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Summary
Public diplomacy represents an opportunity for small and medium-sized states to gain influence
and shape international agenda in ways that go beyond their limited hard power resources (related
to size, military and economic strength). The literature on public diplomacy has been dominated by
accounts of major powers, and the character of public diplomacy performed by small and mediumsized states has hardly been explored so far.
Based on an elaboration of the concept of soft power as being based on image and value assets of
societal actors, this paper suggests a definition of public diplomacy as including activities by the state
abroad and at home with the aim of increasing its attractiveness. Three areas in which the public
diplomacy strategies of small and medium-sized states differ from the corresponding activities of
major powers are then suggested. Finally, the development of public diplomacy strategies and their
coordination by the foreign ministries of Canada and Norway — two countries with widely similar
foreign policy agendas but different domestic constituencies — are then described and compared.
The paper concludes by suggesting that successful public diplomacy by small and medium-sized
states is well served by positioning the state not only in locally attractive image and value platforms,
but also in their global equivalents.
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Introduction
The media explosion and information revolution that swept the globe in the
1990s have created a complex information-intensive global environment in
which international crises play out directly into nations’ domestic political
debates and domestic issues are debated by foreign audiences. Foreign policy,
previously an exclusive realm managed by diplomats behind closed doors, is
increasingly democratized — citizen activists, NGOs, domestic ministries,
private enterprises, academics and other actors participate directly in foreign
policy and frame public debates about foreign policy issues in value-based
terms.2 Peter van Ham suggests that there is a shift in political paradigms
from the modern world of geopolitics and power towards a postmodern
world of images and influence.3 Power in such an environment no longer
stems solely from persuasion or coercion, but increasingly from informationsharing and attraction.4 Given these funda-mental shifts in the international
environment, public diplomacy — the development, maintenance and
promotion of a country’s soft power — is widely perceived as an increasingly
important tool for governments. Yet the very dynamism in the international
environment that prompts governments to place greater emphasis on public
diplomacy brings about an evolution of the basic tenets of public diplomacy.
There is a need for more sophisticated understanding of public diplomacy,
and perhaps its reconceptualization, along at least three dimensions.
First, despite the generally accepted idea that foreign and domestic
policies are increasingly blurred in an information-intensive environment,
few observers have thought systematically about the consequent necessity to
reorient or reconceptualize public diplomacy as an activity directed primarily
at foreign audiences towards a new notion encompassing the engagement of
domestic publics.
Second, for small and medium-sized states, public diplomacy represents
an opportunity to gain influence and shape international agenda in ways that
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