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IFIMES looks at things differently. Its con-
tributors and their works are selected for
the breadth of their vision as well as their
intimate knowledge of a specific country.
IFIMES contributors work to enlighten de-
velopments across regions - the Middle East
and Southeast Europe - as well as between
countries. To those who believe that Iraq
represents unique challenges or that Bos-
nia-Herzegovina is a one-off exception to
global developments, IFIMES responds that
informed observers must identify both the shared and unique
characteristics of each situation to gain a full understanding of
viable policy options. The reader will find in the following pages
the best thinking of the most informed and creative specialists
on these areas, along with an unfailing resolve to analyze criti-
cally and comparatively the most pressing issues of our time. In
the following pages, these contributors inform, analyze, and pro-
voke. Whenever possible and appropriate, they prescribe policy
options. The essays contribute knowledge, insight, and original
ideas of value both to general readers and to specialists in the re-
gion.

Dr. Robert J. Donia

President of the Council of the International Institute
for Middle East and Balkan Studies (IFIMES) and
Associate Professor at the University of Michigan
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ABOUT THE IFIMES INSTITUTE

IFIMES - International Institute for Middle-East and Balkan stud-
ies, based in Ljubljana - Slovenia, gathers and selects various infor-
mation and sources on key conflict areas in the world. Based on
the selected information, the Institute analyses mutual relations
among parties with an aim to promote the importance of global
conflict resolution of the existing conflicts and the role of pre-
ventive actions against new global disputes.

Idea to establish IFIMES Institute is a reflection of our common
reality and the needs of the world to reach for common solutions
- now more than ever in the past. Common interests and bonds
among different policies, nations, religions, world regions and di-
verse interest parties in the unipolar world are essential. Constant
search for differences and rejections is like searching for a needle
in a pack of hay, while insisting on cooperation and respect for
diversity provides a chance to create a better world.

The area of research and work of IFIMES Institute is the Middle
East (Gulf states) and the Balkans (South-Eastern Europe), where
relations among different entities are based on religious, ethnic,
national and racial grounds. Associates of the Institute are re-
spected experts, scientists, managers, journalists and researchers,
who are introducing younger colleagues from all over the world
to work, with a purpose of additional education, promotion of
knowledge and scientific achievements with an emphasis on the
political and economic connections within the region, among
the regions and on the global level.

The IFIMES Institute is through organizing seminars, symposi-
ums, conferences, round tables, (with participants from various
interest groups: scientists, politicians, managers, representatives
of religious institutions, journalists, artists and others), perform-
ing analyses, studies and projects, as well as through its own pub-
lications presenting the results of its work and achievements, also
targeting leading international media.
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The IFIMES Institute regularly issues its Miscellany for the previ-
ous year in the English language and distributes it mainly abroad
(foreign diplomatic missions, presidents of states and prime min-
isters, governments, EU, USA, international organizations, media,
and companies).

IFIMES Institute cooperates with relevant institutions from the
USA, EU, Gulf states and countries from South-Eastern Europe on
projects, studies and analyses prepared individually or based on
specific demands from a known party. The activities of IFIMES
are especially directed towards the areas of international (for-
eign) politics and economy, international relations, counselling
the state institutions, companies and individuals and more.

IFIMES Institute is searching for and recommending political so-
lutions to the governments of the world, especially and foremost
for the regions of the Balkans and the Middle East.

The International Institute IFIMES is a partner of:

* World Security Network, New York
(www.worldsecuritynetwork.com )

¢ Globalvision News Network, New York (www.gvnews.net )

* Mejdunarodniyi obchestveniyi fond »Eksperimentalniyi tvorche-

skiyi centr«, Kurginyana Center«, Moscow (www.kurginyan.ru)

IFIMES Institute is co-founder of The International Counter-Ter-
rorism Academic Community (ICTAC), Herzliya, Israel.
(www.ict.org.il )

The Global Development Network from Washington has marked
the relevancy of the researches performed by IFIMES with the
relevancy rate of 93,00%. (www.gdnet.org )

Member of Council of IFIMES are: president prof. dr. RobertJ. Do-
nia (University of Michigan and adviser of ICC in Hague), prof. dr.
Munther Al Fadhal, (University of Stockholm and London, adviser
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of PM of KRG), dr. Mohammed Sulivany (Supreme Court Judge of
Iraq’s Kurdistan federal region), dr. Sandra BaSi¢ Hrvatin (Univer-
sity of Ljubljana), dr. Jernej Pikalo (University of Ljubljana), prof.
dr. Mirko Pejanovi¢, (Dean of the Faculty of Political Sciences of
the Sarajevo University and member of the War Presidency of the
Republic Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992 - 1995), Breda Razdevsek
(Attorney from Ljubljana), Janez Skrabec (founder and director
of the Riko Group) etc.

Directors of IFIMES are Bakhtyar Aljaf and Zijad Becirovic.

Ljubljana, December, 2005
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FOUNDERS OF ICTAC - INTERNATIONAL COUNTER-
TERRORISM ACADEMIC COMMUNITY

The International Counter-Terrosim Academic Community (IC-
TAC), was established at ICT’s third international conference in
September 2003. The ICTAC’s members include leading coun-
ter-terrorism researchers and research institutes from countries
around the globe. Among ICTAC’s goals: developing and ex-
panding academic cooperation in counter-terrorism; conduct-
ing research that will lead to more efficient decision-making in
counter-terrorism; promoting new policies and initiatives to fight
terrorism:

International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism (ICT), Israel

International Institute for Middle-East and Balkan Studies
(IFIMES), Slovenia

Unconventional Concepts, Inc., USA

Georgia International Law Enforcement, Exchange-Dept of Crim-
inal Justice, Georgia State University, USA

Center for Tactical Counter-Terrorism for the NYPD Institute of
Defence and Strategic Studies (IDSS), Singapore

International Foundation Experimental Creativity Center, Russia
Center for High Studies on Counter-Terrorism and Political Vio-
lence (Ce.A.S)), Italy

Oklahoma Regional Community Policing Institute, USA

National Center for Emergency Preparedness at Vanderbilt Uni-
versity Medical Center, USA

Einvironmental Plannig Specialists, Inc-and-Georgia State Univer-
sity, USA

Counter-Terrorism Research Center of Georgia, Georgia

Center of Security & Terrorism Research, Institute of Political
Studies, SCG

Center for Globalization Studies, SCG
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BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

THE END OF PADDY ASHDOWN’S
POLITICAL CAREER?

The International Institute for Middle-East and Balkan Studies
(IFIMES) from Ljubljana, Slovenia has been regularly analyzing
the events in the Middle East and the Balkans. IFIMES has pre-
pared a current political situation analysis of Bosnia and Herze-
govina (BIH) with a special emphasis on the role of the High Rep-
resentative in BIH Lord Paddy Ashdown and the Office of High
Representative (OHR) in general. The most important and inter-
esting sections of the comprehensive analysis are given bellow.

Is Bosnia and Herzegovina after Lord Paddy Ashdown has been
in the function of the High Representative for almost three years,
closer to the success of becoming a modernized country accord-
ing to European standards or is it closer to the »Balkan Inng, in
which it is waited for Lord Paddy Ashdown to put the light out
at the time of his departure and start all over again all that has
already been seen once in the spaces of Bosnia and Herzegovina
in the beginning of the 1990’s?

All those that are less familiar with or have a limited understand-
ing of the state of mind of the people of Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na, could conclude that a remarkably great progress has been
achieved in implementing numerous and different reforms. Nu-
merous reforms had a goal of establishing a normal community
in BIH and a great number of supporters for such projects can be
found in these areas. But the question rises, whether the approach
and the manner of performance of the present High Representa-
tive of the international community in BIH, Lord Paddy Ashdown
are correct and can therefore bring progress to BIH, since it is
based on the cooperation with the national/nationalist parties as
his main allies in reforms and »subject« media, which have more
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than ten years ago led this country to the most tragic conflict in
its history? Is it possible that the nationalist/nationalistic parties,
from which come almost all of the suspects at The Hague Tribu-
nal for War Crimes, will be the carriers of new progress in BIH? In
addition to that, from the lines of national parties in BIH are also
coming the most important crime carriers that are being proc-
essed now with the organs of justice in BIH (the current case of
Dr. Dragan Covi¢, the Member of The Presidium of BIH).

The international institute IFIMES believes that the national parties
are not a part of the reform structure of BIH and the representa-
tives of the international community should not offer them a hand
of partnership and support. The current High Representative Lord
Ashdown is from the onset of his term providing support to the
destructive political forces in BIH whether by self-initiative or not.
In case this is, after all, the position of EU and USA, than this is a
worrying fact upon which the reasonable civilized world should be
seriously apprehensive?! It is a fact that the citizens of BIH on the
elections voted for the national parties, but we should not neglect
the fact that only 50% of the citizens went to vote on the recent par-
liamentary and local elections (2002, 2004). With this we should
bear in mind the fact that most of the voting body, and especially in
the Republika Srpska, on the last local elections showed greater sup-
port to the non-national parties (parties of the political left =~ SNSD -
The Union of Independent Social-Democrats and SP - The Socialist
Party) which brings into question the legitimacy of the mentioned
political approach and manner of performance of the High Repre-
sentative Lord Ashdown, which is being implemented in BIH.

The international institute IFIMES has after the local elections on
the 2nd of October 2004 performed a research in BIH in Novem-
ber 2004 on the sample of the citizens that did not vote at the
local elections.

Data on the sample:
» Sample: random three-stage
» Sample size: 1.466 respondents (adult citizens of both genders)
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* Methodology: telephone survey

* Period: from the 8th till the 12th of November 2004
* Level of reliability: 95%

» Control: on 10% of the sample

e Standard deviation: +/-3%

» Territory: BIH

Why didn’t you go to vote on the recent local elections of October
2nd 2004?

A) Due to the protective role pf the N s
High representative in o
BIH ~ 27.90%

B) Due to the dissatisfaction with the .
rule of national parties ~ 42.20% |

C) Due to the negative influence of in- ;|
ternational community on the poli-  soee emasacion reome
tics of BIH (EU, USA) ~ 21.40% ]

D) Other reasons ~ 8.50% B (EU. USA)

Data on the sample:

* Sample: random three-stage

* Sample size: 1.466 respondents (adult citizens of both gen-
ders)

* Methodology: telephone survey

* Period: from the 8th till the 12th of November 2004

* Level of reliability: 95%

* Control: on 10% of the sample

» Standard deviation: +/-3%

* Territory: BIH

In case you did go to the re-
cent local elections on Octo-
ber 2nd 2004, who would you
vode for?

For the united For the national parties For other parties

A) For the united opposition  essiion snoe.se.

SDP, NHI, HSS,...)
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(SNDP, SP, SDP, NHI, HSS,...) ~ 79.20%
B) For the national parties ~ 12.40%
C) For other parties ~ 8.40%

The international institute IFIMES believes that the main reason for
dissatisfaction in BIH is the extremely difficult socio-economic sit-
uation, which is characterized by a large percentage of unemploy-
ment and little prospect of the employment rate being increased in
the near future. The national parties and the High Representative
Lord Ashdown are because of the lack of readiness and their own in-
capability running away from solving essential and vital questions
of people such as: employment, social standard, more just social
redistribution, fighting the organized crime and corruption. These
are being directed only to the question of insufficiently consist-
ent constitutional solutions in BIH in comparison to the European
standards. By this is the High Representative leaving to the nation-
alists and their partners one very interesting subject, in which all
three national parties are making real the theses of their own sense
of being threatened in case of constitutional and political reforms
and are by this creating a sense of fear among the citizens and thus
helping their own political durability. This is representing a great
barrier to a true change in the political conscience of the citizens,
which remains at the level of the dominant conscience form the
beginning of the 1990’s in BIH.

The international institute IFIMES believes that on the basis of
the conducted research the only hope for BIH is to neutralize all
forms of political organizing on the national basis. By this Europe
and the international community in general would have to answer
whether they wish for the future of BIH as an integrated commu-
nity after the model of European and global value or expressively
nationally divided BIH, whose nearness to the EU is representing
a constant threat and a source of instability, which is surely bur-
dening Europe but also holding a position of a country ripe for
different appearing forms of crime, which is most directly hitting
EU and is including a transit of international crime through BIH.
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Data on the sample:

» Sample: random three-stage

* Sample size: 1.466 respondents (adult citizens of both genders)
* Methodology: telephone survey

* Period: from the 8th till the 12th of November 2004

* Level of reliability: 95%

» Control: on 10% of the sample

e Standard deviation: +/-3%

* Territory: BIH

In which political options do you see the perspective for BIH?

A)Jointactivity and action of the 2
oppositional parties ~ 68.10%
B) National parties ~ 19.40%
C) New political forces ~ 5.10%
D) Idon’t know ~ 7.40%

The international institute
IFIMES believes that the larg- — “uiie” "o e fomee

est part of responsibility for — "

the overall situation in BIH in the past two years is carrying the
High Representative Lord Ashdown, who has exceptionally com-
plicated the political scene in BIH by accepting the national par-
ties in BIH as their own partners, with which the strongest blow
was given to the development of democratic alternative in BIH in
which the international community at the time was interested.
The international institute IFIMES believes on the basis of the
published two-year regular analyses and research of the situation
in BIH that the international community needs to make a political
turn in BIH and in general start to cooperate with the progres-
sive political parties in BIH such as: SDP - The Social-Democratic
Party, SNSD, The Socialist Party, political parties of the Croats in
BIH from political left and center such as HSS - Croatian Farmers’
Party, NHI - New Croatian Initiative, ‘Through work for better
life’ and new political parties, which will appear at the BIH politi-
cal scene.
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The international institute IFIMES believes that we should not
neglect the fact that the High Representative has not explained
yet where and how much money of the tax payers is being spent,
most of all from EU and USA, and is by such directly influencing
the hampering of efforts the international community has spent
trying to help BIH through different projects insisting on trans-
parency and purposeful spending.

The international institute IFIMES believes that the High Repre-
sentative Lord Ashdown has with his activity supported the de-
velopment of autocratic conscience, which has on the territory
of BIH always carried a mark of a totalitarian regime, a fact that
disqualifies Lord Ashdown as a democrat and with this cancels
the possibility of performing after the termination of the man-
date in BIH any responsible function in Great Britain or European
institutions and international community in general.

The international institute IFIMES believes that the mandate of
the High Representative Lord Ashdown needs to be terminated
before the end of the mandate and bring to this position a mod-
erate politician (not a professional soldier or a policeman) pos-
sibly from countries that are more gravitating towards BIH, while
not excluding also the possibility politicians from the countries
that were formed with the disintegration of Yugoslavia. In the
current German-French competition over the choice of the new
High Representative in BIH, a compromise solution could be the
choice of new High Representative in BIH from Slovenia or Mac-
edonia, since these countries are not neighbors of BIH, an idea
about which there are already some discussions in certain circles
in Brussels.
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IS SERBIA THREATENED BY THE
»ARGENTINEAN SYNDROME«AND A NEW
WAVE OF ANTISEMITISM?

The International Institute for Middle-East and Balkan Studies
(IFIMES) from Ljubljana, Slovenia has been regularly analyzing
the events in the Middle East and the Balkans. IFIMES is analyz-
ing the situation in Serbia with a special emphasis on the pos-
sibility of prohibiting the entry of individuals and leaderships of
certain political parties in Serbia to the EU states and the U.S.A.
The most important and interesting sections of the comprehen-
sive analysis are given bellow.

The international institute IFIMES is analyzing the political situa-
tion in Serbia and is evaluating the contribution of particular par-
ties to the progress and rapprochement of this country to the Eu-
ro-Atlantic integrations with a special emphasis on the G17 Plus
party of the current Vice-President of the Government of Serbia,
who is also presiding the government negotiation team for the
negotiations with EU, Miroljub Labus.

The professional team of experts from the field of economy G17
Plus registered itself as a political party after the presidential elec-
tions in 2002, when Miroljub Labus, then a member of Democrat-
ic Party (DS) left the party of Zoran Dindi¢ under a pretense that
the party did not offer him enough support in the election cam-
paign. But the reasons for breakup between Miroljub Labus and
Zoran Pindic¢ have to be sought for outside of daily media quarre-
ling. The international institute IFIMES has already in September
2003 warned in its detailed analysis of the negative activity of
G17 Plus in the daily life of Serbia, the negative effects of which
are still felt today.

G17 Plus has from the founding assembly entered the govern-
ing structure of Serbia and into the organs of state union of Ser-
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bia and Montenegro, which implies that we are talking about a
group that has formed a political party for the personal needs of
G17 Plus functionaries, who are lead by Miroljub Labus, Mladan
Dinkic. The so-called economy experts, who present themselves
as such, were in the time when G17 Plus was still acting as a non-
governmental organization composed of prestigious economy
professors from the university of Belgrade and other Serbian uni-
versities and economists, who amounted their greatest wealth in
the period when Slobodan MiloSevi¢ was on power. This group-
ing showed that they have no abilities to offer quality solutions
for the destroyed economy of Serbia and that their observations
are of theoretical nature only. When we take into the considera-
tion the economy practice in Serbia, their observations remain at
the level of theoretical models, while the existing practice shows
that Serbia has no real economic growth.

In the government of the Prime Minister Zoran Dindi¢ and Zoran
Zivkovi¢, G17 Plus had its own representatives, whom Zoran
bindic, before he died, succeeded to bring to his side, except two
of them, Tomica Milosavljevi¢, the Minister of Health and Mladan
Dinki¢, the Governor of the National Bank of Serbia (NBS). Af-
ter Dinki¢ was replaced and Kori Udovicki became the Governor
of NBS, the G17 Plus Party started with publicizing scandals in
which ministers and high functionaries of the former govern-
ment were involved. Scandals were at that time, in addition to G17
Plus, being brought to the public also by the party of the current
Prime Minister Vojislav KoStunica (DSS - The Democratic Party
of Serbia), which was exclusively dealing with the abuses of the
police action »Sword«. At that time the worst accusations were
brought to public against the Minister of Police Dusan Mihajlovic,
the Minister of Transport and Telecommunications Marija RaSeta
Vukosavljevi¢, as well as against two other closest colleagues of
Zoran bindi¢, Nemanja Kolesar and Zoran JanjuSeviC. Even after
more than a year none of the accusations have been proven.

By publicizing the scandals in Serbia, began the fight between
the two opposite sides, by two opposite truths. Until the courts in
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Serbia won’t begin responsibly solving all the cases of criminali-
zation of the government, such a division in Serbia will continue.
The murder of the Prime Minister Zoran Dindi¢, abuse of the state
of emergency, death of several soldiers in the garrisons of Serbia,
the sale of Knjaz Milo$ and other big and small companies in Ser-
bia, are representing two irreconcilable sides of political parties
that are exercising the power and the Democratic Party that is in
the opposition, but is still controlling, together with G17, the larg-
est part of the money flow in Serbia.

Without considering the threats of many months that due to the
lack of cooperation with The Hague Tribunal they will leave the
government of Serbia, the Chief Committee of G17 Plus has de-
cided differently, i.e. to stay in the government. For this they gave
several reasons: solving of the Kosovo question, relations with
Montenegro, adopting a new Constitution for Serbia and receiv-
ing a positive evaluation of »The Feasibility Study for the Joining
of Serbia and Montenegro to the European Union« G17 Plus trav-
elled in one year, since they are in the government, from a partner
of the anti-reformist Kostunica to a fellow traveller of DSS without
any serious conflicts. The fact that not a single accusation against
the former government ministers and functionaries has been
solved is not a lonely case when we are talking of the Serbian
parting with their past. That there is no such a political initiative
witnesses the fact that Branko Pavlovi¢ has been replaced from
position of the Privatization Agency Director. PavloviC has seri-
ously accused the NBS governor Dinkic that with his replacement
he wishes for the return of »Vlahovi¢ model of criminal and cor-
rupt privatization«, which has brought to a wholesale of Serbian
economy, low investments and fall of production. This shows that
to the experts of G17 Plus reforming the Serbian economy is not
important, as is not important the export and production growth,
but rather as quickly as possible and at any price to sell what is
left and by this »to buy the social peace«. Thus, Serbia is instead
of joining the EU threatened by Argentinean or rather Russian
scenario, and all for the sake of »peace in the house«. The Prime
Minister KoStunica is silent on these issues and prefers to put af-
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front the question of (non)cooperation with The Hague Tribunal,
since to a Serbian this is much less painful than loosing a job or
life in poverty.

The G17 Plus Party has dominantly directed itself into trying to
lead the economic policy, while social policy is on the theoretical
level being handled by the Social-Democratic Party of Slobodan
Orli¢. The two parties entered into a coalition after the syndicates
threatened with general strikes in almost all of the Serbian fac-
tories. The Center for the Research of Alternative has diagnosed
that a total of 43% of citizens are ready to go to demonstrations
again, even if these demonstrations become violent. Throughout
2004 in Serbia occurred organized and spontaneous strikes, road
blockades and even physical conflicts. Strikes occurred mostly as
consequences of unreal promises given by the parties in power
before the parliamentary elections. Inclusion of different politi-
cal actors into organizing protests can bring to direct or indirect
confrontation on the political front. In Serbia, the interested po-
litical options are supporting and channeling protests of different
unsatisfied groups against the government with a desire to desta-
bilize it. From the other side the protests also mean, as a multi-
layered phenomenon, that the government is not operating well
and that it is not able to control the situation, which for example
was not the case in the period of Zoran Pindi¢, who, as much as
the protests of the workers are concerned, held the strings tightly
in his hands.

IS SERBIA THREATENED BY THE
»ARGENTINEAN SYNDROME«?

As long as the opposition and »the opposing Serbia« are search-
ing their political chance in protests, it should be noted that the
confrontations on the relation state vs. syndicates are very dan-
gerous, due to the fact that not a single serious economist can say
that it is not possible in Serbia to come to a catastrophe similar
to Argentinean, when the people in rage toppled a whole system.
»T'he Argentinean syndrome« will overflow Serbia, when the gov-
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ernment decided to go to economic reforms without institution-
al ones, without which it is impossible to create an ambient for
supportable growth. Payments for credits will at the end of 2006
and at the beginning of 2007 amount up to 1.6 billion American
dollars. If the reforms are by rule painful and are implemented
without reforms in limiting the power of the government, decen-
tralization of the administration, reforms of courts and the po-
lice, then it is clear that Serbia entered a process of constant theft
by former socialist directors and the private companies that are
close to them. On auctions, it is understood, always the same buy-
ers appear - those that were at the time of MiloSevi¢ plundering
the national economy.

It can be said without any doubt that neither present nor previous
government is guilty of the economic problems, but it is guilty of
not apprehending the ones that are guilty. In this way the whole
burden of reforms is falling upon the poorest segments of popu-
lation, which is one of the reasons for taking the Serbian political
scene into the right. There even is a possibility of new Nazism
that is socially motivated.

CRIME IN THE TOP OF THE GOVERNMENT

If the elections on all of the levels were held after the famous sale
of the »Knjaz MiloS« factory from Arandelovac, only Radicals of
Seselj and Socialist of MiloSevi¢ would remain in the parliament.
The government has in this case clearly shown that they want this
sale to be framed for a specific buyer. In brief, »Knjaz Milos« -
anatomy of myth and corruption was developing in the following
manner: The Commission for Government Stocks at first disquali-
fied »Apurnag, the joint company of Vlado Divac and French com-
pany »Danone« because of breaking the law, when the basketball
player Predrag Danilovi¢ subsequently offered the owners 3.500
dinars per stock. This decision was changed after great pressures
from the Government of Serbia on the members of the Commis-
sion: the President Milko Stimac (G17 Plus) entered a pre-cardiac
attack state and ended in house medical treatment, Vice-Pres-
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ident of the Commission Dorde Jovanovic finished in hospital,
while DuSan Bajec (DS) resigned the Commission membership.
According to the government order, The Agency for Fighting the
Organized Crime interrogated all of the members of the Commis-
sion and the investigation continues. Criminal accusations were
issued against the wife of a well-known basketball player Vlado
Divac and Predrag Danilovic.

Vice-President of the Government Miroljub Labus (G17 Plus) and
the Minister of Economy Predrag Bubalo (DSS) were named as
the main actors of the scandal and it was these two that exercised
most pressure on the Commission to annul the solution of dis-
qualifying »Apurnac of Divac. From the other side, the Radicals of
Seselj repeated several times in the media that Labus in his apart-
ment received the vice-president of the company »Danone«. The
vice-president of the government explained that he was ill at the
time and that the visit does not have any connection to the sale of
stocks of »Knjaz Milos« to the »Danone« company.

As much as G17 is favouring certain own financiers, the same is
done by the Democratic Party through their influence on the cad-
res in the Commission for the Government Stocks. Four years af-
ter the fall of MiloSevic are marked by struggle with the remnants
of his regime, which is through its present political elite still hav-
ing power in Serbia.

Serbia and her government have so many problems and none of
them has priority. It is fortunate that Carla del Ponte and Haag are
not interested in economic issues and social politics. The presi-
dent of the European Commission Chris Patten assessed that the
government of Vojislav KoStunica is »shaky« and can as such not
survive for long. Except the fact that the representatives of G17
Plus increased their information activities in the government, the
government is not known to do anything on repairing its own
bad image. The revolutionary phase through which went the
newly established government in Serbia in the last year is over.
The chaotic phase isn’t.
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THE FASCISTS AND THE ANTISEMITISM

The political party G17 Plus has been recognized by the citizens
of Serbia as an incapable grouping and they stopped believing
that this party can perform any meaningful switch in the politi-
cal life of Serbia. For Serbia it would be much more meaningful
to search for the support among those people that posses a real
knowledge confirmed in practice without any consideration as
to what party they belong to.

About what kind of group of people and a political party we are
talking about shows the fact that G17 Plus was one of the carri-
ers of the proposal to pass a law with which the rights of pro-
fascist oriented formations during the World War II (the Chetnik
movement of general Draza Mihajlovi¢ and others, who openly
collaborated with the fascist occupier) and their followers would
be equalized with those of true anti-fascists (the Partisan move-
ment).

Taking the side of protecting the members of the fascist move-
ment in Serbia during the Second World War, the G17 Plus has
clearly shown that its orientation isn’t civilized (European), a fact
that was in Serbia manifested through the appearance of Anti-
Semitic actions in form of writings through open Anti-Semitism,
for the appearance of which the responsibility has to be taken by
G17 Plus.

All of this leads us to think that the organs of EU have to thorough-
ly consider, whether Miroljub Labus can competently and with all
the named hypothecs lead the negotiations of Serbia with the EU
on the joining of Serbia to Euro-Atlantic integrations.

The international institute IFIMES believes that the EU and the
U.S.A. have to seriously think about whether it is necessary to se-
lectively limit to Labus, Dinkic¢ and other functionaries the move-
ment on the territory of EU and U.S.A. and through the boycott
against them as a first step emphasize a new process of profiling
people and politics in Serbia that is in a realistic and practically
realizable manner trying to establish cooperation with the EU
and the U.S.A. This clearly signifies that EU and U.S.A. have to de-
termine whether they a partner in Serbia that is supporting the
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fascists of the WWII and their heirs or they desire for a coopera-
tion with the political parties of Serbia that were founded on a
antifascist tradition.

RESPONSIBILITY OF RASIM LJAJIC

The international institute IFIMES thinks that the present Min-
ister for Minorities and Human Rights in the State Union of Ser-
bia and Montenegro Rasim Ljaji¢ needs to resign or be replaced,
since he did not take responsible action to solve open questions
of minorities and human rights, which relate to prevention and
struggle against anti-Semitism as well. Minister Ljaji¢ is mostly
concerned with the question of cooperating with The Hague
Tribunal, which by nature of this Ministry isn’t within his com-
petence. By this Rasim Ljaji¢c committed a double damage to Ser-
bia: the principal two people accused of war criminals Radovan
Karadzi¢ and Ratko Mladi¢ were not arrested yet, while with the
appearance of anti-Semitism great damage was done to the repu-
tation of Serbia abroad.

The international institute IFIMES believes that it is necessary to
quickly pass laws in Serbia that will solve the open question of
participation of minorities in the social and political life of Ser-
bia. The recent parliamentary elections showed that due to the
high threshold of 5% there are no minority representatives in the
Parliament of Serbia. Serbia has to begin an all-encompassing so-
cial action to prevent the appearances of anti-Semitism and in-
tolerance towards the minority groups, based on the antifascist
tradition. In the opposite case, shall we expect a new wave of
anti-Semitism in Serbia?
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PUBLIC DIPLOMACY:
BASIC CONCEPTS AND TRENDS

Kristina Plav§ak Krajnc, M.I.A, (Master of International Rela-
tions, Columbia University) a member of the International Insti-
tute for Middle-East and Balkan Studies (IFIMES) from Ljublja-
na, published her article »Public Diplomacy: basic Concepts and
Trends« in a Slovene scholarly journal “Teorija in praksa” — The-
ory and Practice in March 2004 - 2004 (41), 3-4: 643-658. Hereby
the article is brought to you in full, with an updated introduction
(2005).

Kristina Plavsak Krajnc, M.LA.
Member of the International Institute
for Middle-East and Balkan Studies (IFIMES)

Abstract: While opening current debates on public diplomacy
in Slovenia - like in many countries around the world - focusing
in particular on its relevance, aims and functioning modes, one
should initially find a basic definition or rather a common de-
nominator on the concept. Fundamental understanding about
what public diplomacy stands for, should further lead to answer-
ing questions on public diplomacy’s potentials and expectations.
Such answers can build firm grounds for relevant recommen-
dations and strategies for contemporary functioning of public
diplomacy, nationally and internationally. Therefore, the article
first defines the concept of public diplomacy in its diverse, often
contradictory conceptions, then it brings together different ap-
proaches to public diplomacy’s understanding and finally, points
to contemporary trends of r/evolution in public diplomacy.

Key words: public diplomacy, secret diplomacy, persuasion, prop-
aganda, public relations, media, branding states, foreign cultural
policy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the period just before entering the European Union it has been
also the Slovenian professional and political space that has been
recognizing the need for the so-called public diplomacy. Thus re-
spectable participants of the first set of discussions about the fu-
ture of Slovenia with the President of the Republic on the subject of
»Globally Active and Recognizable Slovenia« (2003) recommend-
ed that »now more than ever the economic and public diplomacy
should become integral parts of foreign policy implementationc.
In their recommendations for the future Slovenian foreign policy
they emphasized: »It is of utmost importance to thoughtfully plan
and lead the foreign policy of relations with foreign publics with
a goal of strengthening the reputation and recognisability of Slov-
enia, Slovenian companies, our values and possibilities of specific
state or civil initiatives in the international environment.« Similar
were the thoughts of former Slovenian Prime Minister Anton Rop
and the Foreign Minister Dimitrij Rupel at the Consultations of
the Slovenian diplomacy by saying that with the membership in
the European Union it was necessary to pay more attention to
public and parliamentary diplomacy, foreign politics, economic
diplomacy and scientific cooperation (STA, 2004). Public diplo-
macy was also a central theme of the professional debate in the
Slovenian Association for International Relations (2004), where
joint conclusions and recommendations about the future activi-
ties of Slovenia in this area were presented.

Furthermore, the new Slovene government, formed in December
2004, stated in its Coalition agreement under special title on pub-
lic diplomacy (Chapter 9, Paragraph 16) that »informing of publics
on international questions and Slovene foreign policy tasks would
improve« and that »the Ministry of Foreign Affairs would strength-
en its »public diplomacy«. In this sense Foreign Minister Dimitrij
Rupel pointed to the responsibility of ambassadors to show how
the image of Slovenia improved around the world. In his opinion
Slovene diplomats should be active, proving their efficiency also
on the basis of numerous published articles in foreign media and
diverse mentioning of Slovenia by foreign publics (2005).
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These debates and various statements have brought certain con-
fusion about the meaning of public diplomacy, its goals and ways
of activity. Therefore, it is first of all necessary to establish a mini-
mal definition or joint denominator on the concept of public
diplomacy. Understanding what public diplomacy basically is or
isn’t can bring to answers on the questions what it in the existing
conditions can do and what can we reasonably expect from it.
Only answers of such kind can represent an appropriate foun-
dation for suitable recommendations and strategies for modern
operation of Slovenian public diplomacy. The purpose of this ar-
ticle is to define the concept of public diplomacy in their diverse,
often paradoxical comprehensions, to at least slightly introduce
approaches to understanding of public diplomacy, while at the
same time indicating modern trends in the r/evolution of public
diplomacy. With this we would like to draw a fundamental frame-
work for the analysis and recognition of the potentials of Slov-
enian public diplomacy and its future directions.

2. WHAT IS A PUBLIC DIPLOMACY?

»Public diplomacy is a public face of a traditional diplomacy.«
(Ross, 2002 in Leonard, 2002: 1).

Diplomacy in its multilayered meaning represents a formula-
tion and implementation of foreign politics, technique of for-
eign politics, international negotiations and professional activity,
which is being performed by the diplomats (Benk, 1997: 255-262;
Nicolson, 1988/1939: 3-5). Diplomacy can be simply defined as
a primary method with which foreign politics is realized and
as normal means of communication in international relations
(Vukadinovi¢, 1994: 109). In representation of one of the authors
»the (foreign) politics is a formulation and a direction; and the
diplomacy a communication and realization. It is a lubricant for
the machinery of foreign politics« (Olson, 1991: 60). Diplomacy
is responsible for managing the relations between countries and
countries and other actors through the assistance of advice, de-
sign and realization of foreign politics, coordinating and ensur-
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ing specific and wide interests (Barston, 1988: 1). A diplomatic
activity is meant for advancement of national interests with prac-
tices of persuasion (Smith, 1999).

Within such understanding we can locate also the concept of
public diplomacy. In the two most commonly used definitions
Signitzer and Coombs (1992: 138) understand the public diplo-
macy as: »... a way, with which the government and the private
individuals and groups can directly or indirectly influence those
public opinions and positions, which directly influence the for-
eign politics decisions of another government.« In their under-
standing the public diplomacy is widening its field of traditional
diplomatic activities: from the sphere of »high politics« on the di-
verse issues and aspects of daily life and from the »closed« sphere
of governments and diplomats on new actors and target groups,
i.e. different individuals, groups and institutions, which are join-
ing international and intercultural communication activities
and have influence on the political relations between countries
(Signitzer and Coombs 1992: 139). Similarly Manheim (1994: 4)
comes to the conclusion that the purpose of public diplomacy is
explanation and speaking in favour of governmental policy and
representing a nation to foreign publics. He defines the strate-
gic public diplomacy as »government to people« (government -
public) diplomatic activity, which includes government efforts
to influence the public and elite opinion in another country and
through this also the foreign policy activities of a target country.

Public diplomacy should distinguish itself from the traditional di-
plomacy in the fact that it includes interaction not only with the
governments, but especially with nongovernmental individuals
and organizations (Murrow, 1963 in Leonard, 2002: 1). As said
by Tuch (1990: 3), public diplomacy presupposes an open com-
munication process, which is based on the principle of publicity
and is trying to speak to the public, as opposed to the traditional
diplomacy, the characteristics of which are secrecy and exclusiv-
ity. Gilboa (2001: 1) describes the public diplomacy in the sense
of content as activities in the field of informing, education and
culture, which are directed to foreign countries with a purpose
of influencing foreign governments through influencing their
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citizens. Most of the authors in this field (in Leonard, 2002) agree
upon the desired effects of diverse activities of public diplomacy:
to make the transmitted messages being »heards, accepted and
understood, to create and strengthen within the target public a
positive relation towards the communicated policies and with
this to consolidate recognizability, positive image, reputation and
the international position of the home country.

To summarize, public policy can be simply defined as a form of
convincing communication with foreign publics in the context
of fulfilling the goals of the foreign politics. Basically, we are talk-
ing about convincing communication, with which governments
are trying through information and persuasion to influence the
opinions and positions of the public abroad or rather in foreign
countries, in order to create a proper pressure on the policy mak-
ers and with this influencing the decisions and activities of their
governments in accordance with their goals and interests (Gru-
ban, 2002: 10).

3. THE FOUNDATIONS FOR THE UNDERSTANDING OF
PUBLIC DIPLOMACY

»Call it public diplomacy or public relations or psychological war-
fare or - if you really want to be frank - propaganda.« (Holbrooke,
2001 in Brown, 2002: 3).

In professional debates and publicist texts we can often find laic
or even wrong understanding of the concept of public diplomacy.
It is true that the concept in its different forms of appearance, i.e.
activities, is conditioned with historical and international circum-
stances, but it has despite different approaches consolidated in
its basic pre-assumptions. A special focus shall be given to them
in continuation with an assistance of the most commonly asked
general, as well as paradoxical claims, around which nowadays the
understandings of modern public diplomacy are »moving freely.

Public diplomacy is the opposite of secret diplomacy
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The secret diplomacy was actually overgrown by the so-called
open, democratic diplomacy, which was introduced by the Ameri-
can president Woodrow Wilson into the international system after
the World War I: »Open peace negotiations with open participa-
tion, after which there will be no more secret international agree-
ments and the diplomacy will always operate sincerely and in front
of the eyes of the general public.« (Morgenthau, 1995: 669). The
foundation of such a concept represented a basic model of a demo-
cratic diplomacy, which was deriving from a fact that a diplomat
(as a public servant) was subordinated to the foreign minister, for-
eign minister (as a member of the government) is responsible to
and depends on the parliamentary majority, while the parliament
represents the will of the sovereign people (Nicolson, 1963: 42). In
fact, the demand for an open diplomacy first meant a demand for
letting the public know that the negotiations are being held (ex-
cept in rare cases) and that the international agreements as a result
of those are publicized (Rangajaran, 1998: 21).

With this, we have on one side the allowed secrecy or discretion
in negotiations, needed for their functionality, while on the oth-
er side we receive the openness of diplomatic activity or rather
availability of information about the diplomatic activity (publish-
ing the results of negotiations, following the negotiations, press
conferences, etc.) as a condition for democratic supervision of
the public over the foreign policy and its verification in sense of
parliamentary debate and ratification of the international trea-
ties. Therefore, in principle, the basic framework for the diverse
diplomatic activities, including the public one, is nowadays repre-
sented by parliamentary-democratic political systems and there-
fore we can talk neither of secret nor of »transparent« diplomacy,
but rather of diplomacy, which balances the discretion and the
publicity of its activities with a proper measure.

Public diplomacy is essentially propaganda
It is a fact that public diplomacy does not consist only of inform-

ing in the sense of transmitting objective, »neutral« information,
but is rather fundamentally defined exactly by its »intentionalityx,
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or its intent to persuade. Therefore we shall compare the most
basic definitions of persuasion and propaganda. Persuasion is »a
complex continuing interactive process, in which the communi-
cator is trying to influence the communication partner, to accept
the proposed positions and behavioural patterns (the persuaded
one has to expand or change his/her perceptions of the events
in the world).« (Vreg, 2000: 92) As opposed to that propaganda
»uses and abuses the model of persuasive communication of in-
terdependent dependency and reciprocity to create an appear-
ance of equal, bilateral communication and satisfaction of the
needs and interests of the public.« (Vreg, 2000: 116) Propaganda
can be understood also as »single-meaning, usually half-true com-
munication, designed to convince the public opinion.« (Grunig,
1993: 147). Despite this many authors warn of the interconnect-
edness of the actual processes. Kunczik (2003: 400) speaks of a
semantic game between the terms of public diplomacy, propa-
ganda, public relations and advertising. Tuch (1990: 9) is arguing
that propaganda would be a most satisfactory term if it would
be used in its original meaning and not burdened with numer-
ous historically conditioned negative connotations. Similarly
Vreg (2000: 103) concludes that each communicative persuasion
contains elements of political propaganda, which has a pejora-
tive meaning, therefore a connotation of manipulation and false
argumentation.

Therefore in our opinion we can talk of public diplomacy also
within the context of the so-called international propaganda, as
is understood by Vreg (2000: 109): »... is a communication of na-
tional states to influence the politically relevant behaviour of peo-
ple of other nations and countries.« In our understanding of this
persuasion-propaganda model, though, hard power is in princi-
ple excluded, while the public diplomacy is using predominately
the so-called soft power, i.e. the ability to achieve desired foreign
policy goals through creation o the attractiveness of the politics,
persuasion, determining media-public agenda with an intent of
trans-forming the preferences of other countries, their following
and agreeing with the desired activity (Nye and Owens, 1996: 9).
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Public diplomacy contains relations with domestic as well as with
international publics

In principle, the pubic diplomacy remains a (diplomatic) means
of (implementing) the foreign politics, with which the state is
in accordance with its goals trying to effect or influence the in-
ternational environment and is therefore by definition directed
primarily towards the foreign publics. Therefore in its basic con-
cept the pubic diplomacy cannot be an alternative term for clas-
sical government relations with the public (such as for example
»public diplomacy within the government«) or communication
of the foreign ministry within the mother state, where it is more
or less in a function of internal political persuasion and demo-
cratic legitimization of the representatives of the people. In USA
for example, the Smith-Mundt act from 1948, which prohibits the
activities of public diplomacy on domestic soil, is still in force. In
the modern times of communication-information interconnect-
edness and interdependency, which is also expressed through
trends of converging of domestic and foreign politics and inter-
nationalization of modern life, such strict distinction between
the communication activities for domestic and foreign publics is
factually almost not any more possible.

Crossroads between the public diplomacy and public relations
represents an area of the so-called international (global, transna-
tional) public relations, which mark »the efforts to improve the
reputation of one country in another one (or more countries)
with an assistance of spreading interesting information, where
building of a hostile image of a third country can serve as nour-
ishing of their own reputation.« (Kunczik, 1997: 165). With this
it is often hard to distinguish between activities of this kind that
are being performed by countries, international political and
economic organizations or transnational corporations, and can
be therefore talked about a general definition of international
relations with publics as any »planned and organized efforts of
a company, institution or government, to establish mutually use-
ful relations with publics of other countries and nations.« (Wil-
cox, Ault and Agee, 1992: 409-410) Different authors (Signitzer
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and Coombs, 1992; Grunig, 1993) are finding parallels between
both concepts: in similar goals, i.e. to influence foreign publics
in favour of the own organization/government, in similar target
(foreign) publics, in similar strategies and use of tools.

In our opinion the most important common point of the public
diplomacy and international public relations concepts is in the
fact that we are talking about long-term, complex processes of
interaction, in which versatile, but symmetrical relations with for-
eign publics are constructed. Public relations are understood as
holistic management of relations of a certain organization with
its publics, where communicating presents itself as one of possi-
ble, but not only way of acting, while in the process of interaction
organization and its publics are acting and influencing together
(Vercic, 2000).

Public diplomacy is public lobbying

The basic tasks of diplomacy, as they are defined by the interna-
tional law are representation, negotiation and observation (Benko,
1997: 258). The third article of the Vienna Convention (1961) on
the Diplomatic relations, defines the functions of diplomatic mis-
sions as such: representing the sender state within the host state;
protection of the interests of the sender state and its citizens with-
in the receptive state; negotiations with the government of the
host state, getting acquainted through all legitimate means with
the conditions and course of events within the host state and re-
porting on it to the government of the sender state; advancement
and development of friendly relations. Public diplomacy is also in
modern times remaining within the defined tasks and functions,
taking into the consideration the specific dimension of the public
domain: so for instance a modern diplomat is publicly represent-
ing and interpreting the positions of his/her own country (media
and public appearances), is reporting and commenting the atmos-
phere of the public opinion and the media in the host state, is co-
operating with the media and opinion leaders, is making contact
with important representatives of the economy, interest groups,
sciences, academic institutions and more.
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We think that some of these (usual) diplomatic activities could
be characterized as lobbying activities. Lobbying in the proper
sense of the word, i.e. as a separate set of professional tasks and
activities, with the assistance of which they should in the infor-
mal institutional networks influence the decision-making proc-
ess in the name of special general benefits or benefits of specific
groups of people (Mack, 1989 in Kovac, 2000), cannot become
the central and the determining segment of public diplomacy.
In this context it would be more sensible to undertake a special
treatment of the role of the so-called economic diplomacy, which
works in the function of promoting the economic interests and
actors of the mother state abroad.

Public diplomacy is enactment of events for the media

We can claim that the media have finally entered the traditionally
exclusive sphere of diplomacy: not only that they are responding
to the international political events, but are actively entering the
processes of communication between the governments and the
publics about the international politics and have even themselves
become means of foreign politics through calming and mediat-
ing but also straining the relations and conflicts (Kunczik, 2003:
409). With the expansion of global communication the world
politics has become in great measure transmitted through media
and is especially through the international television networks,
with the so-called CNN effect, as if real-time happening in front of
the eyes of the »global« public (Gilboa, 2002; Robinson 2001). The
dynamics and the way of work are irreversibly changing in the
modern diplomacy, which often enough operates in conditions,
when »valuable information, observations and recommendations
from far-away diplomatic and intelligence sources stopped arriv-
ing at the right time to influence the decisions and even when
such information arrive on time they cannot compete with the
dramatic television footage and live reports of crises and foreign
affairs.« (Gilboa, 2002: 737).

To the »media reality« and its laws are up to a certain measure
adapting also global politicians and foreign policy actors with for-
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mulation and implementation of their policies, where they are
trying with different techniques and skills of public relations to
improve not only the contents, but rather to create events, worth
of media coverage, to strengthen the convincability of public im-
age and the likeability of their foreign policies. So, also those that
are involved into this process admit that »it is too often impor-
tant how well certain policy will be ‘played out’, how the images
will appear, if the right signals will be sent and if the public will
be impressed over the flexibility of the government’s response -
and not if the policy advances the long-term national interests.«
(Gergen, 1991: 48-49). Therefore some authors (Ammon, 2001;
Gilboa, 2001) speak of diplomacy, which in its instrumentaliza-
tion systematically and meticulously follows the media laws and
formats and is transforming into the forms of so-called media di-
plomacy, tele(di)plomacy, photoplomacy, soundbite-, instant- and
real-time diplomacy. Even more radical are those claims that in
the are of media wars, »the western diplomacies have become so
sophisticated in turning the public information on a visually cun-
ning manner and television networks, that operate in symbiotic
relation with the government and strive towards the conforma-
tion of geo-political agendas, determined by the strong govern-
ments.« (Thussu, 2000: 5)

Despite these trends media activity cannot completely substitute
the activities of public diplomacy: even though they are coming
together on the field of communication and media representa-
tion, diplomatic and journalist professions remain distinguisha-
ble in preserving their own special and separate functions. Daily
news and media reports cannot satisfy the needs of decision mak-
ing processes in foreign policy and international issues in such a
measure as more profound diplomatic reports, rich with informa-
tion, sources, analyses and recommendations (Vukadinovi¢, 1994:
248-249). Also we cannot underestimate the role of traditional
diplomatic channels and the meaning of inter-personal (diplomat-
ic) communication. Nonetheless, there is a general rule, which is
approved by rich experience, that the media with a lack of clear
policy and convincing governmental strategy usually cause devas-
tating results (Robinson, 2001: 532; Hoge, 1994: 138).
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Public diplomacy is promotion and branding states abroad

We agree with the finding that states in the process of globaliza-
tion loose control, but can also gain in influence (Brown and Stu-
demeister, 2001: 3). Ham (2002) even speaks of a move from geo-
politics and power in times of postmodern, for which influence
and image are typical. Since also in the global politics are »today
the shows/imagination the staging space for action, not only for
flight« (Appadurai, 1996 in Rosenau 1999: 7). Therefore in the
modern world the states, and the international organizations as
well, are striving for the best possible holistic presentation, the
so-called promotion, in order to increase their reputation/im-
age, which we understand as a sum of all cognitive, affective and
value perceptions and positions about a particular state and na-
tion, which is up to a certain measure founded on trust (Kunczik,
2003: 412).

In this context Kline and Berginc (2004: 1045) argue that the
traditional diplomacy is disappearing and that the politicians in
the future will have to find a niche for their own country, i.e. its
market brand. According to his words, it means »entering into
competitive marketing of the country, ensuring the loyalty and
satisfaction of its and foreign citizens and especially creating
an added value of its own market brand in the eyes of different
groups of its receivers» (Ibid.). The same is argued also by other
authors (Ham, 2001; Kunczik, 1997), that countries in this case
are representing themselves according to the advertising of com-
mercial products and are competing for the affection of the pub-
lic like market brands (so-called »brand state«). »States as brands
are still ‘warring’ (and were created - i.e. formed and constituted
- in ‘war’) even though this time through a non-violent race for
market shares and recognisability.« (Ham, 2002: 265). At the same
time they emphasize that the state as trade brand can not be arti-
ficially designed, and it must first of all be based on the identity
of the country, which is on its self-perception, vision and national
culture. For greater recognisability of the state, consequential
strengthening of its image/reputation and finally, for the estab-
lishment of a trade mark it is necessary to invest greatly into the
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planned communication and state as a brand must be confirmed
also by its citizens (Kline, 2004).

In the area of state branding undoubtedly the national tourist or-
ganizations are leading, that are effectively performing concrete
strategic and creative international public relations, which in a
synergetic manner contribute to the all of the effects of the pub-
lic diplomacy of a particular state (Kunczik, 2003: 415-416). But
such advertising and PR campaigns cannot be equalized with
the public diplomacy, since we are often talking about different
dimensions of a product, i.e. state, which is being marketed in
such a manner for different target publics. It is important to note
that public diplomacy is not merely a collection of techniques of
state promotion (advertising, public relations, publicity), but is
fundamentally determined by content and quality of formulizing
and implementing the foreign policy - in the sense of »deeds are
stronger than words«. With this according to our opinion also two
maxims are valid: »If the image is bad and our deeds good, it is our
fault for not knowing to communicate. If the image is a realistic
picture of our shortcomings, the fault is still ours for not knowing
to manage well.« (Bernstein, 1986 in Jancic, 1998: 1039).

Public diplomacy is in function of foreign cultural policy

Already the »fathers« of public diplomacy Signitzer and Coombs
(1992) recognize in addition to the so-called tough-minded line,
which is using propaganda and persuasion also the so-called ten-
der-minded line of public diplomacy. This one is standing on a
principle that information and cultural programs must circum-
vent the momentary goals of foreign politics and focus on high-
est, long-term national goals. In this light comes the thinking that
public diplomacy does not only stand in the function of foreign
policy, but rather as the so-called cultural diplomacy takes over
the role of performing the so-called foreign cultural policy, de-
veloping international cultural relations, intercultural dialogue,
understanding and cooperation.

Complications arrive already in the content vantage point of such
understanding of public diplomacy: the basic navigation for the
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activity of public diplomacy is national interests and foreign pol-
icy goals, which are in principle founded on internal consensus
on the national identity and values. How can therefore public di-
plomacy in its communication adjust »the diversity inwards and
the universality outwards«, without entering cultural imperialism
and with actual encouragement of the patterns of intercultural
tolerance? There also rises a question of who are the actors of
cultural diplomacy: are these the national ministries of culture or
rather independent, public institutions, known in Europe (for in-
stance British Council, Goethe Institute, cultural centers abroad)
or independent cultural institutions and artists themselves, inter-
national organizations, professional associations etc.

Our understanding of the international cultural streams goes
more in the direction of breaking institutional and state frame-
works, where foreign politics and diplomacy are mostly standing
at its side and taking care of not being an obstacle. In this sense
for instance can young artists become the best cultural ambas-
sadors, since it is their creativity and specific life-style that rep-
resent a recognizable element of modern-day identity, it breaks
stereotypical patterns and as such operates outwards effectively,
if not even contagiously.

4. WHAT KIND OF MODERN PUBLIC DIPLOMACY?

»A modern diplomat can be anyone that identifies himself/herself
with the values of a certain country within the international com-
munity and the humanitarian models of solving the open dilem-
mas of globalization.« (Gucek, 2003: 3)

Treating the basic assumption can assist also in understanding of
public diplomacy in modern times and the directions of its fu-
ture development. With conceptualization of the so-called mod-
ern public diplomacy it is essential to take into account that the
environment from which today the functional need for public
diplomacy is deriving, is irreversibly changing, especially with
the revolutionary development of communication channels and
information technologies and as such dictates modern (conven-
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tional and alternative) methods of public diplomacy activities.
The international community of the 21st century is defined by
many paradoxes and oppositions, such as processes of fragmenta-
tion and integration (so-called fragmegration). The international
relations and diplomacy, while at the same time present-day wars,
are occurring today in interdependent global networks of actors,
information and ideas, where media, information-technology
and ideal spaces are overgrowing the state territory and with this
also the traditional concepts of sovereignty and power (Rosenau,
1999). The present-day international community is »a bowl for
whisking eggs, which contains shells of sovereignty, while the
omelet of the global community is being made.« (Booth, 1991
in Rosenau, 1999: 6). In post-Newton metaphor, which is repre-
senting the present-day global politics, on the (global) pool table
count not only the additional balls (new actors), but also and fore-
most game dynamics and interaction between the balls, a new
key factor being goods/basis, on which the game is played (Ron-
feldt and Arquilla, 1999: 8). Important issue here is of course com-
munication or even imagination, where things that are presented
through media, especially through global television networks,
such as CNN, as real and is also perceived as real, which is today
factually represented in the so-called ‘wag-the-dog’ foreign policy
or rather in mediatisation or even virtualization of the present-
day armed conflicts.

According to our opinion the concept of public diplomacy is in
such an environment becoming a dominant concept of present-
day diplomacy for the 21st century. Despite numerous predic-
tions of the end of diplomacy the new context of international
relations is dictating even more diplomacy, which is in its basic
communication function remaining central. The present-day
(public) diplomacy as such already in its core contains communi-
cation activities, where communication is not a purpose in itself,
but is joined with concrete foreign policy content, effects, val-
ues and norms and is despite this strategically planned as silence
(Plavsak, 2004). With this new conceptual questions are being
raised on different levels, that are showing the trends of a future
r/evolution of public diplomacy and its activity.
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On the level of actors (so-called communicators and addressees):
in the field of public diplomacy there in addition to traditional
diplomatic agents (governments, authorized representatives)
others are also active - media, nongovernmental organizations,
economic subjects, individuals, etc.

On the level of channels and work methods: the traditional diplo-
matic channels and work methods are importantly complement-
ed by the use of modern media.

On the level of content and »mission« public diplomacy is not
only acting out its national foreign politics, but is in the modern
international relations dealing also with the actual global ques-
tions, while partially also in a function of advancing the economy,
encouraging cultural understanding, development of coopera-
tion with the civil society, etc.

The present-day operation methods of the public diplomacy can
be understood as complementary and to some measure conver-
gent: on one side the role of the traditional diplomacy is preserved
as defined by the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic relations
(1961), while on the other side it is complemented and enlarged
(in the sense of an added value) by network, communication and
market ways of operating. Modern diplomats are coping with new
challenges and tasks: on one side with their professional activity
they are more and more depending on the mass media and the
contents transmitted by these, while on the other side they have
to preserve the support of different publics for their foreign poli-
cy and to nurture its pleasant image, with which they are becom-
ing a sort of public relations and media representatives, commu-
nication managers and coordinators (Plavsak, 2002: 116-117). At
the same time they have to remain in their primary role pro-active
and profound: timely and holistically recognizing and responding
to the development of international relations, determining agen-
das, opening questions, forming coalitions, international regimes
or order, catalyzing collective action etc. (Sharp, 1999: 41). We
can speak of modern public diplomacy as network, moderator
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and catalyst diplomacy (Hocking, 2002; Livingston, 2002), which
communicates in the networks of actors, including media, transla-
tions, mediations, filtering, analysis and interpretation of interna-
tional and foreign policy matters with an added value. Therefore
in the field of foreign politics and international relations a public
partnership will have to gain importance, where the state will re-
direct itself into the moderating role on the basis of cooperation
and coordination with the interested, relevant actors, while pub-
lic diplomacy will be representing the intermediate part between
the regulation and self-regulation (Gucek, 2003: 2).

5. CONCLUSION

In this article we defined the concept of public diplomacy in its
basic pre-assumptions. We have warned of the most commonly
stated, generalized, paradoxical and even wrong statements,
which are showing a »free« understanding of public diplomacy.
We have also treated the present-day public diplomacy in the dy-
namical context of international relations and showed further
directions of its development. In this way, we showed that the
present-day public diplomacy is understood as integral, network
concept that is fundamentally operating mostly in cross-section
with other dimensions of foreign policy and international proc-
esses (economical, cultural, communication-media, scientific,
educational, etc.).

By treating the basic concept and trends of public diplomacy we
desired to draw a framework for the analysis and recognition of
the potential of Slovenian public diplomacy and its future direc-
tions. The main key for founded and concrete recommendations
on needed reforms in the existing structures and practices can,
according to our opinion, present only an exact overview of the
momentary situation in Slovenia and a comparative analysis with
other comparable diplomacies. On this spot can be located our
most fundamental and concluding recommendation that the
Slovenian public diplomacy has to adopt a perspective to become
a true European diplomacy, to strive for th