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Mr. Chairman, distinguished representatives, gdtetroon. I'm David
Morey, founder and CEO of DMG, &@hairman of the Council on Foreign
Relation's Independent Task Force on Public Diplmnand Adjunct
Professor of International Affairs at Columbia Uerisity.

My company, DMG, specializes in developing and etieg
communications and marketing strategies for sonteeotvorld's best
corporations—Microsoft, The Codgaola Company, Verizon, McDonald's,
Nike, Visa, Procter & Gamble, Texas Pacific Groand anany others. It
grew from our experience in advising insurgenttpml campaigns around
the world, and from another company we helped erigathe 1980s, the
SawyerMiller Group, a pioneering think tank of global econic
democracy. Our lucky job was managing winning iolesstial campaigns of
Corazon Aquino in the Philippines, Kim Dae Jungouth Korea and
Vicente Fox in Mexico, among other world leaders.

This was a remarkable learning experience—becaesgytimamics of
democratic change around the world were and averty a remarkable



revolution. It's a revolution that has changeerétly everything within the
grasp of human endeavor: Politics, business, euncantertainment,
science, the arts, media, culture, warfare ane@mnalisecurity. It's the
information revolution. And today, it's this reutibn that forms the context
in which America must communicate in a transformexald.

This information revolution, in fact, ensures thées of leadership and
communications have completely changed. The désrare over.
Moreover, it ensures that successful leaders rust and communicate not
as an "incumbent"—Dbig, bloated, chafrgsistant and defensihrainded—
but rather as an "insurgent"—mobile, agile,-ph@ange and offensive
minded. Make no mistake: This is the age of insotgommunications—
and we in America must understand and play by thesgerules as we
articulate our values, policies and ideas to tise a&the world.

Mr. Chairman, over many years, United States pubptomacy has been
neglected and is now in a state of serious disredaday, resentment, rage
and deep misunderstanding of the U.S. and itsipslare widespread.
Hostile propaganda and systematic information cagmsaeharmful to
American interests are directed at the U.S. analliess by many countries,
non-state organizations and individuals. Clearly,$eptember 11 attacks
and the war against terrorism are defining eventaur relationship with the
world and in the nation’s public diplomacy.

Today, the seriousness of this challenge is mebksuby frightening polling
results—in many cases, fueled by widespread propggspewed by
America's enemies. For example, even before tmenateaq, polls showed
88% of Saudi Arabians and 82% of Jordanians had@&bleopinion of
Osama Bin Laden—nhigher approval ratings than Presi@deorge W. Bush.

Surveys such as this, and the recent Pew Centdy, gliow a widening
opinion gap between America and its strongestsafireissues that include
the war on terrorism, violence in the Middle E&astde policy and the war in
Iraq. Even allowing for the effect of policies aoalitics, public diplomacy
Is broken now—at just the time we most criticalledeffective
communications about the United States. Ironicdflg nation that literally
invented the information revolution has been-ftaited when it comes to its
own communications.



These and other realities demand nothing lessahew public diplomacy
paradigm. The challenge is not simply to adju§.ublic diplomacy—but
rather to revolutionize it. We must redefine tbkerof U.S. public
diplomacy: From the way we tie it to foreign policgjectives to the way we
formulate a comprehensive strategy to the way weirieand train public
officials to the way we define U.S. diplomats' noss.

A fair question to ask is why the U.S. should caveut what the rest of the
world thinks. The answer: 9/11 changed forevelag of thinking in the
U.S.—in many ways, forcing America from any tendetaward
isolationism. Today, it is a truism to say the lddras become increasingly
interdependent. Ironically, as this world's onlperpower, the U.S.
remains vulnerable as the terrorists’ only supegetia Terrorist attack
against the homeland makes clear that Americalsmaltsecurity cannot
rest on favorable geography, military strength ecohomic power alone. It
depends on a lorgrm process to shape an international environmhamnt
builds credibility and trust and serves our intees

Today, however, we must recognize that U.S. foreiglicy has been
weakened by a failure to include public diplomaggtematically in the
policy making process. Past examples of misundedspolicies include
rejection of the Kyoto treaty, the treaty to bati-personnel land mines, the
agreement to create an International Criminal Cand the Comprehensive
Test Ban treaty. The point here is not that tlesdlawed policies or that
foreign public opinion should drive policy. Rathgris that foreign attitudes
can affect the success or failure of policies wilingness of allies and
others to join coalitions and the depth and breafldupport for American
interests and values.

Across different Administrations, on many issu&rgy disagreements and
misunderstandings have existed between Americalies and other
nations. How we explain and advocate policies ensttIn the 21century,
the world is becoming more democratic. Peoplardhgencing what
governments can do more than at any time in histéyd policies and
negotiated agreements will succeed only if theyetlthe general support of
opinion makers and the masses—and only if publiodipcy is a central
consideration in all policy decisions.



In fact, public diplomacy should be a powerful asseursuit of America's
interests around the world. It is central to nagicsecurity—and must be
involved, to borrow Edward R. Murrow's famous ple;aa the "takeoffs

and not only the crash landings." In today's imfation age, it is simply not
enough to explain our national policies only to lddeaders. America's
problems surely are in the streets of foreign edgitMoreover, because the
campaign of hate and misinformation against the I4.8oncerted and
coordinated, it is time for street smart publicldipacy to counter America's
enemies.

So, Mr. Chairman, it is hard to dispute that puldiglomacy is broken and
in need of a new strategic direction, new ideas; agproaches and new
energies. The Council on Foreign Relations regodt a string of
subsequent analyses by politically divergent greugsch as the U.S.
Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy, the Defeigcience Board, the
Djerejian Commission, The Center for the Studyhef Presidency, Heritage,
CSIS and the GAO—all conclude that public diplomasgatus quo is
absolutely unacceptable. But where do we bestajo here? What are the
priorities? And what are the strategies, tactius structures we need to
win?

In short, our Council on Foreign Relations Taskdedrelieves the answers
are that we must do three things urgerghioritize, revolutionize and even
privatize public diplomacy.

First, we musfprioritize public diplomacy through a new National Security
Presidential Directive (NSPD) to garner public anidate sector attention.
And we must centralize it strategically by upgradand further

empowering the White House's Office of Global Cominations and the
Policy Coordinating Committee on Strategic Commatans through
creation of a Public Diplomacy Coordinating Struet(PDCS), led by the
President's personal and cabileatel designee.

Moreover, we must increase public diplomacy funding enhance key
areas such as field staffing, exchanges and U&nistional broadcasting
via the Middle East Radio Network and the new Meddhst Television
Network, atlHurra. And we must embark upon a series of Stafgalment
reforms to significantly improve strategic and sttual effectiveness—
including instituting a "Quadrennial Public DiplooyaReview", modeled on



the Quadrennial Defense Review, to help createesamabwer a culture of
long-term strategic planning, measurement and success.

Second, we must evolutionize public diplomacy by augmenting traditional
"one-way" mass communications with an increasingly austed "two

way" dialogue. This means, for example, invesimgublic diplomacy's
future by forming an "Independent Public Diplom&ggining Institute” to
help the public sector recruit atichin a new generation of foreign affairs
professionals who can better take the conversafiovhat America stands
for out into the world.

In fact, properly trained government officials winoderstand the critical
role of public diplomacy in foreign policy must garen sufficient latitude
to engage directly with the media in their respectegions, develop
proactive and grassroots communications programsesact to rapidly
changing events.

While it has improved, the State Department mugh&r expand and
upgrade its public diplomacy training. Last yehis training included only
a twoweek training seminar for new ambassadors, witly ardmall amount
of time devoted to public diplomacy. For new FgreBervice officers, for
example, only one hour of a severek entrylevel course was devoted to
public diplomacy. Furthermore, Foreign Serviceagffs entering the public
diplomacy field itself were not actually requiredgarticipate in a three
week public diplomacy tradecraft course.

Another example of revolutionizing our public diplacy approach involves
public opinionr esear ch—because effective persuasion begins with careful
listening. So we must increase both the amoune#fiedtiveness of our
public opinion research around the world to improue ability to listen and
engage in dialogue. Specifically, the U.S. Govesninthrough the State
Department, spends approximately $7 million aniyuati foreign public
opinion polling. That kind of investment does satn cover the research
costs of many U.S. senatorial, gubernatorial ahdratampaigns.

Moreover, perhaps a dozen foreign nations speneé than $7 million
annually on researching perceptions of their coesinsidethe U.S. And

the U.S. private sector spends_$6 billammually on overseas public opinion
andmarket research.



Recent White Houses have organized yilided and highly effective
public opinion research operations for their owmestic purposes.
Similarly, in the area of global attitudinal resdarit is critical that
additional moneys be allocated, techniques andedetbgies modernized
and intragovernmental coordination improved. We must dilize most
cutting-edge qualitative research to shape effective quadine research.
Moreover, this upgrading of research efforts shagsist in evaluating
various programs' effectiveness so adjustmentbeanade where
necessary. And, very importantly, it should heddind and use innovative
methods to support voices of moderation.

A final example of revolutionizing public diplomaayvolves dramatically
expanding the State Department's mlaltiguagd nter net websites,
streaming audio and video and wiedised communications. Given the
automatic discounting by listeners and viewergsatesponsored radio and
television, and the higher credibility levels timelrnet breeds among an
important "early adopter" group, wdtased communications must play a
significantly more important part in our mix of digadiplomacy tactics.
Such communications provide relative bang for thekb

Third, we must explore ways firivatize public diplomacy—including
creation of a new entity or "Corporation for Puliliplomacy." This new
entity should require little governmental involvamhelts purpose: Attract
superb private sector talent, techniques and pdopieU.S. corporations
and the research, marketing, campaign managenw@nprofit and other
fields. Moreover, this new entity could attractapply private sector "best
practices"” in areas such as public opinion researdtural and attitudinal
analysis, segmentation, data base managemenggstr&armulation,
political campaign management, marketing and brajydechnology and
tactics, communications and organizational plannomggram evaluations
and studies on media trends.

We all know innovation and adoption of the most srodmethodologies
and technologies do not easily happen inside lgogernmental
bureaucracies. Rather, such innovation happetigefuout in the
periphery—out away from centralized and highly rated entities. Thus, a
Corporation for Public Diplomacy could be a constacruiter of these
innovative communications and communicators—seetkiadest from



every part of the arts, education, religion, meséence, and, importantly,
seeding worthwhile and independent projects.

Furthermore, this new private entity might mobilindependent views and
alternative spokespeople such as mullahs, popglares, American
Muslims, ArabAmerican firefighters and police officers, spoitaifes,
business leaders, scientists, healthcare leadetsrsyacademics,
entertainers, etc. These sources can communidattiwly American and
family values and religious commitment and, in sand, supplement and
reinforce the U.S. Government’s public diplomaayiatives.

Our Task Force concluded, then, that America's evaagl perception
abroad and the function of public diplomacy itsel in a state of crisis—
given significant entrenched negative opinions)lehges among even our
allies and the diminished level of credibility ai\gernmentsponsored
communications. Put simply: Our Task Force bekgwablic diplomacy
will deliver far more bang for the government buicthere is a much
expanded role for the private sector. And we hawesal reasons for this
firm conviction:

First, the U.S. Government has traditionally targeteditm officials
as its audience abroad and must inevitably obs#plematic
protocols in communicating with these counterpa@ften, U.S.
diplomats feel quite constrained when it comes &iing public
statements explaining U.S. policy—diplomats areroéepected to
clear their speeches, for example, with Washinglodependent
messengers can be more agile in their abilityrigetaand engage
varied audiences.

Second, private sector participation in public diplomaayds, to some
extent, a “heat shield” that can be useful whehltag controversial
issues that might have negative political or diphtimrepercussions.

Third, it is important to communicate America’s beliefdemocratic
and open debate—the give and take of a culturghhaes on

as the most powerful form of public diplomacy. €fafly selected
private messengers can engage in debates that$h&overnment
might often shrink from for fear of political bacldh.



Fourth, the U.S. Government is unlikely to attract a isight number
of truly creative professionals who can utilize thest cuttingedge
media or communications technologies. Furthermuoex]ia or
entertainment spokespeople may be more likely tperate with
private sources, such as NGOs, than with an effcettly funded by
the U.S. Government.

We therefore recommend creating an independenfongirofit
“Corporation for Public Diplomacy” (CPD)Moreover, we believe the
experience of the Corporation for Public Broadeas{iCPB) is highly
relevant and propose launching a fouonth study to create a somewhat
similar entity as a focal point for private seatorolvement in public
diplomacy:

The CPB is not part of a cabidewel department and is therefore
somewhat independent of direct political influenc&his structure
permits the CPB, as a corporation with -eempt status under
Section 501C3 of the U.S. tax code, to receivegbeisector grants,
which have been substantial. The CPB has a sexnber board of
directors appointed by the President; four directoome from the
President’s party, and the other three must beeobpposing party

The CPB has been deeply involved in the establishoresupport of
such programs &esame Street, The News Hour with Jim Lehrer, Bill
Moyers’ documentaries and American Playhouse. Mdriie most
widely acclaimed public television programs woukely not have
arisen nor flourished had they been the sole pegnogyof the U.S.
Government.

In an analogous structure, an organization or fatiod such as the
Corporation for Public Diplomacy would likewise &et® leverage private
sector resources, creativity and flexibility. kutd receive private sector
grants and, again, attract media and personathiesmight be less willing
to work directly with U.S. Government agencies. rbtaver, its proposed
structure takes advantage of the fact that privateia often communicate
American family values, religious commitments anke tmerits of

democracy more effectively than do government @isc Groups such as
the Advertising Council and others should be estigb help the CPD.



In projecting America’s messages we must be esipeanndful of

something every good salesman understands—if yawotivust the
messenger, you do not trust the message. | bedtemegly that we can

avoid this problem by using private sector partng@sand new approaches
such as a Corporation for Public Diplomacy. Thbluprivate messengers
will be especially effective among Muslim and Avatmericans who seek to
build bridges and improve crossiltural relations, but who might sometimes
be reluctant to work for the U.S. Government, oowimay be dismissed by
foreign audiences if they are seen to do so.

Finally, a CPD would be welpositioned to support or provide
programming and content for independent, indigemzys media
channels—i.e., satellite, Internet, radio and T\iwoeks—or think tanks
focusing on important domestic issues within Mushinad Arab countries.

In sum, Mr. Chairman, public diplomacy is in crighge to several decades
of neglect and the changing nature of the challerigeeotecting America's
national security. Today, therefore, we must inwe®oth public and
private sector initiatives; we must mobilize strdegdership and
imaginative thinking and planning. And we must tgulg the role of public
diplomacy to serve as a strategic instrument d@ifpr policy—because
reformed and renergized public diplomacy is as important to nalo
security as political, military and economic powdn the end, reformed
and reenergized public diplomacy can save the lives okAna's military
personnel and innocent civilians here and abrdad it can help protect
and preserve American values and interests in@easingly dangerous
world.



