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Abstract 

In the age of information and ever-expanding technology, diplomacy efforts are 

seeing a major shift from earlier forms. Expanding information access across the world has 

caused international powers and small nations alike to increase transparency and formulate 

new goals to shift traditional diplomacy onto the public stage. Some of these new 

diplomatic efforts stem from older efforts, such as speaker programs but now broadcasted 

online, while others are new entities, like social media diplomacy campaigns. This paper 

discusses the topic of “Public Diplomacy 2.0” and compares new methods of public 

diplomacy in three different international settings: the United States and the United 

Kingdom as global superpowers, and Norway as an example of a small state’s niche public 

diplomacy. These three nations’ public diplomacy efforts have all been affected by the 

information age but each exerts their international influence in a different manner. 
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Introduction 

 As globalization and increased widespread communication continue to connect 

international society, many aspects of government from economic development to national 

security are forced to adapt. This constantly changing global environment also demands 

changes in foreign policy transparency in order to be effective. Consequently, large and 

small state public diplomacy efforts alike are in a state of transition. Some developing 

nations are just gaining access to modern information technologies while many have 

greatly benefitted for several years from increasing global communication. Despite this 

fact, the use of new media and online technology in public diplomacy continues to 

transform, forcing governments – large and small – to adapt in order to best communicate 

with foreign audiences.  

Effective diplomacy is no longer behind closed doors. Government leaders now 

understand that their goals both domestic and overseas cannot be achieved without both 

government and civilian cooperation (Leonard 2000). Therefore, foreign departments look 

to develop an effective online presence to engage civilians for input and feedback as they 

strive to influence.  

The United States, a global superpower that enjoys access to modern technologies 

as they emerge, has embraced this shift and implemented a number of digital methods and 

outreach programs to bridge the gap between Internet revolution and government 

institution. But more established nations like the US often face the challenge of fighting 

deeply rooted opinions around the world, which creates great difficulty to inform and 

persuade. 
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Similarly, the United Kingdom incorporates these communicative methods to 

advance its public diplomacy goals. However, a similar idea does not always mean a 

similar practice. While facing similar roadblocks as the US, the UK Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office boasts an extremely effective online presence and many popular 

media campaigns. 

Positioned on the opposite end of the global superpower spectrum, small countries 

with lower populations often hold little international influence. Norway, for example, 

houses less than one-tenth of the world’s population and employs a modest-sized military 

force. But this lack of power is countered by the nation’s emphasis on a concept called 

niche diplomacy (Albr08 2012). Unlike the global powers, smaller states have the ability to 

focus on specific topics, or niches, to exert their national influence – in Norway’s case, 

peacemaking diplomacy.  

 

“Public Diplomacy 2.0” 

It is important to first understand how public diplomacy differs from diplomacy in 

a broad sense. Diplomacy is the activity or profession of managing and maintaining 

international relations, often through the work of government officials. The branch of 

public diplomacy shifts the same goals of managing a positive national image and 

successful relations onto a different stage. Just as the name implies, public diplomacy 

primarily interacts with non-governmental audiences and organizations, the publics, to 

share these messages. Another key difference from traditional diplomacy is that public 

diplomacy tends to express not only that state’s governmental stances, but also the views 



A COMPARISON OF NEW MEDIA PUBLIC DIPLOMACY EFFORTS 5 

of private citizens (Leonard, Stead & Smewing 2002). Diplomatic efforts often remain 

unseen while public diplomacy efforts serve as “the face of traditional diplomacy” (Ross 

2002). 

The Digital Age has served as a catalyst for public diplomacy to become an equally 

important component of national foreign policy goals. The boom of information 

technology and rapidly increasing global Internet access in the past two decades has led to 

a change in how public diplomacy is communicated to its audiences. However, this change 

has not necessarily been a shift as much as it has become an entirely new branch of 

mechanisms for efforts to reach foreign audiences. Some call these new digital diplomacy 

methods “Public Diplomacy 2.0” (Cull 2013). 

A major premise of social media and its popularity is its sheer lack of rules and 

guidelines. Online message boards, Twitter feeds, and Facebook posts spark conversation 

by participants saying essentially anything they want. These sites allow opinions to flow 

and encourage freedom of expression. And because of its separation from governmental 

affiliation, social media users from around the world can enjoy a collaborative, online 

space for idea and information sharing, free from internal regulation1. In this premise lies 

the major obstacle for bureaucratic government departments (Morozov 2009). Foreign 

ministries attempt to harness these platforms because they almost effortlessly reach 

millions across the globe, but they have yet to achieve true effectiveness because of their 

unregulated nature. In fact, findings from a 2009 report from the US Government 

Accountability Office state: “Current information suggests a failure to adapt in this 

dynamic communications environment could significantly raise the risk that U.S. public 
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diplomacy efforts could become increasingly irrelevant, particularly among younger 

audiences that represent a key focus of U.S. strategic communication efforts.” Essentially, 

obvious inability to truly harness online platforms for public diplomacy creates 

government fear that these efforts could prove useless. 

 

The United States: An ongoing transition process 

In the United States, widespread technology access has not only changed traditional 

diplomacy, but it has also extended the reaches of traditional public diplomacy. Some of 

the earliest forms of PD in the US were a product of the United States Information Agency 

(USIA), which disbanded in 1999 and moved its work into the Broadcasting Board of 

Governors (BBG) and the US Department of State. The USIA, established under President 

Dwight Eisenhower in 1953, served as the main source of domestic propaganda and strived 

to spread knowledge of US ideals and policies across the globe; in short, it was the US’s 

international public relations division (Cull 2012). The USIA separated its work into three 

main divisions of activities: International Broadcasting, Information Activities, and 

Educational and Cultural Exchanges. A very brief list of some of these activities includes 

Voice of America (VOA) radio programs, published journals and other texts, embassy 

library services, traveling speakers, and the Fulbright Exchange Program (USIA’s Office 

of Public Liaison 1998). Although many of USIA’s programs still exist today through 

other agencies, many new programs and divisions have emerged to meet the demands of 

the rapidly expanding digital market. The USIA intended to reach both foreign and 

domestic audiences to inform and influence. However, the audiences, especially those 
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overseas, were not easily accessible with print media and limited radio and television 

access. USIA’s successor organizations attempt these same goals, but today’s audiences 

are much more easily reached through digital and new media platforms. 

Just a few short years after the Internet boom in the US came the next digital wave 

in the mid-2000’s: social media. The social media animal became an exciting but 

intimidating new feature for the State Department’s Office of Public Diplomacy and Public 

Affairs – one that the offices continue to shape into a tool for diplomacy. The State 

Department calls this process, which started nearly a decade ago after USIA but really 

launched in just the last three years, 21st Century Statecraft. In theory, this new type of 

diplomacy attempts to use new technology to create new connections outside of state-to-

state. E-diplomacy creates connections state-to-people, people-to-state, and people-to-

people (US Department of State). Another premise of 21st Century Statecraft is its 

commitment to an open environment. The open networks of new media compare to the 

open government and open society in the US. Therefore, open diplomacy is a must. 

However, this continuous shaping process has been long and uncomfortable for 

U.S. diplomats and bureaucracy. Because of the unstructured nature of new media 

technology and social media platforms, transforming diplomatic goals into tools for online 

engagement requires a complete shift in mindset and practice. In a Foreign Policy segment 

(2009), political writer Evengy Morozov described the US’s e-diplomacy goals as 

awkward and impossible. “By shifting their outreach campaigns to Facebook, Twitter, and 

blogs, the government may be trying to do the impossible, i.e. to plant carefully worded 

and controlled messages on platforms that sprang up precisely to avoid the kind of 
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influence that the State Department seeks to exert via them.” Morozov and many other 

analysts say public diplomacy 2.0 will become just a new form of spam if the US does not 

treat this new tool like a market campaign. Audiences will not ingest diplomatic messages 

unless there is some type of demand for the product. So far, millions of dollars have 

poured into creating media platforms and programs, like State Department Facebook pages 

and cultural webinar programs. The supply is abundant, but where is the demand? If 

foreign policy leaders are able to create a demand or legitimate draw to messages about 

American culture, ideas, and policy, foreign audiences will respond. 

Another aspect of public diplomacy 2.0 that critics believe should reflect a business 

approach is a focus on brands. But instead of focusing efforts on creating a strong 

American brand, James Glassman, the articulator of the Public Diplomacy 2.0 concept, 

believes online media should be used to destroy other brands such as terrorist organizations 

(Morozov). Because of its sheer size and power, the US carries a very established name 

and specific list of stereotypes by foreign publics. Trying to sway opinions of these notions 

via open, unregulated online platforms proves a very difficult task. Consequently, as 

Glassman asserts, the US should be less concerned about trying to frame a new American 

brand, but instead try to rebrand by chipping away at the brands of al-Qaeda and the like. 

One office that carries out this mission at the State Department is the Center for Strategic 

Counterterrorism Communications (CSCC) under the Public Affairs office. Introduced in 

2011, the CSCC focuses its efforts on combatting online terrorism propaganda and 

countering false statements about America in multiple languages, focused mainly in the 

Middle East. Though it is one of the newest digital diplomacy offices at State, it proves to 

be one of the most effective because it both receives analysis assistance from the 
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Intelligence Community and communicates openly online (US Department of State Bureau 

of Public Affairs). 

Although preconceived notions about the US have proven to be a difficult narrative 

to shape, many offices still engage in the rebranding process. The main platforms for these 

offices are social media sites like Facebook and Twitter, as well as governmental websites 

sharing specific content about an office’s mission and work. But are these offices truly able 

to monitor if their work is effective? Furthermore, is there a way to analyze how audiences 

are using these media platforms and if they are being influenced? Yes, the US government 

uses many types of analytics systems, including Facebook Insights and their newest 

contract with inTTENSITY, to monitor social media effectiveness (Guess 2013). These 

types of programs, used by many private businesses and individuals alike, are useful 

measuring important statistics like number of active followers, most popular posts, and 

how frequency of shares. Social media analytics are an integral part of any branding 

strategy. However, the numbers are only figures; they fail to show if messages on these 

sites are actually changing minds and enlightening viewers. Offices within the State 

Department recognize this issue and many survey-like tools are being developed, one 

specifically by the Office of Policy, Planning and Resources of the Office of the Under 

Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, monitor true effectiveness (Office of 

the Inspector General 2011). So the answer to whether or not all these digital messages are 

effective is a muddled one because no analytics site can analyze thoughts and emotions of 

followers.  
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Despite major challenges of harnessing online media for diplomacy purposes, the 

US still holds a large advantage over much of the world because of its sheer amount of 

resources. While reshaping the narrative may prove impossible, sharing information, 

culture, and ideas through a number of avenues is very possible for the US. Digital 

journals, online translation services, information video programs and campaigns, social 

media discussions, and many other online tools are being used to communicate varying 

messages, often targeted at specific age and ethnic groups, by the State Department’s 

public affairs and diplomacy offices (Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public 

Affairs). Therefore, using online technologies is an exciting innovation to pump up US 

public diplomacy efforts, but the process of harnessing them for true audience influence is 

a hurdle yet to be conquered.  

 

The United Kingdom: Similar goals, different practices 

 In a very similar situation as the US, the United Kingdom has also made 

commitments to 21st century diplomacy efforts. The UK uses many of the same online 

tools and platforms as the US, but some major differences separate the digital strategy of 

these two global powers. First, the UK sees itself as less of an influencer as the US. The 

US holds the raw power to pressurize foreign governments to tag along with its priorities 

regardless of the price tag, whereas the UK feels it must persuade followers by first 

carefully explaining the merits of its case and building trustworthiness (Leonard, Small & 

Rose 2005). Therefore, the British government must have a slightly different diplomatic 
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strategy. But this strategy also leads to a favorable digital strategy, allowing the UK to 

promote its “brand” much more easily than the US. 

 A second major difference – and strength – of the British digital strategy is its ease 

of use. As mentioned earlier, the US digital diplomacy offices monitor hundreds of 

different accounts across many platforms, causing confusion and exhaustion among 

audiences to locate the correct site. The British Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) 

has streamlined its social media properties and compiled a navigable list by platform type 

or by embassy location for web surfers to easily locate a site. This tool creates less 

audience fatigue for potential online engagers and social media followers.  

 Another strength of the UK public diplomacy strategy is its collaborative nature 

with two non-governmental agencies, the British Council and the British Broadcasting 

Corporation (BBC). Though both these organizations receive funding from the FCO, their 

activities are run at an arm’s length from government offices (Centre for Social Relations 

2013). The BBC, a worldwide media leader, has the ability to exert influence on foreign 

audiences along with the British Council, which focuses mainly on educational and 

cultural exchange. Messages coming from three different powerful voices, two of which 

not being comprise of government officials, have the ability to effectively connect with 

foreign and domestic audiences through both online and broadcast channels. 

 Although British officials only released their official Digital Strategy in December 

2012, which critics consider relatively late compared to many other influential states, the 

British strategy is viewed as an international model for many developing strategies across 

the globe because of its history of online diplomatic engagement (Mabon 2013). Despite 
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the late start to a full digital strategy, British diplomats have created a history of blogging 

to communicate with foreign and domestic audiences. Consequently, blogging experience 

has also helped diplomats to engage in shorter forms of digital communication, like 

Twitter, Facebook, and even photo sharing on Instagram (Hale 2011). This direct diplomat 

communication has become an effective tool for the FCO as it has helped the Britain to 

achieve one of its main public diplomacy goals. 

 A FCO report stated foreign and domestic audiences alike found the British 

government to carry an “arrogant, stuffy, old-fashioned and cold” image. However, 

enhanced use of new media technologies combined with several international events in the 

past few years helped carry the UK image to new heights (FCO 2011). The 2012 London 

Olympic games, the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee, and the birth of the royal baby created 

several new opportunities for the British government to reshape its image with a series of 

rebranding campaigns, such as the GREAT Britain campaign, innovative BBC coverage, 

specifically of the London Olympics, and effective social media outreach, as evidenced by 

the British Monarchy Facebook page gaining 40 thousand followers the day baby George 

was born (Habriel 2013). 

 Along with the BBC’s exemplary online presence and coverage, which continues to 

be one of the most visited websites on the globe, a new pilot program launched in 2012 

aims to connect with audiences and innovators in a more interactive environment. The 

BBC Connected Studio, if fully funded at the end of its trial period, could become one of 

the British government’s primary tools in creating new online platforms and reshaping its 

traditional image. The Connected Studio hosts five Creative Studio sessions that any 
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company, group, or individual can register for to pitch and exchange ideas regarding new 

media. The ideas and innovators that appeal most to the BBC staff are invited back for a 

series of Build Studio sessions to develop these ideas for later use (BBC 2014). If the 

Studio proves to be productive, this collaborative environment could create a real 

advantage to the UK in connecting across the globe. 

 Another advantage of British online diplomacy is its substantial language learning 

website offered through the British Council. The free website LearnEnglish offers a wide 

variety of language tools including grammar lessons, listening activities, games, videos, 

and exam prep to audiences of any age or English proficiency. The site also boasts a strong 

following with 500,000 learners and over 2,000 teachers in 49 countries (British Council 

2014). In similar cross-platform fashion, the LearnEnglish administrators also manage 

social media sites to engage potential English speakers, including Facebook, Twitter, and 

YouTube accounts. 

 In summary, even with its late start to official e-diplomacy, the UK began with 

many stepping-stones already in place when the government released its digital strategy. 

Online writing savvy diplomats, strong collaboration with non-governmental partners, a 

robust English language program, and a commitment to innovation all gave the British 

government and the FCO an advantage when efforts began to increase its digital presence. 

 

Norway: “Niche” public diplomacy 
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 Unlike the two previously mentioned states, nations smaller in size are often 

ignored as being influential international actors. These nations often lack the income, 

resources, military influence and population to gain any real authority in international 

matters. While large states like the United States often spread their diplomacy efforts 

across a multitude of arenas, small states are thought to be falling behind. However, one 

avenue for these states to overcome their shortcomings is focusing time and resources on 

capturing the world’s attention on specific topics or niches (Bàtora 2005). Niche 

diplomacy is a narrowly focused diplomacy practice, and it proves to be an effective 

avenue for smaller states looking to increase international standing.  

One of the most successful niche campaigns is that of Norway and what it calls 

“peacekeeping diplomacy.” After Norwegian politician Jan Egeland formulated this 

strategy in 1980, with high domestic support, a new model for conflict resolution gained 

international stature. One of three important aspects of this model is maintaining close 

relationships with international and domestic NGOs. Similarly, another aspect Norway 

achieved was maintaining effective relationships with powerful international actors, like 

the US and UK, for support and greater leverage in mediation. A third and possibly the 

most critical characteristic of the “Norwegian model” is striving for independent actions. A 

non-member of the European Union, Norway upholds an impartial reputation in 

peacekeeping negotiations because it neither imposes its own national agenda or that of a 

larger entity (Bauer 2005). 

 Since the inception of Norway’s peacekeeping focus, the government has found 

success in building its reputation as a force for mediation and conflict resolution, gaining 
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the unofficial title of “the international capital of peace.” Some of its most prominent 

actions include negotiations between the Philippine government and Communist rebels, the 

Colombian government and the FARC movement, as well as hosting the annual Nobel 

Peace Prize. However, Norway’s efforts in leading negotiations have not always resulted 

in successful outcomes, as evidenced by the Oslo peace process of 1993 between Israel and 

Palestine (Albr08 2012). 

 Like its larger nation counterparts, Norway also embraces e-diplomacy toward its 

peacekeeping mission, but the smaller state enjoys a few advantages to its diplomatic 

strategy that powers like the US and UK do not. With its online presence and social media 

platforms, the Norwegian government is able to take advantage of the true brand building 

that larger states cannot often utilize. In fact, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MFA) website clearly states that its public diplomacy efforts focus on international 

reputation building as a peace facilitator. Therefore, Norwegian government digital 

platforms differ slightly from the content of US and UK embassy sites. 

 First, the MFA manages far fewer properties than the foreign affairs departments of 

the US and UK, partly because of its fewer diplomatic partners and also its smaller 

manpower to manage these sites. According to the state’s official guide site of diplomatic 

relations and embassies, Norway only sponsors official online connection with certain 

states (Norway: the Official Site). For example, with the US, the Norwegian Embassy 

supports both a Facebook and Twitter feed, as well as a consulate Flickr, Instagram, and 

Tumblr. However, with many of its close neighbors like France and Denmark and its less 
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frequent connections like Nigeria and Iraq, only standard websites including recent 

diplomatic news and visa information are supported. 

 The second major difference of Norway’s e-diplomacy sites is the actual online 

content. As previously mentioned, recreating a brand of a well-known nation is difficult; 

but shaping a brand of a lesser-known smaller state is more feasible. Because of this, the 

MFA is able to post content regarding Norwegian people and culture and shape thoughts 

and opinions in a much easier manner. This practice proves true across many of Norway’s 

embassy websites and social media sites. Across most MFA online properties, information 

and photos regarding food, travel, music, and everything in between is posted. And 

depending on the target nation, posts about peacekeeping and human rights are prevalent as 

well, such as women’s education rights news on Norway’s diplomatic website of Iraq. 

 As mentioned, niche diplomacy and the branding aspect of public diplomacy are 

very possible for small states. With its devotion to peacekeeping and efforts to spread its 

national brand, Norway proves to be a successful example of small state diplomacy. 

 

Head-to-Head Comparison: Embassy Facebook pages 

 Previously, this paper discussed many differences in new media and online 

practices for public diplomacy, but it is also necessary to make a direct head-to-head 

comparison of a specific aspect of each of the three mentioned states’ e-diplomacy efforts. 

The US, UK, and Norway each place an emphasis on social media and support several 

embassy Facebook pages – specifically, a page per embassy for the US and only a select 
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few for Norway. The pages show subtle differences among the digital strategies used. For 

the purpose of this comparison, the embassy site of Seoul, Korea will be compared because 

an embassy Facebook page exists for each of the three and the three sites have a significant 

amount of engagement.  

 The “U.S. Embassy Seoul” Facebook page, which also plugs its Twitter feed, 

currently carries over 18,200 Likes, sees a large amount of engagement via comments and 

shares, and appears to be updated somewhat frequently. The posts mainly focus on positive 

government relation reminders as well as sharing information on social issues, such as gay 

and disability rights. The page also encourages engagement with the Ambassador that the 

other two embassies’ pages do not emphasize as frequently. The culture related and “fluff” 

posts are most often tied to America, like photos of President Obama’s new dog and 

wishing followers a happy Labor Day. Some of these posts tie a Korean connection to the 

American culture sentiment, like asking Korean thoughts on a certain aspect of American 

culture, but the US Embassy page very much so has a diplomatic relations atmosphere. 

 The “UK in Korea – British Embassy Seoul” page carries many similarities to the 

US’s page in its positive diplomatic relations reinforcement aspect, but it very clearly 

balances itself between the strategies of the US and Norway. The page, with its 2,200 

followers, explicitly states its embassy goals are to assist British nationals in Korea and 

build a better relationship between the two countries. While diplomatic posts such as 

cyberspace safety and news about NGO cooperation appear frequently, the UK site 

displays many more culture and business related posts, covering topics like fashion and 

wind energy. One very effective engagement activity on the UK page was a photo contest 
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followers could participate in to win a British Airways gift bag. Posts about the contest 

received significantly high Likes and Shares, which likely resulted in higher engagement 

on the page. 

 Finally, “The Royal Norwegian Embassy in Seoul” strategy appears to use culture 

related posts as its main form of improving relations and sharing information among its 

250 followers. Nearly every recent post was related to an aspect of Norwegian or Korean 

culture, ranging from food and music to sports and the arts. One other common theme on 

the Norwegian page was its plug for Scandinavian travel. The UK page sometimes 

promoted tourist locations or interesting history, but Norway’s page shares compelling 

photographs and travel tips for visiting the country. 

Clearly, each nation has different diplomacy goals in different countries, but a 

comparison of each embassy Facebook page in one location shows just how varied online 

public diplomacy strategy can be. 

  

NGO Influence 

 With the obvious direction in which technology is heading, public diplomacy will 

continue to advance on the digital stage. But the question remains: Are slow, bureaucratic 

government agencies the best vehicles for delivering messages in such an open, fast-paced 

digital environment? 

 Historically, the involvement of non-governmental organizations in foreign affairs 

was limited to a short list of elite groups. Only a few influential NGOs in the US, like the 
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Council on Foreign Relations, had the resources and power to influence State Department 

policy decisions. With today’s evolving communication environment, special interest 

NGOs have emerged as important players because of their ability to easily share focused 

agendas through online channels (Dizard, 2001). With specific area goals in mind and 

much less red tape than government agencies, NGOs are believed to have the upper hand 

when using online methods such as websites, Internet programs, and social media to spread 

a message and influence an audience. 

 

Where is Digital Diplomacy headed? 

 Although analysts are unsure what direction and forms e-diplomacy will take as 

technology advances, one fact is certain; new media is the diplomacy of the future. As the 

globe becomes more interconnected, governments and their foreign ministries will need to 

keep a watchful eye and progressive approach if they hope to remain abreast with their 

intended audiences.  

 The US strategy, though extensive, still remains in a reorganization faze and must 

develop some type of approach for measuring real effectiveness and influence before 

furthering current programs. For the UK, the FCO and company must continue to push its 

stance on innovation and rebranding. And small states like Norway must develop a feasible 

digital strategy and possibly consider a specific issue or topic on which to focus their 

diplomacy efforts. 
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 However, some issues and considerations still remain on this new diplomacy 

frontier. First, effectiveness and influence must be measured before governments can 

afford to pour billions of dollars into online diplomatic programs. The current software 

designed to analyze social media and websites often only looks at the numbers. Foreign 

ministries like the State Department and FCO must also have a solid method for 

discovering if information is spreading and attitudes are changing. 

 Second, the question of whether governments are the best vehicles for delivering 

online messages must be addressed. Are NGOs a more suitable fit for exerting influence on 

specific topics to an international online audience? Are governments at a higher risk to be 

censored by foreign governments of the people they are targeting most often? Because 

most would answer yes to both these questions, foreign affairs agencies must reconsider 

their approaches with this in mind. 

Online media is not going away. However, it is no question that a social media post 

cannot replace the intimate nature of face-to-face diplomacy. If governments plan to 

advance their use of e-diplomacy, they must find a way to seamlessly intertwine the global 

reach and innovation of online together with the personal nature of traditional diplomacy. 
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