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US Hegemony and Erosion of Global Goodwill:  Reforming US Public Diplomacy
The world is increasingly being divided between those who have access to resources and those who do not and the wider the gap, the more dangerous the world becomes.  The root of the greatest challenges facing the world in the present-day is the political, cultural and economic disenfranchisement of those who are being left behind.  The desperate conditions in the developing world give rise to civil war, regional conflict, and corruption, which exacerbates problems of poverty, environmental degradation, the spread of disease, and the absence of basic human rights and political freedoms.  It is in these desperate nations that the seeds of religious and political extremism are planted and nurtured, leading to the development of new crops of terrorists willing to trade their lives to strike a blow against the developed nations whom they blame for their disenfranchisement.  Therefore, in order to make the world safer from terrorism and conflict, for example, we need to make the world more inclusive, equitable, and free.  As the most powerful nation on Earth, the United States has the responsibility to lead this effort, and lead it with humility and good conscience. 

	I.  The Problem


Current US foreign policy has eroded the global goodwill that existed following the terrorist attacks of September 11th.  The subsequent War in Iraq dramatically exacerbated perception in the international community – and even among long-standing US allies – that increasingly US policymakers were acting out of arrogance and hubris.  Whether or not one agrees fully, partially or not at all with the general direction of current US foreign policy, the US clearly needs to do a much better job communicating its values and why it takes the decisions it does to the rest of the world.  Despite the US achieving an unprecedented level of hegemonic power, primarily through the dominance of the US military and economy, the level of US influence in the world is actually declining.  And US influence will continue to be eroded because the US government has failed to adequately plan for, fund, and effectively engage in public diplomacy.  This also includes doing a better job explaining the reasoning behind foreign policy decisions to the American people.
	II.  The Solution


Although the campaign for US President between George W Bush and Senator John Kerry will undoubtedly highlight the stark differences between the two leaders’ perspectives on US foreign policy, no matter who wins, there is a dramatic need for the US to improve the way in which leaders communicate the values of the country to the rest of the world, especially in the Arab world.  The need for a more well thought-out strategy and process for communicating US policy and, indeed, the very values of Americans transcends partisanship.  Republicans and Democrats alike have not given public diplomacy its proper due.  Therefore, the solution is to begin the process of educating US policymakers about the importance of the message the US government sends to other governments of the world; whether they are allies, enemies, or some where in between.  The following needs to be undertaken to change the way the US and its policies are received by the rest of the world:

1. The US “message” needs to be a coordinated one, which will require cooperation among the numerous federal agencies that operate abroad and collaborate with foreign governments.  
2. Assessment of US relations with traditional allies in Western Europe, Asia and the Middle East as well as new found friends in Central Asia and the caucuses, and a plan to repair those that have been severely damaged.

3. A wholesale review of the US role in multilateral institutions such as the UN, World Bank, and WTO to determine how the US can strengthen and improve these institutions rather than undermine them.
4. Review of US donor programs to determine what is working and what isn’t, which will then lead to a new discussion about how the US can better facilitate solutions to global problems, such as increasing resources dedicated to aid, but, moreover, improving the ways in which aid is delivered.

5. Consideration of a new global institution or institutions that will better enable “systemization” of the way global problems are addressed.

6. Lead by example – on issues such as free trade, the US is the primary roadblock to progress, particularly due to long-held protectionist policies towards agricultural products.  The US must work harder and make the first move to lower trade barriers in order to set the example for other countries to follow.

7. Engagement of the corporate sector and NGOs in order to develop solutions that take advantage of each sectors’ strengths, while minimizing the weaknesses and limitations of government.

8. Education of the American people as to why it is ultimately in the long-term best interest of the US to dedicated more resources to solving global problems, in addition to the moral responsibility the US has to do more to help those in need.

9. Global dialogue – there is an inherent lack of understanding and, thus, mistrust that exists among countries and cultures throughout the world.  It is based primarily on fear of the unknown and long-held stereotypes about one another.  Greater understanding among the people of the world regarding religion, culture, and values and beliefs is critical to creating trust and perhaps even friendship.  The US should lead this effort.
	III.  The Case


1.  Problems without Borders
Despite major improvements in the health and education status of many of habitants of the world’s poorest countries which is reflected in declining infant mortality rates, increasing life expectancy, and higher literacy rates,1.2 billion people are estimated to still live on less than US$1 per day, and almost 3 billion on less than US$2 per day. 110 million primary school age children are out of school, 60 percent of them girls. 31 million people are infected with HIV/AIDS. And many more live without adequate food, shelter, safe water, and sanitation.  According to renown economist Jeffery Sachs of the Earth Institute at Columbia University, the world currently posses all of the resources need to solve these and other global problems.  Whether one agrees with Sachs’ theories and proposals or not, the point is made – the developed world isn’t doing nearly enough to addresses the disparities of wealth between the first world and the third and, on the basis of GDP, the US does the least.
We are also seeing a rise of what Samuel Huntington called “The Clash of Civilizations” – a struggle between countries and diasporas based on conflicting religious and/or cultural beliefs.  Hungtington said: “Conflict between civilizations will supplant ideological and other forms of conflict as the dominant global form of conflict; international relations, historically a game played out within Western civilization, will increasingly be de-Westernized and become a game in which non-Western civilizations are actors and not simply objects…”

2. US Unilateralism
The US’ sole superpower status presents a new set of opportunities to help shape the global agenda and lead the world in finding solutions to core global problems such as AIDS, climate change, poverty, conflict, and the absence of human rights.  However, as the US influence increases its ‘hard’ power (military and economic) but continuously uses that power unilaterally and outside the international system, it diminishes its cultural and political or ‘soft’ power
.
Economic and military dominance has led the US to create such instruments as the Proliferation Security Initiative – a group of 11 nations working together to combat the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction through greater intelligence sharing and coordination of armed resources to interdict primarily sea-borne shipments of deadly material to rogue states or suspected terrorists.  In theory, it’s not a bad idea to increase international coordination to combat a critical global problem, but the international institutions that exist are intended to be used for just these kinds of initiatives.  International sanctioning brings even a higher degree of cooperation and certainly more credibility, which important especially when considering that the intended interdiction procedures developed by the group are potentially a violation of international law.
No greater example of “selective multilateralism” is needed beyond the current ware with Iraq.  Reluctantly, the US government went before the UN to make its case for war against the regime of Saddam Hussein, and on more than one occasion, the UN rejected the US’ case for war.  Instead, the body opted for sanctions and a commitment to send weapons inspectors back into the country and with more authority so as to avoid the keystone cop-like atmosphere of the process that existed after the 1991 Gulf War.  However, despite the fact that weapons teams could not find the evidence the Bush administration had promised (and hoped for), we went to war anyhow and with a pitifully small number of allies.

The US’ go-it-alone strategy is also visible in the number of international agreements it has refused to sign such as the Kyoto Protocol, the International Treaty to Ban Land Mines, and the refusal to ratify the charter of the International Criminal Court.  US policymakers are doing what they believe is in the best interest of Americans, no doubt about it.  But their decisions on these and other issues lack a longer-term vision for how to make headway in solving global problems.  No one can deny the importance and the role of domestic politics in international policymaking, but at some point the US has to decide to be a leader and make the hard choices for the greater good, which includes the US and the rest of the world.

No one would argue that the international system of governance is fool-proof.  Far from it.  But the US is not serving a constructive process by further diminishing the power and abilities of the international community to do its work.  What the current US administration does not seem to realize is that because of the US’ dominance in the world, better engagement of international institutions would make the US even more powerful rather than less.

3. The US’ Tarnished Image
There is no question that the US needs to improve the decisions it has made regarding the international community and its allies.  Most of the damage that has been done to US power is self-inflicted.  However, that does not mean that all of the decisions that have led to deep mistrust of the US were bad.  Some of them were necessary, although unpopular.  Therefore, what is required is a more systematic and well-thought out way for the US to communicate its values and decisions to the rest of the world, particularly the skeptics of which there are many.  Why else would so many people believe that the US government and Israel are the true conspirators behind the attacks of September 11th?

Despite the good intentions of US policymakers, much of the world believes the US is the new colonial power that only cares about protecting its own interests.  Whether that is true or not, the US needs to focus on communicating its vision for peace and prosperity in the world, rather than allow its critics define the country’s actions and the reasons for them.
4.  Using Superpowerdom with Modesty
Defense is critical to protecting against extremists, whether in the form of failed states, terrorist organizations, or rogue nations, but it is not the goal.  The goal is to not to need as many troops to keep the US and the world safe from the tyranny of those who use violence as a means to an end.  Conquering dictators by force with little to no help from the rest of the world does not serve the ultimate purpose of creating an environment where people have the right to self-determination, political freedoms, safety from oppression, and the possibility and tools for a more prosperous life.  Therefore, to achieve this end, a much greater effort needs to be made to attack the roots of terrorism where it is allowed to be bred by extremists.  This means that the US military should be used as a means of last resort and only as one step in a long process to build the social capital and physical infrastructure to allow the world’s less fortunate enjoy the fruits of freedoms that the developed world now enjoys.  The best analogy is the role the US played in Europe post-World War II.  The continent had been obliterated by war and the US government knew that without an immediate commitment to the long-term recovery of the continent, including the axis powers, World War III wouldn’t be far behind.  The world’s poorest countries need a similar commitment to their own version of a Marshall Plan or the US-led War on Terrorism will live on in perpetuity.
5.  Corporate Diplomacy

The role of the corporation has changed dramatically with the advent of globalization.  The largest firms in the world transcend national borders and often avoid a single, national identity. These corporations have global operations, sell products in nearly all markets, maintain partnerships and suppliers in multiple countries, maintain a multinational workforce, a multinational board, and are owned by a community of investors from around the world.

As the greatest source of investment around the world, transnational corporations have become a prominent actor on the international policy and diplomatic stage.  Private sector investment in the developing world, for example, vastly outpaces the amount those countries receive in foreign aid.  Such substantial sources of investment for resource-poor nations results in a tremendous amount of political power and influence in the hands of private actors.

Increasingly global companies mean firms are even more susceptible to the uncertainties inherent in geopolitics.  In the post 11 September world, the risks are even greater as extremist groups have proven that commercial interests are considered to be legitimate targets of terrorists.  However, in addition to these types of risks, corporate interests are impacted by geopolitical decisions such as the imposition of economic sanctions, unofficial sanctions as a result of political pressure from host countries, and the pressure via the court of public opinion.

Anti-globalizers see the gathering power and influence of corporations as a threat to national sovereignty, but rather than be a source of consternation, the rising prominent of corporations could be turned into an opportunity.  Corporations’ decisions have a direct impact on the social, political, and economic fabric of a country, and thus are important part of the nation’s economy and overall stability.  Corporations could use their role to be a strong voice for stability in global hot-spots and may even carry more influence then a head-of-state.  

Corporations do not have to subscribe to one particular country’s political agenda, especially since heads-of-states change, priorities and alliances shift, and the corporation does not want to be seen as choosing sides, but with an understanding of the inherent risks embedded in a particular policy choice to the success of that business, corporations can make their concerns known to the government.  And, as the Chief Executive Officer of the corporation, CEOs will need to play a role more akin to Chief Executive Diplomat on a world stage.  CEOs from the United States need to be mindful of this role and brought to the table to work with government to better convey US values as part of the campaign to reform US public diplomacy.
	IV.  The Plan


Despite the distaste for many of the US government’s policies abroad, most of the world likes America and Americans.  They envy the wealth and freedoms the relatively young country has been able to create and even wish to emulate aspects of American culture, which accounts for the success of US consumer goods and films and television.  Why have America’s consumer goods been successfully popular and US policies are not?  Moreover, why do so many in the world cheer at the site of American policy failures abroad?

Developing a message for a country is, in some ways, no different that developing one for a consumer product or even a political candidate.  As consumer goods and political candidates have both proven, the “best” product is not always the one that is chosen.  Much of the decision rests on how well they have been packaged and marketed to the consumer/voter.  Selling the world on the US vision is strikingly similar.  The best intentions, the best idea, and the most qualified entity to carry it out do not guarantee success.  What is missing is how it is communicated to ensure it is received in the best possible way.  The US government needs to reexamine the way it communicates its policies to the rest of the world.  What follows is a road map for how US policymakers can change the way its vision is viewed by a world of growing skeptics.

Reforming US Public Diplomacy
1. Staff Briefings
Conduct a series of small briefings with key Democratic staff on the Hill, laying out the facts of the case and the potential solutions with the goal of raising awareness and developing a working group on public diplomacy.

2. Meetings with Key Members
Conduct one-on-one meetings with members in key positions to raise awareness and obtain ideas on how to position the issue politically.

3. Engage a Variety of Experts
Turn to think tanks and academics and other experts in the practical and theoretical application of public diplomacy to develop an analysis of US public diplomacy and world opinion of US foreign policymaking.
4. The Appropriations Process
Senator Durbin’s position on approps lends an ideal opportunity to carefully scrutinize the funding and decisions of the US State Department and other agencies with respect to public diplomacy.

5. Public Awareness
Through a variety of forums – speeches at think tanks, universities, and special events – Senator Durbin can speak about the problems with the US’ image in the world and the impact on the country’s ability to wield its power.

6. Engaging Investors and NGOs
The developed world’s annual aid contribution to poor countries is dwarfed by the amount the investors in their countries spend abroad through foreign direct investment (FDI).  Free-capital flows, market liberalization and other economic reforms have opened up markets to Western interests.  But these same interests have come under scrutiny for fueling a “race to the bottom” as investors look for the lowest-cost countries in which to invest – countries with low wages, official corruption, little regulation, and poor labor standards.  NGOs have done a much better job keeping such ventures in check and investors have responded positively.  Now government should team up with foreign investors and the NGOs to develop a model for investment that facilitates it while protecting the rights of the countries in which they are investing.  US firms abroad are defacto ambassadors of US values and should act accordingly while maintaining the ability to create jobs, build infrastructure, and transfer technology in developing markets.
7. Conference on Public Diplomacy
Once established as the leader on reforming US public diplomacy, Senator Durbin can co-sponsor a conference where the various issues that need to be addressed to bring about meaningful reform can be addressed, which will also solidify his role as the leader on one of the more critical issues confronting US foreign policy.
� Based on the concepts in The Paradox of American Power by Joseph Nye.
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