fixed for the purpose of analysis are taken on faith as being fixed in empirical settings, 
ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƳέΦxxxii  
 
Just as some approaches in economics assume the need to compete is fixed and so leads to 
collectively irrational outcomes, so some approaches to foreign policy and Public Diplomacy 
equally focus on the need to compete over security, resources, identity or power. However, 
in a world where many talk of common challenges, mutual understanding and trust the 
opportunity exists for Public Diplomacy practitioners and scholars to consider all the options 
when seeking to influence behaviour for collectively rational outcomes. This means looking 
outside models of competitive assertion and leviathan like images of government centrality; 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ŀ ΨǇŀǊŀŘƻȄ ƻŦ ǇƭŜƴǘȅΩ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ 
of attraction and fear.xxxiii  
 
The soft power response to a world conceptualised through the paradox of plenty, leads 
Nye to advocate an attempt to out compete other actors, through attraction but with the 
ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ IŀǊŘ tƻǿŜǊΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨǇŀǊŀŘƻȄ ƻŦ ǇƭŜƴǘȅΩ ƘŀǾŜ 
demonstrated that rather than those with the most resources winning, the resource curse 
lead to slower growth and even increased conflict.xxxiv Furthermore, when analysing 
common pool resources the focus on individual benefit has been demonstrated in 
numerous field studies to lead to disastrous consequences. These suggest that circumstance 
exists where individual advancement and having the most resources, whether natural, 
economic or soft power resources, does not lead to the most effective outcome.  
 
Those maintaining a Hobbsian or Realist perspective will naturally disagree. Further analysis 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ tǊƛǎƻƴŜǊΩǎ 5ƛƭŜƳƳŀΣ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ 5ƛƭŜƳƳŀ ŀƴŘ wŜŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ DŀƳŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ 
different approaches to trust and mistrust.xxxv Robert Jervis used the Stag Hunt and 
discussed the ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ƳƛǎǘǊǳǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǇƛǊŀƭ aƻŘŜƭΩΦ !ƴŘǊŜǿ YȅŘŘΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƎŀƳŜ 
theory models identifies the multilateral trust model, drawing on models of public good 
games, to investigate factors, including relative power and geographic location, likely to 
influence cooperation.xxxvi  
 
These models provide useful insight but undervalue the consideration of free riding and the 
finite nature of many common resources, for example the stags or rabbits being hunted. 
Where free riding is considered it is often concomitant with assumptions about the role of a 
coercive or benign hegemon. However, many issues in Public Diplomacy focus exactly on 
challenges needing collective action rather than bilateral security dilemmas, trust and 
assurance games.  
 
In presenting the potential of collective action it may be easy to follow State calls for 
cooperation as based genuinely on equal power, mutually transformation and exchange. 
This is not the case as states often tie up that rhetoric in competitive constructions such as 
ΨǿƛǘƘ ǳǎ ƻǊ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǳǎΩΣ ΨǿƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƘŜŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴŘǎΩ ƻǊ ΨǿŀǊ ƻŦ ƛŘŜŀǎΩ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎΦxxxvii In doing so 
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the framing confuses the rhetoric of cooperation with the assertive expression of ideas, 
goals and group identity.  
 
Equally, some will continue to present Public Diplomacy as an ongoing contest for attention 
and power. However, the option to work toward collective goals through collaboration has 
great potential in influencing the behaviour of others. It requires the agency of all actors to 
be considered, along with their ability to free ride and the damage which can be done if 
individual benefit is put ahead of collective goals in a situation requiring cooperation. This is 
not to say that assertive models do not have a place, but a choice to be assertive will impact 
on the ability to engage in cooperative or collective action.  
 
In presenting this argument, economic experiments and field research provide a useful 
allegory for the public diplomacy options as they provide means to understand behaviour in 
both collective and competitive environments. As such, recognising the difference between 
competitive and collaborative Public Diplomacy becomes as important as recognising the 
difference between private goods and common pool resources in understanding the 
motivation and behaviour of individuals and groups.xxxviii  
 
άtǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƎƻƻŘǎ Χ ŀǊŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
legaƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǎǳōǘǊŀŎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƎƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜ 
who can access it or who cannot, where as exclusion from common pool resources (CPR) is 
much harder, for example water in a river or irrigation system, or fish in the sea. However, 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜΣ /tw ǎƘŀǊŜ άǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƎƻƻŘǎ ǘƘŜ 
subtractability of resoǳǊŎŜ ǳƴƛǘǎέΦxxxix In these situations; 

άthe resource units are not jointly used, but the resource system is subject to joint 
use. Once multiple appropriators rely on a given resource system, improvements to 
the system are simultaneously available to all appropriators. It is costly (and in some 
cases infeasible) to exclude on appropriator of a resource system from 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǘǎŜƭŦέΦxl 

The consideration of free-riders and particularly how free-riders influence the ability and 
willingness of groups to cooperate within a resource system are equally appropriate in 
tǳōƭƛŎ 5ƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǊŀǊŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ΨŦǊŜŜ ǊƛŘŜΩ ƻƴ ŀ tǳōƭƛŎ 5ƛǇƭƻƳŀŎȅ 
initiative creates a dynamic which influences the outcome of any collective action due to a 
refusal to incur costs when that group (or others) will benefit anyway.  
 
Private goods like the cathedral mindset are about a predetermined product or narrative to 
which the producer tries to attract others.xli In contrast, successful strategies to avoid the 
exhaustion of common pool resources recognise the involvement of every actor, given the 
difficulty of exclusion, and consider non-hierarchical approaches to collaboration and 
collective action. In successful resolutions to CPR dilemmas the emphasis is placed on 
collective good rather than optimising individual return and understanding ways to account 
for free-riding.xlii   
 
ά¢ƻ ŘƛǎǇŜƭ ƳƛǎƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΥ ΨŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ΨōŜƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƴƛŎŜƭȅΩέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀ 
dominant actor defines the terms of an interaction from a hierarchical position.xliii Whether 
considering Public Diplomacy or concepts of netwar, noosphere and cyberpolitik, neither 
hierarchical cathedral like approaches nor the collaborative mindset are universally 
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appropriate. As such, it is important to clearly identify the hierarchical approaches and their 
limitations, to identify contexts where collaborative mindsets might have greater potential 
and the actions which are more likely to foster this behaviour.  
 

Buyin' all the products that they're sellin' ya 
They say jump and ya say how high 

 
Designing the Cathedral 
The cathedral positions of soft power, competitive identities or nation brand, align closely 
ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƎƻƻŘǎΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ƻƴŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŀ 
ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ōǊŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƳŜǘŀǇƘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŀǘέΦxliv 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅΣ άфл҈ ƻŦ ŀ 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅέΦxlv  
 
WƘƛƭŜ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ άŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
citizens wish to dƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǘŀƎŜ ƛǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊέ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ƭƻƎƛŎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ƛǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
are occasions where focusing on your own power or reputation - relying on a combination 
of love and fear - may not be the most appropriate approach to achieve a sustainable 
result.xlvi  
 
Given that competition may not produce a sustainable result, what gain is on offer and the 
opportunity cost of the ongoing struggle. For most countries concerned with changing their 
brand, the NBI ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊƭȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ нллр άŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƴƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ 
ƛƳŀƎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ м ƻǊ н ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘέΦxlvii Clearly 
hŜŀŘƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ά/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǊŜŘ ōȅ ōŀōȅ ǎŜŀƭ Ŏǳƭƭέ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 
the problems the Danes had in recent years, will do reputation very little good.xlviii However, 
given the relative stability of most stereotypes, Simon Anholt argues for  

άa plan for mobilising the strategies, activities, investments, innovations and 
communications of as many national sectors as possible, both public and private, in a 
concerted drive to prove to the world that the nation deserves a different, broader 
ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳŀƎŜέΦxlix 

This approach emphasises a coherent collective effort, but the collective is constrained to 
the domestic stakeholders from the place in question. This is a supply side approach even if 
ƛǘ ƳƻǾŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴ ōǊŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ǾŜǊō ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ άŦƻǊƳ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊΣ ƛƴǎǇƛǊƛƴƎΣ 
ǘǊǳǘƘŦǳƭ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜέΦl In doing so this process argues for closing what Daryl Copeland 
ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŀy-Řƻ ƎŀǇέ ōǳǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
individual (domestic) benefit.li  
 
The Say-do gap eȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ ά{ƻŎǊŀǘŜǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘΣ ΨǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ 
ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊΩΦέlii If an organisation wishes to 
be collaborative, then it will have to adopt behaviours intended to make it more likely that 
groups will want to engage in collective action. To be clear; considered within the 
conceptualisation of competitive identity or Brand, ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ά{ŀȅ-do-ƎŀǇέ Ŝƴǘŀƛƭǎ 
encouraging all potential stakeholders from tourism, export trade, and Foreign Policy, those 
seeking inward investment, or recruiting experts and students in various fields, cultural 
exchange and the people of the country iƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƭƭ ǘƻ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ΨƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΩΦliii This 
approach falls into an assertive supply side of Public Diplomacy, where all those engaging 
ǿƛǘƘ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎǎ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ άƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ 
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people really are, what they stand for, where they are going and how they are going to get 
ǘƘŜǊŜέΦliv  
 
While firms may think of their brand as their relationship with their market or stakeholders, 
and without doubt reputation is formed through the interpretation of your actions by 
oǘƘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ΨǘǊǳǘƘŦǳƭΩ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ 
competitive identity takes place on the side of the producer. This is because it is the 
coalition of national stakeholders that forms the narrative, which they hope through their 
actions and words will prove they deserve a particular reputation. Acknowledging that 
deeds will influence reputation is important, however, forming a coalition around a single 
clear national narrative in countries that value diversity and the contribution of migrant 
populations or Diaspora communities may be overly optimistic or at least have fairly limited 
applicability.  
 
It has ōŜŜƴ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
reinforced within the populatioƴ άǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ΨǎƻŦǘ ǇƻǿŜǊΩ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
attraction ς and ultimate benefits ς of a shared national strategy are communicated well 
enough to stir a genuine motivation on the part of the various stakeholders, both public and 
private, to join ŦƻǊŎŜǎέΦlv The language here reinforces the private good style of the 
cathedral building approach in competitive identity; others within the country are ushered 
into a pre-ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ {ǘƛǊǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ΨƧƻƛƴ ŦƻǊŎŜǎΩ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
narrative pre-dates some members joining the coalition. If not, what is the soft power for 
and how is the attraction to ideas exercised if the coalition does not form the narrative until 
all have joined the coalition? If others are not ushered into the pre-existing narrative how 
does the coalition maintain a clear coherent narrative when a new member or stakeholder 
joins?    
 

What? The land of the free? 
Whoever told you that is your enemy? 

 
Limitations of a Cathedral 
The limitation of this form of the hierarchical approach stems from the need for at least 
some stakeholders to buy into a pre-existing collective narrative. In a pluralistic society, 
potentially one which values diversity, multiple migrant communities and freedom of 
speech, there will be those who disǎŜƴǘ ƻǊ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŀƴ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ΨŘŜŦŜŎǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ 
to choose the optimum individual benefit over the best option for the collective, particularly 
when this collective option may see lower return for the individual. For example, Rage 
Against the Machine, Green Day, and Anti Flag have all made a reputation around the world 
for the defiance of and challenging American authorities. This can be thought of as the 
Green Day problem ςas the band toured the world pronouncing their anti-Bush 
administration message, including to 130,000 people in the UK.lvi The million selling albums 
of Green Day and their counterparts owe their success in part to the position they took 
against the foreign policy of the country from which they originate.lvii In many instances the 
attraction to individual success will out way that of the pre-existing shared narrative when 
constructed within a paradigm of competitive national identities.  
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Drawing on soft power to attract other stakeholders links competitive identity to another 
hierarchal concept; Smart Power. In presenting the argument for smart power Richard 
!ǊƳƛǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ WƻǎŜǇƘ bȅŜ ŀǊƎǳŜ άōȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¦Φ{Φ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǿƛǘƘ 
greater investments in its soft power, America can build the framework it needs to tackle 
touƎƘ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎέΦlviii The Smart Power approach acknowledges that different 
elements of the national attempt at influence can impact on each other, but this is still a 
ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀǎ ά{ƻŦǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǿƘŀǘ you 
want by attracting and persuading others to adopt your goalsέΦlix  
 
Much has been written about soft power, but neither advocates nor critics can get away 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǎƻŦǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ άǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ 
persuade othŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǘŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƎƻŀƭǎέΦlx One critique of this 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ōȅ !ƴƴŜ !ƭƭƛǎƻƴ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƎŜ ǿƘŜƴ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎƻŦǘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ 
increasingly decentered, the place assumed in geographies of power ς both real and 
imaginary ς becomes correspondingly deteritorialized ς delinked from a firmly bounded 
ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅέΦlxi Linked with this observation, is the increasing emphasis on Public Diplomacy 
involving non-State actors. Both Soft Power and Competitive Identity have their role but 
have particular limitations when applied to cooperative approaches and international 
collaboration involving non-state or non-geographically located actors. Primarily, the 
emphasis on attracting others to certain values or goals creates a scenario where the 
newcomer has to align with the existing identity, values or coalition narrative rather than it 
being mutually transformational. 
 
Smart Power, by incorporating Soft Power absorbs these inherent assumptions and 
limitations. Using Smart Power narrows the potential to assess all the options for influence; 
given that soft power is about getting others to adopt your goals, it cannot be used in 
genuine exchange, which presents the possibility of both sides moving position. 
Furthermore, as Daryl Copeland observed, it risks trying to turn diplomats into soldiers.lxii 
Few would disagree that American use of Hard Power during the Bush administration has 
reduced its reputation and attractiveness. However, the unity of Soft and Hard Power is not 
the only conclusion which can be drawn from this situation. In the face of current and likely 
future global challenges, the smart approach is to consider all options not just those which 
fall into a limited Soft + Hard Power equation; genuine collaboration and cooperation may 
not be possible purely through attracting others to your position or values.lxiii  
 
9ǉǳŀƭƭȅΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .ǳǎƘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ WŀƳŜǎ DƭŀǎǎƳŀƴΩǎ ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƧƻƪŜ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ 
WƻǎŜǇƘ [ŜƛōŜǊƳŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ DƭŀǎǎƳŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ άsupreme allied commander in the war of ideasέΣ 
limited the ability of others to join in cooperative action. This was because he adopted a 
ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŦƻǊ 
groups opposed to violent extremism to take action if within their community being publicly 
aligned with US policy would undermine their credibility at home. If others have more 
credibly voices, it makes little sense to undermine their position if the focus in 21st century 
diplomacy is influencing behaviour.lxiv  
 
These approaches and other advocacy based methods of Public Diplomacy are limited in the 
way they can engage with cooperative and collective action.  Specifically, they offer few 
opportunities through which each actor can engage on their terms, with their identity, 

http://www.cfr.org/publication/16698/public_diplomacy_in_the_twentyfirst_century_rush_transcript_federal_news_service.html?breadcrumb=/issue/50/public_diplomacy
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rather than being subsumed into a dominant identity or value set. Challenges which span 
the globe and cross national boundaries may not be best faced through the unwavering 
assertions of identity even if backed by aligned action; instead the agency of each actor 
must be recognised.   
 
As Public Diplomacy is an attempt to change the odds of certain outcomes occurring, a 
strategy which deploys actions likely to facilitate collaboration has the potential to achieve 
desired results in situations where advocacy and competitive identity would be 
inappropriate. The collaborative approach is likely to require moving away from place or 
competitive demonstration of identity as the defining aspect of a group, whether nation, 
region, or city. Shifting the focus to cooperative behaviours creates the ability to engage in 
collective action with dispersed groups of activists, communities of migrants and diaspora, 
or people linked by desire for particular actions. The focus of much recent commentary on 
large scale engagement has been on the use of social media. While the understanding of 
cooperation must engage with factors influencing collaborative behaviours and networks in 
all areas of Public Diplomacy, digital diplomacy provides a logical start point as social media 
ŀƴŘ ΨƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴȅΩ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅΦ  
 
Twitter, YouTube, Facebook, and social networks within Public Diplomacy 2.0 have been 
regularly referenced as providing great potential.  However, very few practitioners or 
analysts have ventured any comment on the form these networks take and the way 
individuals actually behave within them.lxv More specifically what factors make cooperation 
within particular networks more likely than others? Brian Hocking and R.S. Zaharna provide 
notable exceptions examining networked approaches to communication and highlighting, 
the importance of shifting mindset from providing information to developing 
relationships.lxvi One form of this networked mentality is multilateral diplomacy, for example 
the EU or NATO along with concepts such as Infopolitik.lxvii   
 
Daryl Copeland recently highlighted the different mindsets practitioners would need to 
adopt and the importance of engaging as a peer when in a peer to peer environment. He 
described the guerrilla diplomat ŀǎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ άwill know how to swim with comfort and 
ease in the sea of the people rather than flop around like a fish out of water, and prefer to 
ƳƛȄ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƳƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƭƭŜŀƎǳŜǎ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜƳōŀǎǎȅ ǿŀƭƭǎέΦlxviii 
This effectively means engaging with people in their terms rather than engaging in 
broadcast through for example new media.  

 

http://www.fco.gov.uk/resources/en/pdf/pd-engagement-jul-08
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/mnp/hjd/2007/00000002/00000003/art00002
http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_us_credibility_deficit
http://www.guerrilladiplomacy.com/getting-started/
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To demonstrate in a practical example the difference between conversation and messaging 
the image below shows the public discussion on Twitter of 
America, US, Freedom, and Obama along with trips overseas by 
the Secretary of State and the President. The map, from data 
collected earlier in the year, is constructed using the 
corresponding #tags the communities choose to use; it focuses 
on their terms in the conversation. A longer introduction to 
using network analysis in Public Diplomacy can be found on 
Mountainrunner. 
 
The left hand image shows the network of individuals choosing 
to use the various #tags. The right image demonstrates where 
Dipnote and Americagov engage with these conversations. It 

shows that conversations about freedom, America, the US and Obama continues 
independent of these State Department initiatives. At the same time, as Matt Armstrong 
observed, evidence demonstrates Americagov is micro-broadcasting to an audience the 
majority of which is American. This image demonstrates the most common stated location 
of followers. 
 

Networks at work, keepin' people calm; 
Networked perspective 
Understanding the way individuals behave in networks can support the development of 
strategy within Public Diplomacy of all types. The human world is made up of numerous 
complex networks; the way they interact influences almost everything we try to do in life. 
The potential to reach large numbers of individuals through new technology has caused 
some to think of reaching large scale audiences but as the above examples who, this does 
not necessarily entail the inclusion or involvement of members of the network as anything 
other than passive recipients. However, this overlooks the agency of the individuals within 
the network while many experiments have demonstrated that including them within 
planning and deliberation can be more effective. As such, planning Public Diplomacy on the 
basis of what is likely to influence the way individuals interact within these networks would 
change the odds of success.  
 
/ƭŀȅ {ƘƛǊƪȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ϦƴŜǿ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ άƴŜǿ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 
strategies" allowing new groups to have influence and forcing existing influential actors to 
adapt or transform.lxix Hierarchies are often mistakenly contrasted with networks; 
hierarchies are a form of network. They require different approaches to engagement, but a 
hierarchy is just a form of network in many ways akin to centralized networks. Framed in 
this way, strategy can integrate dispersed, decentralized and centralised networks into a 
ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƻǊŎŜ ΨƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΩ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ 
framework.  
 
Adopting a network based approach can provide clarity about what behaviour an initiative is 
intended to achieve. For example, The New Technologies in Emergencies and Conflicts 
report, similar to many discussions of Public Diplomacy 2.0, emphasises the potential of 
ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ΨƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŀƴƎŜǊ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ŀ 

http://mountainrunner.us/2009/10/networkmapping.html
http://wandrenpd.com/2009/10/28/update-mapping-those-following-america-gov-on-twitter/
http://mountainrunner.us/2009/07/mission_vs_rules.html
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question of high numbers, ignoring the underlying pockets of interaction and 
coordination.lxx 
  
Recognising the role of coordination can be demonstrated through the example of Twitter 
use following the Iranian election; users were forced to identify more specific #tags which 
resonated with their particular community following the surge in tweets about Iran and the 
tag #IranElection. The numbers were eye-catching, but at a peak of over 22,500 tweets per 
hour for one #tag alone it is clear that nobody could be reading them all. The relevance to 
t5 нΦл ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ΨƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴȅΩ ƛǎ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊƎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ 
understand how communities are interacting within a network. This behaviour can be 
identified by mapping the way individuals choose to behave, in this sense identifying their 
tweets with particular #tags.lxxi   

 
The image above demonstrates that users were involved in two virtually separate 
conversations in the days following the election.lxxii Individuals interacting through the four 
spheres on the left and the individuals centralised around one #tag on the right. This shows 
that while all these individuals are tweeting about Iran they are not been accessing the 
same conversation. lxxiii As a reǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ΨƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴȅΩ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ƛǎ 
lower than it might initially appear. Equally to engage effectively it is important to 
understand which conversation you are joining. To further emphasise this position, the 
pattern continued until November where the map shows only limited growth in users 
shifting from one side to the other.  

http://mashable.com/2009/06/17/iranelection-crisis-numbers/
http://mashable.com/2009/06/17/iranelection-crisis-numbers/

