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Background

This is the report of an international forum which took place in London in June 2009 organised by Goldsmiths, University of London with the support of the UNESCO Commission of the Slovak Republic, the European Network of Cultural Administration Training Centres (ENCATC) and the International Theatre Institute (British Centre). It took place in the Ratiu Foundation's Romanian Cultural Centre. 

The forum was introduced and chaired by Gerald Lidstone. John Holden gave the first presentation on the theme of culture as a central component of international relations focussing on his seminal research and publication on cultural diplomacy as well as on developments since it appeared. This was followed by a response from Terry Sandell. The first session concluded with audience discussion and questions. The second session opened with Martin Fryer giving a presentation on the use of campaigns in foreign policy and the role public and cultural diplomacy can play. Ladislav Pfimpfl followed with a presentation entitled 'Virtual Public Diplomacy: a Tempting Idea' in which he focussed on new technologies and in particular use of the Internet. This was followed again by audience discussion and questions. The third and concluding session was led by Helena Drobna with a presentation looking at how those engaged in public and cultural diplomacy are, or should be, trained, and again followed by audience discussion and questions. 
Report of the proceedings

Professor Gerald Lidstone (GL) opened the forum explaining that he was present wearing different hats including being a board member of two of the Conference's three sponsoring organisations, ENTCATC and the ITI British Centre. He thanked those two organisations for their support as well as the UNESCO Commission of the Slovak Republic which had contributed funding both towards this event and another which would take place later in the year in Slovakia and which may lead to further activities. GL thanked the Ratiu Foundation and its Director, Ramona Mitrica, and her team for hosting the event in their excellent new premises. 

GL explained that the concept of 'soft power' has shaped a lot of international political and diplomatic thinking in recent years. It has heightened interest in the principles and practice of public diplomacy and cultural diplomacy. The purpose of the forum was to re-examine cultural diplomacy and in particular the place of culture in international relations. Taking account of some current thinking on cultural diplomacy, and current practice, the intention was to look forward to possible future developments and trends and who is likely to be shaping them. Some of the questions included what is cultural diplomacy? How are the wider, connective and human values of culture being used to negotiate and recalibrate international relationships in a fast-changing and sometimes dangerous world? How can culture be used to explore differences and appreciate commonalities at an international level without being turned into a tool of public diplomacy and potentially of national propaganda? Who sets the cultural diplomacy challenges and agendas and who are the players? To what extent is people-to-people communication across borders and the sharing of knowledge and information changing? Will new social networking tools and evolving social media technology present opportunities or challenges to the future course of cultural and public diplomacy. He then drew attention to the 'cause and effect' issue related to cultural diplomacy - results were sometimes subtle and came a long time down the line. Also reminding the audience that the forum was coinciding with fairly dramatic public demonstrations, in Iran over the elections - one obvious example of the need to examine cultural diplomacy, both in the context of the speed of change internationally and in the rapid developments in new technology. Interest in cultural diplomacy was now strong, an imminent major conference in Berlin being an example.

GL completed his introduction by mentioning the problem of the propaganda issue (a point raised in various ways by others later) and that people switched off campaigns if the hand of government was felt to be present. He mentioned the widening range of cultural diplomacy, for example the use of sport and 'football diplomacy' which had become popular and quoted CERN international scientists' claims that working together in joint scientific facilities led to them jointly developing peaceful agendas. GL concluded by explaining to the audience that the presenters would be speaking in a personal capacity and not as representatives of the organisations for which they worked.

GL then introduced John Holden (JH) and his seminal research which led to the DEMOS publication on cultural diplomacy. JH began by explaining that all DEMOS publications are available free online (www.demos.co.uk). In February 2007, and following a year's research, JH produced his publication on cultural diplomacy. JH explained that back in 2005 there had not been much apparent interest in the subject nor in funding the research but by February 2007 there had been significant change with the British Secretary of State for Cultural Media and Sport helping launch the publication and big media interest which led to debate. There were 35,000 downloads from the DEMOS website of the publication while DEMOS publications normally achieve 10,000-20,000 downloads.

JH emphasised that one of the main points of the report was that culture should not be used as a 'tool' of cultural diplomacy, although one newspaper article had accused them of suggesting this. Key major institutions had supported the writing of the report and JH looked not only at the UK but also made visits to the USA, China, Norway, France and Ethiopia because different countries have different approaches which are significant. JH explained that Norway, for example, has a very clear idea of what Norway is and promotes itself in a coherent way in order to 'punch above its weight' i.e. self-conscious branding. France has specific aims in different parts of the world and provides serious budgets for this. The US interest in freedom and freedom of expression often led in the past to covert funding of, for example, jazz musicians to promote this. The Chinese are interested in harmony while India is keen to project its modernity, is investing heavily in this and using cultural diplomacy self-consciously to promote the country. Ethiopia needs assistance in the cultural field (e.g. lack of conservation facilities) so projects itself differently. Cultural diplomacy needs to be different in different places, the contrast in the examples of Norway and Ethiopia clearly illustrating this.

JH then focussed on a changing world. The traditional view has been that politics creates the space for culture. The DEMOS research turned this on its head and argued that now culture creates the space for politics to happen. The motivation for addressing cultural diplomacy is the way the world is changing. It has been said that culture is now the second eco-system of mankind.

JH argued that the role of culture has expanded in an unprecedented way into the political and economic spheres. The old paradigm of diplomacy consisted of small numbers of political, business and other elites speaking to elites. Later the mass media was used to project these elite messages to bigger audiences. Nowadays what is happening is mass-to-mass communication because of cheap travel, tourism, new technology, migration and diasporas (the latter not just found in the West). He said that we live in a world of 24-hour news and for example this week we were knowing what is happening in Iran moments after it has happened. The Internet, he argued, provides communication without mediation and facilitates cultural contestation.

The effects of this change on culture are also economic. JH pointed out that tourism to Britain is worth £15 billion and that 76% of visitors say they come to the UK to visit museums, heritages sites etc. As a result how museum collections are cared for and presented and the support of scholarly contacts is important and influences credibility to act or not act internationally. The role of culture in international relations is that it provides a natural space for contact especially where relations are difficult or strained. The British Museum's work with Iran is a good example. At the opening of a recent exhibition the British Foreign Secretary and the Iranian Deputy Prime Minister were able to stand shoulder-to-shoulder when in other contexts it would be difficult for them to share any kind of platform. Culture keeps the doors open. It reflects the value we place on other countries and identifies the commonalities and explores difference in a relatively safe environment. JH pointed out however that it could go wrong and lead to cultural misunderstanding, for example exhibitions which misfire and give offence. Culture is also creating the cultures of the future i.e. the merging, 'morphing' and mingling that produce new things that cross boundaries as is happening in areas such as the musical world and in the visual arts.

JH went on to look at how controllable cultural diplomacy is by governments. He suggested there are different kinds of level. Publicly-funded culture is more controllable but relatively narrow in its scope of influence. Commercial culture is much less controllable but much more influential. JH mentioned an American book by Bill Ivy where it is argued that Baywatch rather than 'ballet and government cultural diplomacy' determines perceptions of the USA. At another level 'home-made culture' is being produced by peer-to-peer contact which happens outside the influence or control of governments through the Internet and new technology such as camera-phones.

JH summarised some of the conclusions of his research and the publication. The UK has a competitive advantage in this area. In particular it has a range of international respected, well-connected cultural institutions, a thriving creative industries sector which straddles the publicly-funded, commercial and 'home-made' cultural sectors, strong international links though the BBC and the British Council, and also a lot of isolated, good practice, small and inventive activity that happens outside the big institutions and is sometimes not noticed. JH said that against this background the research indicated however that there was a need for greater overall coherence, including better political backing, better coordination, longer-term coherence, more investment in technology in this emergent space and the addressing of particular issues (e.g. visa regimes which inhibit areas such as performing arts touring  and museum specialist exchanges).

JH emphasised there is a need for culture to be independent to be effective. Once the hand of government is detected behind culture it becomes tainted in diplomatic terms. He also emphasised that many of the challenges the UK faces politically - climate change, terrorism, migration - are issues which cannot be solved militarily or unilaterally. They require joint effort and coordination and mutual understanding which means cultural understanding. If there is cultural misunderstanding one cannot get far with the politics.

JH finished by saying that these days cultural diplomacy is not about 'soft power' because that still has the word 'power' and embodies a relationship of superiority and inferiority and instrumentality from one party to the other. Cultural diplomacy is going in the direction of mutuality, of beneficial mutuality, taking the 'power' out of it.

GL then introduced Terry Sandell (TS) to respond. TS began by recommending those who had not yet read JH's publication to do so. JH's work, while dealing with cultural diplomacy, fits into a wider context of changing perceptions of culture in the UK in the last 20-30 years. The issue of cultural diplomacy and how it is handled at the national level is very much linked to the position of culture within a given country or society. It is easy to forget that some twenty years ago Britain did not even have a ministry of culture, it is a relatively new phenomenon in the UK. A lot of the strength and positioning of British contemporary culture has come about in the past 20-30 years. 

The approach of different countries to cultural diplomacy and it being shaped by where culture is positioned in a country can be illustrated by the case of France. TS quoted an inspiring address at the start of his career by a French diplomat who pointed out that politics brought countries into conflict, commerce brought them into competition and culture brought them together. In France there has never been any questioning about culture being central to national identity and to national communication and diplomacy. It is in the French blood and in this context it is interesting to note that with the onset of the economic crisis one of President Sarkozy's first announcements was special funding into certain cultural projects in response to the international crisis.    

TS argued therefore argued that the positioning of culture domestically determines the degree and the way culture can be used for national purposes. Two good examples of this were Quebec and the former Soviet Union. Much of Quebec's diplomacy is cultural and promoting itself culturally. It is able to do this for very specific Quebec reasons. The Soviet Union used culture for all sorts of reasons but most importantly because it was an area in which it was domestically strong and it could therefore compete with the West in ways that it could not in other areas such as the economic and commercial fields. 

There is no question that culture has an ability to navigate areas that are otherwise politically difficult. Iran and the Russian Federation are good current examples of where the UK has difficulty in engaging with those countries and culture is the one area where there can be a relatively neutral and positive engagement. Similarly in expanding European institutions, culture has played its role. For example, new EU countries may not have been economic equals on joining but all the countries were rich in culture and at that level were equals which helped build confidence and facilitate dialogue. Culture was also directly and effectively used as a way of easing the three South Caucasus countries into full membership of the Council of Europe.

The technology and information revolutions are having a big influence on the development of cultural diplomacy. TS argued that governments are no longer the primary communicators nor able to dominate communication. A good example was the events in Iran unfolding while this forum was taking place. In terms of the future and cultural diplomacy, TS believed a key, interesting and undervalued area is peer-to-peer relationships, in particular because they can be sustained over a long period. One of the problems of the contemporary world is that apart from everything being speeded up, things are also being dispensed with very quickly - the life-cycle of things is often very short. Lasting, more durable relationships are in TS's view of enormous importance in a changing world and it is where culture and cultural diplomacy can play a key role.

In terms of cultural diplomacy TS argued that one also needs to be clearer about impact. In a place like London one can go and listen to the national orchestra of country X at the Barbican tonight and to the national orchestra of country Y at the Festival Hall tomorrow. The question, in narrow cultural diplomacy impact terms, is do such events really have lasting impact in a place like London? More study is needed on measurement of impact and of lasting impressions.

TS suggested that the absolutely central issue in cultural diplomacy is integrity which includes the issue of instrumentality and the question of the government being in the background. One of Joseph Nye's definitions of 'soft power' was "making other people want what we want them to want". At a personal level TS felt uncomfortable with that. In it there is an ambivalence and room for manipulation which reminds us that there is a very thin line between well-intentioned, even if self-interested, cultural diplomacy and diplomacy using culture in ways characteristic for the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. It is a dangerous area and one which TS believes has not been explored sufficiently. In JH's publication it is argued that there should be a degree of official coordination of cultural diplomacy to avoid lost opportunities, waste and duplication but JH intends this to be quite different from instrumentalisation of culture. TS suggested that the difficult question is where 'strategic communication' stops and where 'political technology' (as it is known in the former Soviet Union, i.e. faking of democracy and faking of messages) starts?

TS closed with a couple of other thoughts for JH and wider discussion. Does cultural diplomacy always or only have to be driven by political and commercial agendas? At the moment for the UK cultural diplomacy is highly prioritised on China, India and Brazil but not on Europe. Why cannot cultural diplomacy also be driven by culture and cultural interests? Europe is a classic example of that. TS also thought that cultural literacy was an interesting but neglected area and an important British issue. It is particularly relevant in relation to young people in a mainly monolingual UK where foreign languages are all but disappearing from the school curriculum. Finally TS accepted that JH's publication had had an impact but suggested that things are not necessarily changing fast as a result if one looks at Arts Council England's international policy not being followed though and now being unclear; lost opportunities at the Department for Culture, Media and Sport; important international initiatives by some of the big cultural institutions not being given the necessary support or official partnership and a recent report which highlighted a serious decline in British Council arts events and activity in the last few years. TS's question was whether the UK was getting better at cultural diplomacy, was getting worse at it and what the implications of the economic crisis will be given the pressures there are going to be on public spending.

GL invited JH to respond before opening up to the audience for wider discussion and questions. JH said he thought all the points TS had made had been good. He believed the driving force should come from the cultural institutions themselves which should be allowed to be in the driving seat and 'self-organise'. JH believed the main institutions by and large did a good job but needed more money and resources. Shortly after the appearance of the publication the British Museum received £3 million for a major international initiative of theirs. JH agreed that we need to put the culture back in. The London Olympics offered an opportunity. JH agreed that cultural literacy and education were important for young people to have the ability to 'read' other cultures. He agreed it is a very big issue which in the UK we are nowhere near tackling and which needs urgent attention. He agreed with the view about lost opportunities by the UK institutions mentioned at the international level but hoped it would improve.

Audience discussion opened with the issue of presenting foreign cultures in the UK which presupposed homogeneity in approach yet countries like the UK and France are not homogenous and this throws up questions about hosting and presentation. There is also the issue of a multiplicity of cultures within a society. For example a country like Canada may have as one of its leading writers someone of north African background. JH responded that the UK's cultural institutions are heterogeneous so the giving of the same, unified message is unlikely and that this is positive. Many of the cultural institutions are also in very close and regular contact with the diasporas communities and drawing on them. In response to a question about restitution issues not being raised in the publication, JH explained that this was a conscious omission through fear that this subject could dominate interest and skew the main focus and impact of the research.

Another contribution from the floor suggested that the main institutions meant to deliver cultural diplomacy have in fact passed their 'sell-by date' and that if one sees an event officially supported by these institutions it is either innocuous or about self-glorification. The speaker argued that cultural diplomacy is about the exchange of ideas and in fact the official institutions get in the way of real cultural diplomacy. He believed there was no need now for the traditional mediation of institutions like the British Council. TS replied that his personal view was that in the last three years things had perhaps become more confused in terms of international policy and the international needs of the cultural sector. He was now clearer about the British Museum's policy than he was of the international policies of the Dept for Culture, Media and Sport, Arts Council England and the British Council. There is a problem of bureaucracies and bureaucratisation and it was probably a relevant time to look again at how these institutions relate to each other and exactly what they are doing. On the deeper question of whether they are needed at all, it is at least valid to ask that question. TS suggested that institutions such as Arts Councils are becoming marginalised in terms of where innovation is happening because things can happen increasingly unmediated. Arts Councils have to chase after the innovation because they cannot afford not to be attached to or associated with innovation. JH echoed TS's view on the institutions mentioned but said that that cultural institutions, such as the museums, were working well, for example at curator-curator type relationships.

A comment was made about JH's publication not looking at cultural diplomacy as experienced in London i.e. the incoming perspective and impact of foreign cultural events and cultural diplomacy on and in the UK. TS thought this an important area. He mentioned the impact of the first foreign theatre companies when they were first brought to London and the cuisine revolution in the UK in the past thirty years.

The question was asked whether cultural diplomacy had been defined including its potential to be subversive and ability to say things that traditional diplomats cannot say. This was followed by the suggestion, and a view being taken by the European Commission, that there is a move to foreign policy being more culturally driven now as opposed to commercially driven. There was a view expressed that cultural diplomacy was becoming more strategic but pointing out that there was the issue of how culture was nationally perceived e.g. in the USA it is seen as something commercial while in Canada it is seen as related to values. JH's view that cultural operators should be the drivers and control the resources was partially questioned by one person in the context of the concern of some of her colleagues from overseas about the 'neo-colonialist eye' and the power of the programmer. She wondered how one should deal with that. The same person also drew attention to a very active and fast-growing multilateral approach to cultural diplomacy in the European Commission.

JH accepted the point about the UK as receiver of cultural diplomacy. It was one aspect of the issue of it being very different in different places. In the research phase he said that they had tried to go beyond the institutions and for example in Ethiopia and China they had tried to meet artists and operators who could be anti-government. The point about the ease and different forms of cultural contact now operating is that it presents opportunities for anti-government messages, including through peer-to-peer contacts. Asked whether this was a good thing, JH said it was inevitable as this sphere is less in the control of governments than it ever used to be. Responding to the points about the European Commission, TS said he suspected that the UK was not as engaged or as involved as it should be in the EC agenda. He thought this reflected cultural diplomacy being used to drive political and commercial agendas as opposed to cultural agendas being seen as important in their own right. TS said that he had also purposely avoided raising the issue of terminology related to cultural diplomacy as it alone could have taken a whole day's discussion. By illustration he pointed out that as a matter of policy and principle the British Council would say it is not involved in cultural diplomacy but in cultural relations.    

The second session opened with GL introducing the presentations of Martin Fryer (MF) and Ladislav Pfimpfl (LP). MF explained that very substantial amounts of money had been spent in most UK government departments in recent times on communication, mostly on domestic campaigns (e.g. related to health) and government advertising. The very best communications experts were now being employed by government, often as consultants. This development has recently arrived at the Foreign Office. The Foreign Office has traditionally been one of the world's great diplomatic institutions, expert in using traditional forms of diplomacy and communication to reach 'audiences' (ambassadors would not have used that word but do now) in two hundred countries. The new development is a focus on campaigns that can support the British Government/FCO stated foreign policy goals. MF explained that real questions are as a result coming up about the role of public and cultural diplomacy. How do they fit into what is in many respects a 'front-foot', aggressive way of communicating to very specific, targeted audiences in the same way that is done in government communications domestically in those countries where they make use of campaigns. The British Foreign Secretary addressing his ambassadors recently stressed the importance of business, media and citizen relationships and in this context the need to use public diplomacy not only to shape a debate or build a consensus but also at other times for it to have a disruptive role and challenge conventional wisdom.

The word 'disruptive' was significant in MF's view as what the Foreign Secretary was telling ambassadors, and his challenge to them, is that he wants them to go out and take risks because we now live in a world of fast communications where the traditional politeness of diplomacy is no longer always relevant. Sometimes it is important to get in quickly with your arguments and engage with people. MF explained that he was working particularly in the area of campaigns. A business case had been made for campaigns and new approaches to pursuing policy goals like conflict prevention, nuclear non-proliferation, climate change and the economy. Such approaches should support traditional diplomacy and government-to-government relations which goes on mainly behind closed doors. Conventional diplomacy is at risk of becoming irrelevant unless new methods and approaches are adopted. Ordinary people now are much better informed, connected and empowered. In Iran in the past days the power people have through their mobile device or the Internet and their ability to connect has been clearly evident.

Another new factor to which MF drew attention was the erosion of trust around the world in traditional institutions. It is no longer enough to say, for example, we are the British government or British Embassy, trust us, in order to get foreign policy goals achieved. MF said that you have to go to people with your debates and know both your audiences and where the debates are being played out. Work on this new approach has been going on in the Foreign Office for only a year. It is based on the premises that (i) there should be a series of communication activities that should work in an integrated way (ii) it should support Foreign Office goals (iii) it must have measurable stages and impact evaluation built in and (iv) it must start from an identifiable point which all the 'actors' understand. The word 'actors' is important because what the Foreign Office is saying is that it cannot do this alone. For example the policy goal of 'low carbon, high growth' needs other countries to come alongside British policy. The 'actors' needed to persuade other countries to come alongside are not just diplomats, they include NGO and cultural organisations which are often funded to encourage activity and debate overseas to support a hard policy goal.

MF went on to give other examples. He cited Afghanistan and Pakistan as one area of priority where conflict, migration, drugs and other issues were all rolled up into this one geographical area. In the new approach the question is what is the public diplomacy campaign that would support the Foreign Office, Ministry of Defence, Home Office and so on in their policies related to Afghanistan/Pakistan? And what should the British Council be doing in those countries to align itself, as a government report, the Carter Review, had recommended? Other examples of campaign activity included the European elections (i.e. getting people to vote), the Shanghai Expo, the London Olympics, Copenhagen/climate change, and so on.

Campaigns could be long-term but some could be on a much shorter time-scale. MF explained that a campaign has lots of elements - working with media, staff, partners (e.g. cultural institutions like the British Museum or the V&A), forming alliances, identifying and engaging 'multipliers' (such as NGOs) and the digital dimension. MF gave as an example of a swift short-term campaign, Burma and the attempt to draw attention to the plight of Aung San Suu Kyi, her release or her being given a fair trial. Beckham, the footballer, and other celebrities as well as the Prime Minister appeared on a website (www.burmacampaign.co.uk) and their involvement drew enormous interest. Linked to this, every British Embassy was asked to help to contribute to the campaign by involving local people and celebrities and translating the website into the local language thus turning it into an international campaign.

MF explained the importance of starting with a situational analysis. In the Middle East, for example, there is a difference between perceptions on the one hand  of the UK and on the other of the British, but both are low. The question is how to improve those perceptions as you will not be able to make progress for example on the British climate change agenda unless you are thought of in a more positive light as you will not be seen as credible as a country with which to do business. Audience research is very important also because there are vast differences across the world, including in the use of technologies. MF gave the examples of Iran where 21% of the population uses the Internet weekly (and probably more now than a year ago from which this statistic dates) and Nigeria where the figure is 4%.

MF concluded by explaining that his presentation had been an attempt to give an insight into where the British government was coming from in a strategic way to the big policy issues and the role of public and cultural diplomacy in supporting and aligning itself with foreign policy objectives.

MF's presentation was followed by that of Ladislaw Pflimpfl. His focus was the use of the Internet in public diplomacy and foreign policy basing it on his five-year experience of running a cultural centre in London, before that working in the head office in the Czech Republic and also being part of a team reviewing the way Czech Centres worked and which has led to profound change in both the physical appearance of the centres and of strategy. He explained that the Czech Centres were not in the business of cultural diplomacy but public diplomacy. The background to the review was changes in society and in foreign policy. The Internet has had a major impact and been a driving-force in the case of many of these changes. While ten years ago a Czech Centre would have been in large premises with a significant number of staff running a library and organising events on a weekly basis, this is no longer the case. The Czech Centre in London, a new model, is a real contrast. It is an ordinary building where there are other organisations or people working (such as lawyers and doctors), it is not recognisable from the street and it has only a small team whose task is to identify partners and make events happen through those partners and not to organise events directly.

LP said that in public diplomacy one had to come from different directions and reflect the interests of different types of stakeholder - academic, cultural, entrepreneurs etc. LP expressed the view that public diplomacy without cultural diplomacy does not mean much and one remembers the impact in the past of things like 'ping-pong' diplomacy on US-Chinese relations, US-Soviet cultural agreements and so on. The nature of the new digital, virtual and on-line public diplomacy will depend on the location where one is working - there is no general strategy because of the big differences between countries. In some, one will be simply trying to provide Internet access where it is not available. In general different tools and approaches will be used which are 'tailor-made' but there will be common goals.

LP drew a parallel between the move away from traditional diplomatic buildings with the decreased interest in creating national Internet portals which are no longer relevant given the availability and power of search engines. He also felt the changed world was reflected by two items he had coincidentally read in that morning's newspaper. The first quoted Rupert Murdoch as having said that "Big will not beat the small, it will be the fast beating the slow." The second was an article by Timothy Garton Ash arguing that Twitter counts more than armouries in the new politics of people power and that the most important thing the American State Department had done for Iran recently was to contact Twitter over the previous weekend to urge it to delay a planned upgrade that could have taken down service for Iranians for some crucial hours of people power protest. The article concluded "Welcome to the politics of the 21st century." That, LP believed, sums up the situation today.

LP said that virtual public diplomacy is a tempting idea because it is a way of cutting costs and closing embassies. He argued that we are however still a long way from virtual embassies, not least because of the importance of human-to-human contact. Public diplomacy tells a story of the values and beliefs of the country we represent and we want to make sure the listening side understands what we are saying. LP stressed that the content of the diplomatic message remains the most important, not the format.

Exploitation of new technology and the Internet is still developing but the fact is that an individual, for example in Iran or Gaza, now has as much 'technological power' as was processed in the past by whole institutions with staff. Developments related to the Internet - Second Life, the Obama election campaign, use of YouTube by the EU, NATO, the UN, President Medvedev and Queen Elizabeth - show that everyone is trying to deliver Internet messages these days. LP said that because it is such a fast-moving area and producing new platforms all the time, it is difficult for organisations to commit their resources constantly to the ever-new platforms. One also needs to be realistic for example about the high figures related to social networking sites. According to a recent report Twitter had 2.5 million unique users in a single month in 2009. However only 10% of the users were providing 90% of all traffic. 55% of users are not following anyone who is 'tweeting', 55% have never 'tweeted', 52% do not have anyone following their 'tweeting' while 75% of users do not put any bio-data in their profile. On the other hand, another report revealed that almost 90% of Internet users have engaged in a social activity or business after learning about it for the first time from the Internet which reinforces the arguments for using the Internet.

We have a 24-hour society. We do not know how the Internet will look in the next few years and its technical developments. Content-providing rather than website-building is, in LP's view, going to be the trend for public diplomacy i.e. making things accessible. LP concluded by saying that public diplomacy is a "trust-building business" with consistency and continuity being what is important and not necessarily being able to go along with the latest technology developments. The crucial element will always be the message delivered by the public diplomacy campaigns, not the tools and means of delivery.

The two presentations of the second session led to further discussion and questions including interest in the difference mentioned by MF between perceptions in the Middle East of the UK on the one hand and of the British on the other. MF explained that the latter, the British, were generally seen through culture, tourism, TV, sport and celebrities. The UK in the Middle East is seen through the prism of its policies, government and officialdom. While perceptions of UK and US policy are both low in the Middle East, there are often positive perceptions of Americans and poor perceptions of the British. There may be historical reasons for this but Americans are seen through the glamour of Hollywood and TV - the 'Baywatch Factor' - showing glamorous, prosperous people. The British in this context have two challenges: to improve perceptions not only of the UK but of the British. The image of the British in some countries is based on the colonial heritage and events. For example in the Middle East, the Balfour Declaration is still very live ("You, British, screwed it up for us!") yet most people in the UK do not even know what the Balfour Declaration was and certainly feel no personal responsibility for the ills of the Middle East.

This was followed by other points from the floor. One was the fact that governments are not in control of the 'Internet state' and that while the 1980s was the 'end of politics'  because political agendas were dictated by the media, now the public is in control but although we do not have censorship we do have 'filtering'. Discussion of current constraints of the Internet included the difficulty of using it for elections because of issues of security and traceable evidence. MF answered a question on performance measurement and the impact of campaigns pointing out that quite a few countries track perceptions and look for improvements. Lots of diplomats however would still argue that you can get your policies through irrespective of public perceptions. One person who had recently been a British artist-in-residence in China raised the issue of censorship and surveillance, including of the Internet. He asked whether China was an exception or will this be a continuing reality in a number of countries in the future. LP responded that censorship is a reality in many countries and has to be taken into account when setting the policy for using digital forms of public diplomacy. He pointed out that public diplomacy through its digital tools and virtual forms is not being transferred just through the Internet, but also for example though the use of mobile phones. He added that the Internet is very vulnerable to being censored.

GL introduced Helena Drobna (HD) to lead the third session focussing on the issue of if we are having this kind of diplomacy where should our cultural diplomats come from and how do we train them?

HD explained that her research was at an early stage so she would not be able to give a complete picture in her presentation, only raise issues and give examples. Her research had arisen out of her work at UNESCO and a project in 2003 with ENCATC to produce a directory of training centres in cultural policy and management. When defining categories i.e. what training to include and what not, there was an idea to include also 'cultural diplomacy' as an area of training interest. None of the institutions/training centres, however, put it as a field of interest, priority or area of work. This was surprising to HD and her colleagues as it was 2003, just after '9/11', when cultural diplomacy was slowly becoming the 'in-word' not only for cultural professionals but for those working in foreign policy, public diplomacy and development policy. UNESCO decided to plan a small research project as a result. This did not materialise until recently when HD had some extended leave approved and decided it was an opportunity to take the research forward.

The first issue for HD was the definition of cultural diplomacy. How does cultural diplomacy differ from public diplomacy and how do they intersect, if at all? Is cultural diplomacy the same as cultural relations? In some respects, she suggested, such questions take us back to similar questions that were asked about the differences between 'arts administration', 'cultural management', 'arts management', 'cultural entrepreneurship' and all those different names. HD felt that the proliferation of names for something in fact helps this type of research. Assuming there is some general idea of what cultural diplomacy is, the key questions are what is the ecology of such a field in terms of practitioners and of institutions? What are the cultural diplomatic institutions? How are cultural diplomacy professionals trained? To what extent are they improving their skills and keeping up to date with developments in their field? What are the factors shaping changes? How are cultural diplomacy leaders and organisations responding? What are the leading cultural diplomacy training institutions and programmes? Who is doing the training and how? How many graduates are they producing and how are they being used? What are the similarities and differences between cultural management, arts administration training and cultural diplomacy? What is the curriculum for cultural diplomacy like?

HD said that her first findings were that while there was a lot of interesting written material there did not seem to be much follow-up on the ground. As a result she decided to do a 'reality check' through a series of randomly selected interviews with people involved in cultural diplomacy. She spoke to cultural attaches, directors and staff at cultural institutes, heads of departments of culture at ministries of foreign affairs, some cultural managers working internationally and also to some of those who are supposed to train these people. So far HD has looked in detail at two countries, Austria and Slovakia, and although the intention is to take a global view, the research will have to focus down in order to be practical.

So far she has found that 90% of the material on the Internet was reporting on American-based activities. One of the few European items on the Internet was JH's publication. The only explicit reference to cultural diplomacy training was the Cultural Diplomacy Institute in Berlin which is also an American initiative. This was a year ago and the situation is changing including things like a cultural diplomacy training course being set up in Scotland. HD accepted that perhaps Europeans are not as good at communicating as the Americans but she also believes that there is not much happening on the ground in terms of direct discussion of cultural diplomacy and of training for cultural diplomacy. 

A main issue is decentralisation and democratisation. She pointed out that as JH's DEMOS publication states, two decades ago diplomacy was dealing with elites but now there are complex processes of mass-to-mass communications or interactions and staff at all different levels are involved. These range from cultural attaches and advisors to directors and staff of national cultural centres abroad, various ministries, arms-length organisations, national arts organisations, national and international NGOs, agencies, networks, even tiny NGOs doing one-off activities with a village across a border. It will be challenging to produce a classification or inventory of all the people involved in cultural diplomacy even if we only focus on Europe. In addition each country has its own system, priorities, structures and it is complicated even more by the fact that many countries (e.g. Poland, Austria and Slovakia) are reviewing their foreign policy funding and structures.   

In most European countries responsibility for foreign cultural policy and cultural diplomacy is somewhere between the ministry of culture and the ministry of foreign affairs although there are different models of cooperation. Implementation of policy involves arms-length institutions like the Goethe Institut and British Council, foundations such as Pro Helvetia and departments of the two ministries. The role of incoming and outgoing agencies such as Visiting Arts in the UK or the Centre for International Cultural Activities in the Netherlands is continuously increasing. HD said that in the past few years there had emerged three approaches to cultural diplomacy and training. All three say that more training and increased capacity is needed but they mean different things by this. 

One group refers to cultural diplomacy training to mean for cultural influencers - people who work in embassies and cultural institutes i.e. the diplomatic corps. Another group talks about it more widely in terms of cultural relations or the cultural dimension of international affairs. The third group says almost everyone is involved in one way or another as 'cultural diplomats' i.e. arguing that cultural diplomacy and the need for training is for all. HD said that obviously the latter would involve the largest training group and really needs a separate debate for which there was not time at this forum. The second group, which would include training cultural managers, has real potential for practical development as it would be of interest to the ENCATC members. From the target group perspective this would also represent a large professional group as it includes not only staff at ministries and arms-length organisations and all national cultural institutes but also the independent networks etc. An increasing number of specialists in these organisations and networks already have some kind of training in cultural management. The courses in cultural management being offered are increasing both in number and quality. All European countries have cultural policy and management courses, many include international cultural cooperation and some keep up with developments but not all are able to adapt. There is a need, HD suggested, for strengthening international, and especially inter-regional, cooperation including further development of training of trainer programmes, promotion of quality standards, possibly certification of courses, production of basic literature, textbooks and model curricula for specialised areas and generally making resources available. Some of the training institutions are already 'networked' through regional networks and a lot of interesting work is being done. These networks are the right place to do this kind of cultural diplomacy training work. 

The smallest but not least important target group for training are the diplomats and cultural attaches. Most of these people - in some countries all of them - are recruited from within the ministry of foreign affairs i.e. specialists are not being recruited. This is not necessarily bad. HD pointed out that the problem however is that there is no 'cultural attaché career path', i.e. no guarantee that one can remain as a cultural attaché since career diplomats are regularly moved to consular and other types of diplomatic work. Specialists could be recruited from outside but this is not normally done. HD therefore looked at who these diplomats were. In Austria there are two ways to become a diplomat - graduate in law or economics or graduate in any other subject and go through the Diplomatic Academy. The Diplomatic Academy has little in its curriculum on culture except sometimes something on cultural identity or intercultural communication. Things may however be changing. Vietnam in 2008 announced that over the following five years it wanted to train 30-40 cultural attaches while China is creating one hundred Confucius Institutes. The Latin Americans are also doing more on the cultural front but on a smaller scale. There will therefore be an increased need for high quality training and the Diplomatic Academies will have to catch up with these developments. There is a formal network of Diplomatic Academies and at their meeting in 2005 there was a session on cultural diplomacy where they were mainly sharing examples but there was no follow-up although this may happen at their next conference.

HD believes that given the rotation of diplomats and the increasing importance of cultural diplomacy, it would be useful to look at the cultural component of general diplomatic training and integrate some essentials of cultural diplomacy into it. Training could also be provided by those currently in service. HD found it interesting that when asking cultural diplomats on the ground whether they needed cultural diplomacy training, they said they did not and that they knew what they were doing. When however she interviewed the 'line-managers' of these people the answer was the opposite i.e. training is very much required and important for their staff. HD concluded by saying that while discussions on cultural diplomacy and training are going on, so far there is no real follow-up.

Discussion and comments from the floor following the presentation focused on where the best place for cultural training is - Diplomatic Academies, certain universities or in a specialist cultural diplomacy training institution? What should be the emphasis of cultural diplomacy training? What should a cultural attaché be? Could one start by trying to define a 'perfect cultural attaché'? As HD had explained at the outset, this area was one where currently there were questions more than answers. 
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