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Introduction

The Muslim world, 58 countries and territories with significant Muslim
publics, is one of the most rapidly expanding demographics that will
command the attention of public diplomacy practitioners in the fore-
seeable future. The challenge for Western nations in recent years has
included balancing their global interests against the disdain projected
by a relatively small clan of extremists. Among several lessons the last
decade has taught us, it is evident that a communication problem exists
between the United States and Muslim world that neither the Obarma
effect nor upgrading public diplomacy programs can solve, apparently.
After September 11, 2001, both US foreign policy and American pub-
lic diplomacy reflected a narrow reading of the Muslim world as a
homogenous society acceptable to traditional secular communication.
As the battle to win the hearts and minds of global Islamic communi-
ties intensified, global public diplomacy practitioners and ambassadors
informed the US Department of State that its antiquated public diplo-
macy apparatus was misguided.! Their shared perspectives implied that
only more direct measures operating from the bottom up could ensure
a positive outcome.

Against this backdrop, the American public’s choice to elect Illinois’s
Senator Barack Hussein Obama as the 44th president of the United
States of America in 2008 represented an unparalleled period in
American history, pointing toward a new political era in Washington.
From the outset, both Obama loyalists and critics alike pondered on
whether a one-term senator turned US president was capable of bal-
ancing a polarized nation, while delivering on political promises to
the international community. Amid a global economic crisis creating
an inhospitable environment to fulfill the colossal task of restoring
America’s ailing economy, efforts to balance increasing US national
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security concerns throughout the Middle East, and addressing the
Pentagon’s military objectives on the battlefield in South Asia have
both obstructed opportunities to restore relations based on mutual
trust with Muslim majority audiences. Shortsighted goals coupled
with symbolic gestures pursued under the Bush and Obama admin-
istrations frame Washington’s post-9/11 public diplomacy strategy to
reach Muslim audiences.

Looking back at the months prior to 9/11, the State Department had
implemented a shortsighted public diplomacy campaign to win the
hearts and minds of global Islamic communities by upgrading academic
programs, increasing foreign aid to Middle East allies, and depleting
US political and military capital in Afghanistan and Iraq. More than
a decade later, perceptions of America continue to decline, suggesting
both a failure of foreign policy and a breakdown of public diplomacy.
The once enthusiastic commitment to restore trust with Muslims has
dwindled considerably since Obama’s “A New Beginning” address in
Cairo, Egypt. This book draws on the attempt by a US president to
use his leverage as the leader of the world’s dominant state to motivate
1.5 billions Muslims to quell tension and help in reducing America’s
increasing trust deficit. The central argument of this book proposes
that the White House and State Department move beyond relying on
symbols, as demonstrated in Cairo, to consider a more practicable and
realistic response that reaches the core of global Islamic communities.

Beyond Cairo

On June 4, 2009, Obama embarked on the groundbreaking mission
to improve America’s standing with the Muslim world, delivering
the watershed address, “A New Beginning” at Cairo University. The
US president’s visit marked the administration’s first major attempt at
“extending a hand to the Muslim world,”? amid tensions surround-
ing a potentially nuclear Iran. Just a year later the Arab world would
become engulfed in subsequent uprisings. Despite being criticized for
promoting a new way forward, Obama appointed Farah A. Pandith
as US Special Representative to Muslim Communities and Special
Envoy Rashad Hussain to the Organization of Islamic Cooperation. In
addition, several discontinued academic/cultural exchanges and public
diplomacy programs targeting Muslim women and youth were rein-
stated, special envoy visits to Muslim majority countries were launched,
and State Department officials extended Bush era engagement measures
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that overlapped one-way public diplomacy and nation-branding prac-
tices, while maintaining a narrow outreach agenda limited primarily
to Arab audiences. Considering the Obama administration’s innova-
tive measures, why then are confidence levels in American leadership
and efforts to fulfill promises made at Cairo dwindling? Is it feasible
we assume that one-way communication tools are sufficient to engage
religion-based societies that generally practice two-way communica-
tion as a primary communicative action?

In answering the question of whether Washington’s political promise
to engage the Muslim world was foiled by inexpert critical judgment,
this book explores the origin of Washington’s political apprehensive-
ness toward religion in the public sphere, and the impact of neocon-
servative special interests to guide American foreign policy and its
communication apparatus after 9/11. Did US neoconservative special
interests groups purposely derail forward-thinking efforts to engage
global Islamic communities? Has the misconception that America is
a Christian nation eroded the reassurance of the concept of religious
pluralism as offered under the Establishment Clause? These and other
essential questions are surveyed in parallel with the concepts explored
in Beyond Cairo, which establish the most significant moment under
Barack Obama’s 2009-2012 term, when an American president pub-
licly introduced measures to engage the Muslim world—though many
overlooked the need to build long-term relations with nonelite Muslims
at the grassroots level.

The conceptual structure of Beyond Cairo addresses the notion that
short-term symbolic gestures are effective in winning hearts and minds.
From a philosophical position, the concept of moving beyond Cairo
proposes that the White House and State Department not rest upon the
laurels acquired from Obama’s “New Beginning Address.” Therefore,
Beyond Cairo insinuates that US government officials in particular:

* Acknowledge that US policymaking has entered the postsecular
era (a period of an unprecedented worldwide resurgence in reli-
gilous activity confronting international relations) necessitating
that state actors become cognizant of religious aspirations as they
set out to restore trust with Muslim majority audiences;

* Evaluate the State Department’s unsuccessful secular communica-
tion approaches that often overlook implementing trained experts
to carry out two-way engagement at the grassroots level;

* Give consideration to expanding US-Muslim outreach beyond
its narrow fixation on the Arab world, thereby including broad
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US-Muslim engagement opportunities in African and South East
Asian countries where religion-based conflict and sectarian strife
are salient; and

* Overcome preconceived myths in the US political sphere about
the religion of Islam and of Muslims at home and abroad as pro-
voked by conservative special interests in Washington.

Maintaining a Sustained Effort

Despite shifting America’s foreign interest in 2011 to the Asia-Pacific
region, which includes increasing America’s military presence in north-
ern Australia to deter a rising China and an unstable North Korea, key
political decisions and security concerns guarantee that US-Muslim
outreach must remain at the front and center as a major national security
priority over the next decade or more. Meeting with Afghan president,
Hamid Karzai on May 2, 2012, Obama signed an agreement on future
cooperation to keep US troops in Afghanistan until 2024 (despite a
2014 drawdown). This single measure is capable of inciting tension that
is likely to span the next three US presidential administrations.

From America’s relations with the Jewish state of Israel to its trans-
continental energy partnership with Saudi Arabia, both the US gov-
ernment and key private sector industries for nearly a century have
destabilized the Middle East region, placing new demands on the role
of public diplomacy in connecting with Muslim audiences. The spread
of Islamist teaching in madrassas in Pakistan, the undetermined direc-
tion of the Arab Spring (with the rise of new political actors such as the
Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt), and interestingly, the frequent collapse
of Middle East peace talks indicate that stronger measures that function
from the bottom up are required. If this is the case, then attention at
the grassroots level of the nonelite base should serve as focus of the State
Department’s central public diplomacy in the coming decade.

These and other security measures such as civil strife and increasing
death tolls in religion-based countries due to intractable conflict rein-
force the argument on why sustained public diplomacy measures with
the Muslim world are significant to maintaining US national security.
Just over the last few years, new media tools and investigative report-
ing have shed light on internal events taking place in Afghanistan,
which were successful at unsettling the emotions of Muslims while
enraging insurgents. This was highlighted by the murders and decapi-
tation of Afghan civilians by a four-man US soldier “Kill Team” in the
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spring of 2010, videos of American soldiers urinating on the corpses of
dead Taliban fighters in January 2012, the desecration of the Quran at
Bagram Air Field Military Base that led to over 40 retaliatory deaths in
February 2012, the mass murder of 16 innocent civilians in Kandahar
province by US Army Staff Sergeant Robert Bales in March 2012, and
controversial photos uncovered by the Los Angeles Times in April 2012
depicting US paratroopers posing with the remains of suicide bomb-
ers. Both the Quran burning and Kandahar massacre are irreconcilable
incidents, which send the message to global Islamic communities that
neither the United States nor its military forces respect the religious
infrastructure of the Afghan people, which infuriates some people,
while making others more vulnerable to the Taliban’s and al-Qaeda’s
ideology regarding the West. Arguably, these incendiary developments
are a direct result of Washington’s haphazard efforts to deliver suc-
cessful results, which often means dealing with failures in intelligence
and launching counterinsurgency operations at an accelerated rate that
are rooted in a success-over-understanding posture. This form of activity
centers especially on discounting key human rights and socioreligious
elements that are instrumental to religion-based societies.

This book argues that the key alternative for Washington at this
juncture is ensuring all measures to sustain efforts that work toward
repairing the US-Muslim world trust deficit. This must include pre-
scribing a shift in the mentality of: (i) how state actors approach religious
issues in international relations, (ii) consideration toward the value of
both secular and sacred actors engaged in the dialogical setting, and
(i11) implementing expertise to restore relations from the bottom up.
Making sense of these measures, Phillip M. Taylor reminds us, “You
can’t fight a war against an idea, at least not with tanks and bombs and
missiles. That is why the West is losing the propaganda war and why it
will continue to lose it, and indeed make it harder to win...It needs to
recognize that if it continues to be waged with hard power it will not
be the ‘Long War’ but the ‘Forever War.””

Making the Case

Beyond Cairo explores a set of new challenges confronting the formation
of the relationship between state and nonstate actors, in the context of
the State Department’s post-9/11 collapse of public diplomacy with the
Muslim world. This new postsecular era invites new challenges that
traditional state-to-state actor diplomacy is incapable of handling. The
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case is made here that restoring US-Muslim world engagement begins
with revitalizing the mindset of US state actors, in an era demanding
competence in religio-cultural understanding and awareness of a soci-
ety’s social terrain. America’s awkward relationship with religion in the
public sphere is the reason behind its disastrously ineffective strategy
to reach out to Muslims, whether by keeping them at arm’s length
via one-way communication, or by relying on short-term symbolic
gestures.

This book will focus on the role of US public diplomacy as con-
sidered and pursued after 9/11 in three parts. Part 1: “Demystifying
the Communication Game” explores a set of immediate challenges
that over the last decade or more have disrupted US-Muslim world
communicative relations. Whether relying on state-centric approaches
or on fear manufactured by neoconservative special interest groups, I
argue that a reassessment of Washington’s narrow political mindset is
essential to promote broad measures that include a “new public diplo-
macy’ that helps to cultivate relations between state/nonstate actors.
Chapter One makes the argument that rather than the US Department
of State setting out to establish trust or applying consistent two-way
communication opportunities that function from the bottom up, its
post-9/11 public diplomacy response relied on antiquated one-way
communication tools that led to an increased trust deficit with the
Muslim world. Chapter Two debunks the communication game by
exploring the role of fear manufactured by conservative forces and
the influence of American Judeo-Christian special interests groups as
two divisive forces injurious to US policy on Muslim world outreach.
Chapter Three sharpens this analysis by focusing on the evolving “new
public diplomacy” argument that introduces both broad and innovative
measures to enrich state and nonstate actor engagement. The general
argument here is that a new way of thinking rooted in tolerance and
dedicated to pursuing dialogue-based public diplomacy is the practi-
cable way forward with predominantly religious audiences.

Part 2: “Crusading US National Security” explores the influence
and impact of conservative-led religious and academic theories that
shaped US policymakers attitudes and the American public diplomacy
environment between 2001 and 2008. Here we will survey how the
State Department engaged the Muslim world through communica-
tion and why a “neocon” led agenda disrupted the establishment of
long-term sustainable efforts. Chapter Four explores several dimen-
sions of post-9/11 public diplomacy, thereby moving beyond “what”
precisely contributed to distorting the engagement process to “how”
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exactly neoconservative-led interests derailed efforts to build trust.
Chapter Five evaluates how this influence coupled by the absence of a
dialogue-based public diplomacy approach hampered outreach efforts
during the Bush era. Attention is given in this chapter to the epic fail-
ure of Charlotte Beers and Karen P. Hughes and their executive-level
efforts to overlap nation branding and public diplomacy measures to
sell America’s values to Muslim audiences. Chapter Six provides an
analysis of the Obama Doctrine on US Muslim Outreach, a set of
formal policies and positions employed between 2009 and 2011. This
chapter defends the position that a commitment to restore trust with
the Muslim world requires dialogue-based public diplomacy measures
that set out to convene state and nonstate actors in a dialogical setting
at the grassroots level.

By accomplishing this task, Part 3: “Reshaping the Communicative
Context” will establish a new path to engaging Muslim audiences by
proposing a new framework to carry out a shift in diplomatic mental-
ity, communication strategy, and representation. Considerable empha-
sis is given in this last section to the dialogical function of effective
state/nonstate actor engagement and postsecular communication as a
tool to enrich dialogical opportunities. It is against the backdrop of the
Arab Spring that the case is made in chapter seven that Washington
was blindsided because a communication structure capable of getting
teedback from the grassroots perspectives was nonexistent. This chap-
ter proposes that both the White House and State Department take
into consideration seasoned proposals prescribing the establishment
of a new corps of specialists adept in religion and culture to pursue
dialogue-based engagement with key nonstate actors in the Muslim
world. Chapter Eight facilitates this measure by introducing an effi-
cient postsecular communication approach to enrich dialogical oppor-
tunities between state and nonstate actors that reach beyond short-term
measures and symbolic gestures.

Postsecular communication will be explored through an exami-
nation of two prominent communication theories (The Theory of
Communicative Action and Coordinated Management of Meaning).
Postsecular communication is the art of embracing a new mindset to
craft two-way communication opportunities that acknowledge the
impact of religion and citizens’ views about geopolitics by fostering
cooperative engagement between the sacred and the secular. When both
intersect, they provide a foundation to commence effective postsecular
communication training. While working within this new framework,
members of this new corps will be able to engage across sacred-secular
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lines freely from the bottom up. In such a framework, a new corps of
actors will be able to employ traditional diplomatic approaches while
practicing a new public diplomacy approach that incorporates state/
nonstate actor aspirations.

This book will serve as a companion for policymakers and practitio-
ners in their quest to comprehend the intricacies of the communication
problem between Washington and the Muslim world and recent limi-
tations in pursuing a new way forward. In addition to its contribution
to the US policymaking community, this book offers a set of cross-
cultural recommendations for global nongovernmental bodies and pri-
vate sector establishments in their endeavor to engage religion-based
demographics as the Muslim world. As the relationship between the
private and public becomes an increasingly important topic in global
affairs, the cross-cultural analyst will benefit by drawing upon this
study as a case, to conclude that religion-based societies warrant direct
two-way engagement in order to establish effectual relations.



PART 1

Demystifying the Communication Game



CHAPTER ONE

Engaging the Muslim World

The future of American public diplomacy is an important and increas-
ingly popular topic of inquiry as anti-Americanism dominates parts of the
Arab and larger Muslim world. Debate between American think tanks
pursuing private foreign policy agendas and contemporary public diplomacy
practitioners in search of a new way forward offers an appropriate starting
point to assess a new set of challenges confronting Washington’s most vital
communication apparatus. While American public diplomacy experienced
relative success during the Cold War era, a turning point, months prior to
and after 9/11, illustrated that an outmoded one-way transmission model
of communication coupled with contemporary nation-branding approaches
was no match when selling America to a value-defined, religion-based, and
socially constructed Arab world. During this period, a paradox emerged
with America’s post-9/11 communication efforts, which moved counter
to the foundational goals of public diplomacy. This chapter argues that
rather than establishing trust or applying long-term two-way communica-
tion opportunities with global Islamic communities, America’s post-9/11
public diplomacy response centered on short-term one-sided messaging
leading to a wider trust deficit with the Muslim world. Therefore, three
principal components contributed to the paradox and failure of post-9/11
public diplomacy: (i) the promotion of adverse foreign policies fo target key
audiences in the Arab world against the backdrop of a chaotic history of
US-Mid East foreign relations, (ii) relying on short-term messaging that
overlapped public diplomacy with nation branding, and (iii) discounting
the role of both religion and culture when analyzing the social terrain of
target audiences in the Muslim world. As several post-9/11 public diplo-
macy attempts failed at connecting with Arab audiences, a renewal in
strategy and representation are required in a new global era where nonstate
actors are increasingly vital in setting the international agenda.
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New Realities

According to the dominant theoretical approach in analyzing interna-
tional relations, political realism proposes that states are the most impor-
tant actors in the international system. It claims that the state exists in
a dangerous and anarchic world, where the pursuit of national interests
is accompanied by the desire of the states to acquire power at any cost.
Since signing the Peace of Westphalia in 1648—ending the Thirty
Years” War that led to the creation of the modern nation-state—political
realism has become influential in Western political thought, dominat-
ing the interest of states and state actors in the Westphalian system for
nearly four centuries.

The premise of traditional realism is accentuated in the three S’s, or
what is considered its widely held beliefs: statism, survival, and self-help.
Statism asserts that nation-states are the main actors and preserving
state sovereignty is a principal trait in statecraft. This belief 1s held in
high regard in the realist tradition, considering the conviction that
nation-states are born out of war and are destined to place national and
security interests over morality and ideology. “For realists, ideologies do
not matter much, nor do religions or other cultural factors with which
states may justify their actions””! Furthering this perspective, noted
political realist Hans Morgenthau maintains in the “Six Principles of
Political Realism” that “For realism, theory consists in ascertaining facts
and giving them meaning through reason.”” In this tradition, both the
subjects of religion and ideology are regarded as nonsecular elements
that are largely incomprehensible if approached through intellectual
deductive reasoning. This state-centric approach in international rela-
tions produces a critical reading of legitimacy, thereby discounting the
religious and cultural perspectives held by nonstate actors are unjustifi-
able, creating a new set of challenges in this post—Cold War era.

The second principle, survival, asserts that the state must ensure
its interests, which generally result from the accumulation of power
within the international system, whether acquired through peaceful
or violent means. According to political realists, power is regarded
as a precondition for a state to achieve its supreme national inter-
ests to become the dominant state within the international system.
Survival and the preservation of state sovereignty rest upon the third
principle, self-help. The basis of this tenet contends that the state must
rely solely on itself for survival, therefore, pursuing national interests
may prove detrimental within an international system perceived as
anarchic.
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As the three S’s underscore, the widely held realist tradition, politi-
cal realism, as an influential global worldview, is confronted in this
global era by a set of new realities that crystallize the fact that states and
state actors are no longer the principal agents shaping the international
agenda. Liberal secular Western nations today are having to readjust
to this reality that is forcing state actors within the United States and
Britain to acknowledge the liberal or idealist perspective in international
relations that true survival and peaceful coexistence between states no longer
hinges on power politics or trumpeting military power. Peaceful coex-
istence and true survival between states in this era rely more on effective
diplomatic communication between actors. In addition to the first real-
ity, the second acknowledges that the realist tradition is challenged on
the basis of its worldview that discounts morality and ideology as nonle-
gitimate matters in world politics. An emerging new reality confronting
the realist worldview is shaped in part by the fact that moral and cultural
ideals are moving center stage, creating intrastate clashes between state
and nonstate actors linked to worldwide religious movements. This is
marked in the new global era by the proliferation of nonstate actors or
new players and their presence in setting the international agenda. Hence,
the ongoing shift toward a new reality and proliferation of new players is
of particular interest to traditional diplomacy and especially the practice
of contemporary public diplomacy.

Traditional diplomacy—the practice of nation-state negotiation or
negociation continuelle—is conducted by state actors on behalf of gov-
ernments so that they might achieve their national interests. G. R.
Berridge informs us that, “Diplomacy is an essentially political activity
and, a well resourced, and skillful, and major ingredient of power. Its
chief purpose is to enable states to secure their objects of their for-
eign policies without resort to force, propaganda, or law. It follows
that diplomacy consists of communication between officials designed
to promote foreign policy either by formal agreement or tacit adjust-
ment.” Since the end of the Cold Wiar, it is evident that many US
state actors are forced to adjust from their traditional state-centric pos-
ture to reconsider the perspectives and ideals of the new players. This
includes moving away from discounting the aspirations and perspec-
tives, especially those of nonelites living in traditional societies that are
socially constructed, culturally diverse, and religion-based, as they are
throughout the Muslim world.

Communication theorist, R. S. Zaharna, captures this perspective
in the study, Battle to Bridges. She highlights that in this new global
era there are generally four different types of nonstate actors that
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include: transnational corporations who exchange more than a trillion
dollars a day in international markets; nongovernmental organizations that
increased from 176 in 1909 to an estimated 62,036 in 2008; international
media outlets that are privately owned and are driven by a 24/7 news
cycle; and prominent individuals and private actors as, for example, celebri-
ties like UN Goodwill Ambassadors.* While these particular new players
are gaining prominence, it is the emergence of nonelite players living
in religion-based societies who are linked to transnational movements
that present unparallel challenges to nation-states and state actors. Such
actors are significant to the discussion in this study. For this reason, we
look to Jan Melissen’s description of the current adjustment underway
in the field of diplomacy. He writes:

Diplomacy in a traditionalist view is depicted as a game where
the roles and responsibilities of actors in international relations are
clearly delineated. This picture no longer resembles the much more
fuzzy world of postmodern transnational relations—a world, for
that matter, in which most actors are not nearly as much in control
as they would like to be. Moreover, the interlocutors of today’s
foreign service officers are not necessarily their counterparts, but a
wide variety of people that are either involved in diplomatic activ-
ity or are on the receiving end of international politics.

Melissen’s description of the present sea change transpiring in inter-
national politics is led by a demand for transnational cooperation that
emerges when states and state actors adjust their traditional posture to
accept the presence of new players, thereby, providing a new oppor-
tunity to ensure peaceful coexistence within the international system.
“Such openness and multi-level cooperation calls for the active pursuit
of more collaborative diplomatic relations with various types of actors.”
This adjustment is of particular interest to the practice of American
public diplomacy. Hence, if this adjustment is required by states and
nonstate actors to ensure peaceful coexistence in this new era, it is of
equal importance that we assess how either consideration toward or
discounting of this shift may impact the practice of US state-nonstate
actor engagement.

The Role of Public Diplomacy

As is the case with most fields of study that are shaped by interna-
tional events and critical periods in history, global public diplomacy is
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currently evolving in both concept and practice. Unlike most terms in
the field of political science, public diplomacy lacks what some practi-
tioners may regard as a universally accepted definition that contextu-
alizes both concept and practice. For this reason, the term propaganda
is often applied interchangeably with public diplomacy, though both
have what some will agree are two different meanings.

Generally defined as the dissemination of deceptive or misleading
information, for centuries the practice of propaganda (with origins
reaching far back to the Catholic Church’s 1622 declaration against
Protestants, Sacra Congregatio de Propaganda Fide) has maintained a dis-
turbing undertone yielding references to manipulation and deception.
Fullerton and Kendrick denote in their study that “propaganda is neu-
trally defined as a systemic form of persuasion which attempts to influ-
ence the emotions, attitudes, opinions, and action of specific target
audiences for ideological, political or commercial purposes through the
controlled transmission of one-sided messages (which may or may not
be factual) via mass and direct media channels.”” Propaganda as a com-
municative action seeks to benefit the “propagandist” or the nation dis-
seminating propaganda, rather than building two-way channels with
foreign audiences.

Thus, the principal difference between propaganda and public diplo-
macy hinges primarily on the intention of both the message and the
messenger. Where propaganda is generally concerned with one-sided
communication, in contrast, public diplomacy is a communicative pro-
cess concerned with building two-way communication between states
and foreign audiences with the purpose of influencing public opinion.
Coined by former US Foreign Service officer and dean of the Fletcher
School of Law and Diplomacy in 1965, Edmund Gullion contends that
public diplomacy “encompasses dimensions of international relations
beyond traditional diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of public
opinion in other countries; the interaction of private groups and inter-
ests in one country with another; the reporting of foreign affairs and
its impact on policy communication between those whose job is com-
municating, as diplomats and foreign correspondents; and the process
of intercultural communication.”®

In recent years, as the new and expanding field evolves, so does its
definition. According to the USC Center on Public Diplomacy at the
Annenberg School:

In the past few decades, public diplomacy has been widely seen as the
transparent means by which a sovereign country communicates
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with publics in other countries aimed at informing and influenc-
ing audiences overseas for the purpose of promoting the national
interest and advancing its foreign policy goals. In this traditional
view, public diplomacy is seen as an integral part of state-to-state
diplomacy, by which is meant the conduct of official relations,
typically in private, between official representatives (leaders and
diplomats) representing sovereign states. In this sense, public diplo-
macy includes such activities as educational exchange programs for
scholars and students; visitor programs; language training; cultural
events and exchanges; and radio and television broadcasting. Such
activities usually focused on improving the “sending” country’s
image or reputation as a way to shape the wider policy environ-
ment in the “receiving” country.’

This description can be summarized as three foundational elements of
global public diplomacy that generally include: (i) gathering perspec-
tives held by foreign audiences, (ii) assessing those perspectives which
includes developing programs (or exchanges) to aid in competing with
negative perceptions held within a foreign audience, and (iii) apply-
ing two-way communicative engagement with foreign audiences to
strengthen foreign relations. Shedding light on this perspective with
regard to American public diplomacy, Ambassador William Rugh
says:

Public diplomacy can be defined as informing, engaging, and
influencing foreign publics in support of a country’s national
interests. Public diplomacy professionals work towards these ends
in several ways. First, they help explain to foreign audiences the
rationale for the policies of the administration in office, as well as
the American public’s support for these policies. Second, they help
these audiences understand American society and culture. Third,
they provide policymakers with information about and analysis of,
foreign public opinion about U.S. interests.!”

Emerging into the two-way process that is present today, Gyorgy
Szondi takes the position that American public diplomacy was shaped
particularly by the Cold War and is divided into three different stages.
The first extends over a period of four decades, when American ideals
were projected throughout Eastern Europe between the 1940s and early
1990s. The second began with the collapse of the Berlin Wall, when
American public diplomacy entered a dormant period resulting from
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budgetary cuts, and the Clinton administration merging the United
States Information Agency (USIA) public diplomacy apparatus into the
US Department of State. The second stage, however, was marked by
the attack of the World Trade Center and what is regarded as post-9/11
public diplomacy. The third stage (or post-9/11 era) is defined, to a
large extent, by the missteps and current adjustments underway toward
the presence of new influential nonstate actors shaping the aspirations
and perspectives of audiences in parts of the Muslim world."

As covered later 1n this chapter, several months prior to and after
9/11 the State Department had concurred with other vital US agencies
that America suffered from an explicit image problem induced by both
an American history of inconsistent foreign policies in the Middle East,
and by post-9/11 muilitary activities in Afghanistan and Iraq. Thus, to
a large extent, American public diplomacy throughout this third stage
has focused primarily on projecting a message that works in conjunc-
tion with the US military agenda to combat terror and the spread of
anti-Americanism. Entangled in a battle to win hearts and minds,
Philip Seib suggests that too many American public diplomacy ven-
tures in this third phase are “rooted in cold war-era thinking and are
most noteworthy for their lack of imagination. Not surprisingly, they
are not accomplishing what needs to be done.”!?

Holding to nostalgic approaches that were vital to the USIA in its
dissemination of propaganda to combat the spread of Communism
and efforts to conduct outreach behind the Iron Curtain, key State
Department actors prior to and after 9/11 suffered from a lack of coher-
ence on why two-way communication and relationship-based strategies
were necessary to promote transnational cooperation. The emphasis
under George W. Bush’s administration included applying a short-term
communication approach that moved parallel with Washington’s mili-
tary and intelligence objectives.

Against this emotional backdrop, getting America’s message out
became Washington’s goal, while the Arab and Islamic world
became Washington’s primary target audience. Not only were
the hijackers from this area, but it was also where many believed
the U.S. image was most distorted. The two-prong goal of U.S.
public diplomacy entailed promoting U.S. values, while trying to
marginalize and isolate the terrorists’ messages. .. They repeatedly
voiced concerns that the war on terrorism appeared to be a war of
civilizations pitting the West against Islam.'?
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Despite the well-funded and robust one-way communication efforts
to engage the Arab and Muslim worlds by the State Department after
9/11, public diplomacy practitioners are comprehending that a set of
broad and holistic strategies that seek to accommodate a new set of
players in international relations is imperative to ensure US national
security. Regarded as the “new public diplomacy,” its conception and
practice stands in distinction to traditional public diplomacy, which is
essentially state-centric and vaguely recognizes the vital importance of
engagement with nonstate actors.

This view aims to capture the emerging trends in international
relations where a range of non-state actors with some standing in
world politics—supranational organizations, sub-national actors,
non-governmental organizations, and (in the view of some) even
private companies—communicate and engage meaningfully with
foreign publics and thereby develop and promote public diplo-
macy policies and practices of their own...As a result, a new
public diplomacy is seen as taking place in a system of mutually
beneficial relations that is no longer state-centric but composed of
multiple actors and networks, operating in a fluid global environ-
ment of new issues and contexts.'

While several studies investigate why post-9/11 American public diplo-
macy failed, here we will assess this failure in the context of the current
sea change in international politics linked to new demands presented
by a new era ridden by polarization. In doing so, we will comprehend
how a narrow post-9/11 American public diplomacy campaign failed in
its attempt in building relations with the Muslim world. As the founda-
tional elements of public diplomacy focus on promoting broad oppor-
tunities that are inclusive, it is evident why failure occurred, and how
post-9/11 public diplomacy is regarded as paradoxical, due especially
to: (1) America’s adverse foreign policy in the Arab and larger Muslim
world, (ii) the State Department’s application of one-sided messaging
attempts that overlapped public diplomacy with nation branding, and
(ii1) discounting the role of religion and culture when analyzing the
social terrain of Muslim majority nations.

Adverse Foreign Policymaking

Washington’s foreign policy goals over the last decade revolved around
securing America’s energy interest and the spread of democracy within
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Muslim majority countries in an effort to curb global terrorism. In
meeting these demands, a clear reality stands that the United States, in
its dealings with Arab nations, for more than half a century, has never
held consistent foreign relations with Muslim audiences. Recalling
America’s energy interest and the demand for “Islamic oil” in the Arab
world, Juan Cole writes:

Among the major drivers of Islamic Anxiety is the dependence
of the United State and its major allies on petroleum and gas pro-
duced in the Persian Gulf. As the twenty-first century unfolds,
and as oil producers with shallow reserves exhaust them, and as
those producers with growing economies export less and less, the
world will increasingly depend on Islamic oil. The United States’
status as a global superpower was built on the basis of cheap
energy, including coal, petroleum, and natural gas. Petroleum
underpins America’s entire transportation system, and hence [its]
way of life.”

Over the last decade, the concentration of American foreign policy to
curb Islamic anxiety—rthat leads to terrorism and asymmetrical warfare—was
led by the Bush administration’s commitment to promoting democra-
tization. Committed to the democratic peace thesis, the Bush White
House and State Department built its argument on their right to enter
Iraq upon the conception that liberal democratic states generally show
restraint in their relationship with other democracies and they should
stand together against authoritarian states—though several limitations
to this argument exist. Esposito reminds us that, “It is against this back-
drop that the United States desires stable, secular democracies in the
Muslim countries it views as supporting terrorism, with the successful
creation of such democracies being the ultimate measure of victory in
the ‘war on terrorism.”!®

Both America’s energy interests and its agenda on democratization
throughout the Arab world contributed to a historical process of adverse
foreign policymaking that undermined post-9/11 public diplomacy
efforts. Ensuring Washington’s foreign policy agenda required leading
a Western-led military campaign in two predominantly Muslim coun-
tries, while employing one-sided public diplomacy initiatives to pacify
global Islamic communities. These one-sided transmission models of
communication moved from Washington to the Muslim world as the
aspirations and perspective of nonelites fell upon deaf ears. In American
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foreign policy, Melissen points out that the aims of public diplomacy
are not achievable

if they are believed to be inconsistent with a country’s foreign
policy or military actions. US policies towards the Middle East or
its military presence in Iraq, for instance, undermine the credibil-
ity of public diplomacy ... Another lesson from the US experience
is that sound policies may be of enormous support to public diplo-
macy, but that money and muscle are no guarantee for success. The
availability of unparalleled financial and media resources does not
prevent small non-state actors, even terrorists, from being more
successful in their dealing with critical international audiences."”

However, in recent years several debates and public enquiries have sur-
faced on the failure of US-Arab and larger Muslim world public diplo-
macy efforts. Though misreading the social and religious terrain of
Muslim majority countries and the application of one-sided messaging
severely crippled the State Department’s public diplomacy efforts, its
principal failure is linked to Washington’s well-established and adverse
foreign policy in the Arab world.

For example, over the last half-century, Washington’s commitment
to the Jewish state raises suspicions throughout the Arab world about
whether the United States is a trusted partner in the international sys-
tem. As expressed in public opinions taken from Arab audiences, find-
ings reveal that suspicion toward America is linked to Washington’s
affiliation with a loose coalition of individuals, conservative special
interest groups, and think tanks dedicated to steering American foreign
policy in a pro-Israel direction. Regarding the American public senti-
ment, Noam Chomsky contends,

A large majority of Americans oppose U.S. government policy and
support the international consensus on a two-state settlement—in
recent polls, it’s called the “Saudi Plan,” referring to the position
of the Arab League, supported by virtually the entire world apart
from the United States and Israel. Furthermore, a large majority
think that the United States should deny aid to either of the con-
tending parties—Israel and the Palestine—if they do not negotiate
in good faith toward this element. This is one of a great many
illustrations of a huge gap between public opinion and public pol-
icy on critical issues.'®
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Thus, two general arguments surround Washington’s unwavering sup-
port for Israel. The first argument that Israel is a strategic asset is often
presented by US state actors, alluding to America’s strong bilateral
relationship with the Jewish state that serves the strategic purpose of
disrupting pan-Arab nationalism and ensuring that transnational cor-
porations meet their energy interest in the region. This is substantiated
by America’s increasing financial support to Israel. Presently, Israel is
the largest cumulative recipient of US foreign assistance of nearly $3
billion in annual grants.

Outlined in the September 2010 CRS Report for Congress, Jeremy
Shark points to Israel’s strategic asset status.

For decades, the United States and Israel have maintained strong
bilateral relations based on a number of factors, including strong
domestic U.S. support for Israel; shared strategic goals in the
Middle East (concern over Iran, Syria, Islamic extremism); shared
democratic values; and historic ties dating from U.S. support for
the creation of Israel in 1948. U.S. foreign aid has been a major
component in cementing and reinforcing these ties.!”

The second argument implies that America’s support for the Jewish
state is underpinned by a moral rationale. This position is taken, for
example, by conservative academics like Bernard Lewis who declare
that US-Israeli bilateral relations must be located in a moral context,
denoting the current resurgence of political Islam as a piercing threat
to Israel and the United States and the West’s Judeo-Christian values.
The controversial Mearsheimer and Walt study argues that America’s
moral support for Israel rests on several contentious arguments. These
include:

Specifically, Israel is said to deserve generous and nearly uncondi-
tional U.S. support because it is weak and surrounded by enemies
dedicated to destroying it; it is a democracy, which is a mor-
ally preferable form of government; the Jewish people have suf-
tered greatly from past crimes; Israel’s conduct has been morally
superior to its adversaries’ behaviour, especially compared to the
Palestinians; the Palestinians rejected the generous peace offer that
Israel made at Camp David in July 2000 and opted for violence
instead; and its is clear from the Bible that Israel’s creation is God’s
will. Taken together, these arguments underpin the more general
claim that Israel is the one country in the Middle East that shares
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American values and therefore enjoys broad support among the
American people.?’

Claims that the Jewish state is either a strategic asset or America’s moral
responsibility are impressed upon by both Washington and a loose coali-
tion of state actors with motives, either to disrupt the spread of pan-Arab
nationalism, or to promote a narrow agenda that ensures US national
security and transnational energy interests are met at the expense of
regional instability. Influential nongovernmental special interest groups
instrumental in steering America’s foreign policy agenda include, for
example, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee with ties to
the US Congress, Pastor John Hagee’s Christians United for Israel, the
Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations with
links to Oval Office, and the Anti-Defamation League. According to
Mearsheimer and Walt, several US-based think tanks are instrumental
in penetrating both the American academy and foreign policy circles in
a direction favorable to conservative Judeo-Christian interests. These
include: the American Enterprise Institute, the Hudson Institute, the
Heritage Foundation, Washington Institute for Near East Policy, and
the Brooking Institute’s Saban Center for Middle East Policy.?!

Looking further at the chaotic historical process of US Middle East
foreign policy in the Arab region, we learn that it is this half-century
relationship that indubitably contributed to the decline in America’s
image among Arab audiences. While US foreign policy in the Middle
East gains many economic, diplomatic, and military successes, it suc-
ceeds at the expense of complicating relations with global Islamic com-
munities. While key leaders in the Middle East may readily embrace
America’s presence in the region (through foreign aid or military assis-
tance) nonelites often regard American military presence and its politi-
cal influence in the region as irksome. Some fear that this arrangement
has the potential to contribute to the spread of an American hege-
mony throughout the Arab world. This challenge to the American
approach interacts with an uneven US foreign policy, based partic-
ularly upon bilateral relationships with Israel and Saudi Arabia, two
regional pillars presenting different agendas inciting regional conflict
and anti-Americanism.*?

Since building relations with the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and rec-
ognizing the State of Israel in 1948, the United States got involved
itself in a growing catastrophe. Both its foreign policy and strategic
interests in the Middle East translated themselves into what is inter-
preted as an awkward form of communication by both US allies and
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foes alike throughout the Muslim world. Indicators of this commu-
nication problem are twofold, linked specifically to: (i) Muslims’ dis-
may about an American history of inconsistent foreign policymaking
in the Middle East, which includes its unbreakable bond with Israel
and America’s oil interests; and (i1) Positions held by US officials, neo-
conservatives, and academics toward the role of political Islam and
Islamic extremism projected at America and its allies.”> The context
for the growing skepticism of Muslims toward the US government
includes: Resistance toward modernization introduced by interaction
with Western nations like the United States, the prospects of spread-
ing America’s growing political and ideological influence in Islamic
society, and America’s ardent support for the state of Israel as a “stra-
tegic asset” in the Middle East.?* Each concern is shaped out of an
acute awareness by Muslims that the United States since World War II
has become a dominant power in the Middle East and that its foreign
policy is essentially crafted remote from the many aspirations and per-
spectives of nonelite Muslims in the region.

Since 1933, when King Abdel Aziz granted American oil companies
entrance into the kingdom of Saudi Arabia, the US government has
built a relationship to fulfill its oil interest (and after 1945) to establish a
geopolitical position against the Soviet Union to combat the spread of
Communism.? In achieving its contemporary goals, the United States
has to deal with a set of issues that may complicate or support its current
foreign policy approach: security in the postwar Gulf region, the Saudi
position on the Arab-Israeli conflict, arms transfers to Saudi Arabia,
Saudi external aid programs, bilateral trade relationships and oil pro-
duction, and Saudi policies involving human rights and democracy.?®
While the United States may have played on both sides of the US for-
eign policy table with Israel and Arab allies to fulfill its self-interest,
grievances of many Muslims in the region have been fueled by the
US’s relationship with the Jewish state (especially since the Six-Day
War of 1967). Since this period, US foreign aid has led to Israel’s mili-
tary strength “transforming Israel’s armed forces into one of the most
technologically sophisticated military in the world.”?” Muslims pre-
senting vocal opposition to the US’s foreign aid policy with Israel sees
its financial support for the Jewish state as an instrument abetting the
Arab-Israeli conflict. For many, this stands as a direct contradiction to
the relationship that Washington fosters with Arab nations.

One of the most recent attempts to assess the tension between US
foreign policy and its reception by Muslim communities was the
US-Muslim Engagement Project (led by former US Secretary of State
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Madeline Albright and Richard Armitage) that acknowledges uneven
US foreign policy activities and critical events occurring that color
Muslim world perceptions of American leadership and American for-
eign policy.?® The first, notably, is marked by America’s intervention and
participation (in 1948) in recognizing a homeland for Jewish settlers in
Palestine, openly leading to wide suspicion of the United States among
key Arab nation-states. By 1953, Operation Ajax (the CIA-sponsored
coup of Mohammad Mossadegh to install Shah Mohammed Reza
Pahlavi in Iran) caused tension among religious leaders in Iran and
set the stage for political Islam to emerge two decades later. Ending
Eisenhower’s first term, in 1957, the Suez Crisis would make the United
States an unlikely superpower in the region when it brokered a peace-
tul accord between Egypt, France, and Britain in an effort to restore
international control of the Suez Canal.

Pro-Israeli Foreign Policymaking

Further, the 1960s saw its share of US-Middle East foreign policy ini-
tiatives, beginning with President Kennedy’s affirmation in 1961 that
America was “committed to Israel’s right to exist, while at the same
time [assuring America’s] access to Arab oil”? (especially for America’s
European allies, which depended on the region for three-quarters of
their petroleum). After Kennedy’s assassination and Johnson’s suc-
cession in 1963, mounting tension led to the Six Day War in 1967,
where American intervention proved one-sided in settling the dis-
cord between Syria, Egypt, Jordan, and Israel. Like the Kennedy
and Johnson administrations, by 1972 the Nixon administration was
forced to confront the Middle East as well, owing to the counterattack
on Israel by the Syrians and Egyptians over the Golan Heights and the
Suez Canal.

Upon taking office, President Carter presented a public appeal for
a Palestinian homeland, which prompted a backlash by US Jewish
lobbyists and pro-Israeli supporters throughout his administration.
This challenge continued throughout his presidency, and throughout
America’s efforts to dispel the tension in the Middle East following
the Six Day War, by maintaining stability between Egypt and Israel
up to 1977. Beyond doubt, the Iranian Revolution in 1979 and the
hostage crisis thereafter became a further tipping point for Carter’s
presidency and American credibility throughout the Middle East. In
reaction to the mounting pressure from American and British interests
in the Middle East, by the 1970s, political Islam would take precedence
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as a religio-political ideology, creating an unmanageable tension in
US-Iranian relations.”

If the 1980s were given a label, it might read: the decade when the
US made friends out of enemies and enemies out of friends. This decade
saw Washington covertly supporting Islamic factions and govern-
ments whom, today, it is forced to confront (for example, the Afghan
Mujahedeen [later becoming the Taliban] in the US’s proxy war against
the Soviets) as it sought to contain Communism. During this period,
the Reagan administration took centre stage in carrying out its implicit
foreign policy objectives to contain Communism in Central and South
Asia, even if it meant funding the militant Mujahedeen and openly
regarding the faction as “freedom fighters.”** The events that occurred
during the Reagan administration would include Israel’s withdrawal
from the Sinai in 1982, the same year as its invasion of Lebanon; the
failure of the Middle East peace process in the early 1980s; the rise
of Hezbollah in 1983; and, the unforgettable the Iran-Contra Affair.
By the time George H. W. Bush took office in 1989, Iraq’s invasion
of Kuwait and America’s Gulf War military intervention in Iraq con-
tributed to generating negative perceptions held by Iraqis toward the
United States. Al-Marashi and Durlacher suggest:

Iraqi perceptions of the US were [affected] by certain events that
were shared by other Arabs who hold critical views of American
foreign policy. The first factor is American support for Israel,
which became US policy after the 1967 Arab-Israeli war and con-
tinues to the present. Iraqis seem to express almost equal hostility
towards Israel and the US support for this country. The second
factor that formed Iraqi perceptions of the US was the 1991
Gulf war. Regardless of whether or not the Iragi masses agreed
with Hussein’s decision to invade Kuwait, most Iraqis hoped for
a negotiated settlement to avoid war, and they formed critical
opinions of the US when it did launch a war which devastated
their nation yet kept their dictator intact. Lastly, whether Iraqis
supported the Hussein regime or not, they universally suffered
under UN imposed sanctions. During this period, many Iraqis
blamed America for perpetuating these sanctions that hurt the
Iraqgi people.®

Arguably, the 1990s would become the most hostile decade of the
twentieth century for the United States, and one in which its solid
relations with some Muslim countries, their dictators and Islamic
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fundamentalist factions such as the Taliban and Iraq’s Saddam
Hussein, became tenuous.>* During this period, Muslim extremist
movements were not as successful as earlier in toppling governments
in such countries as Algeria, Uzbekistan, and Chechnya. With many
of these countries perturbed by American dominance in Muslim
majority nations, Muslim extremist groups began shifting their stra-
tegic interests and attacks toward the United States and other Western
countries.

Al-Qaeda aftiliates were involved in attacks on the World Trade
Center in 1993, US embassies in East Africa in 1998, and the USS
Cole in 2000. Their core justification for attacking the US was
to free the Muslim world—particularly the Arab lands that house
Islam’s sacred sites—from what they saw as Western domination.
Pushing the West out of Muslim lands was to be the first step
toward overthrowing the governments they saw as illegitimate,
and establishing true Islamic states.®

By the 1990s, the Clinton administration showed some promise in
its landmark success with the Oslo Accords (a tenuous accord signed
between Israel’s Yitzak Rabin and Yasser Arafat, Chairman of the
Palestinian Liberation Movement). The legacy of Camp David II in
July 2000, where a settlement between the United States, Ehud Barak,
and Yasser Arafat was broached, established a workable framework for
George W. Bush’s administration.

Reacting to Adverse Foreign Policy

However, since the US-led invasion of Afghanistan (October 7, 2001),
maintaining the US’s favorable and credible standing throughout the
Muslim world has proven to be a difficult task. In a Pew Forum sub-study
on anti-Americanism and favorable opinions of US perceptions (poll-
ing 17,000 people from 15 different nations) US favorability not only
slipped in the five Muslim countries polled, but severely declined.*® US
favorability among the general population of the five Muslim countries
polled indicated that ratings had plummeted to: Indonesia 30 percent,
Egypt 30 percent, Pakistan 27 percent, Jordan 15 percent, and Turkey
12 percent. As an indicator, each country’s rating consistently fell below
50 percent since polling began in 2002. Strangely, each Muslim major-
ity nation polled since 2001 had maintained something of a diplomatic
relationship with Washington since the attacks of 9/11 and the entry
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of Western allied forces into Afghanistan and Iraq. However, if we
look closely at these findings, we observe that the general population,
as opposed to the government in each country, was growing indiffer-
ent to the US political agenda and American leadership in the Muslim
world.

According to Pew Forum president Andrew Kohut, in his 2007 tes-
timony on Foreign Affairs—US House of Representatives, presented
to the Subcommittee on International Organizations, Human Rights,
and Oversight (March 2007), findings of polls stretching back to 2002

revealed that in:*’

e December 2002—America’s image slips, although goodwill
towards the United States remains.

e June 2003—US image plunges, in the wake of the Iraq War.

e March 2004—No improvement in US image, some worsening in
Europe.

e June 2005—US image improves slightly, although still nega-
tive in most places; anti-Americanism is becoming increasingly
entrenched.

e June 2006—Little progress—in fact, some backsliding, even
though the public of the world concurred with the Americans on
many global problems.

A rapid sense of global distrust of America’s unilateral foreign policies
surfaced between 2001 and 2002 as the cause of this continuing decline
by 2007 in a similar study entitled “America’s Image Slips, But Allies
Share US Concern Over Iran, and Hamas” (2007).% In its polling of
ten predominantly Muslim countries, each openly expressed their dis-
content with the United States. The 2007 report stated that:

Not only is there worldwide support for a withdrawal of US
troops from Iraq, but there also is considerable opposition to US
and NATO operations in Afghanistan...In nearly every predom-
inantly Muslim country, overwhelming majorities want US and
NATO troops withdrawn from Afghanistan as soon as possible.
In addition, global support for the US-led war on terrorism ebbs
ever lower.*

Confounding variables linked to this decline in US favorability were
associated with additional polled reactions to American leadership
throughout the Muslim world. These views were expressed further in
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the overwhelmingly unfavorable ratings as registered in ten Muslim
majority nations.

Comparing the findings taken from the 2006 study with those of
2007, it 1s identified that US favorability continued to fall a degree in
four out of five Muslim countries. For example, the 2007 study reveals
that Indonesian perceptions of the United States had fallen from 30
percent to 29 percent; Egypt 30 percent to 21 percent; Pakistan 27
percent to 15 percent; and Turkey 12 percent to 9 percent. An unevent-
ful 5 percent spike from 15 percent to 20 percent showed in Jordan,
but countries with close ties to Washington such as Pakistan, Kuwait,
Lebanon, and Morocco each contributed favorability figures below 50
percent.

Both domestic political tension coupled by expectations led by
state-centrist views held by US state actors has contributed to draw-
ing President Barack Obama away from his 2008 campaign and inau-
guration promise to restore trust with the Muslim world. Saving
face, a piecemeal approach has been implemented, which seems to
be relying on the previous administration’s ordeal to apply one-way
communication symbols to spark the interest of nonelite Muslims.
Unfortunately, this poorly scripted attempt is indubitably worsening
America’s standing and thus widening an already increasing trust defi-
cit. Findings reveal that President Obama quickly lost the confidence
of the Muslim world soon after taking office. Thus, if looking back at
the Pew Forum’s Global Attitudes Poll 2007 (table 1.1), its results during
the Bush era strikingly resembles Gallup’s Muslim World Facts Project’s
Poll (May 2010) (table 1.2). While approval of American leadership
and US foreign policy slightly increased upon President Obama taking
office, a dip occurred soon after due to unfulfilled promises linked to
Obama’s “New Beginning” address at Cairo, reluctance about clos-
ing Guantanamo Bay prison facility, US drone surveillance along
the Pakistani border, and Washington’s lack of opposition toward the
expansion of Israeli settlements, which undermines US-Middle East
peace talks.

It 1s critical that we understand that America’s image problem did
not begin after September 11, 2001. This problem is long-standing and
is rooted in more than a half-century of Washington’s ascendancy in
the Middle East after World War II. Based on fulfilling the American
foreign interest, US policymakers often overlook the perspectives and
aspirations of nonelites living within Muslim majority countries. This
in turn has provided additional motivation by nonelites to form unfa-
vorable opinions of US foreign policy and American leadership.
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Table 1.1 Global Unease with Major World Powers and
Leaders (The Pew Global Attitude Project, 2007)*"

Nation Favorable Unfavorable
Kuwait 46 46
Lebanon 47 52
Indonesia 29 66
Malaysia 27 69
Egypt 21 78
Jordan 20 78
Morocco 15 56
Pakistan 15 68
Palestinian Ter. 13 86
Turkey 9 83

Table 1.2 Some Arab Countries Make U-turn on U.S. Leadership in
2010 (Gallup Center for Muslim Studies, 2010)*

Nation 2008 2009 2009 2010
Mauritania 44 56 78 69
Iraq 35 (not recorded) 33 30
Algeria 25 47 43 25
Lebanon 25 22 30 25
Palestinian Ter. 13 7 20 16
Egypt 6 25 37 19

Misreading the Social Terrain

A reliance by US state actors on both the state-centric and rational
actor models contributed to a misreading of the social terrain of the
Muslim world. Thus, identifying the Muslim world as a monolithic
mass served a purpose of convenience after 9/11, at the expense of
limiting Washington’s scope and discounting both the significance of
culture and religion and their multidimensional roles in Islamic society.
In this respect, limiting such roles in analysis discounted the oppor-
tunity of state actors to apply relationship-based strategies to connect
with Arab audiences that operate via two-way communication. R. S.
Zaharna writes:

The focus on getting [the State Department’s] message out [was]
a one-way communication approach that requires very little par-
ticipation from the audience beyond the Arab and Muslim public
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accepting the American message. Nothing in the Arab or Islamic
world suggests that this public subscribes to a one-way, transmis-
sion model of communication. The culture and society are built
around relationships. Relationship-building strategies tend to be
more long-term, but they are more in tune with the culture of the
people in the Arab and Muslim world.*?

By relying primarily on traditional state-centric approaches, US state
actors were more keen after 9/11 to discount the role of religion and
socioreligious influences in Islamic society. Therefore, it is only appro-
priate that Washington calibrates its lens and recognizes that a more
precise form of communication is essential to engage what this study
regards Muslim communities as socially constructed traditional societies.
According to the Center for Strategic and International Studies’
report, “Mixed Blessings: U.S. Government Engagement with Religion
in Conflict-Prone Settings,” Danan and Hunt contend that three
obstacles often contribute to the US government’s narrow vision and
misreading of Muslim majority nations leading to its indirect engage-
ment with religion and religious communities.* The first relates to
the misreading by key officials of the US Establishment Clause and
the parameters identified within it: “Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof.” Misinterpreting this significant clause contributes to creat-
ing a US government culture apprehensive toward engaging religious
issues. The second obstacle is linked to the US government’s contem-
porary framework for “approaching” religious issues, which has often
led to frequent misreading. For example, this narrow vision after 9/11
translated itself into a tone, thereby declaring the violent aspects associ-
ated with the religion of Islam as the problem, consequently creating an
insular US Department of State culture skeptical of both US-Muslim
relations and direct engagement with global Islamic communities. The
final, but most important, obstacle identified acknowledges the typical
stance taken by US policymakers to reduce the concept of religion to a
nonsubstantive topic or an issue related to international religious free-
dom. If and when the topic of religion is broached, it is often regarded
as nonsubstantive or approached nonchalantly as a “broad cultural
[issue] rather than religion specifically.™** Stripping away the theologi-
cal significance reduces these new religious movements to basic cul-
tural issues, which are often discounted or pushed to the fringes.
While Danan and Hunt present a clear-cut approach, the problem
lies with Washington’s reliance on a “one-size” state-centric fits all
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solution. Without critical analysis on emerging religious issues con-
fronting the international agenda, key State Department actors are
prone to accept that one-way transmission models of communication
are suitable to engage socially constructed traditional societies that
comprise the Muslim world. This study disagrees with the perception
that the Muslim world is a monolithic mass that holds a set of predeter-
mined set of convictions; its composition as a multidimensional society
where both traditional religious and cultural values contextualize its
identity as a social world is socially constructed by a series of adverse
interactions with the West.

Engaging the Socially Constructed Society

In contrast to Europe’s historical industrial societies of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries that were driven by secular ideals, science, and
technology, traditional societies comprising a large demographic of the
Muslim world differ along the lines that widely accepted traditional reli-
gious and cultural value systems serve as the interconnective force that
shapes the social reality of nonelites and nonstate actors living within
this society. Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann contend in the semi-
nal study, The Social Construction of Reality implying that all knowledge
as held by members of a group is constructed through group interaction
within a social system. Within this system, the memorization of rules,
customs, mores, and traditions form over a period of time, leading to
a set of constructed norms. Thus, such knowledge as learned by actors
within the society becomes a part of the social ethos or principal fab-
ric that composes the group’s social world. According to Berger and
Luckmann, our interaction within the world is shaped directly from
the interaction of members or groups from different social worlds.
Such behavior is congruent with traditional societies that are found
in most predominantly Muslim countries, where religion and cultural
values construct the communicative actions of actors living within
the society. Arab societies in particular are relationship based and are
overwhelmingly comprised of nonstate actor network bases that relay
messaging between nonelites and state actors. In addition to this con-
structed communicative action and due to its uneven relationship with
Western nations, global Islamic communities have assigned a specific
meaning to their interaction with the West. Where trust is lost, for
Arab audiences, only a two-way communicative engagement system
is likely to restore relations. Through critical analysis of the social and
religious terrain, public diplomacy practitioners will comprehend that
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communication strategies that work at keeping engagement with these
societies at arm’s length are prone to increasing the deficit. A difference
in expectations emerges between the group or actors it grants access to,
in that members of the traditional society expects their aspirations and
perspectives be considered during the decision-making process. When
their aspirations and perspective are taken for granted, a moral differ-
ence in opinion emerges.

W. Barnett Pearce and Stephen Littlejohn take this point further
in Moral Conflict: When Social Worlds Collide, acknowledging that
“Moral difference exists when groups have incommensurate moral
orders. .. Groups that differ morally in how they view knowledge, and
values. Moral differences may tend to be expressed on surface issues
such as abortion, sexual orientation, and school curriculum, but the dif-
ferences that lie deep in the moral order are rarely expressed directly.”
Identifying the framework of the moral order, Pearce and Littlejohn
posit,

It is the theory by which a group understands its experience and
makes judgments about proper and improper actions. It is the basis
of what most people think of as common sense. A moral order
thus provides a tradition of truth and propriety...any action that
threatens the concept of order within the tradition will be seen as
an abomination, and what is a perfectly acceptable act within one
tradition can be an abomination in another.”

Disregarding the aspirations and perspectives of nonelites within tradi-
tional societies yields the potential for highly volatile clashes between
groups. This has been expressed in recent years with visible intractable
conflicts in South Asia and the Middle East with nonstate actors mak-
ing political claims opposing the United States’ presence in Afghanistan
and Iraq or, for example, President Obama’s wavering stand on the
settlement construction in East Jerusalem.

Given this structure in the context of most Muslim majority nations,
it is clear that specific sets of assumptions exist, which comprise a moral
order by which a specific group “understands its experience and makes
judgments about proper and improper actions”; it is based upon the
social experiences and laws that emerge out of this group’s religious
traditions.*® As in many Muslim majority countries, the practice and
principles of the Islamic faith determine what is politically and socially
appropriate and inappropriate. This is the case in countries where polit-
ical Islam is widespread, as in Iran, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Yemen,
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and Sudan. There, religion within the ummah is interconnected and
centralized, spanning every level of society and binding communal,
social, political, communicative, and economic activities together.
Akbar Ahmed acknowledges the potency of the ummah when moral
difference occurs:

The concept of the ummah, a community or brotherhood, may be
intangible and even amorphous but it is powerful. It allows ideas
to be carried across national borders and can generate emotions
wherever Muslims live. It is the notion of the ummah that trig-
gers a response when Muslims see or hear scenes of other Muslim
being denied their rights or being brutally suppressed when voic-
ing them.¥’

Presently, a set of new realities exist that require US state actors to immedi-
ately reassess the impact of US foreign policy, the State Department’s new culture
to sell America to value-defined societies, and how state-centrism contributes to a
narrow view toward traditional societies that undermines the role of religion and
culture in America’s efforts to engage the Muslim world. A pro-Israeli foreign
policy agenda has not only led to a decrease in American popularity through-
out the Arab world, but it weakens Washington’s credibility within the region,
while increasing the US-Muslim world trust deficit. Furthermore, discounting
the application of relationship-based communication strategies after 9/11 derailed
a decade of US-Muslim engagement at the expense of state actors exercising
short-term one-way transmission models of communication and nation branding
to restore America’s ailing image.

Based on this survey, it is critical that key US Department of State officials
take into account the recommendation that both improving America’s image and
increasing US favorability is an interconnective task requiring that Washington
implement two-way communication that builds strategic relations with nonelites
from the bottom up. This requires a holistic approach that: (i) acknowledges a
shift is pertinent in US-Mid East policy which presently drives anti-Ameri-
canism, and (ii) applies a new public diplomacy far removed from antiquated
Cold War communication approaches. Chapter Two examines the role of fear
manufactured by conservative American political and academic forces and the
appropriate role US policymakers should consider when engaging postsecular
issues in this new era.



CHAPTER TWO

Calculating the Cost of
Manufactured Fear

Fear manufactured by exclusive worldviews in the Western world leads
to distorted readings on new religious movements in the Muslim world,
contributing to both narrow US domestic as well as foreign policymaking.
For nearly four decades, US policymakers on occasion have compromised
the US Establishment Clause to accommodate Judeo-Christian interest
groups at the expense of advancing US foreign interests. Such actions
are reflected in policies that set out to keep Muslim audiences at arm’s
length, as was the case with post-9/11 American public diplomacy. This
chapter goes a step further by calculating the cost of fear and an American
history of political compromise driven by Judeo-Christian interests as two
distinct impediments that are injurious to US policy and its aspiration to
engage global Islamic communities in a postsecular era. Moving beyond
“otherness” and trepidation toward Muslims is essential in order that US
policymakers exercise religious tolerance, leading to a new public diplomacy
with Muslim audiences.

A New Era of Postsecularism

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union in the late twentieth century,
American foreign policy shifted from containing Communism to
spreading US primacy throughout parts of the Arab and Muslim world,
with an emphasis on securing Western energy interests. Washington has
not registered that the United States has entered a postsecular era—a
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period where the presence of religion in global politics is unprecedented. This
period is marked by what German social theorist Jiirgen Habermas
regards as a time where “religion is holding its own in an increasingly
secular environment and that society must assume that religious fel-
lowships will continue to exist for the foreseeable future.”! Among the
new challenges confronting state-nonstate actor engagement are a set
of preconceived notions formed by state actors within liberal secular
socleties about non-Western societies and their religious systems. As
this chapter will indicate, a new type of frustration is growing, linked
particularly to the inability of Western state actors to practice religious
tolerance or to accommodate emerging perspectives held by nonstate
actors in the Muslim world.

The highly regarded secularization thesis, held by nineteenth- and
twentieth-century sociologists and philosophers, puts forward the view
that a rise in science, technology, and urbanization would engender a
decline in the practice and importance of religion in society. Assertions
by C. Wright Mills that “in due course, the sacred shall disappear alto-
gether except, possibly in the private realm,” and the allied beliefs held
by seminal thinkers like Emile Durkheim, Herbert Spencer, Auguste
Comte, Max Weber, Karl Marx, and Sigmund Freud “that religion
would gradually fade in importance and cease to be significant with the
advent of industrial society,”® were an exaggerated misreading of the
impact that secularization would soon have on the practice of religion
the world over. By the mid-twentieth century, the secularization thesis
fell on deaf ears due, to a large extent, to the new reality that science
and technology contributed to new sophisticated wars, underpinned by
competing religious and cultural ideals. What was apparent, but less
often explored by Western scholars, were the socioreligious realities that
had existed for centuries in non-Western societies. While the concept
of secularism did not exist in non-Western countries, both religion and
traditional practices have been intertwined with the political, economic,
and social infrastructure of most Asian and African societies. Thus, in
these societies, the global public practice of religion has yet to enter a
period of retreat, or show signs of decline due to Europe’s industrial
progress.

The decline or disappearance of religion from public space is regarded
as “‘secularization,” a term that has taken on numerous meanings.’ Max
Weber acknowledged secularization as “disenchantment” with reli-
gion, suggesting, “The fate of our time is characterized by rationaliza-
tion and intellectualization and, above all, by disenchantment of the
world.* The world, as Weber observed, was destined to become more



CoST OF MANUFACTURED FEAR 37

dependent on material progress, reason, and science, and less on the
mystical or archaic traditions of religion. Other theorists, like Emile
Durkheim, saw secularization taking its course along two time scales:
“First, over a wide historical spectrum, in which secularization has
been in progress for millennia. Second, in more recent times, in which
there has been an acceleration of the process due to particular circum-
stances in Western society.” Taking a psychoanalytical position—
unlike other social theorists during his era—Sigmund Freud accepted
neither urbanization nor modernization as being responsible for the
decline of religion, but rather, suggested that it was the instinctual urge
of human wishes relating to religion that contributed to its decline.
Freud regarded the mystical urge of religion as the future of an illusion,
an event that tore humans away from doing what was best for society.®
The social theories of Durkheim and Weber, in particular, emerge out
of a period of social transition in Western society, which interpreted
the decline in traditional practices and archaic mystical beliefs as a loss,
brought about by urbanization and an absence of religion’s influence
on the political realm.

Defining Postsecularism

Regarding the increasing influence of religion in the global sphere, let
us turn our attention here to the new descriptive term of this age, “post-
secularism.” This term is often applied to affluent societies of Europe or
to countries like Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, where the pub-
lic practice of Western Christianity in particular has declined tremen-
dously since World War II. The Norris and Inglehart survey indicates
that the United States, Italy, and Ireland are the most religious coun-
tries in the Western world. In juxtaposition, France, Denmark, and
Great Britain are regarded as less religious among the Western nations.’
In an effort to escape from the constraints of religion in Europe during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the social process of Western
society, as it moved from a narrow sacred position to a broader secular
body, outlines in clear terms William H. Swatos’s argument that secu-
larization is, as this study agrees, “the process by which societies in the
experience of ‘modernisation’ have created competing institutions for
doing better.”® This position highlights the fact that the only continent
that has ventured far in distancing society from religion, both in prac-
tice and in its trust in sacred frameworks, is Europe, and not the United
States—since there has yet to be a dramatic decline in religious practices and
beliefs in America.’
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The term “postsecularism” also yields a more concrete meaning that
aids our discussion at this point. Comprehending a fresh new term
like postsecularism (as with the term and practice of public diplomacy)
can be a challenging experience, considering the limited literature that
exists on this subject. Hence, to avoid mislabeling it, it is imperative
that we turn to assess the rationale behind the term as presented in the
Jacobsens’s study. Douglas and Rhonda Jacobsen acknowledge:

Putting a “post-" in front of a word often signals a complex redef-
inition of the subject under discussion, but that is not what we
have in mind. What we mean by the term postsecular is the simple
fact that secularization as a theory about the future of human soci-
ety seems increasingly out of touch with realities on the ground.
To speak, as we do, about the emergence of a postsecular age is
not a veiled attempt to foster and encourage religion’s resurgence.
Nor is it a claim that more religion is better for the world than
less. .. Postsecular is used merely as a descriptive term. If secular-
ization means that the world is getting a little less religious every
day, then we live in a postsecular world.'

Nonetheless, acknowledgement of the present global condition and
how both state and nonstate actors should inevitably respond to this
new condition is a critical component in studies that deal with post-
secular issues. When intersecting this position with Habermas’s notes
on a postsecular society, we arrive at a practical twofold theoreti-
cal description that: (i) postsecularism calls into question the highly
regarded secularization thesis in this new era, and (i1) it contends that a
shift in political and communicative consciousness is imperative when
positioning sacred and secular actors together in discourse to promote
peaceful coexistence within the global public sphere. If we were to
expand this description, it is clear that postsecularists generally adhere
to three alternative perspectives :

1. Recognizing that the widely held secularization thesis is chal-
lenged by an unexpected worldwide resurgence of religious
activity.

2. Acknowledging that multilateral relations are essential between
state and nonstate actors (local networks and religious leadership)
to promote transnational cooperation and sophisticated levels of
tolerance within society; and
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3. Asserting that new forms of communication and consciousness
are required to advance engagement between sacred and secular
members within the international system. While secular engage-
ment approaches often govern state-actor relations, nonsecular
complementary learning approaches are imperative to enrich the
relationship between state/nonstate actors.

Considering that a decline in Judeo-Christian religious practices is
not underway in the United States, there is frustration between US state
actors and nonstate actors throughout the Arab and Muslim world. It
is essential that both ardent defenders of secularism and postsecularism
acknowledge that the secularization thesis should not be swept under
the mat and this merely deserves adjusting. According to Norris and
Inglehart, three conclusive trends make this case: first, the public of
virtually all advanced industrial societies are moving toward more sec-
ular orientations; second, demographic trends in poorer societies show
that the world as a whole now has more people with traditional reli-
gious views than ever before; and third, the divide between the sacred
and the secular societies around the globe have important consequences
for world politics—thereby raising the question of the role of religion
in the international agenda.!!

If we are to focus on the principles of liberal secularism, which seek
to extinguish the sacred from secular space, one might assume that
America’s historical link to the Western secular tradition provides an
answer on why Washington set out to engage the Muslim world at
arm’s length prior to and after 9/11. By evaluating the contributions
of Western secularism to the American political and social system, we
might dispel the myth that secularism is the single factor contributing
to an American political apprehension toward religion and the interests
of religious groups (especially, in this case, the religion of Islam and
global Islamic communities). For example, Washington has publicly
accommodated the aspirations and perspectives of conservative Judeo-
Christian special interest groups in their quest to promote biased social
and political agendas—both within the United States and abroad. In
unfolding America’s relationship with Western secularism, we gather
that space has existed for some time within America’s liberal secular
political framework to promote religious tolerance and accommodate
a broad perspective on publicly engaging religion. As determined later,
it might very well be the case that a narrow reading of the religion
of Islam and Muslims—as argued by Edward Said in Orientalism—has
tainted US policymakers’ views about the Muslim world.
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Sketching the Secular Tradition

GeorgeJ. Holyoake acknowledges, in the study The Principle of Secularism,
that “Secularism is a series of principles intended for the guidance of
those who find Theology indefinite, or inadequate, or deem it unreli-
able. It replaces theology, which mainly regards life as a sinful neces-
sity, as a scene of tribulation through which we pass to a better world.
Secularism rejoices in this life and regards it as the sphere of those duties
which educate men to fitness for any future and better life, should such
transpire.”'? Holyoake’s view of religion implies that, before the nine-
teenth century, broader issues contributed to Western societies’ uneven
relationship with religion. The religious wars of the seventeenth cen-
tury, tyranny by rulers, and “Enlightenment” endeavors by man to
elevate reason over divine right are three of the greatest social influ-
ences in encouraging the growth of secularism. In both European and
American societies during the eighteenth century, there was the fear
that the first two influences would lead the new nation-state to steer
clear of religion in public affairs. At a deeper level, memories of early
seventeenth-century disputes between the European church and politi-
cal institutions contributed to a well-established fear by state actors that
translated into political apprehension toward religious institutions.
Determined not to return to an era where the European public sphere
is again dominated by authoritative religious institutions, enlightened
French, Dutch, and English nation-states emerged, to some degree,
out of this indirect counterresponse taken in the seventeenth century
toward Christian religious bodies and European powers. From the hor-
rors of the Thirty Years’ War rose insurmountable tragedy, religious
division, and the formation of a new religio-political framework with
the strategic aim of combating religion-based conflict between newly
formed European states. In an effort to curb religious wars and inter-
church hostilities, two treaties were signed in 1648 (the Treaties of
Osnabriick and Minster; recognized later as the Peace of Westphalia),
ending both the Thirty Years’ War in Germany and the Eighty Years’
War fought between the Netherlands and Spain.'® By signing and
implementing the Peace of Westphalia, Western powers pushed back
religious tension, bringing peace to the vast lands of the Holy Roman
Empire (which included modern Germany, Belgium and Luxembourg,
Austria, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and parts of Poland and of
northern Italy). The establishment of the Westphalian system led to the
formation of the modern nation-state, the conceptualization of state
sovereignty, and the political ideal of religious tolerance."* This treaty
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ratified the existing territorial divisions and required many rulers—
Catholic, Lutheran, and Calvinist—to tolerate worship by denomina-
tions other than the established one, on the basis of the conditions
prevailing in each state in 1624.1

Clashes of sectarian violence on the European continent through-
out the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were not a distant recol-
lection in countries like France, where widespread skepticism among
the French intelligentsia about religion’s influence became rampant.
Skepticism about French leadership and religion is present in the work
of leading philosophes like Voltaire, who acknowledged that the public
apprehensiveness about religion and its rule was linked to “the evils
[that] Christianity had perpetrated through wars of religion, burning
heretics, executing so-called ‘witches’ as well as restrictions imposed by
the Vatican and Jesuit communities.”'® Philosophes and Encyclopedists
Diderot and Baron d’ Holbach echoed similar sentiments, not-
ing absolutism and divine right as forces restricting freethinking."”
Demonstrating the possibilities of religious tolerance while endors-
ing secularity and free speech, we might cite non-French despots like
Catherine the Great of Russia and Frederick the Great of Prussia, two
enlightened rulers who set an example of advancing the social stability
of their countries by endorsing rationality and freethinking. Immanuel
Kant, in 1784, utilized Fredrick’s enlightened vision when answering
Rev. Johann Lollher’s enquiry What is Enlightenment? by exclaiming:

Enlightenment is man’s emergence from his self~-imposed imma-
turity. Immaturity is the inability to use one’s understanding with-
out guidance from another. This immaturity is self-imposed when
its cause lies not in lack of understanding, but in lack of resolve
and courage to use it without guidance from another. Sapire Aude!
[dare to know] “Have courage to use your own understanding!”—
that is the motto of the Enlightenment.!

Kant’s belief in man’s ability to evolve apart from religious authority
highlighted what later became a growing phenomenon in the West.
This point is exemplified in the decline of Judeo-Christian practices
after the eighteenth century in Europe. Joachim Whaley contends
that the “Enlightenment saw the decline of religious belief and the
secularisation of European society. [It] promoted rationalism; new sci-
ence undermined the basis of traditional belief; Christianity was edged
out of the central position it occupied in Western society by the rise
of a new ‘paganism.”! Freethinking as the new paganism developed



42 Beyond Cairo

into the central pillar that ensured that Western society remained far
removed from religious authority and the confines of princely rule. “By
the 1780s, at least among the upper classes, dogmatic religion seemed
to give way among both Catholics and Protestants—and even among
practising Jews—to a generalised and tolerant benevolence uninter-
ested in the ancient ideal of asceticism or in doctrinal precision.”*’

Establishing Religious Tolerance in the New Republic

Both Europeanand Americansocieties were influenced by Enlightenment
secularization, but, unlike what we see in Europe, the United States has
wavered in its commitment to secularity by allowing Judeo-Christian
forces to influence American political decision making, despite imple-
menting the US Establishment Clause.?! Just like their enlightened
contemporaries in Europe, the framers of the US Constitution con-
sidered it fruitful to establish a new republic, where religious tolerance
within a secular context could exist in the absence of divine absolutes.
Strengthening this vision, pre-Enlightenment philosophies found in
Locke’s Letters on Tolerance and Hobbes’ proposals for a commonwealth
of civil law were incorporated into the American constitution.??

Framers of the American republic, like their European counterparts,
were suspicious of religion and the influence that it could potentially
have on the political infrastructure in the new colonies. However,
many of the founding fathers valued the philosophical perspectives of
religious tolerance as written in Montesquieu’s The Spirit of the Laws.>
In Religion in Public Life: Must Faith Be Privatized? Roger Trigg points
out that the “lingering distrust of the Church of England, coupled
with denominational rivalry, led the Founders to be determined that
the federal government should pursue a policy of neutrality concerning
denominations.”** James Madison, writing in The Federalist Papers on
the need to safeguard the Union against domestic terrorism, emphasized
the ills that corroded European society throughout the seventeenth
century. Madison insisted that historical events should not, in any way,
plague the new republic.?® Further, in 1779, with the support of fel-
low statesmen, Thomas Jefferson made this case against state-supported
religion in the Virginia Act for Establishing Religious Freedom (passed
in 1786). This pre-Constitutional act served as a clause supporting reli-
gious tolerance, giving freedom to all Virginians to practice the reli-
gious denomination of their choice. This act prevented the state of
Virginia from establishing its own state religion and from taxing the
dissenters of the Anglican Church.
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According to Montesquieu’s and Locke’s vision, Madison and
Jetferson encouraged the spread of religious tolerance throughout the
American colonies, focusing on four points: (i) oppression from domes-
tic and foreign rulers; (ii) ensuring that the new government could not
establish a national religion comparable to the “Church of England™;
(ii1) protecting the many religious sects of the colonies; and (iv) ensur-
ing that religious tolerance was implemented within the new repub-
lic.?® What is of central importance to our discussion is the way in
which the Virginia case aided in constructing a plan to promote sacred-
secular relations between state actors and nonelites in the new repub-
lic. Though established to combat against the ills that once threatened
European society, the concept and practice of religious tolerance were
implemented, neither to discourage state actors from engaging religious
institutions, nor to support ignorance of religious concerns in the pub-
lic sphere. This tool was implemented to ensure balance and fair asso-
ciation between state actors and religious institutions. Thus, Madison’s
efforts were implemented in Article I of the US Constitution (passed
December 15, 1791) and are identified as part of the First Amendment’s
Establishment Clause, which makes it clear that:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of reli-
gion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof?’

As the architect of the Establishment Clause, Madison’s vision for the
Virginia Act: (a) ensured that the US federal government did not establish
a national church (or religion); and (b) guaranteed that the many religious
denominations in the colonies were free from discrimination and were
able to freely practice their chosen religion. However, out of Madison’s
and Jefferson’s good political intentions, two disturbing crosscurrents
have surfaced over the last half-century and are present in this era: first,
secularist aims to protect freethinking and rationalism in America often
move in contradiction by pushing non—Judeo-Christian religious voices
to the fringe; and second, in demonstrating an exceptionalist posture that
allows special interests as Judeo-Christian groups to superimpose their
moral and policy agenda on state actors, ultimately damaging prospective
US relations with traditional societies in the non-Western world.

Commandeering the US Establishment Clause

Since the latter part of the twentieth century, American Christian
Evangelicals have politicalized their moral beliefs in the public sphere to
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influence US domestic and foreign policy. America’s religious entangle-
ments in this political sphere runs deep with its imbalanced relations with
Judeo-Christian special interests groups that share a twofold agenda that
includes shaping US domestic policy in favor of political moralism, and
steering US foreign policy in a pro-Israel direction. This shift in policy
interest would take shape during the mid-twentieth century, when frag-
ments of the Christian revivalist movement of the early 1900s merged
into the highly regarded New Christian Right (NCR), an assembly of
Christian political action and lobbying organizations. By the 1970s, its
views were revived by well-funded Religious Right organizations with
close links to the Republican Party such as the Christian Voice, The
Religious Roundtable, and the National Conservative Political Action
Committee. Effecting the socioreligious change that this conservative
Christian movement envisioned required projecting their moral vision
of America on the US political establishment and its leadership in order
to rescue the United States from decay.

Christian revivalism assumed a new prominence in US public life
during the late twentieth century through the electronic church via
televangelism and its moral campaign, which included direct mailers to
its 20 million supporters—representing a substantial conservative vot-
ing bloc. Antisecularist and Christian fundamental hardliners like Jerry
Falwell, Paul Wyerich, and James Robinson, televangelists includ-
ing Pat Robinson and Charles Stanley, and prophetic preachers with
financial interests like James Bakker were to secure prominence in the
movement. Their moral campaign essentially carried out the spread
of an apocalyptic gospel in order to influence liberal-secular political
decision making. The movement met its agenda by 1979, maturing
into the widely recognized umbrella organization, the Moral Majority,
raising substantial capital through James Robison’s “moral report card”
campaign, which focused on the domestic and foreign interest of par-
ticular US politicians.?® The project “rated the votes of national law-
makers against [Evangelical Christian| standards of what constituted a
‘moral’ or ‘immoral’ vote on a key public issue.”?’ During this period,
the Moral Majority targeted key congressional officials with agendas to
deter the passing of legislation that it considered unchristian. According
to Erling Jorstad in The Politics of Moralism, many of the Moral Majority’s
projects were interrelated crises influenced by secularity in society and
particularly,

the results of the 1973 Supreme Court decision on abortion,
demands by homosexuals for civil rights, the Supreme Court’s
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prohibition of religious exercises in public schools, the Equal
Rights Amendment, the accessibility of pornography, and, in
a different realm, the alleged decline of American prestige and
power abroad due to a weakening military posture compared to
increasing Soviet might.?

As part of this movement, an apocalyptic culture war was soon waged
against the US political establishment, with Christian fundamental-
ism dictating the direction of US domestic and foreign policy. This
narrow partisan vision, however, lost momentum and failed to attract
many to “the politics of doomsday,” forcing what would become the
NCR to restructure itself. By the mid-1970s, its views were revived
by more Christian action committees, such as the Christian Voice,
the Religious Roundtable, and the National Conservative Political
Action Committee (together with other smaller organizations) with
ties to the Republican Party. NCR recognized that, to effect socio-
political change, it could not concentrate on raising mass enthusiasm
for its concerns and to shape its characteristic moral vision, it had
to put pressure of its own on the US political establishment and its
leaders.

The Moral Majority

Arguably, between 1976 and 1980, US policymakers failed to uphold
the US Establishment Clause, thereby compromising its secularity
to the Christian Right in exchange for access to its growing evan-
gelical voting bloc. Even Jimmy Carter’s public religious conversion
in 1976 as a “born again” Christian was a narrow political appeal
for Democrats to secure the vote of evangelicals. Taking for granted
the Religious Right’s commitment to win the White House and US
Congress in 1980, Democrats in Washington were manipulated by
a well-funded grassroots religious movement that projected its nar-
row partisan politics of moralism, thereby toppling the principles of
religious pluralism and religious tolerance that shape the American
political system.

Washington compromised the US Establishment Clause, thereby
conceding its political power to conservative Judeo-Christian special
interest groups and lobbies in two distinct ways: US policymakers
exchanged secular public space for evangelical votes, which ended in
Washington and the US Establishment Clause being commandeered
by the Moral Majority; and due to this arrangement, lawmakers
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surrendered their secular decision-making power to offset the accusa-
tion of being unmoral.

First off, during this period, Washington never maintained its com-
mitment to the US Establishment Clause. It gave preferential treat-
ment to the Moral Majority while overlooking efforts to pursue an
equitable engagement or dialogue within a tolerant context. The
Religious Right was never confronted with the boundaries outlined
in the Constitution on the influence that religious expression might
exert on secular political decision making. But how could Washington
accuse them of overstepping their ground when political capital was
involved? In an effort to win the “hearts and minds” of the evangelical
bloc, Washington allowed the Moral Majority to publicly take a stand
on social issues relating to affirmative action: prohibition on school
prayers, secular curriculums in public schools, abortion and the Equal
Rights amendment even if it might cost some Democrats their seats.
According to the Right, these were concrete issues that US elected
officials had a “moral” responsibility to correct.’! Falwell and others
implied that “Salvation was to be found not only at the altar, but at the
ballot box. [Thus, the argument ran], with the right man, highly moral
men, in public office, America could yet be redeemed to continue its
God-given destiny.”*> Meeting this agenda meant imposing a conser-
vative religious belief system and ideology on public lawmakers.

Second, US lawmakers surrendered their secular decision mak-
ing power to appease a growing American evangelical voting bloc.
Spreading a politics of moralism became the driving force behind the
movement. The Moral Majority seized control of America’s public space
during this period by challenging the moral nature of America, US
political officials, and the notion of traditional morality as enshrined in
the US Constitution. Though the founding fathers may have doubted
whether the decisions of one group, man, idea, or society enjoyed
“an absolute significance” with regard to right and wrong, the Moral
Majority thought otherwise:

Scriptures yield only one answer to each question. Those per-
sons who accept that view of authority are the people qualified to
decide what action is right and what is wrong, what is moral and
what is immoral... They can measure in quantifiable terms (such
as voting report cards) the degree of morality of a person, in this
case a public lawmaker, by choosing a select number of public
issues and controversies on which the lawmaker must vote. Since
those who speak with absolute authority have the moral answers
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they turn morality into moralism because they state they have the
answers; those who disagree with them may not necessarily be
“immoral” but they are not “moral.”¥

Being cast as immoral by an entire political voting bloc was essentially a
scare tactic that put unforeseen pressure on US lawmakers to acquiesce
to the Christian Right’s far-reaching hand in US politics and its public
discounting of traditional morality, as set out by the founders. This
pressure marked the onset of a phase in contemporary history leading
to US state actors conceding political privileges to Christian-led special
interests groups and lobbies in Washington. Robert Billings elaborated
on this issue with his “Family Issues Voting Index,” which provided a
set of key social issues and policies voted on or to be voted by liberal
lawmakers.

Targeting officials in the Senate and the House, the index expressed
extreme opposition to sex education in public schools and Patricia
M. Wald’s confirmation for US judgeship, while it would go on to
advocate school prayer and a Bible reading amendment in the Senate.?*
In the House, the index expressed further opposition to “a bill estab-
lishing a programme to curb domestic violence (and provide aid to
its victims) and to the Child Health Assurance Act of 1979—while
favouring a bill to balance the budget for fiscal 1980.”% These legis-
lative issues became a yardstick for deciding whether various mem-
bers of Congress were moral or not, and if they deserved to remain in
office. As Jorstad observed, “The moral report card campaign allowed
for no explanation by lawmakers, who now stood rated as...moral
or immoral.”*® Therefore, the religious and nonreligious voices could
not convene to consolidate opposition, for state actors under pressure
were either concerned with restoring their public image or anxiously
aligning themselves with the Moral Majority to maintain their politi-
cal appeal. This especially applied to liberal Democratic senators such
as George McGovern of South Dakota, Frank Church of Idaho, John
Culver of Iowa, Alan Cranston of California, Birch Bayh of Indiana,
and Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin, who were targeted by the Moral
Majority.”” In the case of the Moral Majority, it is clear that severe
political pressures from conservative Judeo-Christian special interests
had a bearing on US policymaking moving state actors from their com-
mitment to religious tolerance.

Presently, we have reached a postsecular era where a worldwide
resurgence of religion in the global public sphere dictates that US
policymakers pursue a path of fair play and tolerance. In our review
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of Western secularism and the creation of the new American republic,
it is clear that a substantial space exists within America’s liberal secu-
lar framework for competing religious views and balanced sacred-
secular engagement, as ensured by the US Establishment Clause.
But, as trepidation about global Islamic engagement increases, it is
imperative that we go a step further to examine how US academics
and policymakers manufacture and estimate this fear in an effort to
discourage a long-term sustainable engagement with global Islamic
societies.

A Narrow Political Mentality

For centuries, a preoccupation led by global insecurity and fear manu-
factured by an exceptionalist worldview toward non-Western societies
that comprise parts of the Muslim world has transpired in developing
the narrow political mentality held by American policymakers. The
term manufactured fear is used in this chapter to bring meaning to the
agitation held by those that influence key state actors that originates
from a deep-seated phobia of Muslims, which seeks to lessen the value
of Islamic society by advancing a Western worldview in exchange.
This new type of fear provided both the context and political mind-
set for the promotion of a set of highly regarded preconceived per-
ceptions held by confrontationalist thinkers like Bernard Lewis and
Samuel P. Huntington about the religion of Islam and Muslims.”
Considering Lewis’s and Huntington’s close proximity to the White
House and Washington think tanks, both their personal views and aca-
demic recommendations would have steered US foreign policymaking
in an exceptionalist direction, thereby distorting prospective engage-
ment efforts. As Lawrence Pintak acknowledges in the study Reflections
in a Bloodshot Lens, traditional Western “worldview exclusivism’ runs
parallel with American exceptionalism, and as its predecessor, it aids
in “othering” non-Western societies. At first glance, it might appear
that American exceptionalism as projected during the Bush era was a
new occurrence, but it derived, in part, from fragments associated with
classical Orientalism.

Sketching the Influence of Classical Orientalism

The thirteenth- and fourteenth-century European-led Crusades serve
as a reference point in Western history of an era that later introduced
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a set of narrowly preconceived assumptions by the West about Islamic
society and Muslims. The first real attempt by Western scholars to
depict the Orient (Islamo-Arab world) through literature and art came
during the eighteenth century, a period leading to heightened Western
colonialism and conquest of the Asian continent. This period has been
regarded by anti-Orientalists as an era of Western misinterpretation
of Islamic society as an exotic, dark, and savage-ridden world ach-
ing for Western enlightenment. The academic field and social practice
dedicated to this unapologetic misreading of the Orient is regarded as
“Orientalism.” In the classic text bearing the same name, leading anti-
Orientalist Edward Said explains:

Orientalism is a style of thought based upon an ontological and
epistemological distinction made between “the Orient” and (most
of the time) “the Occident.” Thus a very large mass of writers,
among whom are poets, novelists, philosophers, political theo-
rists, economists, and imperial administrators, have accepted the
basic distinction between East and West as the starting point for
elaborate theories, epics, novels, social descriptions, and politi-
cal accounts concerning the Orient, its people, customs, “mind,”
destiny, and so on.*

Establishing an antithesis to the narrow depiction of the Orient by
the Occident, Orientalist Egyptian philosopher, Anouer Abdel-
Malek and Palestinian historian A. A. Tibawi led a counter crusade
in postcolonial studies dispelling a set of preconceived views that
shaped the Western psyche about Islamic society and the religion of
Islam. Among the anti-Orientalist perspectives, Said’s influence on
the subject supports this chapter’s argument that a peculiar relation-
ship exists, where the West is dependent to a large degree on the
key Muslim majority nations in the Arab/Muslim world. In the con-
temporary sense, this relates to the West forming strategic relations
with these nations in order to reach its energy and national security
interests. Said clarifies:

The Orient is not only adjacent to Europe; it is also the place of
Europe’s greatest and richest and oldest colonies, the source of its
civilizations and languages, its cultural contestant, and one of its
deepest and most recurring images of the Other. [Nonetheless],
the Orient has helped to define Europe (or the West) as its con-
trasting image, idea, personality, experience.*’
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However, it is precisely this mentality that provides the foundation
for contemporary American exceptionalism and distorted views about
the religion of Islam and global Islamic communities within the US
political realm after 9/11. Regarding Washington’s contemporary view
of the Muslim world, this argument is framed in the historical Western
response to the “other” by perpetuating this sociopolitical fear in rela-
tion to its commitment to conservative Judeo-Christian interests. This
notion introduces a sharp contrast that implies that Western society
maintains pure knowledge as derived by its Judeo-Christian heritage,
establishing a sense of entitlement leading to imperialist policies toward
Muslim majority nations, especially in the Arab world. Pintak takes up
this point describing the term Western “worldview exclusivism” as

the dogmatic claim by a particular in-group to possess Truth with
a capital “T.” In other words, the conviction that God is on my
side. And where one culture becomes dominant, in either a local
or global context that worldview exclusivism can lead to what
the experts call the psychological colonization of others. The cru-
sades, the Spanish conquest of the Americas, the British Empire;
each marched beneath the banner of God and Truth.*

Such notions of pure knowledge held under the banner of American
exclusivism guided both US foreign policy and diplomatic strategy with
global Islamic communities months prior to and after 9/11. Drawing
on Said’s position, Pintak continues,

By framing “Islam” as a monolithic entity, Said wrote, “[IJocal
and concrete circumstances are thus obliterated.” Any discussion or
examination of Islam becomes “a one-sided activity that obscures
what we do, and highlights instead what Muslim and Arabs by their
very failed nature are.” As a result, he argued, the label “Islam”
distorted and idealized Western perceptions of the region and its
people. Central to this approach was what Foucault, who heavily
influenced Said, called the “truth games” played by those in posi-
tions of power, giving them the ability to dictate what is truth and
define the sense of Self among all parties to the game.*?

By viewing the Muslim world through a distorted lens, US policy-
makers would adhere to a conservative reading of the world and to their
historical attitude that America is a distinctly Christian nation with
a set of universal values. Hence, America’s Judeo-Christian heritage
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facilitates this distortion in its intersection with contemporary American
exceptionalist views. In particular, early colonial settler and Puritan,
Reverend John Winthorp, among others, set the stage for contemporary
American exceptionalists, proclaiming that the New England colonies
have a divine covenant with God to lead the world’s nations in the ser-
mon, A Model of Christian Charity, writing in 1630:

We shall find that the God of Israel is among us, when ten of us
shall be able to resist a thousand of our enemies; when He shall
make us a praise and glory that men shall say of succeeding planta-
tions, “may the Lord make it like that of New England.” For we
must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all
people are upon us. So that if we shall deal falsely with our God
in this work we have undertaken, and so cause Him to withdraw
His present help from us, we shall be made a story and a by-word
through the world. We shall open the mouths of enemies to speak
evil of the ways of God, and all professors for God’s sake. We shall
shame the faces of many of God’s worthy servants, and cause their
prayers to be turned into curses upon us till we be consumed out
of the good land whither we are going.*

Today, American exceptionalism as a sociopolitical worldview is chal-
lenged on two levels. First, exceptionalists in the political arena often
cling publicly to a preconceived notion that they bear a clear under-
standing of individuals living in a distant land without directly engag-
ing the core of their society. This occurred on several levels after 9/11,
with Bush’s God-Talk and one-way engagement with keeping Muslim
majorities at arm’s length through consumer marketing approaches.
And second, exceptionalists in both the private and political arenas
are apt to believe that America shares a messianic role among Western
nations to implement its value system in these distant lands. Insecurity
that fuels this dangerous messianic consciousness led US state actors after
9/11 to view the Muslim world through a distorted lens that provided a
false story about the religion of Islam and about Muslims in order that
Washington might secure its energy and security interests by invoking
a religio-cultural dichotomy.

Extending a Tradition

While there are scholars who may contend that classical Orientalism
has all but vanished from the Western academy, Tobias Hiibinette in the



52 Beyond Cairo

essay, “Orientalism Past and Present: An Introduction to a Post-colonial
Critique” introduces a convincing set of positions that fragments of
classical Orientalism can be regarded as post-Orientalism in the geopo-
litical sphere of security politics, and as so called re-Orientalism as an
indigenized form of nationalism and fundamentalism in Asia are pres-
ent today.** In addressing the influence of a new set of fears being cal-
culated toward the Muslim world, it is vital that we acknowledge how
conservative academic views by confrontationalist thinkers and compet-
ing mindsets by Islamists challenge US engagement with key nonstate
actors in the Muslim world.

Fawaz A. Gerges points out in America and Political Islam that two
strands of expert opinions shaped US foreign policymaking after 9/11.
These two strands are regarded as the accommodationalist and confron-
tationalist perspectives. Accommodationists like Graham Fuller, John
Esposito, and lan Lesser put forward the view that the contemporary
clash between the Muslim world and the United States, which are
fueled particularly by religious extremists, are shaped largely by US
foreign policy and a narrow political mindset projected by US state
actors toward the Middle East, producing political disenfranchisement
and social inequality.*® For the accommodationalists, distinct US poli-
cies that reflect an imperialist tone are held as key instigators behind
anti-Americanism and the decrease in favorable perceptions held by
nonstate actors in the Muslim world toward America. On the con-
trary, confrontationalists view the current tension between the Muslim
world and the United States through the distorted lens that the religion
of Islam is America’s archenemy, and that America’s Judeo-Christian
values are presently under attack.

While the spread of confrontationlist ideals did not start with the
Bush administration, it was given an academic grounding both in dis-
course and in theory in the purported application by Bernard Lewis,
Samuel P. Huntington, Gilles Kepel, and Daniel Pipes. The collec-
tive argument of confrontationalists declares that liberal democracy is
not compatible with Islamic fundamentalism, or the religion of Islam
itself.*® For this reason, in order that liberal secular policymaking may
be effective through the Muslim world, both Islamic society and the
religion of Islam itself must reform, in order that Western democracy
might be effective in the Muslim world. The meat of the confrontation-
alist argument, however, centers on its reading of the religion of Islam,
or more appropriately, its narrow reading of Islamic fundamentalism
as a perspective and practice that American society must essentially
fear. According to Daniel Pipes, Islamic fundamentalism, is “a militant,
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atavistic force driven by hatred of Western political thought, harking
back to age-old grievances against Christendom.” In the words of
Mortimer Zuckerman, “[America is] in the front line of a struggle that
goes back hundreds of years, the principal obstacle to the extremists’
desire to drive nefarious Western values into the sea, just as they once
did with the Crusaders.”®

While Huntington’s study, The Clash of Civilization and the
Remaking of World Order, gained commercial appeal after 9/11, it was
in fact the confrontationalists’ inspired “identity politics” of Princeton
University historian Bernard Lewis which had a tremendous influence
on post-9/11 Bush era foreign policy. As a close advisor to the White
House, Lewis’s narrow reading on the Middle East and the religion
of Islam suggests that on the face of it, aspects of Islam are inherently
troubling to Western democracy and its “Judeo-Christian heritage.”
While Huntington’s analysis of the problem would later center on the
ideological struggle, Lewis articulates the problem in religious terms.
He outlined this position first in The Atlantic (September 1990) essay
entitled “The Roots of Muslim Rage,” indicating that the anger of
Islamists derives from hidden tension within Islamic society over sec-
ularism, as opposed to an open rejection of a history of inconsistent
American foreign policies. Lewis maintains, American foreign policy,
in itself, neither creates the atmosphere, nor supplies the fuel to incite
“Muslim Rage.”*

Thus, Lewis suggests, it is the selfish reaction of Muslims to America’s
relationship with Israel and America’s extended relations with Europe
that foments anti-Americanism. While Lewis may be partly correct
that Washington’s commitment to recognize Israel’s existence and
its strategic relationship with the Jewish state raises several red flags
throughout the Islamic world, just like Huntington and Pipes, he is
reluctant to examine the modus operandi of US-Israeli relations in par-
allel to Washington’s association with pro-American autocratic leaders
in Muslim majority countries as Syria, Egypt and Libya (prior to the
Arab Spring). He contends:

If we turn from the general to the specific, there is no lack of
individual policies and actions, pursued and taken by individual
Western governments, that have aroused the passionate anger of
Middle Eastern and other Islamic peoples. Yet all too often, when
these policies are abandoned and the problems resolved, there
is only a local and temporary alleviation. The French have left
Algeria, the British have left Egypt, the Western oil companies
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have left their oil wells, the westernising Shah has left Iran—yet
the generalised resentment [of fundamentalists] in particular
against the West remains and grows and is not appeased. Clearly
something deeper is involved than these specific grievances,
numerous and important as they may be—something deeper that
turns every disagreement into a problem and makes every prob-
lem insoluble.*”

Shifting the blame, Lewis implies that a reform to the religion of Islam,
rather than a shift in US foreign policymaking and its view of Islam
will ensure peaceful coexistence between the West and Muslim world.
Elaborating on this point, he writes:

Ultimately, the struggle of the fundamentalists is against two
enemies, secularism and modernism. The war against secularism
is conscious and explicit, and there is by now a whole literature
denouncing secularism as an evil neo-pagan force in the modern
world and attributing it variously to the Jews, the West, and the
United States. .. [Hence] It should by now be clear that we are
facing a mood and a movement far transcending the level of issues
and policies and the governments that pursue them...This is no
less than a clash of civilizations—the perhaps irrational but surely
historic reaction of an ancient rival against our Judeo-Christian
heritage, our secular present, and the worldwide expansion of

both.”!

This tension emerged out of an ongoing debate on both sides
between American exceptionalists and Islamists after 9/11. Both pro-
fessed that their exclusive worldviews should be held as the univer-
sal truth. Huntington takes up this argument up in his 1993 Foreign
Affairs article, insisting that the real struggle between Islam and the
West is not over political or economic interests, but that it is a clash of
civilizations:

[T]he fundamental source of conflict in this new world will not be
primarily ideological or primarily economic. The great divisions
among humankind and the dominating source of conflict will
be cultural. Nation states will remain the most powerful actors
in world affairs, but the principal conflicts of global politics will
occur between nations and groups of different civilizations. The
clash of civilizations will dominate global politics. Civilization
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identity will be increasingly important in the future, and the world
will be shaped in large measure by the interactions among seven
or eight major civilizations. These include Western, Confucian,
Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American and
possibly African civilization. The most important conflicts of the
future will occur along the cultural fault lines separating these
civilizations from one another.>?

Pakistani scholar Fuad Naeem of Duke University reacts with disap-
proval toward the confrontationalists who propose that if the religion of
Islam and Islamic society are to flourish and be respected as a political-
religious system by the West, reform is essential.>> Naeem attacks the
confrontationlist recommendation by asking “Why should Islam reform
itself in order to meet Western standards?” He notes:

Islam’s traditional understanding of itself as a message of salva-
tion that affirms the primacy of God, and seeks to awaken men
and women to their true spiritual nature and make possible the
actualisation of their God-given possibilities, stands in stark con-
trast to an anthropocentric, rationalistic, and materialistic frame-
work which relegates the sacred to the private sphere—the very
framework that determines much of modern Western civilisa-
tion. This is why Islam does not need to be reformed or mod-
ernised; it already contains within itself the principles necessary
for renewal from within. These principles provide the discern-
ment to both integrate truth wherever it is found and to reject
falsehood decisively.>*

While Naeem’s study adopts a traditional Islamic perspective, he, along
with Maulana Ashraf ‘Ali Thanwi, maintains that if reform is neces-
sary within the religion of Islam, such adjustment should be directed
at restoring the intellectual, moral, and truth-related facets of Islam to
Islamic society, and less on reforming Islam’s core principles and social
ideals to appease the West.>

Re-Orientalism as Islamist Revival

Tobias Hiibinette maintains that re-Orientalism is a reflection of clas-
sical Orientalism’s perception of Muslims in a negative (or barbaric
light) and is expressed through fundamentalist and nationalist strands
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of Islam in Muslim majority nations. The argument presented in his
essay is that,

[Classical] Orientalism has also survived as re-orientalism in the
forms of [Islamic] fundamentalism and nationalism in the newly
independent former colonies of Asia. It is possible to view funda-
mentalism, especially its Islamic version, as a form of indigenized
orientalism whereby the orientalized re-orientalize[s|] himselfin a
manner which can be summed up as: “Yes, we orientals are really
religious minded, despotic and cruel by nature.”®

Youssef Choueiri indicates that this growing Islamic revivalist (or
Islamist) mentality is not a new response directed toward a pro-Western
alliance, but a conventional response to regain what Islamic society sees
as a loss of identity, values, traditional customs, and religious authentic-
ity, due in part to the West pursuing its interests in the Muslim world.>’
Thus, the response to Westernization and Western secular influence
has been unfavorable and linked to historical agitation since the onset
of Western colonial influences in the Middle East.>® Western influ-
ence, coupled by the Catholic Church’s endorsement of the coloniza-
tion of the Arab world, nineteenth- and twentieth-century American
and European oil interests, and present US foreign policy in the Middle
East region contribute to a rise in revivalist movements, put Islamic
socleties on the defensive to secure their land and maintain their tra-
ditional customs in juxtaposition to the spread of Western values. It
1s imperative that we understand the nuances of the Islamists’ argu-
ment to comprehend why conservative political and religious sources
in America often “other” the religion of Islam as a violent and vitriolic
religion. Thus, this particular debate has created a strain within Islamic
society between rising Islamic modernists and traditional religious
leadership in Islamic societies.

Noah Feldman affirms that the standard view of scholars and experts
in and outside the Muslim world that the “classical Islamic state had
failed” was misguided.’® Standing on opposite sides are two differing
positions relating to the motivation behind Islamic fundamentalism,
each linked to a different interpretation of Islamic law and the way in
which it should be implemented, both within society and among those
living outside of the Islamic state. This distinction is made in connec-
tion with the idea of Islamist Sharia and Islamic Sharia and the quest of
both to assure justice within the umma and between Muslims and the
rest of the world. Feldman explains, “Islam, according to this view, is
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the thing that makes Islamism into a distinctive approach to the reform
of government and society. It is the engine meant to restore Muslim
societies to world prominence and power. When called upon to define
the Islamic character of the state as they envision it, Islamists typically
say that what makes the state Islamic is that it is governed through
Islamic law and Islamic values.”®® This point is particularly important
to US-Muslim world engagement, in that we may comprehend the
true intention of the extremist strand or re-Oreintalist mentality linked
to Islamic fundamentalist ideology regarding the West.

J. G. Jansen suggests that this strand and mindset, in a real sense,
becomes its own religion within itself, with its own religious imagi-
nation, religious dream, and theology, calling forth nonstate actors to
embrace a religio-political ideology of social emancipation. In both
the imaginative and religious dream world of Islamic fundamentalism,
the principal concern, as expressed in the Iranian revolution of 1979,
is to oppose (or unravel, by any means available) the present political
system, which is tainted by Western political and social ideals by bas-
ing one’s actions on an ideology rooted in religious ideals. Its aim, in
consequence, is to pointlessly replace this system by a subversive one
that 1s, as Jansen argues, “[an] imitation of the secular regimes... The
different fundamentalist movements and the very power which the
governments they oppose exercise: total power, complete power,
supreme power, over anyone or anything that even contemplates
resisting them.”®!

Furthermore, this type of Islamic fundamentalism is a brand of
“identity politics,” in that it functions as a collective belief and practice.
Thus, it thrives among a small minority practicing Islam who interpret
the Arab and larger Muslim world’s decline in values as a reference
point of its moral decay. Mary Kaldor argues:

The new identity politics is about the claim to power on the
basis of labels—in so far as there are ideas about political or social
change, they tend to relate to an idealised nostalgic representation
of the past. It is often claimed that the new war of identity politics
is more a throwback to the past, a resurgence of ancient hatred
kept under control by colonialism and/or the Cold War. While it
is true that the narratives of identity politics depend on memory
and tradition, it is also the case that these are “reinvented” in the
context of the failure or the corrosion of other sources of political
legitimacy—the discrediting of socialism or the nation-building
rhetoric of the first generation of post-colonial leaders.®?
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Comprehending in clear terms this identity politics and what exactly
the United States is up against, Akbar Ahmed puts forward in, Islam
Under Siege, that the rise in this brand and practice of Islamic fundamen-
talism by state leaders and nonstate actors emerges from a breakdown
in Islamic society and the social cohesion of Islamic society (asabiyya).®®
Acknowledging that the fabric of Islamic society was damaged due
to concurring political development from the mid-twentieth century
onward, Akbar informs us:

The creation of Pakistan and Israel, the revolution in Iran, the
civil wars in Algeria, Afghanistan, and parts of Central Asia dis-
placed and killed millions, split communities, and shattered fami-
lies. A disproportionately high percentage of the refugees of the
world—the truly dispossessed of our time—are from Muslim
lands. Refugee camps are notoriously breeding grounds of anger
and despair. The young are consumed with a rage that derives
from the memory of a home robbed. They have seen little but
injustice and indifference in their lives.®*

The asabiyya, which provides a central interconnected support system
of social cohesion within Islamic society, according to Ahmed, has suc-
cumbed to dishonor and fragmentation under Western secular influ-
ence. He asserts, “The dangerously ambiguous notion of honour—and
the ever-more dangerous ideas of the loss of honour—propel men to
violence. Simply put, global developments have robbed many people
of honour, [whereas] rapid global changes are shaking the structures of
traditional societies.”® In an effort to regain this loss of property and
value, hyper-asabiyya, described by Khaldun as exaggerated tribal and
religious loyalties, resulted in extreme cohesion and contributed to a
new type of global war.

The new type of war we see emerging in this postsecular era is
defined on the basis of regaining honor and lost values and tradi-
tions, while spreading a universal truth by exceptionalists and Islamists
alike. This is pervasive in the new global jihadist movement of the
twenty-first century as led by Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda’s newly
assumed leader, Ayman al-Zawahiri and noted figures like Abu Yahya
al-Libi, Mustafa Abu Yazid, Saif al-Adel, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, and
Khalid Sheikh Mohammed.

While it is conceivable that the influence of Western secularism provides the
principal answer on why US policymakers harbor political apprehensions about
religious engagement, this chapter explains that fear manufactured and calculated
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by conservative forces in America contributes to diverting engagement oppor-
tunities. American and Western interests along a historical time line as well
were instrumental in infuriating nonelites and nonstate actors throughout the
Muslim world. Thus, the new reality confronting this subject is that neither fear
manufactured by an exclusive worldview, nor a narrow mindset is productive in
this postsecular era to restore US-Muslim relations. As the secularization the-
sis is not an accurate reflection of this period, it is imperative that Washington
acknowledge that religious movements will continue to contribute to setting the
international agenda, which requires that US policymakers move toward the
center, away from conservative religious influences to publicly promote and actu-
ally practice tolerance and mutual understanding, as set forth by the founders of
America’s republic.

It is unveiled at this early stage that nefarious forces linked to a Western his-
tory of imperialism contributed to the production of a “worldview exclusivism”
that leads to a narrow political mindset for engaging global Islamic communities.
A capacity of religious tolerance is required in this postsecular era by exercising
a “new public diplomacy.” The next chapter takes a look at several compelling
arguments that further explain the tension present between religion and the dis-
cipline of international relations. These perspectives are taken into account as we
survey the “new public diplomacy argument,” and the relevance of direct two-
way engagement between state and nonstate actors that requires players to move
beyond a narrow posture to embrace a new way of thinking.



CHAPTER THREE

The New Public Diplomacy Argument

As competing religious and political views converge in the global public
sphere, American public diplomacy should consider promoting a more stra-
tegic communicative posture that cuts against discounting the aspirations
and perspectives of key nonstate actors living in global Islamic communi-
ties. Though the practice of traditional diplomacy is essential to statecraft,
a bold new form of public diplomacy—>broad in scope that incorporates the
aspirations of both state and nonstate actors in the dialogical setting—is
critical to building sustainable relations with the core of Islamic society.
Presently, former US policymakers, public diplomacy practitioners, and
academics are embracing a new movement that supports the introduc-
tion of bold new approaches to foster creative and long-term collaborative
engagement opportunities. This movement’s collective argument stresses
that the “new public diplomacy” will not displace traditional state-to-state
diplomacy, but seeks to expand the role of public diplomacy by engaging
nonstate actors to build mutually beneficial relations that move beyond
traditional state-centric procedures. This chapter defends this thesis by first
appraising the reticence of state actors about acknowledging religious voices,
while drawing attention to the imperative of employing a dialogue-based
public diplomacy to effectively engage Muslim majority audiences.

Responding to Religion in International Relations

Recent discussions on updating American public diplomacy practices
from its narrow state-centric model to reflecting the changing nature
brought about by new players and global communication are mak-
ing headway among practitioners and policymakers. Arguments on
the importance of building collaborative relations between state and
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nonstate actors over the last decade have ranged from incorporat-
ing enhanced web 2.0 social networking tools into public diplomacy
discourse practices to collective recommendations on advancing soft
power (i.e., the ability to shape the preferences of foreign audiences
without implementing physical force).! As the tectonic plates of global
politics shift, ushering in a proliferation of nonstate actors who are set-
ting the international agenda, global public diplomacy is tasked with
moving beyond its traditional one-way message transmission posture
to one that enters into new corridors to connect with religious voices
that are often pushed to the fringe or discounted as nonsubstantive in
international relations. If we are to fully comprehend the new pub-
lic diplomacy argument, it is imperative that we begin by surveying
several compelling arguments that further explain the tension present
between religion and the discipline of international relations.

As addressed above, realism is a widely accepted political theory that
liberal secular states rely upon during traditional track one state-to-state
interaction. In recent years, modern realism has successfully stymied
prospective healthy state-nonstate actor relations due the adverse atten-
tion it brings to the debate on sacred-secular engagement. Relying on
traditional state-centric models to engage global Islamic communities
in order to disseminate Western values underpins the current context
and actions applied by the White House and State Department. While
looking into the core principles of realism, we gather why exactly
Western state actors oftentimes are reluctant to shift from the realist per-
spective to comprehend, for example, theo-political motivation behind
new religious movements developing in parts of the Arab and Muslim
world. Generally, in the case of the US government, analysis related
to religious movements in the Muslim world and the religion of Islam
itself is carried out within 16 separate agencies that comprise the United
State Intelligence Community or within the Department of Defense
to enrich US military strategy, as in the case of the US Army’s Human
Terrain System that utilizes the social science expertise of anthropolo-
gists and political scientists. Further, realism as a political philosophy
works within a narrow construct which defines the state and state actor
relations in terms of power and secularity, thus impeding the formation
of a relationship needed between state and nonstate actors.

Noted pioneer, Hans Morgenthau, justifies the separation of reli-
gious concerns in the secular political arena in Politics among Nations:
The Struggle for Power and Peace,

Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied
to the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but
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they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time
and place...Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspira-
tions of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the
universe. As it distinguishes between truth and opinion, so it dis-
tinguishes between truth and idolatry.”

In a text that has served as a guide to traditional state-based American
diplomacy and the study of international relations, a clear line is drawn
by Morgenthau between moral ideals and what modern realism defines
as legitimate for state and state actor engagement. He defends this, say-
ing, “[for] realism theory consists in ascertaining facts and giving them
meaning through reason. It assumes that the character of a foreign pol-
icy [for example] can be ascertained only through the examination of
the political acts performed and the foreseeable consequences of these
acts...[It] believes that politics, like society in general, is governed by
objective laws that have their roots in human nature.”® While assum-
ing it is possible to segregate the concerns and voices of both religious
and political citizens within the global public sphere, Morgenthau
fails to identify that we are unable to comprehend some human events
by ascertaining the facts solely on the basis of reason or secularity.
This is the precise reason why comprehending the development of
religio-political activities in a postsecular context is imperative. This
means coming to terms with the fact that while secularity is real and
will not disappear, the proliferation of new players in emerging trans-
national religious movements requires fair and balanced attention from
the nation-state and state actors. Hence, Morgenthau’s scholarship in
the field of political science demonstrates the highly exaggerated notion
that state-actor communication must inevitably be in liberal-secular
terms. Consequently, relying on a traditional Western political frame-
work makes appreciation for state/nonstate actor engagement between
sacred-secular players incomprehensible.

Recognizing Religion

Elizabeth S. Hurd makes two important observations regarding the
interaction between religion and international relations.* She notes that
“religious fundamentalism and religious differences have emerged as
crucial factors in international conflict, national security and foreign
policy,” and that “the power of this religious resurgence in world poli-
tics does not fit into existing categories of thought in academic inter-
national relations.”® Thus, a systemic underestimating of religion in
global politics encourages the tendency of state actors and some public
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diplomacy practitioners to regard religion as a nonsubstantive element,
thereby making it convenient to push non-Western religious voices
in particular to the fringes, in order to disseminate Western values
in parts of the Arab and Muslim world.® In “Theorizing Religious
Resurgence”, Hurd argues,

Since the end of the Cold War, most political scientists have seen
religion as an inexplicable obstacle on the road to secular democ-
racy or as evidence of cultural and civilizational difference in
world politics. .. [The main assumption] is that religion should be
expelled from democratic politics; this is laicism. The objective
here is to create a public life in which religious belief, practices
and institutions have lost their political significance, fallen below
the threshold of political contestation and/or been pushed into the
private sphere.’

Going along with Hurd’s perspective, Monica Toft in “Religion
Matters in International Relations,” says, “Religion matters a great
deal, and its positive and negative influence both within and between
states is certain to continue well into the coming decades.”® Thus, Fox
and Sandler remark:

Religion is rarely included in most major theories of international
relations and when it is addressed, it is usually through viewing
it as a subcategory of some topic that is considered more impor-
tant, such as institutions, terrorists, society, or civilisation. This
disregard is related to the premise that primordial factors such as
ethnicity and religion had no part in modern society or in rational
explanations for the way the world works, because international
relations 1s perhaps the most Western-centric of the social science
disciplines.?

Instead of emphasizing the apparent theoretical and philosophical dif-
ferences amplified by modern realist theory, Craig Calhoun claims
that the state actors in this new era should center their attention on
what religion and religious nonstate actors might offer the interna-
tional agenda, in terms of promoting peace in times of great trouble.
He explains:

Religion appears in liberal theory first and foremost as an occasion
for tolerance and neutrality. This orientation is reinforced by both
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the classification of religion as essentially a private matter and the
view that religion is in some sense a “survival” from an earlier
era—not a field of vital growth within modernity... [in as much]
as religion, moreover, is a part of the genealogy of public reason
itself. To attempt to disengage the idea of public reason (or the
reality of the public sphere) from religion is to disconnect it from
a tradition that continues to give it life and content.!”

It is through “citizen participation” that both state and religious non-
state actors unconsciously fine-tune their usage of Athenian democ-
racy and ensure that the civic virtues of the state are carried out on
their behalf."! As Roger Trigg reminds us, “Public debate about the
proper basis for society is necessary and the religious voice should be
heard in that debate.”'® Hence, it is critical we understand here that
religious citizens deserve public acknowledgement, considering that
the natural rights of all citizens within the liberal-secular state deserve
recognition. The new reality that American public diplomacy faces
is one where, if increasing religious voices are continuously pushed
to the fringes, contempt toward America’s national interests will
result, furthering increased clashes in the years ahead. Arguably, the
most important factor in reaching the core of a traditional society will
require that US state actors move beyond preconceived notions of how
sacred and secular citizens should interact within this society. Through
Jurgen Habermas’s and Gerard Hauser’s analyses, we may comprehend
that developing a common ground for engagement, coupled by a new
mindset, offers a unique method to broaden interaction between state
and nonstate actors. So that we may gather how actors might consider
engaging with one another, let us look first at the dynamic behind the
formation of opinions about religion taking place in both the public
and private spheres.

Religion in the Public Sphere

In A Secular Age, Charles Taylor illustrates that after Enlightenment,
religious voices in the West grew less influential due to a “widening
gamut of new positions and ideals (some secular and others religious)
that evolved among elite groups in Western society.”'* He regards
this shift in influence as the nova effect."* However, one of the smaller
changes to occur during this period was the partitioning of social space
into the binary worlds that structure the now separated public and pri-
vate spheres. For some time, this division has made defining a common
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ground for both sacred and secular players all the more difficult, out-
side of convincing parties that engagement across sacred-secular lines
is of the essence. The private sphere consists of civil society, religious
traditions, and citizenry that identifies itself with a sacred or moral
identity. On the other hand, the public sphere refers, in broad terms, to
the secular-political realm of society.'”> However, Taylor argues that the
public spheres in both the United States and Europe “have been alleg-
edly emptied of God, or of any reference to ultimate reality.”'® Since
Enlightenment, most Western public spaces no longer “refer us to God,
but to rationality that aids society in reaching its greatest benefit, with-
out solely drawing on moral ideals.”!” Habermas clarifies this point,

By the end of the eighteenth century society had broken apart into
private elements on the one hand and into public on the other.
The position of the church changed with the reformation: the link
to divine authority which the church represented, that is, reli-
gion, became a private matter. So-called religious freedom came
to insure what was historically the first area of private autonomy.
The church itself continued its existence as one public and legal
body among others.!

Reticence of the Western secular public sphere during the late eigh-
teenth century contributed to this decline, placing an emphasis on free-
thinking and public reason—no longer drawing solely on moral ideals.
Nearly two centuries later the effects of emptying the public sphere of
God, and a reliance on political philosophies that discount religion as
nonsubstantive have led to the resurgence of religious activity in and
toward Western society due to increasing fear religious actors have of
losing their traditional values and moral identity. As Europe’s public
sphere has been forced to redefine its posture toward the influx of
new religious voices, so too did the United States with the sudden
influx of Islamic voices penetrating the US political decision making.
Habermas’s descriptions of both the bourgeois and public sphere models
offer a unique starting point for comprehending the value of opinion
forming among a body of nonelites.

For nearly two centuries, the bourgeois public sphere served, in European
society, as a social prescription for an alternative sphere, where pri-
vate citizens could meet in café salons and coffeechouses in newly
“enlightened” London, Germany, Paris, and Vienna.!” The aim in the
“bourgeois public sphere” was that of generating widespread public
discussions and political debates, while promoting social engagement.*
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Though many of these European homes of public criticism were not
specific political institutions, their widespread reputation throughout
the Continent held mass credibility in their ability to unite a diverse
citizenry, and to test state laws and policies through public discourse.?!
Habermas informs:

The bourgeois public sphere may be conceived above all as the
sphere [in which] private people come together as a public; they
soon claimed the public sphere regulated from above against the
public authorities themselves, to engage them in a debate over the
general rules governing relations in the basically privatised but pub-
licly relevant sphere of commodity exchange and social labour.?

Bringing this concept into the present era, he contends that the same
strategies as put forth in the traditional bourgeois public sphere are prac-
ticable in this era with the contemporary public sphere model, which, on
the other hand, functions as a “realm [in] our social life in which some-
thing approaching public opinion can be formed.”* Both a progres-
sive mindset and balance discourse setting are appropriate to cultivate
collaborative relations and a deeper form of engagement between state
and religious nonstate actors. Here Habermas calls for the establish-
ment of a forum within society that is conducive to the cultivation of
authentic forms of engagement between actors of both worlds. While
some will argue that new social media tools such as Facebook, Twitter,
Skype, and the creation of virtual US embassies are productive avenues
to promote new media activism and the spread of US national interests
in the Muslim world, the reality is that their “constituency is too small
and their content too superficial to be heavily relied upon in building
and maintaining global friendships.”?* Hence, the fact that is widely
embraced by public diplomacy practitioners is the precise reason why
the US Department of State must turn the page to embrace a new pub-
lic diplomacy strategy to build long-term direct relations with target
audiences on a mutually beneficial common ground.

While the public sphere has descended from cofteehouses and public
discourses in religious institutions to the corridors of cyberspace, mov-
ing to a more authentic forum that sets out to physically engage reli-
gious nonstate actors is a realistic posture that stands as a representation
of American democracy. According to Gerard Hauser,

Democratic forms rest on opportunities for citizens to discuss issues
that concern their interests so that they may influence intelligent
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public opinion. Concomitantly, people engaged in every day con-
gress with strangers holding diverse beliefs, traditions, and inter-
ests have a comparable need for discursive forums in which they
may develop a sense of prevailing opinion and participate in chart-
ing its course.

Sustaining “democratic forms” ensures that actors or even sacred-
secular citizens may contribute to crafting a progressive agenda. Thus,
broadening engagement opportunities that will allow both sacred and
secular players to coexist to form collaborative relations serves as the
bases of the new public diplomacy argument. This position, nonethe-
less, 1s an argument that runs counter to previous state-centric models
that aid in defining the national agenda of the modern nation-state,
which openly excludes engaging nonstate actors (religious players) to
promote peacemaking in the public sphere. In contrast to its predeces-
sor, the new public diplomacy provides a broad context for state actors
to exercise complementary relations with religious nonstate actors to
promote two-way dialogue-based engagement opportunities to estab-
lish genuine relations.

A New Argument for Dialogue-based Public Diplomacy

As realism will remain the dominant theoretical approach to interna-
tional relations for years to come, a shift toward an international para-
digm that places a new emphasis on nonstate actors will serve as a fresh
concern for Western nation-states in their attempt to engage traditional
societies that comprise parts of the Muslim world. The shift toward this
new reality in recent years has been of increasing importance to the
field of traditional diplomacy and the contemporary practice of public
diplomacy. Global public diplomacy is a vital component to foreign
policy, considering the changing dimension of global communication
and state-nonstate actor relations in recent years. Moving beyond pre-
conceived notions of non-Western societies is critical in an era largely
dependent upon two-way relationship-based engagement. Marked by a
new call, communication transmission has shifted in recent years from
the traditional one-fo-many mode, which dominated the Information
Age, to a one-to-one communicative posture represented by culturally
diverse relationships between global networks.?®

Global public diplomacy is currently redefining itself against the
backdrop of the Information Age and today’s global communication
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era, marked by what this chapter regards as the old public diplomacy.
This—still in use by several nation-states—as Paul Sharp suggests
is, “the process by which direct relations of people in a country are
pursued to advance the interests and extend the values of those being
represented.””’ Moreover, it draws upon a state-based approach to
diplomacy that discounts both religion and nonstate actors as nonsub-
stantive players in the international system. The old public diplomacy
is antiquated, and reliant upon communication models as propaganda
and contemporary nation-branding campaigns that largely reflect the
one-way tools applied during the Cold War era. Philip Seib reminds
us that the old public diplomacy “has drifted farther and farther into
self-promoting ‘branding’ that will win over only the most gullible.”?®
The emphasis of the old public diplomacy in this new era remains
focused on disseminating “a product” by the state in order to achieve
an immediate short-term result.

In this period of postsecularism where religious voices are reassert-
ing their presence in global politics, global public diplomacy is forced
to adapt its methodology and conceptual approach to state-nonstate
actor relations. As state actors acknowledge these new voices in global
politics, their reluctance is apparent and distinctly present in American
public diplomacy that openly discounts establishing long-term col-
laborative relations with religious nonstate actors in order to get the
feedback from the aspirations and perspectives of nonelites into the for-
eign policy discussion. Considering the ineffectiveness of the old public
diplomacy to connect with key target audiences, contemporary public
diplomacy practitioners and former US policymakers collectively are
calling for a new public diplomacy approach that is broader in scope and
capable of functioning effectively in an era driven by network-based
communication and new players.

According to the USC Center on Public Diplomacy at the Annenberg
School, the essential argument behind the new public diplomacy is:

As distinct from the “narrow” traditional, state-based conception
of public diplomacy described above, recent scholarship has offered
a “broader” conception of the field’s scope by developing the con-
cept of the new public diplomacy which defines public diplomacy
more expansively than an activity unique to sovereign states. This
view aims to capture the emerging trends in international rela-
tions where a range of non-state actors with some standing in
world politics—supranational organization, sub-national actors,
non-governmental organization, and (in the view of some) even
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private companies—communicate and engage meaningfully with
foreign publics and thereby develop and promote public diplo-
macy policies and practices of their own.?’

Functioning within a broad context, the new public diplomacy is far
removed from its state-based cousin. It first recognizes the current shift
occurring in the international paradigm in state-nonstate actor rela-
tions, while second, demanding that the liberal secular nation-state
comes to terms with the increasing role nonstate actors may play in
providing analysis and promoting cooperation at the grassroots level.
Instead disseminating messages via a one-way transmission model of
communication, generally from the top-down, the new public diplo-
macy offers a broad playing field to cultivate long-term collaborative
dialogue-based engagement.

As a result, a new public diplomacy is seen as taking place in a sys-
tem of mutually beneficial relations that is no longer state-centric
but composed of multiple actors and networks, operating in a fluid
global environment of new issues and contexts. This new diplo-
macy will not in the short term displace traditional state-to-state
diplomacy as practiced by foreign ministries, but it will impact
the way those ministries do business. More than ever before, for-
eign ministries and diplomats will need to go beyond bilateral
and multilateral diplomacy and to construct and conduct relations
with new global actors.

Melissen claims that the new public diplomacy is not a reflection in any
way of its cousin. Its aim “requires practitioners and diplomats to adopt
a new set of broad skills, techniques, and attitudes than those found
in traditional state-based diplomacy.”*!' The new public diplomacy is
dialogue based and will require diplomats to approach communication
differently in order to establish direct relations. It has the ability to
transform the position of the diplomat from traditional messenger to an
interlocutor who accepts the task of entering into communication with
nonstate actors, who under the old public diplomacy might otherwise
have been regarded as a threat to the political realm.

Building international relationships dictates applying bold new
approaches and a new social ethic driven by mutual understanding and
above all, respect for nonsecular opinion holders. Amelia Arsenault
informs us that “the benefits of dialogue are most pronounced when
communicative interaction is the goal, not a mean’s to an ends.”* The
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most evident evolution from the old public diplomacy is the new public
diplomacy’s commitment to promoting genuine dialogue over symbolic
interaction, which hinges on building mutually beneficial state-nonstate
actor collaborative relations. Joseph S. Nye adds that this broad new
approach “is also about building relationships with civic-society actors
in other countries and facilitation networks between nongovernmental
parties at home and abroad. In this approach to public diplomacy, gov-
ernment policy is aimed at promoting and participating in, rather than
controlling, such cross-border networks.”?

Thereby, as the old public diplomacy is single-mindedly con-
cerned with reaching foreign audiences to shape opinions and restore
favorability, the new public diplomacy realizes that this approach, at
best, is perceived as disingenuous, unless actors pursue long-term dia-
logical engagement. While the contemporary new public diplomacy
argument is gaining notoriety, the position that the US Department of
State expands its diplomatic infrastructure to engage religious nonstate
actors is not a new suggestion. Former US government officials like
Madeline Albright, Edward Luttwak, and Ambassador John McDonald
are reintroducing this proposal that fits into our new public diplo-
macy argument. Hence, let us turn our attention here to the role of
dialogue-based engagement as a vital tool of the new public diplomacy
that provides a broader opportunity for two-way communication—
and in the case of US-Muslim relations—adequate space for US dip-
lomats to build genuine dialogue and restore trust with key religious
nonstate actors.

Dialogue-based Engagement

Daryl Copeland argues that expanding the scope of US public diplo-
macy requires reimagining the creative ability of the state actor—in
this case the American diplomat—within this new framework. As the
tectonic plates of global politics shift, both an adjustment in mindset
and approaches taken by diplomats are required to invoke change due
to the transforming nature of target audiences and their environments.
Copeland suggests here that a shift in mindset and the performance of
diplomats are taken together, considering the new terrain and the unpre-
dictable set of new players whom the diplomats will engage. He argues,
however, that a new methodology and a doctrine of statecraft, regarded
as guerrilla diplomacy, be considered “to improve the performance of
foreign ministries, and the efficacy of diplomatic practice.”** Invoking a
commitment to direct two-way communicative engagement, guerrilla
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diplomacy is defined as a flexible form of interaction that responds “to
the marginalization of dialogue, negotiation, and compromise that has
come with the militarization of international policy.” It is an aggressive
approach that complements the new public diplomacy argument in that
it makes the clear distinction that diplomatic activity is no longer con-
fined to quiet clubs and quaint meeting rooms, but is in barrios, favelas,
and war zones and that American diplomats especially must be trained
in a new communication strategy before entering these domains.

Assessing the role of this new public diplomacy in context with
engaging Muslim voices, Shaun Riordan reminds us that Western
nations should consider altering their public diplomacy message, tools,
and actors in order that their governments might successfully engage
the “Islamic Street.” Consequently, this requires pushing beyond a
“worldview exclusivism” that clashes with the social and theological
tenets held by those in global Islamic communities. Riordan contends
that “successful [public diplomacy] engagement must be built upon a
genuine dialogue that accepts that Islam is different and has its own
values and historical and cultural traditions; that the West does not
have all the answers and that, while maintaining its own values, it
accepts that not all of them are universally valid for every one every-
where and that there are many paths to democracy and civil society.”3°
Taking this position requires Western nations like the United States
to come to grips with the new reality that many different worldviews
exist and that in order to make a successful connection with foreign
audiences, America must respect the aspirations and perspectives cul-
tivated by the Islamic Street (i.e., the grassroots level of global Islamic
communities).

While Rirodan’s proposal hints at a new way forward in global pub-
lic diplomacy activity by informing us that genuine dialogue is essen-
tial for connecting with nonelite groups in the Islamic Street, it however
puts at risk ensuring long-term engagement between the United States
and Muslim world by implying it is better that Western governments
outsource dialogical engagement opportunities to nongovernment
organizations and their agents. He argues that Western state actors have
neither the credibility nor access to engage Islamic society to promote a
modern approach to Islam. He makes the claim that “Neither Western
governments nor their agents (namely, diplomats) have either the nec-
essary credibility or access. Their need to maintain good relations with
existing Islamic governments and political elites further constrains
their freedom of action. More credible agents will need to be found
among nongovernmental agents in broader Western civil society.”’
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While NGO credibility outranks the credibility of Western govern-
ments, efforts that completely outsource broad two-way engagement
approaches with the Islamic Street to the NGO sector is flawed and
inevitably counterproductive. The following three points should be
taken into consideration when making the case of exactly why Western
governments and their agents should pursue direct dialogical engage-
ment with the Islamic Street.

(1) By outsourcing dialogue-based engagement to NGOs, Western
nations run the risk of losing what little credibility they have
with global Islamic communities. Though NGOs stand adjacent
to governments and are capable of presenting a formidable cri-
tique of its policies, while engaging nonstate actors, what is really
required are efforts by both Western nations and nonstate actors
with the assistance of NGOs to provide training and resources to
enrich the capacity for dialogue that leads to mutually beneficial
relations between Western governments and the Islamic Street.

(i1) While NGOs may provide both cultural and religious education
training to enrich dialogical opportunities, both long-term cred-
ibility and respect will be established via consistent interactive
engagement between state and religious nonstate actors from the
Islamic Street.

(1i1) Dialogue-based engagement with the Islamic Street is an essential
activity that takes a shift from focusing primarily on promoting
Western values to that of reinforcing the future development of
policies that feed back the aspirations and perspectives of Muslims
into the foreign policymaking circle.

As it is easy to assume that the waning credibility of the Western
nation-state is a valid reason to outsource, the reality is that by out-
sourcing, Western nations (like the United States) will most likely miss
a key opportunity to directly restructure a framework that will lead
to the adoption of a new public diplomacy approach. Hence, Marshall
and Farr illustrate my point in the essay “Public Diplomacy in an Age
of Faith,” by looking to American public diplomacy and suggesting its
aim in this new era must be to “advance U.S. interests and security by
imparting to foreign audiences an understanding and appreciation of
America’s founding principles, ideals, institutions, and policy.”*® To a
great extent, this means exerting “a robust vision of a religious free-
dom that provides a foundation for liberty, preserves religious integ-
rity, enables religious pluralism, and reconciles the dual authorities
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of religion and state.” Furthermore, challenging the absence of this
robust vision, Marshall and Farr recommends that the US Department
of State consider several proactive strategies. The most vital one encour-
ages “Reforming Foreign Service Officer training and career options,
which includes establishing a religion subspecialty corps.”™’ Rather
than looking to the NGO sector to restore US relations in religious
communities, they acknowledge that promoting a new public diplo-
macy requires that “U.S. diplomatic posts [are| staffed by individuals
who have a deep understanding of the particular religious dynamic and
are grounded in the importance of religious liberty and practice in the
American order.”!

For this reason, improving US public diplomacy relations with the
Muslim world is not a task that should be performed unaccompanied
by a state actor promoting two-way dialogical engagement on the
state’s behalf. Nye argues that in “communicating with distant audi-
ences, leaders need the ability to communicate one-on-one or in small
groups. In some cases, the close communication is more important than
public rhetoric. Organisational skill—ability to attract and inspire an
effective inner circle of followers—can compensate for rhetorical defi-
ciencies, just as effective public rhetoric can partly compensate for low
organisational skills.”*> If US diplomats will be responsible for exercis-
ing this engagement, arguably this requires that they adopt a mutually
beneficial mindset that is culturally competent and capable of function-
ing within a multitrack framework.

If we are to consider a new approach to communication and the role
of a dialogue-based new public diplomacy, let us then turn our atten-
tion here to three leading perspectives by Ambassador John McDonald,
Madeline Albright, and Edward Luttwak that demonstrate my earlier
position on advancing a dialogue-based approach to public diplomacy
accompanied by a competent US state actor. Collectively, these perspec-
tives enrich the contemporary new public diplomacy argument. While
the following suggestions are not without limitations, they ensure that
successful nation-state engagement with key religious nonstate actors
be led by actors who are capable of implementing a communication
platform that promotes religio-political cooperation.

Multitrack Dialogical Engagement

Former US Ambassador and cofounder of the Institute for Multi-
track Diplomacy (IMTD), John McDonald advocates that the State
Department consider incorporating elements of multitrack diplomacy into
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its diplomatic framework when engaging nonstate actors, especially in
conflict-prone settings, to promote peace and reconciliation.

The term multi-track diplomacy is based on the original distinc-
tion made by Joseph Montville in 1981 between official, govern-
mental actions to resolve conflicts (track one) and unofticial efforts
by nongovernmental professionals to resolve conflicts within and
between states (track two). Later, Louise Diamond coined the
phrase ‘multi-track diplomacy’, recognizing that to lump all track
two activities under one label did not capture the complexity or
breadth of unofficial diplomacy.*

The multitrack diplomacy system is comprised of nine individual tracks
that operate on separate levels, but which when integrated, formulate
a system that accommodates dialogue-based engagement. Diamond’s
and McDonald’s research findings suggest that when this system’s
approach is used, actors become more accommodating to the mutual
interests of both state and nonstate actors in their pursuit to build rela-
tions across sacred-secular lines and in promoting two-way dialogical
opportunities.

e Track 1: Government—Peacemaking through traditional diplomacy
e Track 2: Nongovernmental/Professional—DPeacemaking through
professional conflict resolution
e Track 3: Business—Peacemaking through commerce
e Track 4: Private Citizens—Peacemaking  through  personal
involvement
e Track 5: Research, Training, and Education—DPeacemaking
through learning
Track 6: Activism—Peacemaking through advocacy
Track 7: Religion—DPeacemaking through faith in action
Track 8: Funding—Peacemaking through providing resources
Track 9: Communication and the Media—Peacemaking through
information

IMTD experts Notter and Diamond acknowledge that when build-
ing such relations, especially in conflict zones, key actors engaged in
the peacemaking process should focus their attention on three specific
areas while pursuing dialogue-based engagement. The first area is bridge
building. This includes building bridges through dialogue and actions
that “bring together parties in conflict to create mutual understanding,
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rebuild trust, and examine together the root causes, needs and inter-
ests that underlie each side’s stated positions.”™* Communication prac-
tices that build relations from the bottom up are indispensable and
require that American diplomats move beyond their constricted pos-
ture to embrace a broad holistic approach to engagement.

The second action is capacity building. Actors involved in peacemak-
ing efforts should be cognizant in building relationships that lead to
the development of “[core] skills in conflict resolution and reconcili-
ation within a group of local peace-builders who can then use these
skills within and between their own communities. These skills include
a creative blend of both the local, indigenous, traditional methods of
addressing conflicts and Western-based methods...Capacity build-
ing is a key component of the social peace building process, which
is about building a human infrastructure.” There is a unique value
here in applying interdisciplinary methods in the dialogical setting. For
example, this means that when pursuing conflict resolution actors must
demonstrate that they are comfortable with incorporating traditional
and intercultural approaches that reflect their target audience. This in
essence will require diplomats to take seriously aspects of interreligious
and intercultural dialogue to reach the core of traditional societies,
where large-scale intrastate conflict is pronounced. Hence, as covered
earlier, several post-9/11 failures are a direct result of key diplomats
proving to be incompetent toward the functionality of communication
in the Arab and Muslim world.

Lastly, there is institution building. This position includes ensuring
“efforts to help the local peacebuilders develop sustainable institu-
tions—organizations, alliances, working groups, university programs,
etc.—that can further the work of peace building theory and practice in
the conflict system and the broader region.”® Though referring to the
work of IMTD, Notter and Diamond are implying that actors should
center their attention on building trust and cooperation that evolves
by constructing dialogue-based opportunities and cross-cultural infra-
structures. While there are several postconflict peace-building reform
efforts underway in South Asia and in parts of the Middle East, many
fail due to a lack of trust and confidence within global Islamic com-
munities about American leadership and US foreign policy interests.
Ambassador McDonald agrees with this point, acknowledging that the
USG 1is overwhelmingly political and bureaucratic as well as deeply
engaged in meeting secular demands rather than the mutual concerns
of nonstate actors at the grassroots level. “The negative potential [of the
USG] 1s its rigidity, exclusivity, elitism, and potential abuse of power.
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Its institutes and thinking are strongly embedded in the state-centric
mode of power politics, and is [resistant to] change.”

Notter and Diamond make the case that by taking a holistic approach,
incorporating bridge building, restoring capacity, and utilizing insti-
tutions, will allow actors to apply transformational elements that are
often at the disposal of nongovernmental organizations. These elements
include working within a network-based setting by promoting coop-
eration and strategic relationship building through direct interpersonal,
intercultural, and in some cases interreligious dialogical engagement.

Promoting Sacred-Secular Fellowship

Former US Secretary of State Madeline Albright makes the claim that
since living in a world without religion is highly unlikely, the next best
alternative is to engage the dynamics of religion in international affairs
through direct two-way communication to better comprehend its mis-
sion. She says, “The challenge for policymakers is to harness the unify-
ing potential of faith, while containing its capacity to divide.” Hence,
“This requires, at a minimum, that we see spiritual matters are a subject
worth studying.™® In pursuing a new well-informed way forward to
promote sacred-secular fellowship, the former US Secretary of State, in
Mighty and the Almighty, points to three areas that encourage: (i) the study
of religion, (ii) consideration of religious negotiators, and (iii) establish-
ing a corps of specialists adept in international religious affairs.
Bringing attention to the role of education, Albright proposes that
US diplomats and foreign policymakers should critically study religious
matters and incorporate their findings into progressive strategies for
peacemaking at the US Department of State.* This guidance is led
by J. Bryan Heir’s position held by staunch realists “that you do not
have to understand religion in order to understand the world. You
need to understand politics, strategy, economics and law, but you do
not need to understand religion.”® Hence, Albright makes the case
that a broad posture, which includes learning the theological aspects
behind religion, can facilitate in enriching US foreign policymaking.
She insists that US diplomats, “should develop the ability to recog-
nize where and how religious beliefs contribute to conflicts and when
religious principles might be invoked to ease strife. .. To lead interna-
tionally, American policymakers must learn as much as possible about
religion, and then incorporate that knowledge in their strategies.”"
Walter McDougall adds to this perspective in the article, “Religion in
Diplomatic History,” acknowledging the limitation of state-centrism
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by making the claim that “very few scholars, much less pundits, theo-
logians, or diplomats, display expertise in both fields. Some have a pro-
found understanding of one or more religious traditions, perhaps also
a personal faith, but lack knowledge or experience of the rough and
tumble of politics. Others are wise in the ways of statecraft either from
analysis or practice, but confess to being out of their depth in spiritual
matters.”>?

Second, from comprehending the dynamics of religion to making a
critical assessment, Albright advises that the State Department utilize
religious negotiators as support personnel to encourage conflict recon-
ciliation in hostile settings. Reflecting on several ethnic and religious
conflicts during her tenure, she argues, “When participants in a con-
flict claim to be people of faith, a negotiator who has the credentials
and credibility to do so might wish to call their bluff.”>* Reflecting on
the sharp deficit in readily available negotiators in cases where intra-
state conflicts took center stage during her tenure, she contends that
having available competent state actors to build trust with key religious
nonstate actors in the dialogical setting, the state actor might convene
parties together by drawing on a “creative blend” of factors when purs-
ing reconciliation. She argues:

If I were secretary of state today, I would not seek to mediate dis-
putes on the basis of religious principles any more than I would
try to negotiate along the more intricate details of a trade agree-
ment or a pact on arms control. In each case, I would ask people
more expert than I to begin the process of identifying key issues,
exploring the possibilities, and suggesting a course of action. It
might be well that my involvement, or the president’s, would be
necessary to close a deal, but the outlines would be drawn by those
who knew every nuance of the issues at hand.>*

And lastly, as several former US policymakers propose, Albright calls
for the State Department to “hire or train a core of specialists in religion
to be deployed both in Washington and in key embassies overseas.”>
This recommendation comes as no surprise, considering Albright’s
familiarity with the contribution of Track 2 NGO peacemaking under
the Clinton administration during the 1990s. However, Albright’s
suggestion was introduced previously by former US military strate-
gist Edward Luttwak in 1994 in the essay “The Missing Dimension,”
where he writes that, “religion attachés could be assigned to diplomatic
missions in those countries where religion has a particular salience, to
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monitor religious movements and maintain contact with religious lead-
ers, just as labour attachés have long been assigned to deal with local
trade unions. Intelligence organizations that already have specialists in
many functional areas could usefully add religion specialists as well.”
He continues, “Certainly one should not perpetuate administratively
the misconception that religion with its institutions and leaders is nec-
essarily a marginal factor, or necessarily a diminishing force, or neces-
sarily a purely political (or social, or economic, or ethnic) phenomenon
in religious guise.”®® Taking note of Luttwak’s guidance and the proac-
tive position this might have on American diplomacy, from a reading
of “faith-based diplomacy,” Albright adds that such a recommendation
is capable of providing the structure for the future development of a
religious specialists’ corps.>’

Driving Albright to recommend the creation of a religious specialists
corps includes the five characteristics of the “faith-based intermedi-
ary,” which Johnston and Cox identify as an actor: (a) endowed with
an ability to utilize spiritual principles in peacemaking; (b) capable of
operating with spiritual authority in times of crisis; (c) being able to
respect the essence of other religious traditions; (d) understanding the
impact of utilizing spiritual texts to connect with religious audiences at
a deeper level; and (e) being recognized as having a spiritual persever-
ance that is grounded in their own faith tradition.’® Scott Appleby takes
the Johnston-Cox position a step further, suggesting that (in addition
to these five characteristics) the faith-based intermediary should also
reconsider the use of traditional conflict resolution approaches, which
most often overlook vital cultural and religious tenets beneficial to
the conflict transformation process.>” Drawing from Appleby’s argu-
ment, it appears that this new type of actor must either come from or
resonate with the conflict-habituated community. This action allows
time and space for the intermediary to listen so that he avoids taking
an unreasonable position. In addition, this is what Albright has envi-
sioned of this future corps of specialists on religious matters—corps
respectful of multireligious beliefs, capable of engaging religious analy-
sis while promoting sustainable US foreign policy; and individuals who
are well prepared to engage religious audiences by utilizing two-way
dialogue-based engagement to promote sacred-secular fellowship that
functions from the bottom up.

This chapter introduced a new argument comprised of several forward think-
ing proposals that draw attention to Washington’s narrow view toward engaging
foreign audiences through the communication apparatus of public diplomacy. Its
general argument is that a new mindset based on tolerance and dedicated to
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pursuing dialogue-based public diplomacy accompanied by US diplomats work-
ing at the grassroots level is a practicable way forward to promote direct two-way
relations with key religious nonstate actors. As Part 1 makes the case, US
policymakers have openly wrestled with engaging religious voices, whether with
conservative Judeo-Christian special interests at home or against radical Islamic
opinion holders abroad. 1t has failed in both cases to establish a common ground
to survey the aspirations and perspectives of either group, which requires embrac-
ing a new mindset toward religion in international relations.

Interaction across sacred-secular lines in this current postsecular age requires
both state and nonstate actors to acknowledge the value in both religious and
political opinions that are rapidly intersecting in the global public sphere. Part 1
established that deep-seated challenges exist in Washington toward engaging
traditional religion-based societies; the next chapter will take a step back to com-
prehend how these challenges became manifest through conservative religious and
political ideals in American leadership and public diplomacy during the Bush era
months prior to and after 9/11.



PART 2

Crusading US National Security



CHAPTER FOUR

Distorting the Process

While practitioners and theorists are inclined to argue that an absence of
grand strategy or a dependence on Cold War communication approaches
resulted in America’s post-9/11 public diplomacy failure, there are more
concrete reasons for this breakdown. For example, a US president pub-
licly projecting American Judeo-Christian ideals, the Project for a New
American Century steering post-9/11 US foreign policy, and an open
disregard by US state actors toward nonelite Muslim perspectives held
in global Islamic communities, thereby counteracting any positive public
diplomacy attempt. This chapter explores numerous dimensions of the
post-9/11 engagement process, moving beyond “what” precisely con-
tributed to distorting US-Muslim relations to “how” exactly American
leadership and key conservative special interests distorted relations.
Ensuring that the Bush administration met its post-9/11 “unilateral”
objectives to win America’s War on Terror and halt the spread of global
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) required that a different politi-
cal atmosphere be established—driven largely by manufactured fear and
a rigid neoconservative agenda. Coupled with US President George V.
Bush’s “God-Talk”, a neocon-led agenda succeeded in promulgating
America’s political and social arrogance. As this dual agenda failed in
winning the War on Terror and attracting global Islamic communities to
embrace American values, this chapter makes plain how such attempts
created a false sphere of confidence in order to crusade for a staunch US
national security agenda, while pacifying yet keeping global Islamic com-
munities at arm’s length.
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A Neoconservative-led Agenda

In presenting a declaration of war at a joint session of the US Congress
on September 20, 2001, newly elected US President George W. Bush
posed this stirring question to Americans asking, “Why do they hate
us?” As a young nation turned superpower after the Cold War, America
would again be caught in an ideological struggle, this time between
political Islam and a conservative “Western world-view exclusivism”
personified by Bush’s faith-based values.! Providing clarity as to why
the terrorists hate America, President Bush stated:

They hate what they see right here in this chamber: a demo-
cratically elected government. Their leaders are self-appointed.
They hate our freedoms: our freedom of religion, our freedom of
speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each
other. They want to overthrow existing governments in many
Muslim countries such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Jordan. They
want to drive Israel out of the Middle East. They want to drive
Christians and Jews out of vast regions of Asia and Africa. These
terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a way
of life. With every atrocity, they hope that America grows fearful,
retreating from the world and forsaking our friends. They stand
against us because we stand in their way.?

Oftentimes conservative leadership in the US assumes that America’s
liberty stirs rage among radical Muslim opinion-holders (as predicted
by Bernard Lewis). However, it is essential to realize that a set of con-
crete irritants contribute to the insecurity projected by Islamists. Fareed
Zakaria agrees that something much greater than American democracy
contributes to anti-Americanism. Acknowledging the cowardice of the
9/11 hijackers, Zakaria disputes Bush’s claim that American democracy
or its freedoms are the substantive reasons that justifty why poor and
desolate people blow themselves up. Hence, “if envy were the cause of
terrorism, Beverly Hills, Fifth Avenue and Mayfair would have become
morgues long ago.”® Reminding us that “There is something stronger
at work here than deprivation and jealousy, it is something that can
move men to kill but also die.” In contrast to America’s Cold War
nemesis (the Soviet Empire) jockeying for world supremacy—its new
enemy is now a radical conservative religious ideology emerging as a
powerful force in global politics. Remarking upon this new irritant in
his address, Bush specified it as a “fringe form of Islamic extremism
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that has been rejected by Muslim scholars and the vast majority of
Muslim clerics—a fringe movement that perverts the peaceful teaching
of Islam.™

From the last decade of peril in Afghanistan, it is evident the
Taliban would neither succumb nor agree to America’s five demands,
announced by Bush, that led to a declaration of war in which they were
demanded to:

(1) Deliver to United States authorities all of the leaders of al-Qaeda
who hide in your land; (i1) Release all foreign nationals, including
American citizens, you have unjustly imprisoned; (ii1) Protect for-
eign journalists, diplomats, and aid workers in your country; (iv)
Close immediately and permanently every terrorist training camp
in Afghanistan, and hand over every terrorist and every person
and their support structure, to the appropriate authorities; [and]
(v) Give the United States full access to terrorist training camps,
so we can make sure they are no longer operating.®

Notwithstanding the president offering what appeared to be an
objective presentation of the likely problem, as commander in chief of
the United States of America, Bush’s actions, between 2001 and 2008,
would both contradict and distort any favorable efforts to restore trust
with Muslims by agencies such as the State Department or the US
Agency for International Development. While an absence of a grand
strategy (rooted in a two-way dialogue-based public diplomacy) and
a reliance on Cold War communication approaches were paramount
during this period, Bush’s erratic public behavior and off-hand religious
rhetoric toward Muslims abetted in distorting the communication pro-
cess. Despite providing a disclaimer that “The enemy of America is not
our many Muslim friends. It is not our many Arab friends. Our enemy
is a radical network of terrorists and every government that supports
them,” Muslims throughout the world would view America’s leader-
ship and military activity in South Asia with suspicion.®

Despite outlining a strategic plan for the War on Terror to contain
radical Islamic ideals and counter future terrorist attacks, it is apparent
that both the White House and State Department failed in produc-
ing a practicable strategy to effectively engage the Islamic Street. When
looking closely, it appears that the absence of a grand strategy (that
exercised dialogue-based public diplomacy via trained professionals to
engage the religio-cultural dimensions of Islamic society) permitted
a pivotal opportunity for a set of ad-hoc engagement approaches to
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materialize that achieved the goal of pacifying global Islamic com-
munities in order that Washington reach its post-9/11 covert interest.
Such actions to controvert global Islamic aspirations and perspectives
included distorting the communicative context on four specific levels:
first, by exercising one-way transmission models of communication to
pacify global Islamic communities by selling American values; second,
by omitting religious nonstate actors from the engagement process;
third, by inciting cultural wars in the United States that pitted America
Judeo-Christian aspirations against the religion of Islam in the public
sphere; and most importantly, fourth, which led to promoting a staunch
neoconservative agenda that functioned in concert with set of neocon-
servative values.

The Promise of an American Century

The neoconservative movement cast itself into the American political
sphere during the Cold War as a staunch supporter of an aggressive
US foreign policy and national security agenda. Its leading convictions
were to: (1) give credence to the American Century—a period in his-
tory where US primacy has no competition and US purposes are fully
realizable; (i1) hold that America’s values are “universal” and should be
installed with democracy around the world; and (iii) regard America as
an exceptional nation.” Its most prominent organization after the Cold
War, The Project for a New America Century (PNAC) captured this
conviction in its statement of purpose by promoting four specific aims
that set out to: increase US defense spending significantly if America
would carry out its global responsibilities today and modernize its
armed forces for the future; strengthen America’s ties to democratic
allies and to challenge regimes hostile to its interests and values; pro-
mote the cause of political and economic freedom abroad; and accept
responsibility for America’s unique role in preserving and extending an
international order friendly to its security, prosperity, and principles.®
Charles Krauthammer captures this vision in the post—Cold War
essay, “The Unipolar Moment,” outlining the post-Reaganite era neo-
conservative agenda. Beyond laying out a new direction in US for-
eign policymaking immediately after America’s support for Kuwait in
the Gulf War, he reflected that the latter part of the twentieth cen-
tury was an opportune period for the United States to seize global
dominance considering that it had entered an era where its power
was unchallenged since the fall and dismantling of the Soviet Union.
Expanding America’s preeminence across the globe meant exercising
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unilateralism—accompanied by a coalition of willing states unified
behind America’s national security agenda. Making his case on the
value of promoting US primacy, Krauthammer says,

International stability is never a given. It is never the norm. When
achieved, it is the product of self-conscious action by the great
powers, and most particularly of the greatest power, which now
and for the foreseeable future is the United States. If America
wants stability, it will have to create it...[Hence], we are in for
abnormal times. Our best hope for safety in such times, as in dif-
ficult times past, is an American strength and will-the strength and
will to lead a unipolar world, unashamedly laying down the rules
of world order and being prepared to enforce them.’

Emerging as the dominant nation-state after the Cold War for neo-
conservatives meant leading from a position of absolute strength and
implementing a unilateral foreign policy agenda to ensure US secu-
rity, while extending its predominance to keep in check purported
“Weapons States.”'” Prominent neoconservative figures like William
Kristol and Robert Kagan introduced their own reinterpretation of
Krauthammer’s vision, outlining that in order to bring this post—Cold
War promise into being required the use of force both unilaterally and
preemptively in the essay, “Toward a Neo-Reaganite Foreign Policy”
(1996). Responding to the Clinton administration’s foreign policies
that neocons were convinced had compromised American security,
Kristol and Kagan argued,

Having defeated the “evil empire,” the United States enjoys stra-
tegic and ideological predominance. The first objective of US
foreign policy should be to preserve and enhance that predomi-
nance by strengthening America’s security, supporting its friends,
advancing its interests, and standing up for its principles around
the world. The aspiration to benevolent hegemony might strike
some as either hubristic or morally suspect. But a hegemon is
nothing more or less than a leader with preponderant influence
and authority over all others in its domain."

The political liberalism of Clinton’s first term, according to Krauthamer,
Kristol, and Kagan reflected the trepidation that purported “Weapons
States” might threaten America’s unipolarity and interest in South Asia
and the Middle East. Moving beyond this suggested fear meant that
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American leadership after the Cold War needed to apply the necessary
physical force and unilateral measures to ensure US national security.
The writings of several neoconservatives during this period provided
the backdrop of what later became an aggressive agenda of George
W. Bush’s administration after 9/11, a decade later contending that “the
Weapons State is an unusual international creature marked by three
characteristics as being failed a state as Iraq, generally oil states with a
repressive state apparatus that dominates civil society, and in 1990 that
Iraq would soon become a weapon’s state in ten years, or a nation with
deep grievances against the West.”!? As argued later on in this chapter,
the neoconservative language that persisted in the writings of key neo-
cons during the 1980s and 1990s would soon become instrumental in
shaping the Bush Doctrine after 9/11.

Clearly, the political and security agenda of neoconservatives to
install an American hegemony across the globe is exclusive in both
framework and interpretation. This conservative interest-based inter-
pretation presented, for example, by Kristol and Kagan at the outset,
restricted both America’s foreign policy and prospective communica-
tion relations with the post—Cold War world’s new nonstate actors to
advance multilateralism. To a large degree, the neocons’ vision func-
tions in an imperial context that sets out to sever ties with nations and
actors who appear to be at odds with its national security and foreign
policy agenda, thereby shrinking the opportunity for Washington to
enter into a mutually beneficial context, leading to the establishment of
a common ground. This neoconservative agenda meant looking beyond
valuable opportunities after 9/11 to appraise the aspirations of moderate
Islamic voices and their objections. Furthermore, this posture shaped
itself into a threefold foreign policy, public diplomacy, and a staunch
military agenda to advance the US’s preeminence in South Asia.

Meeting America’s national security interest in South Asia after 9/11,
on the surface required converging the principles of this new conser-
vative advocacy movement with publicly expressed faith-based values
represented by fear and dominance of an American president to shape
the new international context. While projecting American Judeo-
Christian ideals into American politics is not a leading neoconservative
position—after 9/11—little, if any, objections were raised by neocons
about George W. Bush exercising political moralism in context with
a neocon-led foreign policy to win the War on Terror. For example,
Mel Gurtov reminds us that “Two foreign policy implications flow
from Bush’s moralism. One is a faith-based certainty in the rightness
of his actions and a strong tendency to ignore facts that get in the way
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of decisions already made. Another is his belief in the oneness of God’s
and [America’s purpose].”!* Bush’s determination after 9/11 meant car-
rying out his duties as president, while adhering to his own faith-based
convictions. Gurtov claims, “Moral certainty and religiously informed
devotion to the national interest are a dangerous combination. They cre-
ate a sense of destiny that mirrors the vision of fundamentalist regimes
and movements. In the hands of a leader with awesome military and
economic power at his disposal, they have the potential to convert U.S.
exceptionalism into U.S. adventurism.”!* Because of Bush’s position as
commander in chief, his reliance on his religious convictions would
inevitably clash with his liberal-secular obligation to pursue unbiased
decision making. By relying instead on these instincts, after 9/11, the
president along with his administration contributed to distorting the
larger communicative engagement process.

Projecting Compassionate Conservatism and God-Talk

Stephen Manstield, in The Faith of George W. Bush, says that the presi-
dent’s major policies were influenced by his newfound commitment to
Christianity."” Unlike previous American presidents, who were often
reluctant to project their religious commitment publicly, Bush’s presi-
dency after 9/11 was defined by a barrage of religious rhetoric and a
reliance on religious convictions, while acknowledging that evangeli-
cal Christians in particular had a religious partner in the Oval Office.'
In his campaign biography A Charge to Keep: My Journey to the White
House, Bush reaffirms his commitment to Christianity and his devo-
tion to lead the United States compassionately, identifying this specific
task as “God’s calling and a sacred opportunity to improve history.”!”
Bush recognized this not just as his calling, but as the obligation of
all Christians, as citizens, to improve America.'”® The same “dooms-
day” rhetoric upheld decades earlier resurfaced, with Bush stressing
that America was on the brink of “moral decay” and Christian ideals
are likely to steer the young nation in the right direction. Bush writes
in A Charge to Keep:

During more than half a century of my life, we have seen an
unprecedented decay in our American culture, a decay that has
eroded the foundation of our collective values and moral standards
of conduct. Our sense of personal responsibility has declined dra-
matically, just as the role and responsibility of the federal govern-
ment have increased... We can now say, without question, that
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the belief that government could solve people’s problems instead
of people solving people’s problems was wrong and misguided."”

Bush’s political moralism reasserted the late twentieth-century Moral
Majority’s central argument that only a moral solution could solve
America’s moral decay. This moral solution became apparent in his
governing philosophy, compassionate conservatism—a commitment to
limit the role of the government in addressing social issues.?” This posi-
tion argues that government should be focused, effective, and close
to the people, but not the sole actor in reconciling domestic matters
related to health, poverty, and social welfare. Introducing his govern-
ing philosophy, Bush emphasized, “I call my philosophy and approach,
compassionate conservatism. It is compassionate to actively help our
fellow citizens in need. It is conservative to insist on responsibility and
results. And with this hopeful approach, we will make a real difference
in people’s lives.”?!

According to Michael Gerson (Bush’s chief speechwriter between
2001 and 2006), “Compassionate conservatism is the theory that the
government should encourage the effective provision of social ser-
vices without providing the service itself.”?*> This conservative convic-
tion permeated the Bush administration’s domestic and foreign policy
agenda. For example, this would be the case with the administration’s
position on American public school education with its presentation of
the No Child Left Behind policy, combating poverty in the United
States by relying on faith-based charities as partners, and providing
massive aid packages to underdeveloped countries around the globe.

In a real sense, this governing philosophy provides the starting point
to comprehend why this administration set out, months prior to and
after 9/11 to engage with Muslim audiences at arm’s length. First, com-
passionate conservatism shapes the context of how US policy would
approach both domestic and foreign affairs between 2000 and 2008;
while second, after 9/11, efforts to restore trust with the Muslim world
resulted in Washington either outsourcing engagement opportunities
to nongovernment organizations, or engaging with the Islamic Street at
arm’s length by exercising outdated one-way transmission models of
communication.

Bruce Lincoln remarks that Bush “understands compassion to be
quality of spirit that characterizes (religious) individuals and groups,
but is categorically different from the soulless, bureaucratic nature of
the state.”? President Bush did not shy away from applying his religious
conviction to ensuring a moral solution to promote a conservative vision
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for America. Strangely, he identified his role as president as a calling to
bring America out of its dependency on liberal ideals. As the Moral
Majority’s most staunch advocate, Bush insisted that America was a
“soulless bureaucracy,” deserving of compassionate leadership capable
of restoring the “soul of the nation” by exercising a conservative policy
agenda. Hence, the translation of Bush’s religious convictions into pub-
lic rhetoric went on to be the foundation of what scholars like Lincoln
regard as “Bush’s God-Talk”. Lincoln establishes that Bush’s God-Talk
included “an evangelical theology of ‘born again’ conversion; a theol-
ogy of American exceptionalism as grounded in the virtue of compas-
sion; a Calvinist theology of vocation; and a Manichean dualism of
good and evil.”?*

Bush’s God-Talk gained traction after 9/11 with several ofthand
remarks regarding the War on Terror and negative references regard-
ing Islamic society. Bush’s exclusivist worldview clashed with political
Islamist’s anti-Western worldviews that criticized America’s hegemonic
position as an imperialist state. For example, just five days after 9/11,
Bush’s reference to the War on Terror as America’s crusade against rad-
ical Islamic forces heightened objections in the Muslim world toward
America’s role in Afghanistan, while forcing Charlotte Beers and other
public diplomacy practitioners to apply damage control. Commenting
on America’s efforts to combat terror in an interview, the president
stated, “This crusade, this war on terrorism is gonna take awhile. And
the American people must be patient. I'm gonna be patient... We
haven’t seen this kind of barbarism in a long period of time... This is
a new kind of evil.”®® Bush’s use of the term “crusade” incited contro-
versy in the Muslim world and especially among key Islamic leaders in
Europe embroiled in an ongoing Muslim-West debate. James Carroll
makes the case in The Bush Crusade:

For George W. Bush, [the term] crusade was an ofthand reference.
But all the more powerfully for that, it was an accidental prob-
ing of unintended but nevertheless real meaning. That the presi-
dent used the word inadvertently suggests how it expressed his
exact truth, an unmasking of his most deeply felt purpose...He
defined crusade as war. Even offhandedly, he had said exactly
what he meant... A coherent set of political, economic, social and
even mythological traditions of the Eurasian continent, from the
British Isles to the far side of Arabia, grew out of the transforma-
tions wrought by the Crusades. And it is far from incidental still,
both that those campaigns were conducted by Christians against
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Muslims, and that they, too, were attached to the irrationalities of
millennial fever.

Bush’s use of a biased term like “crusade” incited fear and suspicion
among Muslims about Washington’s policies to “rid the world of
evil.”? Drawing from the academic playbooks of confrontational-
ists like Lewis and Huntington—both of which provided substantial
advisement to the president after 9/11—DBush fell in line with manu-
facturing fear and a sense of phobia to galvanize America’s conservative
base. In fact, cultivating this fear was in fact a necessity to point to the
tension between East and West as a cosmic battle that only a moral
Western solution could resolve.?® Such solutions include the promo-
tion of American values, which neocons agree are universal, spreading
Western democracy, and combating radical Islam with a right-wing
Christian political moralism.

Bush’s God-Talk resurfaced again in Egypt at the Israeli-Palestinian
Sharm el-Sheikh summit in 2005, with the president affirming his

religious convictions, exclaiming:

I am driven with a mission from God, God would tell me, “George
go and fight these terrorist in Afghanistan.” And I did. And then
God would tell me “George, go and end the tyranny in Iraq.” And
I did... And now, again, I feel God’s word coming to me, “Go get
the Palestinians their state and get the Israelis their security, and
get peace in the Middle East.” And, by God, I'm gonna do it.*’

Crystallizing his commitment to lead this new “crusade” to contain the
spread of radical Islamic ideology and combat terror, Bush announced
to the world on September 24 that all nations must make a choice,
insisting, “There could be no neutrality in the coming struggle. Every
nation, in every region, now has a decision to make,” adding that,
“Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorist.”*’ Such an ulti-
matum would not attract non-Western nations without the coercion
of foreign aid and political arm-twisting. Nevertheless, this religious
rhetoric and Bush’s neocon-led agenda would shift America’s position
in the international system from the potential post—Cold War multilat-
eral leader to predominant unipolar hegemon.

In contradicting the US Establishment Clause—"“to not favor one reli-
gion over another within the US political realm”—as president, Bush failed
in upholding this commitment. However, Bush’s open devotion and
religious convictions interfered with sound decision making and the
clear-mindedness needed to embrace religious pluralism and tolerance
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when dealing with emerging postsecular issues. Despite Bush’s repeated
attempts to present olive branches to Muslim majority nations, assert-
ing that “America is not at war with Islam,” such promises fell on deaf
ears. With a commitment to rid the world of terrorism by spreading
America’s influence and power in key parts of the Arab and Muslim
world, his agenda succeeded in alienating Muslims by projecting an
exceptional American worldview that showed little if any regard to
either the cultural or ethical dimensions of Islamic society. By taking
this approach, the Bush administration thereby promoted three all-
important components to aid in advancing American security and pre-
dominance in South Asia after 9/11. They included Bush’s misguided
religious rhetoric that infuriated global Islamic communities while cul-
tivating “cultural wars” at home, a narrow neoconservative strategy
that presented a fierce political realist agenda on extending American
predominance in South Asia, and the Bush Doctrine that saturated US
foreign policymaking at all levels in the US government—including
the US Department of State’s mission to engage the Muslim world
months prior to and after 9/11—Ileading to adverse exchanges between
Washington, US state actors, and key nonstate actors in the Muslim
world.

The Bush Doctrine

Prior to President Bush assuming office on January 20, 2001, American
neoconservatives and conservative special interests groups were con-
sumed with seizing the right post—Cold War moment to project their
worldview into reshaping America’s national security agenda. Prominent
Washington-based conservative advocacy groups dedicated to preserv-
ing and even projecting this worldview included the US Committee
on NATO, the Committee on the Present Danger, Clifford May’s
Foundation for Defense of Democracies (2001), and the Committee for
the Liberation of Iraq (2002). Among these influential organizations
with the ability to garner national attention within the Washington
Beltway was PNAC, chaired by neo-Reaganite William Kristol and led
by prominent neoconservatives like Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney,
Paul Wolfowitz, Robert Kagan, Frank Gaftney, Fred Iklé, Zalmay
Khalilzad, Richard Perle, Elliot Abrams, Francis Fukuyama, and Peter
W. Rodman. Given the opportune moment, one might agree that
PNAC’s political and military influence might soon become a driv-
ing force in twenty-first century American foreign policy. Considering
the events of 9/11, its influence was relentless in ensuring America’s
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dominance in the international system against challengers such as smaller
“Weapons States.” Meeting the neoconservative movement’s objectives
meant shaping and providing a firm national security agenda.

Furthermore, PNAC’s inflexible agenda conveyed a seriousness
toward installing US global leadership after the Cold War by apply-
ing a narrow American foreign policy built on the successes of the
Reagan administration dedicated to promoting a US military strong
and ready to meet both present and future challenges; a foreign policy
that boldly and purposefully promotes American principles abroad; and
national leadership that accepts the United States’ global responsibili-
ties.’! Demonstrated in its statement and principles, PNAC sets out that
American foreign policy had fallen adrift after the Cold War, due in part
to the Clinton administration’s commitment to liberal international-
ism and its resistance to “isolationist impulses from within its ranks.”
According to PNAC’s leadership, “[cuts| in foreign affairs and defense
spending, inattention to the tools of statecraft, and inconstant leader-
ship” contributed to a set of opportunities that makes it “increasingly
difficult to sustain American influence around the world.”** Hence,
defending America’s new post—Cold War responsibility meant taking
seriously the need to increase US defense spending, strengthening ties
with democratic allies, promoting economic and political freedom,
spreading American values, and expanding US military primacy.

Both the election of US President Bush and the terrorist attacks
of 9/11 created the opportune moment for PNAC to inject its neo-
Reaganite national security agenda. Acknowledging this position, Mel
Gurtov reminds us that the terrorist attacks had three transforming
effects on American foreign policy.

First, it elevated neocon thinking—a vigorous US nationalism—
to the intellectual center...Second, 9/11 downgraded the par-
ticularities of traditional realism and globalism in favor of a new
crusade akin to the Cold War crusade that fused anticommunism
with an open-door world economy ... [and] Third, 9/11 crystal-
lized two simple but very expansive strategic objectives: winning
the war on terror and undermining rogue states that possess, or
might possess, weapons of mass destruction.**

USNational Security Strategy (2002 and 2006)

For example, several key recommendations introduced by leading neo-
cons like Charles Krauthammer, William Kristol, and Robert Kagan
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were adapted into core pillars of the Bush Doctrine and US National
Security Strategy, 2002 and 2006.%® The three core components of the
Bush Doctrine are: (i) the endorsement of preemptive strikes against
potential targets linked to terrorist activity, (i1) advancing military pri-
macy, (iii) supporting a new multilateralism by establishing a coalition
of the willing, and (iv) the spread of democracy to combat terrorist
ideology within the Middle East.*®

The premise of the Bush Doctrine is unraveled in the following
NSS 2002 statement highlighting the Washington post-9/11 agenda to

combat terror:

The security environment confronting the United States today is
radically different from what we have faced before. Yet the first
duty of the United States Government remains what it always
has been: to protect the American people and American interests.
It is an enduring American principle that this duty obligates the
government to anticipate and counter threats, using all elements
of national power, before the threats can do grave damage. The
greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction—and the more
compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend our-
selves, even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the
enemy'’s attack. There are few greater threats than a terrorist attack
with WMD.

To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the
United States will, if necessary, act pre-emptively in exercising our
inherent right of self~-defence. The United States will not resort to
force in all cases to pre-empt emerging threats. Our preference is
that nonmilitary actions succeed. And no country should ever use

pre-emption as a pretext for aggression.’’

Reflecting on the 2002 NSS at the Waldrof Astoria, US Secretary
of State Condoleezza Rice said that, “President Bush’s new National
Security Strategy offers a bold vision for protecting our nation that
captures today’s new realities and new opportunities. It calls on
America to use our position of unparalleled strength and influence
to create a balance of power that favors freedom.”® In pursuing a
strategy of unparalleled measures to tackle asymmetrical warfare
inflicted by nonstate combatants after 9/11, the neocon agenda was
upheld to address the purported rise in “Weapons States,” and several
strategies such as the National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass
Destruction (NSCWMD) were implemented to promote counter
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weapons proliferation, particularly in South Asia. In carrying out this
agenda, NSCWMD identified three central components to the pro-
liferation of WMDs from falling into the hands of terrorists. They
include: counterproliferation to combat WMD use; strengthening
nonproliferation to combat WMD proliferation; and establishing a
consequence management unit to respond to WMD use.

When considering the NSCWMD impact on a more nuanced
level, its first component highlights the imperative counterprolifera-
tion to offset the flow of WMDs from reaching the hands of Islamic
extremists involved directly or indirectly with the Taliban or al-Qaeda.
Countering the development of nuclear arms by interdiction was the
chief interest of the president’s national security plan and was also seen
as a means of assuring counterproliferation after 9/11. Efforts to counter
WMDs were reinforced by US military and intelligence agencies at the
Department of Defense, the CIA, the National Security Agency and
National Intelligence Council, in efforts to deter cross-border transac-
tions of arms proliferation and the financing of terrorist cells. Tactics
involve preemptive measures, and analyzing of these agencies’s “capa-
bilities of detecting and destroying an adversary’s WMD assets before
these weapons [were] used.”

The second component centered on “diplomatic approaches in bilat-
eral and multilateral settings in pursuit of [Washington’s] nonprolif-
eration goals.™" Suppressing terrorist organizations and countries that
purportedly posed an imminent threat to US national security interests
by the development and selling of nuclear arms, chemical and biologi-
cal weapons, and ballistic missiles, were to be carried out under this
component, therefore setting, to a degree, the foreign policy and dip-
lomatic agenda. In doing so, the Bush administration proposed mea-
sures that openly supported the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and
the International Atomic Energy Agency’s objectives on a number of
levels, including UN sanctions against foes.*! The selling of chemi-
cal and biological weapons was halted through a US government alli-
ance with the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons.
Conversely, in its pursuit to halt missile production by rival states and
international terrorist organizations, the United States would lapse in
reinforcing its position in the Missile Technology Control Regime by
offering strategic “support for universal adherence to the International
Code of Conduct Against Ballistic Missile Proliferation.”

The final component of this strategy provided a central outline of how
the United States might protect and defend the “American homeland”
in the event of future terrorist attacks by establishing a Department of



DI1STORTING THE PROCESS 97

Homeland Security. The objectives of the National Strategy of Homeland
Security falling under this third component addressed the role of the
White House Office of Homeland Security, first in “[coordinating]
all federal efforts to prepare for and mitigate the consequences of
terrorist attacks within the United States, including those involving
WMDs”, and, second, in committing the Office of Homeland Security
to “[working] closely with state and local governments to ensure their
planning, training and equipment requirements [were| addressed” in
the event of another terrorist attack. **

In establishing these three components to combat WMDs, an
upgraded US National Security Strategy was introduced in March 2006
after Bush’s reelection, shifting the focus of the global War on Terror
from being combat and weaponry intensive to containing the flow of
radical Islamic ideology by promoting nation building, the spread of
democracy and support for democratic regime change in order that
Muslim majority nations such as Afghanistan and Iraq might combat
Islamic extremism. The NSS 2006 set out with the objective to ensure
that the Middle East no longer served as a breeding ground for recur-
ring terrorist activities. In taking proactive measures, the Bush admin-
istration implemented alternative steps. The NSS 2006 states:

The long-term solution for winning the War on Terror is the
advancement of freedom and human dignity through effective
democracy. Elections are the most viable sign of a free society and
can play a critical role in advancing effective democracy. But elec-
tions alone are not enough ... They are responsive to their citizens,
submitting to the will of the people. Effective democracies exer-
cise effective sovereignty and maintain order within their own
borders; address causes of conflict peacefully, protect independent
and impartial systems of justice, punish crime, embrace the rule of
law and resist corruption. Effective democracies limit the reach of
government, protecting the institutions of civil society. In effec-
tive democracies, freedom is indivisible.**

Among other important objectives like containing the spread of radi-
cal Islamic ideals throughout the Arab world, regime change became
an essential component of the new paradigm. The 2006 NSS accom-
plished, on the surface, two specific goals: (i) identifying in clear terms
America’s new enemy as extreme Islamic ideology, terrorists, and rogue
states that the US government planned to defend against at all costs
militarily; and (i1) it included the course of action for rebuilding key
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nations such as Iraq and Afghanistan in an effort to promote effective
democracies within countries identified as failed states.

While the Bush Doctrine set out to ensure American security, its rigid
approach came with a price that meant alienating the political opinions
of some Western allies in the international system, while projecting
unfavorable unilateral policies that cut off prospective opportunities
to recognize the interests of state and nonstate actors throughout the
Middle East and Arab world. Between Bush’s God-Talk and a hard-line
neoconservative agenda, the prospects of endorsing a dual communication
and security strategy capable of working within a postsecular context
was far removed from the Bush administration’s grasp. Washington did
not make the world any safer prior to 9/11 by exercising a rigid neocon
national security agenda to extend America’s predominance. This pos-
ture, however, planted a seed of insecurity that flourished into wide-
spread apprehension by US state actors toward the religion of Islam
and political Islamists. In clear terms, America’s insecurity over the last
decade has inevitably cost Washington its reputation throughout the
Muslim world and the possibility of improving international ventures
to restore trust with global Islamic communities.*

The Limitations of the Bush Doctrine

On the whole, the political framework of the Bush Doctrine is limit-
ing in two regards: First, it promotes a hyperrealist strategy to con-
tain the spread of radical terrorist ideology to combat against future
terrorist attacks and, second, it is shortsighted in acknowledging the
unpredictable nature of religion in post-9/11 US foreign policymak-
ing. Drawing on the traditions of political realism, the Bush adminis-
tration’s approach centered on projecting power politics that excluded
building valuable relations with key nonstate actors in South Asia and
the Arab world prior to and after 9/11. While it is true that the US
Department of State held extensive ties with nongovernment organi-
zations in both regions, US policymakers in Washington were reluc-
tant to realize that establishing relations with key tribal and religious
nonstate actors is a valuable tenet in the War on Terror. Hence, while
both the National Security Strategies of 2002 and 2006 firmly outline
Washington’s foreign policy agenda to combat global terrorism and the
spread of Islamic extremism, they fail to present a comparable strategy
on engaging the base of global Islamic communities to build strong
relations through dialogue-based engagement. After 9/11, the consen-
sus in US policymaking circles hinged on applying ad hoc approaches
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to engage the base, which as chapter one mentioned, had previously
existed to sell American values and ideals to European public behind
the Iron Curtain.

In a real sense, the Bush Doctrine fails at recognizing that America
(as the rest of the world) has entered a period of postsecularism, which
suggests that Washington’s post-9/11 policies must be updated to func-
tion competently in this new era. This highlights the imperative of
setting policies that move from identifying the religion of Islam as a
potential threat to US policymakers to comprehending its role as an
entry point and instrument of peacemaking to deter Islamic-based ter-
rorism. Hence, the aim of the Bush Doctrine served a larger agenda
to extend US primacy vis-a-vis the promotion of democratization. In
turn, it really succeeded in “expanding its material military capabil-
ity and the presence of a U.S. domestic ideology cultivated by fear.”°
Jonathan Monten arrives at this point in the essay “Roots of the Bush
Doctrine,” stating:

In an approach variously characterized as “democratic realism,”
“national security liberalism,” democratic globalism” and “mes-
sianic universalism” the Bush administration’s national security
policy [centered] on the direct application of U.S. military and
political power to promote democracy in strategic areas...More
broadly, the Bush administration [proposed] a liberal international
order grounded in US military and political power, as its 2002
National Security Strategy NSS contends, the unparalleled US
position of primacy creates a moment of opportunity to extend
the benefits of freedom across the globe...[to] actively work to
bring the hope of democracy, development, free markets, and free
trade to every corner of the world."

As acknowledged above, the Bush Doctrine contributed a lot to:
(1) distorting US-Muslim world communication, (ii) ensuring the
spread of American values to global Islamic communities, and (ii1)
replacing the spread of radical Islamic ideals with a Western world-
view. Joshua Marshal acknowledges that Bush’s unilateralist policies on
the whole “produced quick victories in Afghanistan and Iraq but have
yet fractured the nation’s alliances causing the world system to be more
chaotic and unfriendly and the United States to be less secure.”™®
Looking back in detail at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies’ report, Mixed Blessings, that drew our attention earlier to the
three obstacles related to US engagement with religion and culture



100 Beyond Cairo

during the Bush era, we gathered that misreading the Establishment
Clause, Washington’s narrow bureaucratic framework, and its ability
to discount religion as nonsubstantive would work in concert with
the Bush Doctrine and the president’s religious rhetoric to distort
US-Muslim relations. When looking more closely at these obstacles,
Danan and Hunt reveal, first, that misunderstanding the Establishment
Clause provided the political context that led US state actors to be more
apprehensive about challenging the Bush administration, or entertain-
ing any form of critical analysis of international religious issues or
state-religious nonstate actor engagement into its larger policymaking
discussion. According to Mixed Blessings, when US government depart-
ment and agency officials were interviewed:

Some officials said they believe the Establishment Clause categor-
ically limits government activities related to religion, while oth-
ers said they were not sure of the specific ways the clause should
shape their actions and decisions. This lack of clarity on the rules
regarding religion can hinder proactive engagement. Some gov-
ernment officials said they are sensitive about approaching reli-
gion because they fear being personally attacked—via litigation
or public opprobrium—for possibly violating the Establishment
Clause. Although usually unclear on the legal parameters of this
engagement, government officials are often certain of the political
risks involved.*

This level of apprehension has penetrated the US government sys-
tem, leading policymakers to be apprehensive about religious nonstate
actors, especially in the Muslim world. In this case, the Bush admin-
istration—despite the president’s contradictory projection of religious
rhetoric—"“comprehended religion as a dangerous or divisive issue
best left out of analysis.”>’It appears, however, that further discussion
between USG agencies on its parameters and its gathering a definitive
understanding of the Establishment Clause deserves greater attention.
This discussion is one that would initially broaden the conversation on
how the administration could possibly engage religion to employ stra-
tegic nonviolent peacemaking as a first option.

Second, this report maintains that the US government’s contem-
porary framework for “approaching” religious issues is too restricted
and narrow. It implies that the framework generally lacks a progressive
focus when confronted by emerging religious and cultural elements in
global politics. After 9/11, this restricted framework would intersect
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with a narrow vision toward the religion of Islam, fostering an insular
US government culture skeptical of analyzing the religion of Islam to
promote peacemaking.

Despite the fact that religion is seen as powerful enough to fuel
conflict, policymakers less often [engage| with its peacemaking
potential. The current focus on extremism...skewed official US
policy toward viewing Islam through a threat lens, rather than as
a community of actors who may also be able to play a positive role
in international relations.>!

The final, but most important, obstacle identified recounts how
the Bush Doctrine influenced the overall framework of US depart-
ments and agencies, whereby actors reduced the concept of religion
to a nonsubstantive topic in American foreign policymaking dis-
cussions. It is clear here how a neocon-led national security agenda
might permeate through the US government system. For example, the
Defense Intelligence Agency, the Central Intelligence Agency, and the
Department of Defense would each take narrow approaches toward
engaging global Islamic communities keeping within the parameters
as set forth by the Bush Doctrine. Reflecting on the reluctance by US
departments and agencies toward training or recruiting actors adept in
international religious affairs, Danan and Hunt say:

Although mainstreaming religious awareness across the govern-
ment will be critical to improving engagement abroad, many
government officials mentioned the lack of religious experts as a
particular problem. Hiring of religious experts has recently been
emphasised by some government officials, but their use has been
ad hoc and resource-constrained and there is often a lack of incen-
tive for these experts to join the government.>>

J. Bryan Heir interjects in Religion, Realism and Just Intervention, “The
separation of religion from political discourse and the broader assump-
tion that religion may be treated as a ‘private phenomenon,’ significant
in the lives of individuals but not a force of public consequence, has
been treated as a given in the discipline of international relations and in
the discourse of [American foreign policymaking after 9/11].”% Barry
Rubin however, adds, “U.S. foreign policy, in recent decades, has often
misread the importance of religion as a factor in the national poli-
tics and international behaviour of some countries and regions. This
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has sometimes led to incorrect analysis and erroneous policy responses
which have proven quite costly.”>*

Ensuring that the Bush administration met its post-9/11 “unilateral” objec-
tives to win the War on Terror and curb the spread of global WMDs required
creating a distorted political atmosphere—driven by Islamophobia. This chapter
makes the case that events after 9/11 served as a pivotal moment for “neocons”
to converge the personal religious beliefs of US President George Bush with the
neo-Reaganite principles of the neoconservative movement. With such a narrow
view as a starting point, we gather exactly why the Bush administration adopted
such a shallow approach to engage the Muslim world (an approach limited in
offering equal attention to the vast majority of Muslims). Thereby, two essential
points are evident. First, given the Bush administration’s hesitation to engage
the vast majority of the Muslim world, the US government, at present, has no
alternative but to move beyond its division of the sacred and secular in American
politics. This in turn means welcoming a more integrated approach that promotes
communicative interchange to ensure that the perspectives and aspirations of key
nonstate actors and grassroots’ networks are included in the overall foreign policy
discourse. Second, in order to put this point into practice, Washington must take
seriously the task of redefining a strategy that deals with concrete postsecular
issues that transcends the voices of both state and nonstate actors in the political
realm. In order to accomplish this goal, US government agencies must:(a) bet-
ter comprehend vital aspects within Islamic society by broadening their narrow
bureaucratic framework, (b) build more direct relations with Muslim audiences
that pay due heed to the traditional voice of Islamic society—religious leader-
ship, and (c) set out to restore relations with global Islamic communities from the
bottom-up that build on mutual understanding and mutual interest.



CHAPTER FIVE

Marketing the American Brand

This chapter shifts from appraising the role of communication distortion
as exercised by US policymakers after 9/11 to an evaluation of how the
absence of a dialogue-based public diplomacy approach greatly impeded
US-Muslim outreach between 2001 and 2008. In making the case,
this draws attention to what occurs within the US foreign policy environ-
ment when postsecularism is not taken seriously by US State Department
officials, and what became of US public diplomacy after 9/11 when a
long-term dialogue-based approach was neither considered nor exercised to
directly engage global Islamic communities. These and other major consid-
erations are raised in this discussion in light of the new trend established
during the Bush era to nominate former corporate marketing executives to
the seat of US Undersecretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs to
market the American brand by overlapping the practices of public diplomacy
and nation branding. The epic failure of Charlotte Beers and Karen P.
Hughes to trumpet America’s brand to a value-defined socially constructed
Muslim world is carefully assessed. This chapter uncovers that post-9/11
public diplomacy efforts by the US Department of State hinged on apply-
ing these and other ad hoc one-way transmission models of communication
that provided short-term solutions rather than a long-term dialogue-based
Sfocus with key religious nonstate actors. Such lackluster attempts set out
to engage with global Islamic communities at arm’s length, consequently
widening the contemporary US-Muslim world trust deficit.

Institutional Limitations

In comprehending the role of post-9/11 US-Muslim world engage-
ment, it is appropriate that we raise the question as to which is more
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important, the means or the ends by which the US Department of State
engages global Islamic communities. Months prior to and after 9/11,
US Muslim outreach efforts focused primarily on the means, which
included the application of one-way transmission models of communi-
cation that inevitably discounted both the religious and cultural dimen-
sions of Arab society. Such efforts were short-term in their approach in
juxtaposition to the long-term two-way communicative relationships
required when engaging value-defined societies like global Islamic
communities. While practitioners may argue that the means are impor-
tant, the argument here is that the public diplomacy focus must begin
with the ends in mind. Thus, when the ends are discounted, state actors
are likely to apply ad hoc measures that are reluctant to make a viable
connection with nonstate actors.

Throughout the post—Cold War era, misinformation and reluctance
by US policymakers to take seriously the religious dimension in global
politics has often led to poor decision making, misguided policies, and
setbacks when engaging global Islamic communities. Part I of this
study addressed two major shortcomings contributing to misguiding
post-9/11 US public diplomacy: the application of adverse foreign poli-
cies to promote a War on Terror to target key audiences in the Arab
world (against the backdrop of a chaotic history of US-Middle East for-
eign relations), and the US government openly discounting the role of
both religion and culture when analyzing the sociopolitical terrain of
target audiences in the Arab and Muslim world. From these two short-
comings additional blunders such as Bush’s God-Talk and a staunch
neoconservative agenda constructed the foundation and provided the
context leading to a reluctance by key US state actors to take seriously
the aspirations and perspectives of nonelites throughout the Muslim
world.

To comprehend this case better, it is important that we delve deeper
to appraise the ad hoc function of the post-9/11 State Department com-
munication apparatus of public diplomacy and its exercise of short-term
one-way transmission models of communication that overlapped both
the practices of public diplomacy and nation branding. In understand-
ing this perspective, it is imperative to openly acknowledge the influ-
ence that a narrow bureaucratic framework and the present institutional
limitations have on ensuring that Washington has adept professionals
committed to researching and addressing international religious con-
cerns and vital intercultural issues. The absence of a forward-thinking
body or office at the State Department devoted to these concerns con-
tributes to key US policymakers and diplomats focusing more on the
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short-term means rather than on the long-term ends of post-9/11 pub-
lic diplomacy engagement. A lack of comprehension about the role of
international religious affairs and how state actors might effectively
engage social worlds successfully is the central reason behind the State
Department’s public diplomacy missteps that relied on overlapping
public diplomacy and nation-branding practices to win the hearts and
minds of Muslims. This point is first made clear while looking at the
narrow framework and limitations at the State Department as associ-
ated with the Office of Religious Freedom, located in the Bureau of
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor.

Relying on International Religious Freedom

The International Religious Freedom Act, passed in 1998 “established
the promotion of religious freedom as a US foreign policy objec-
tive, (mandating) the creation of an Office of International Religious
Freedom (IRF).”! Further responsibilities of the office include man-
dating all US embassies to produce a comprehensive final report on
the status of religious freedom, which, along with the United States
Commission on International Religious Freedom, provides foreign
policy insight to the White House and State Department, and key US
government agencies on Countries of Particular Concern. The reli-
gious freedom agenda was promoted in the mid-1990s by activists who
focused on the importance of preventing Christian persecution abroad,
and a broader coalition of faith-based and human rights groups ral-
lied around the larger religious freedom issue. But how does this insti-
tutional limitation and narrow framework reflect throughout the US
government system?

Since the mid-1990s, the White House and State Department have
promoted programs whose titles connote interest in religion or faith,
but whose agendas are far from critical thinking about the resurging
international religious issues or exercising a forward-thinking project
supportive of interreligious relations, religio-political analysis, con-
tlict resolution or staffing and training key personnel within the US
government system to address international religious communities
through dialogue-based engagement. This is highlighted, for exam-
ple, with President Obama’s White House Office of Faith-based and
Neighborhood Partnerships (and previously, President Bush’s White
House Faith-based and Community Initiatives) serving primarily as
a hub for American faith-based organizations to receive public sector
funding to provide social welfare across the United States. Of the 15



106 Beyond Cairo

US cabinet-level departments in the executive branch with interagency
specific foreign policy agendas, none have a mission on international
religious concerns in global politics in this postsecular era. Considering
the new levels of global religious intensity, to date the United States
has neither taken up the challenge to establish an agency or central
office concerned specifically with these issues like previous approaches
taken by the Departments of Labor, Treasure, Energy or Defense that
recruits, trains, and deploys interagency attachments to US embassies
to carry out their mission-specific tasks.

Despite having an office of IRF that serves as the only serious outlet
at the State Department to address international religious concerns,
in recent years it has garnered criticism from within and from former
administrators about the way that it prioritizes concerns. US diplomats,
on occasion, have suggested that “the issue of [religious freedom] has
often been limited conceptually and structurally.” Indicated in the
IRF mandate, the primary goal of the office is promoting religious
freedom as a core objective of US foreign policy. With international
attention in recent years placed on human rights and the Abu Ghraib
and Guantanamo Bay prisons torture issues, additional focus has been
placed on religious persecution and support for freeing religious pris-
oners. Critics of the IRF suggest that this redirection currently limits
and narrows the attention available for meeting the initial IR F goal of
promoting religious freedom and places it on more formidable issues
for the present international community.

A US Department of Peace

Recognizing the needs of a broad forward-thinking agency committed
to research and analysis on religion, culture, and peace calls for a new
way forward and new tradition, which takes seriously the promotion
of peace through nonviolence. Liberal special interests groups and key
US policymakers suggest that Congress consider passing the H.R.. 808
Department of Peace and Nonviolence Act, which calls for the establish-
ment of a Department of Peace and Non-violence. Setting up a US
Department of Peace (S. 1756) was first proposed in the US Senate by
Senator Mark Dayton (D-MN) on September 22, 2005 (but returned to
the House on February 7, 2007. Congressional Representative Dennis
Kucinich reintroduced it on February 18, 2011 (H.R. 808), and it is
currently gathering legislative support). H. R. 808, as a groundbreak-
ing congressional proposal, concentrates on the cornerstones of pro-
moting peace and nonviolence in establishing a comprehensive Peace
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Department. As idealistic as this modern proposal may appear—this
recommendation is not far-fetched—because such a department was
first proposed more than two centuries ago (in 1792) by Benjamin
Rush and Benjamin Banneker. Rush’s proposal, published in Banneker’s
Almanac, envisaged an additional executive branch department to serve
as a counterpart to the US War Department (Department of Defense).

The concept of H. R. 808 introduces a grand vision of a Department
of Peace led by a Secretary of Peace, who will set its tactical agenda that
includes: (1) working proactively and interactively with each branch
of the USG on all policy matters relating to conditions of peace; (ii)
serving as a delegate to the National Security Council; (iii) drawing
from the intellectual and spiritual wealth of the US private, public and
nongovernmental sectors for the development of coherent policy; and
(iv) monitoring and analyzing the causative principles of conflict while
making policy recommendations for developing and maintaining peace-
ful international conduct.” It is within the confines of such bureaucratic
infrastructure that opportunities to promote analysis on international
religious concerns may seriously be developed by well-trained US state
actors.

Hence, the absence of a forward-thinking body or ministry to handle
international religious concerns stifles US government’s outreach capa-
bilities within the Muslim world, especially on comprehending how
to effectively engage socially constructed value-defined societies. This
could contribute to potential communicative failure, considering the
fact that most predominantly Muslim countries (and those with signifi-
cant religious populations) have a Ministry of Religious Affairs with
trained diplomats that deal with broad international religious issues.
This is the case today, for example, with countries such as Turkey,
Pakistan, Oman, Burma, Myanmar, China, Indonesia, the Philippines,
Bangladesh, Greece, Iraq, Brunei, and Saudi Arabia—which have
Ministries of Religion led by a Minister of Religious Affairs to address
key international religious concerns confronting their nation’s foreign
agenda.

If most predominantly Muslim countries have Foreign Ministries
with specific departments to address emerging religious concerns with
trained offices adept in interreligious relations, conflict resolution, or
religio-political analysis, what is the equivalent for this within the State
Department’s Office of International Religious Freedom—whose offi-
cials are generally cultural affairs officers limited in resources, and are
based solely in Washington DC? After 9/11, Washington’s reading of the
Muslim world was limited in part to focusing on the short-term means,
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due to the absence of a serious forward-thinking body with an approach
broader than international religious freedom or trumpeting America’s
brand, which might aid the Office of Public Diplomacy and Public
Affairs. As we acknowledge this unique institutional limitation and a
narrowness in comprehension about religion—due in part to America’s
marginal bureaucratic framework—its evident how one-way transmis-
sion models of communication surfaced as the State Department’s pri-
mary ad hoc resource, which ran counter to the engagement norms of
Arabs and the larger Muslim world that rely upon two-way communi-
cation when building new relations or restoring trust.

Insufficient Analysis

Arguably, absence of a forward-thinking body that takes serious inter-
national religious concerns beyond religious freedom and the US gov-
ernment misreading the sociopolitical terrain of the Muslim world
after 9/11, contributed to the application of Cold War public diplomacy
models of communication to reach global Islamic communities. The
unavailability of a forward-thinking body contributed to an inade-
quate diplomatic environment subject to reapplying Cold War one-way
communication models that received relative success by disseminat-
ing persuasive propaganda messages to European publics behind the
Iron Curtain. The use of propaganda by the United States Information
Agency (and other outlets like Voice of America), provided a means
of support during the Cold War period in combating Communist-led
propaganda campaigns disseminated by the Kremlin.

While the term and field of public diplomacy are presently evolv-
ing, its core component—of setting out to ensure long-term two-way
communication opportunities—was (and still to date is) omitted from
Washington’s engagement with Muslims. It is for this reason that prac-
titioners in the field recognize post-9/11 public diplomacy efforts as
a mere extension of the one-way transmission models applied by the
United States Information Agency during the middle and late twen-
tieth century. However, in recent years practitioners are challenging
the concept and practice of public diplomacy through the lens of the
new public diplomacy, a substantive alternative to the ambiguous and
poorly defined concepts of twentieth-century public diplomacy. Let us
turn our attention here to survey how this poorly defined conception,
nonetheless, led to erratic communication approaches in the Arab and
Muslim world after 9/11 under the leadership of both Charlotte Beers
and Karen P. Hughes.
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Engaging Global Islamic Communities (2001-2005)

In January 2001, Washington’s newly appointed Secretary of State,
Colin Powell, introduced a robust agenda to reorganize the State
Department’s post—-Cold War infrastructure and improve America’s
ailing image. Both agendas were confronted by new challenges and
demands linked to budgetary cuts and transitioning America’s pub-
lic diplomacy focus from Eastern Europe to the Arab and Muslim
world. As a first priority to bring the State Department into a new
global era and revive its outdated infrastructure, Powell introduced a
two-pronged strategy: to change the leadership culture so that man-
agers at all levels focus on training, empowering and taking care of
their people and remedying critical management deficiencies. The lat-
ter included: (a) restoring diplomatic readiness by rebuilding the State
Department’s diplomatic corps, (b) providing State with modern infor-
mation technology, (c) focusing on the security of the nation (including
the interests of Americans abroad), (d) assuring safe, healthy, and secure
US embassy and consulate facilities overseas, and (e) relating the budget
to agreed strategies, policies, and priorities.*

Powell’s mission to restore the US’s diplomatic infrastructure
included training and ensuring that US diplomats were adept in meet-
ing the new demands the new era offered with respect to the closing
of key US embeassies throughout Europe. Powell’s visibility as a Four
Star General and Washington insider made it possible to rally key sup-
port for his proposed Diplomatic Readiness Initiative, which aided his
first agenda to restore the State Department’s infrastructure. Lauded as
a success during Powell’s tenure, the November 2004 Foreign Affairs
Council’s Independent Assessment acknowledges that the initiative
was influential between 2001 and 2003 in hiring 1,158 new diplo-
mats (which included 561 consular and 608 diplomatic security hires);
revising the State Department’s recruitment system; in increasing US
Foreign Service applicants from 8000 during FY 2000 to nearly 20,000
in FY 2004 (marked by the hiring of new recruits with advanced for-
eign language skills); in implementing biannual Employee Satisfaction
and Commitment Surveys; and in increasing courses offered at the
Foreign Service Institute.’

As attention turned to America’s ailing image in the Arab world, the
view from the top-down by State Department officials on the question
of improving relations ensued, but with a lack of coherence on why Arab
audiences displayed unfavorable perceptions toward the United States.
Like other US agencies, the State Department perceived the problem as
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an isolated regional matter instigated by Arab media outlets and influ-
ential nonstate networks (i.e., radical Islamic groups) that might poten-
tially be countered by a sharp well-funded information campaign that
resembled one-way transmission models from the Cold War era. Further,
Powell and other insiders missed the mark by succumbing to the per-
spective that “America’s increasing trust deficit with Arab audiences
was associated with the spread of inaccurate information as opposed to
Washington’s chaotic foreign policies in the Arab world.”® By promoting
vague, short-term communication symbols that later served as a major
alternative to long-term two-way relationship based strategies included,
but were not limited to, increasing foreign aid to Arab countries, promot-
ing cultural and academic exchanges and lecture tours, and disseminating
media programming to boost a favorable image of the United States.
Arguably, these one-way efforts, at best, succeeded at keeping global
Islamic communities at arm’s length, dismantling any possibility of build-
ing a genuine connection with Muslim audiences at the grassroots level.
Essentials such as comprehending the sociocultural terrain and the role
the religious dimension contributes to the construction of communica-
tion in Islamic society were neither considered nor applied from the
outset by Washington after 9/11, leading to dysfunctional communica-
tive relations.

Selling the American Brand

Convinced that America held a distinct national brand and sellable
story that Arab audiences might readily consume, Secretary Powell
turned to the private commercial sector, hiring former market-
ing CEO of Ogilvy & Mather, Charlotte Beers. As America’s new
“Brand Ambassador,” Beers’s chief responsibilities were to improve
America’s ailing image in the Arab and Muslim world and to estab-
lish public diplomacy outreach initiatives targeting key audiences to
transmit “accurate” information. In 2002, Beers launched her maiden
nation-branding effort, the Shared Values Initiative (SVI) to connect the
United States with Arab audiences, stimulate dialogue between the
United States and Muslim world, and establish a forum to dissemi-
nate one-way messaging to counter terrorist’s propaganda. SVI’s cen-
tral objectives included “highlighting the common values and beliefs
shared by Muslims and Americans, demonstrating that America is not
at war with Islam and stimulating dialogue between the United States
and the Muslim world.”’
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Costing around $15 million, SVI spotlighted the life of Muslims liv-
ing in America through a well-funded market-driven television cam-
paign, developed by the New York based McCann-Erickson global
advertising firm. Disseminated in six languages throughout the Arab
world, the five-series media campaign included a booklet entitled,
Muslim Life in America (distributed by local embassies), instructional
websites, cultural and academic exchanges, lecture tours, and additional
information-based programs targeting primarily women and children.
Despite the State Department’s attempts to reach a broad Muslim audi-
ence by promoting common values between American society and the
Muslim world, the SVI media campaign and “television advertisement
turned into embarrassments when countries such as Egypt, Lebanon
and Jordan refused to air them.”® Hence, SVI’s centerpiece television
campaign, which it hoped would be broadcast on multiple occasions,
had lackluster appeal and was only aired briefly through the winter
months of 2002 and 2003.

This multimedia campaign also included a booklet on Muslim
life in America, speaker tours, an interactive Web site to pro-
mote dialogue between Muslims in the United States and abroad
and other informational programs. The initial phase of the Shared
Values Initiative was aired in six languages in Pakistan, Indonesia,
Malaysia and Kuwait, as well as on pan-Arab media. The State
estimates that 288 million people were exposed to these messages,
but television stations in several countries, including Egypt and
Lebanon, refused to air them for political and other reasons.

Ironically, three signature public diplomacy campaigns (SVI, Hi
Magazine and the Partnership for Leadership) implemented under
Beers were eventually terminated and replaced with similar program-
ming initiatives by Undersecretary Karen P. Hughes in 2003. The task
of setting up public diplomacy programs that fell under the auspices
of marketing America’s brand and selling values to State Department
diplomats was not an easy sell for Beers. Hence, the Beers’s legacy
is marred by criticism that its application of commercial marketing
approaches to sell rather than genuinely share America’s values with
global Islamic communities vis-a-vis well-funded media and exchange
outlets ran counter to the religious and cultural dimensions of Islamic
society. After the SVI media campaign failure, additional initiatives
were introduced. With a budget of $4.5 million, Beers launched Hi
magazine throughout the Middle East and North Africa.
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Hi publications were produced by a private sector firm, with the
State Department estimating its “circulation to be about 50,000 in the
Arab world. For example, one official in Egypt, however, said that of
2,500 copies the embassy distributed monthly to newsstands in Cairo,
often as many as 2,000 copies were returned unsold.”" In effect, the
Hi publication, according to Middle East critics, lacked substance and
meaningful content. While the magazine “focused on articles with
subjects like internet dating, snowboarding and yoga [its content was]
criticised at home and abroad.”"" Thus, key religious nonstate actors
throughout the Muslim world regarded the magazine as an insult. The
magazine went on to dampen the fact that critical social issues between
the United States and the Muslim world were occurring as it over-
looked consideration of both the religious and cultural dimensions of
the Muslim world by presenting a Western portrait to Middle East
youth. Beers’s last initiative during her tenure, the $150 million Partner
for Leadership Program, was eventually suspended after three years,
while avenues were investigated as to how the State Department might
reach more young adults, with lowering the cost of operations.

Inspite of the State Department’s ability to employ high cost corpo-
rate marketing approaches when engaging target Muslim audiences,
such efforts proved unreliable. Of the US Government Accountability
Oftice’s (GAO) numerous reports during this period, the office recom-
mended that while the State Department incorporated communication
elements used by the private sector, these elements should include “hav-
ing core messages, segmented target audiences, detailed strategies and
tactics, in-depth research and analysis to monitor and evaluate results
and a communication plan which brings it all together.”!? During the
Bush era, American public diplomacy focused primarily on reaching
unclear ends to US-Muslim engagement by applying short-term dis-
torted means to engage the core of Islamic society. Beginning first, under
the leadership of Charlotte Beers, and to a great extent later, under the
tenure of Karen P. Hughes, the Bush administration established a new
trend by nominating former corporate marketing executives to serve as
the US Undersecretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs to sell
America’s brand by overlapping the practices of public diplomacy and
nation branding to market American values.

Owerlapping Public Diplomacy and Nation Branding

In recent years, several public diplomacy practitioners and internal gov-
ernment agencies such as GAO have asked: “How could a well-funded
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post-9/11 public diplomacy campaign miss the mark to directly con-
nect the United States with its target audience in the Arab world?”
While the conventional argument suggests shortage of funding and
a lack of resources as nominal reasons, others agree that the State
Department’s misconception that selling its message without making
a genuine connection with a value-defined traditional society is why
America’s post-9/11 public diplomacy campaign failed. Hence, under
the direction of Charlotte Beers and Karen P. Hughes, contemporary
nation-branding approaches were applied in conjunction with one-way
transmission models of communication in a concerted effort to mar-
ket American values. Relatively new to the discipline of marketing,
nation branding is success-over-understanding oriented and insistent in its
attempt. The application of this approach raises questions as to whether
nation branding is in fact an effective communication approach to
connect with value-defined societies as the Muslim world to build or
restore trust.

Focusing primarily on promoting a country’s image as a tool to con-
jure international attention, British place branding expert Simon Anholt
illustrates this position in the study Brand America with a hexagon hav-
ing six points of interest: Tourism, Exports, Governance (foreign and
domestic policy), Immigration, Culture, and People. Recognizing in
Brand America that key vectors upon the hexagon that underlie the
Anholt-GfK Roper Nation Brand Index (an international survey that
measures the quality and power of a country’s brand image) determines
a country’s marketability.

In the case of the United States, Anholt suggests that America has
an identifiable brand and sellable story linked to an American his-
tory of liberation and freedom that foreign audiences are likely to find
appealing.

America has taken so naturally to being a nation brand partly
because it has always been a country that stands for things, both
for itself and for people. It has always been fond of big ideas. It’s a
country that has always liked to feel that its actions reflect deeply
held beliefs about itself and about the way the world works, or
should work."?

While the Anholt study attempts to put forward a strong case, it side-
steps acknowledging the overwhelming failure of liberal secular states
in their endeavor to brand Western values to value-defined and often
religion-based non-Western societies. Anholt’s argument, particularly
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about America, surmises that the world is a marketplace where ideas
and traditions may be readily consumed, if a nation’s hexagon is bal-
anced. The major misconception perceived in the Anholt study is that
the world will readily welcome America’s perceptible brand and story.
Both Powell and Beers held this presumptuous perspective after 9/11,
maintaining that the rich values present in traditional societies through-
out the Muslim world might be redefined within a short period if met
by a persuasive message. As the field of marketing and advertisement
makes room for nation branding to contribute to enriching a country’s
overall image, arguably its convergence with public diplomacy is par-
ticularly detrimental to post-9/11 US-Muslim relations.

By taking a success-over-understanding posture, brand ambassadors as
Beers tend to bypass critical analysis and the emerging realities linked
to culture and tension created by previous historical relations as in the
case of US-Middle East foreign policy. Their focus is often shifted
toward reaching quick results by exercising short-term symbols that
attempt to pacify target audiences. Comparing the roles of nation brand-
ing and public diplomacy, Jan Melissen argues, “Branding’s level of ambi-
tion easily outflanks that of the limited aims and modesty of most
public diplomacy campaigns.”'* By nature, public diplomacy, in con-
trast, is understanding-over-success oriented and “based on the common
sense assumption that state actors are not the decisive factors in deter-
mining foreign perceptions.”®> Furthering this perspective, Gyrogy
Szondi introduces the comparative nature of both perspectives into this

debate:

Branding is very much image-driven, with the aim of creating
positive country images. It is largely one-way communication
where the communicator has control over the message, which
tends to be simple and concise and leaves little space for dia-
logue and interactions...Nation branding has more visibility
as it relies heavily on visual sand symbols and therefore target
audiences are able to detect that they are exposed to another
country’s branding campaign, unlike public diplomacy, which
is a more subtle operation, which relies more on behavior than
symbols.!®

Public diplomacy’s reliance on behavior is linked to its function as a
communicative instrument dedicated to relationship building. Whereas
nation branding is indirect in its approach toward foreign audiences in
the sense that it is less concerned with the intricacies of interpersonal
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relations that are central in traditional societies that comprise large parts
of the Muslim world.

Beers announced her dependency on image-driven programming as
the sole option to connect with Arab audiences during the Committee
on Foreign Relations Hearing on American Public Diplomacy and
Islam in February 2003. Presenting her case on Washington’s new way
forward, just two years after launching the SVI, proposing increased
branding and image-driven programming efforts, Beers announced
“We need to take the best of America to other countries, to offer who
we are honestly and sincerely, to share with them our exceptional gifts
in English teaching, literature, science, and technology.”"’

SVTI’s Hi magazine campaign, academic exchanges, and Reward for
Justice information pamphlets (geared toward women) were developed
as one-way transmission models to disseminate Washington’s message
(which as well included utilizing SVI’s radio and television initiatives
and the establishment of Al-Hurra Satellite Network). Additional out-
lets included: booklets and brochures such as Irag: From Fear to Freedom,
Iraq: A Population Silenced, and Iraqi voices for Freedom; and cultural
exchanges that included invitations to Arab women to witness the
American political process; women from Afghan government minis-
tries to receive training in leadership management; and northern Iraqi/
Kurdish television producers who visited the United States to learn
about American journalism. Pressing her case in front of the Council
on Foreign Relations, Beers pointed to additional lackluster recom-
mendations insisting, “[America] can do a better job of sharing what’s
already known and written through television and the Internet. .. There
are brave and bold plans in front of you now. Prominent among them
are a Sesame Street for teens, an Arabic-language television channel,
an Arabic-language magazine, the Middle East Partnership Initiative
and its important exchange component, and a global Partnership for
Learning initiative aimed initially at the Muslim world.”"® Ensuring
a steady flow of congressional funding support for existing and future
projects meant identifying in clear terms that image-driven projects
are a valuable resource in reaching Washington’s end goal to improve
its ailing image."”

This study contends that public diplomacy and nation branding are
constructive tools to approach foreign audiences, but when overlapped
to advance US-Muslim outreach, their convergence proves to be del-
eterious. Additionally, the State Department’s post-9/11 public diplo-
macy agenda to influence Arab audiences was led by the White House’s
impatience to restore America’s ailing image. Further, haste led to an



116 Beyond Cairo

unsuccessful public diplomacy campaign that owes its primary failure
to misreading the social and religious terrain of the Arab and Muslim
world. Washington’s distorted view of the Muslim world and a lack of
attention given to key elements as culture and religion and their influ-
ence in constructing communicative actions in Islamic society led to
America’s post-9/11 public diplomacy failure. By misreading the social
terrain of traditional societies that comprise many predominantly
Muslim nations, key state officials believed that traditional communi-
cation approaches used to connect with Western audiences were suffi-
cient to engage global Islamic communities. It is evident that post-9/11
public diplomacy experienced a cross-cultural communication clash
in its endeavor to pursue one-way transmission models, while engag-
ing Arab audiences that by nature respond confidently to two-way
communication. Taking this analysis a step further, let us survey how,
after Beers’s tenure that relied to a great extent on overlapping nation
branding and public diplomacy, Karen P. Hughes’s legacy would both
triumph over the Beers project and establish a new communicative
tradition at the State Department committed to relying on commercial
marketing approaches to win the hearts and minds of Muslims.

Branding America (2005-2007)

When taking over as Undersecretary of State for Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs in September 2005, former Texas communication
director for George W. Bush, Karen P. Hughes, continued in the State
Department’s new tradition to sell America to global Islamic communi-
ties. Reaching this goal meant updating preexisting State Department
academic and professional exchange programs into massive marketing
campaigns. In carrying out this short-lived mission over a two-year
tenure, Hughes public diplomacy contribution focused on three spe-
cific areas: expanding academic and professional exchange programs,
modernizing state and intergovernmental agency communication
efforts, and expanding US foreign assistance by placing an emphasis on
promoting a diplomacy of deeds.

Ensuring the facilitation of these goals, the Policy Coordination
Committee (PCC) was established and led by Hughes in April 2006.
The high-level PCC held the responsibility for convening senior-level
USG officials from all agencies to promote a strategic plan for new
program opportunities in predominantly Muslim countries. Additional
subcommittees were also introduced: the Rapid Response Unit,
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which monitors the coverage of US policies and anti-American pro-
paganda on foreign media outlets; the establishment of three interna-
tional media hubs located in London, Brussels, and Dubai, providing
US government officials access to foreign audiences via television and
radio; and the Counterterrorism Communication Center, established
in 2007 with aims to counter terrorist messaging that runs counter to
US national interests.

Academic and Professional Exchange programs

A core component of marketing American values to foreign audiences
has centered on building strong relations through cultural exchange.
Giles Scott-Smith of the Roosevelt Study Centre argues:

The ability of individuals to cross national boundaries has been a
matter of major consequence since the arrival of the nation-state,
and exchanges are naturally no exception. Even the most politi-
cally neutral of exchanges, such as those between high schools,
have either political intent behind their creation or are promoted
from the purpose of developing cross-border relations that can
subsequently lead to political outcomes, such as a reduction in
conflict.?’

The first academic and professional exchange developed by Hughes
expanded preexisting exchanges or people-to-people programming under
the Bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs (ECA). Historically,
many of the State Departments professional exchanges have serviced
the State Department by promoting US foreign policy while target-
ing specific audiences. One specific program initiative that Hughes
offered to key Arab and Muslim audiences was sponsored through
ECA and the Bureau of International Information programs was the
International Visitor Leadership Program. To ensure Powell’s objec-
tive, Hughes spent much of her time as undersecretary winning the
hearts and minds of Arab and Muslim teenagers.

Some of the major academic and professional exchanges launched
under her tenure included The Youth Exchange and Study Program
(YES Program), introduced in 2003 after Beers’s resignation. It
was set up to provide high school students from significant Muslim
populations an opportunity to spend an academic year or semester
in select countries. The English ACCESS Micro Scholarship, launched
in 2004 centers on teaching English to nonelite Muslim teenagers in
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over 85 countries and has a current base of over 70,000 participants.
The National Security Language Initiative (NSLI-Y) launched in 2006
is an exchange program between American and foreign teachers to
teach and/or study critical foreign (e.g., Arabic, Chinese, Mandarin,
Hindi, Korean, Persian, or Russian). The Community College Initiative
launched in 2006 by Dina Habib Powell launched in 2007, aimed to
attract 1,000 Egyptian students to study in US community colleges
for up to one year. It has expanded its reach to include academics
from Brazil, Cameroon, Costa Rica, Ghana, and Turkey to study in
eligible fields as agriculture, business management and administra-
tion, allied health care or information technology. The Global Cultural
Initiative, launched in 2006, continued to promote cultural diplomacy
by advancing cultural partnership between American and foreign
artists. The Iraqi Young Leadership Exchange Program, which is a
six-week leadership program that provides training and instruction
in leadership development, diversity, American culture, history and
society, was launched in 2007.

Promoting Mass Communication to Arab Youth

Second, Hughes focused on meeting strategic State Department imper-
atives to raise favorability and connect with Muslims by expanding mass
communication efforts that included applying corporate logic to nation
branding. In an effort to reach a broader, but much younger audience
(in multiple languages), Hughes used one-way communication projects
that relied upon social networking and television, radio, and multime-
dia resources. To better prepare US state actors for the mass media, US
ambassadors and diplomats were provided with media training through
the Foreign Service Institute to promote pro-American sentiments in
the Muslim world. According to the 2008 State Department Major
Accomplishments 2005-2007:

In May 2007, [State officials in Europe| did 45 media interviews
and top officials such as Secretary of Homeland Security Michael
Chertoft, Assistant Secretary of State Daniel Fried, Assistant
Secretary David Welch, Undersecretary Hughes, as well as
Secretary Rice, appeared in multiple overseas media interviews.
In June 2007, USG officials made 89 appearances on Middle East
media, including Al Hurra, Radio Sawa, BBC Arabic, Al Jazeera
English, Al Jazeera Arabic, VOA Persian and Al Arabiya.?!
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Relying upon media outlets to curb radical Islamic ideals, promoting
key State Department officials in front of the international eye became
a principal public diplomacy approach by Hughes in her attempt at
combating anti-Americanism toward US policy.??

However, a big part of Hughes’s branding campaign was given to
engaging with younger audiences and women within the Muslim
world. Efforts grew tremendously between 2006 and 2007 with the
creation of a flagship website, America.gov. This and other sites target-
ing Muslim youth provided an in-depth look at the American story,
international news from a US perspective, foreign policy and the
benefits of practicing democracy, continuing the attempt to win the
hearts and minds of youth. This approach was employed with the aim
of developing a younger generation of Muslims who would be more
accepting of US foreign policy and America’s value system. This is
highlighted, for example, with the State Department’s leading radio
program, Greetings from America (GFA). Launched in 2005, GFA’s core
objective includes encouraging foreign citizens studying in the United
States to relate their experiences with US culture, customs, values,
education, lifestyle, and more on radio stations in their home country.
Reaching over 25 million listeners from 1525, GFA is today func-
tional in Nigeria and holds broadcasting ties in both Indonesia and
Pakistan.

Reform through Foreign Aid

The third approach taken to market America’s values focused on pro-
moting what Hughes regard as a “diplomacy of deeds” program. In
remarks made on June 2007 at the Washington Foreign Press Center,
she recalled that a “diplomacy of deeds” was one of “the concrete ways
in which [the United States would partner| with people around the
world to help them improve their lives, particularly in the areas of edu-
cation and health and economic opportunity.”* Promoting a “diplo-
macy of deeds” is indicated by the Office of Public Diplomacy and
Public Affairs as a premiere area of US public diplomacy. Considering
its impact of reforming Muslim countries through foreign aid, it is
the most important. Most efforts during Bush’s presidency were made
possible by the United States Agency for International Development
(USAID) and private sector outlets. Each year, USAID manages around
$10 billion in US foreign aid, which supports joint USAID and State
Department projects.
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A range of projects with attempts to reshape America’s image and
bolster US favorability through foreign assistance were the President’s
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, the US Middle East Breast Cancer
Awareness and Research Partnership, the US Malaria Initiative and the
use of Navy Hospital Ships (for disaster relief after the tsunami). Asa US
government agency, USAID does not allocate funding according to a
country’s religion, but according to acting USAID Deputy Administrator
James Kunder, “Over 50 percent of total U.S. foreign assistance man-
aged by USAID [in recent years| goes to countries with Muslim majority
populations.”** Take, for instance, the Middle East Partnership Initiative
(MEPI), established in December 2005 as a platform to oversee the vast
majority of US foreign aid distributed to Middle East NGOs. Its founding
objectives are to ensure fair disbursement of funds across the Middle East
region, while promoting within each country political, economic, edu-
cational, and women’s empowerment reform. “From the 1950s through
2001, U.S. bilateral economic assistance to the Middle East and North
Africa focused on promoting regional stability by providing funding for
large bilateral military and economic programmes, chiefly in Egypt,
Israel and Jordan and by fostering development.”?® Under this third goal
to raise US favorability ratings, billions of US dollars in funding have
gone toward restoring confidence in the United States in Muslim audi-
ences by working with NGO and private sector outlets that attempted to
strengthen the ties between Muslim audiences and the US government
through political and social reform.

Maintaining Bush’s governing philosophy of compassionate conser-
vatism, which meant outsourcing social welfare initiatives, in the fis-
cal year 2002-2003 MEPI reported distributing 33 percent of $129
million to Middle Eastern NGO and private sector organizations to
disburse grants to local companies. “According to MEPI, their grants
are intended to support innovative ideas which can be implemented
quickly to produce concrete results, such as increasing women’s politi-
cal participation.”?® Since 2002, sources indicate that over $430 million
were distributed to over 350 projects in 17 countries. However, the clear
finding thus far suggests that such projects by the State Department and
USAID during this period failed to raise US favorability (or touch the
core of Muslim publics by engaging critical religious infrastructures to
influence serious change).

Approaching the Religious Dimension

In trying to comprehend the State Department’s efforts to engage
global Islamic communities and the religion of Islam after 9/11, let
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us turn to two concepts regarded as direct and indirect communicative
relations that aid this discussion. Direct communicative relations are
identified here as dialogue-based engagement that is underpinned by
a strategic project to acknowledge and incorporate the ideals, perspec-
tives and aspirations of both state and nonstate actors. The concept of
a direct approach is not state-centric, but materializes from a realiza-
tion that in a postsecular era, state actors must embrace nontraditional
means in order to engage the new religious dimensions of global poli-
tics. On the contrary, indirect communicative relations often set out,
first to discount and later, to engage with the religious dimension at
arm’s length, which often leads to symbolic relationships to shore up
quick public support. For example, indirect communicative relations
often give limited attention to key socioreligious issues. Hence, Karen
P. Hughes’s public diplomacy doctrine used indirect relations, as indi-
cated in September 2005 with Hughes’s Middle East tour to listen to
the voices of Islamic communities to win hearts and minds. During
her 2005 Middle East public diplomacy tour, she visited Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Turkey, and Indonesia, in what Hughes believed might be an
opportune period to trumpet the American story, preferably among
women and children. Rather than this tour serving as a genuine “lis-
tening tour,” it marks an epic failure in American public diplomacy
that deepened divisions in an already existing US-Muslim world trust
deficit.

On September 27, in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia, Hughes verbally trum-
peted America’s brand via an indirect communicative relations approach
by relying on one-way assaults and less-informed rhetoric speaking to
more than 500 Saudi women making the erratic prediction that Saudi
women, ‘“would soon be able to drive as American women and be fully
incorporated into Saudi society.”?” Countering Hughes, the university
auditoriums erupted in dismay with women objecting to her crude
assumption about the disenchantment of all Saudi women with their
status, as perceived by the West. One Saudi woman openly disputed
Hughes’s position, stating, “The general image of the Arab woman
is that she isn’t happy...well, we're all pretty happy.”®® Trumpeting
American ideals through a one-way communication assault that ran
counter to the religio-cultural norms of Arab and Islamic society
created more resistance than acceptance between Saudi women and
Hughes. Rather than listening and cultivating direct communicative
relations based on mutual respect and understanding, Hughes attempted
to exercise an elitist position with clear intention to win the hearts and
minds at the expense of cutting off the ear—the vital tool required to
understand America’s target audience.
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The same outcry among Muslim women followed the next day
in Ankara, Turkey, with a group of 20 Turkish feminist leaders after
Hughes had identified herself as “a working mother.” Rather than
listening, Hughes lectured to this group on the benefits of the Iraq
War—despite widespread Turkish opposition to it. Acknowledging the
Turkish audience, she noted, “I can appreciate your concern about war.
No one likes war [but] ... It is impossible to say that the rights of women
were better under Saddam Hussein than they are today.”* Regarding
Turkey’s opposition to the Iraq War, Hidyet Tuskal emphasized that
Turkish feminists regarded America’s mass killing of women and chil-
dren as a threat to human rights and a severe concern for all feminists in
the region. Hughes’s clash with this small group of feminists is a micro-
cosm indicative of the current trust deficit and the fact that there has
never been a period in history where safe space has existed between the
United States and the Muslim world. Notwithstanding her setbacks in
Ankara, Hughes captured the attention of Muslims during her Middle
East public diplomacy tour, exercising a makeshift interfaith dialogue
event (after touring Istanbul’s Topaki Palace) with Muslim, Eastern
Orthodox, Jewish, and Roman Catholic religious ofticials. While par-
ticipating in a prime opportunity to promote interreligious engagement
to resolve deep-seated conflicts in the region, Hughes discounted this
opportunity by lowering the engagement process to a rallying of talk-
ing points and symbolic gestures rather than elevating the engagement
process as a genuine opportunity to engage critical religio-cultural
affairs. Thus, the 2005 Middle East public diplomacy tour is dubbed as
a gross attempt to “directly” engage global Islamic communities at the
expense of overlooking key opportunities to punctuate critical dialogue
to promote regional conflict resolution. This event did not produce a
critical dialogue session that focused on peace-making or the application
of conflict resolution issues, but rather served as a symbolic gesture to
trumpet and market America’s brand and its popular position on reli-
gious tolerance and religious freedom.

Several opportunities, however, materialized under Hughes’s tenure
within the international community, but considering the US govern-
ment’s limited infrastructure, the United States neither has participated
or pursued critically engaging international religious concerns at the dip-
lomatic level. Since 2007, the State Department’s efforts to “encourage”
or “facilitate” interfaith activity is often promoted through the Bureau of
Education and Cultural Affairs, the International Information Programs,
and the International Visitor Leadership Program. Often these initiatives
support academic and professional exchange efforts to the Muslim world,
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thereby employing the proverbial phrase “interfaith dialogue” in order
to convene religious leadership for symbolic “meet and greets” to bol-
ster US morale. Unfortunately, none of these initiatives directly engage
religious elements within a sociopolitical forum to build sacred-secular
relations beyond symbolic presentations or the promotion of conflict res-
olution through peace-making initiatives. Many of these staged events
are associated with ECA and IIP bureau-sponsored programs such as the
new Fulbright Interfaith Community Action Program, which in the past
convened Muslim clerics in the United States with the central aim of
providing a remote forum where religious scholars and academics might
converse with US religious leaders. For example, the principal objective
of the Fulbright Interfaith Dialogue and Community Action Program is
“to engage in inter-religious dialogue with both lay and clerical counter-
parts from the broader American community of believers and to observe
the compatibility of religious belief and practice in democratically ori-
ented social and political structures.”"

Between 2005 and 2007, Undersecretary Hughes was successful in
encouraging interfaith relations, but failed significantly at introduc-
ing a strategic plan that utilized contemporary interfaith relations
between state and religious nonstate actors on issues related to coun-
terterrorism and improving US—Muslim world relations beyond one-
way transmission models of communication. Addressing the UN High
Level Dialogue on Interreligious and Intercultural Understanding and
Cooperation for Peace, Hughes indicated that having a deep respect
for and knowledge of other cultures advances mutual understanding.®'
Despite the impact of Hughes’s address and the need for the United
States to attend the high-level panel at the United Nations, she evaded
the prospect of direct engagement, indicating to panel members that
US officials would participate with representatives from the Alliance of
Civilizations (AOC), keeping religious leaders at arm’s length. At first
glance, one is led to believe the United States might fully cooperate
with the AOC agenda to employ nonviolent tactics for finding peace
through sacred-secular interfaith practices. However, Hughes does not
suggest that the United States will adopt, for example, a new dialogue-
based public diplomacy with global Islamic communities, but ensures
the US government is conducting its own engagement efforts that do
not require stipulations or requirements which are binding by transna-
tional organizations such as the United Nations:

We all have a role. America wants to partner in this dialogue.
Through websites and communication alerts, we are working to
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highlight the many voices speaking out against terrorist violence
and of greater inter-faith understanding. We are encouraging
inter-faith dialogue and conversations between cultures. Through
a new programme called “Citizen Dialogue,” we’ve sent Muslim
American citizens across the world to engage with grassroots citi-
zens in Muslim communities. We’ve brought clerics here and sent
American clerics abroad. We’ve sponsored programmes for young
people, teaching respect for diversity.*?

Key efforts by Hughes to directly engage the religious dimension came
at the expense of Washington not entirely capitalizing on annual inter-
faith events. This point is made in the context of President Bush and
Hughes encouraging US ambassadors to conduct personal outreach in
local Muslim communities by hosting Iftaar dinners at US embassies,
which to date serve symbolic opportunities to promote dialogue-based
public diplomacy with religious actors. While Iftaar dinners are valu-
able, the concept of working within such religious-cultural settings
offers an opportunity to promote two-way communicative engage-
ment between state and nonstate actors. The hosting of annual Iftaar
dinners within the White House and State Department community
under the Bush Administration was not uncommon. Between 2001
and 2008, President Bush hosted an annual Iftaar dinner with a twofold
mission: to demonstrate that the United States is not at war with Islam,
and to celebrate the Islamic faith while acknowledging the Muslim
holy month of Ramadan.

Assessing Secular Marketing Approaches after 9/11

Arguably, the State Department’s new tradition beginning under the
Bush administration to nominate former secular-based marketing
executives to the seat of Under Secretary of Public Diplomacy and
Public Affairs needs reassessing. The secular consumer marketing cul-
ture that appeals to a broad Western audience stands in contrast with
value-defined socially constructed global Islamic communities. This
leads to my closing position here on the setbacks of post-9/11 public
diplomacy as related to the State Department’s leadership, and its inabil-
ity to comprehend how an effective direct communicative way forward
to engage the religious dimension of global politics is imperative to US
national security and building genuine relations with value-defined
religious societies.
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The State Department’s organizational structure, and its inability
to retain a devout Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and
Public Affairs between 2001 and 2008, contributed to the absence of a
long-term communication strategy reflective of the Arab and Muslim
communicative tradition (see table 5.1). Since 1998, the Office of
International Religious Freedom has held the responsibility to pub-
licly address specific religious issues—as opposed to broad international
religious affairs. Unlike Ministries of Religious Affairs throughout the
Muslim world with government officials who are trained at carrying
out religio-political analysis, peace-making and conflict resolution, the
State Department (after 9/11) was forced to redirect efforts to conduct
Muslim world outreach through the office of Public Diplomacy and
Public relations.

For the first time in the State Department’s history, it bore the
responsibility for rebuilding America’s image among the foreign pub-
lic since terminating the United States Information Agency in 1998
and President Clinton’s creation of a new position of Under Secretary
for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. By Bush’s term, the trend
included nominating former Madison Avenue marketing executives to
the post, convinced that brand management approaches would resolve
a long-standing image problem that affected American foreign policy.

Throughout Bush’s term in office this post would be held by four
different undersecretaries, three of whom would resign at the height
of the US’s Muslim world outreach campaign: Charlotte Beers unex-
pectedly resigned after a year, serving today as Director of Martha
Stewart’s Living Omnimedia Inc.; Margaret D. Tutwiler resigned
after six months of service to take a post with the New York Stock
Exchange Euronext; and Karen P. Hughes resigned after two years
of service, serving as vice chairman with the Burson-Marsteller PR

Table 5.1 US Undersecretaries of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs 2001-2012

Undersecretary Term in Office Administration
Evelyn Lieberman October 1, 1999—]January 19, 2001 Bill Clinton
Charlotte Beers October 2, 2001—March 28, 2003 George W. Bush
Margaret D. Tutwiler December 16, 2003—June 30, 2004 George W. Bush
Karen P. Hughes September 9, 2005—December 14, 2007 George W. Bush
Position Open (lyr) December 14, 2007—June 10, 2008 George W. Bush
James K. Glassman June 10, 2008—January 15, 2009 George W. Bush
Judith McHale May 26, 2009—TJune 2011 Barack Obama
Kathleen Stephens February 6, 2012—April 4, 2012 Barack Obama

Tara D. Sonenshine April 6, 2012—present Barack Obama
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firm. Between 2007 and 2008, the undersecretary position remained
vacant until James K. Glassman (former business journalist) served a
short term of seven months before resigning. Thus, for this office to
bear the responsibility of crafting America’s communicative message to
the Muslim world, the Bush administration’s inability to nominate a
set of skilful professionals capable of comprehending the social terrain
of the Arab and Muslim world demonstrates a lack of attention to, and
an inconsistency with, leading the Office for Public Diplomacy and
Public Affairs in a postsecular era.

Maintaining the Bush tradition under the Obama administration,
former MTV and Discovery Network executive, Judith A. McHale
assumed the position in May 2009 as undersecretary, only to resign in
June 2011. Perhaps taking into consideration several recommendations
put forth by the USC Center on Public Diplomacy at the Annenberg
School, the Obama administration has recently turned the page on
this long-standing tradition of hiring former marketing executives
and public affairs professionals to hire for the first time in history a
career US Foreign Service office to the seat of Under Secretary of
State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. At this time of writing,
Kathleen Stephens, former US Ambassador to the Republic of Korea
(September 2008 to October 2011) assumed the role of Undersecretary
in February 2012 only to be replaced two months later in April by,
Tara D. Sonenshine, the former Executive Vice President of the United
States Institute of Peace. It is uncertain as to whether Undersecretary
Sonenshine will grasp the complexity of moving from the long-standing
tradition to overlap nation-branding and public diplomacy in a delete-
rious fashion to market the American story to Muslim audiences.

Washington’s post-9/11 national security objectives came at the expense of
exercising a failure to develop a strategic communication approach that magni-
fied dialogue-based public diplomacy. Essentially, integrating corporate logic and
secular communication were paramount between 2001 and 2008 in marketing
the American brand to pacify global Islamic communities. In making this case,
this chapter examined how institutional limitations within the US government
system led to injurious decision making as it related to engaging value-defined
socially constructed societies as the Muslim world. Clearly, a stronger form of
analysis is required in this postsecular era when approaching the religious dimen-
sion in global politics. In moving forward after 2008 with the presidency of
Barack Obama, the world anticipated that America’s new president might fol-
low through on campaign promises made to improve US-Muslim world rela-
tions. Confronted with a prime opportunity, evidence indicates that the Obama
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administration’s military and diplomatic posture aiming to succeed in South Asia
and reach stability in the Middle East reflects a similar set of actions taken dur-
ing the Bush era. While overt religious rhetoric and a reliance on trumpeting
the American brand are not prominent features of the current administration,
an inconsistency in keeping political promises with Muslim majority audiences
broadens the ongoing trust deficit that inevitably requires reshaping the commu-
nicative context.



CHAPTER SIX

Shifting the Tide

Upon taking office in 2009, the world anticipated that US President
Barack Obama might follow through on campaign promises to improve
America’s tenuous relationship with the Muslim world. While reluctant
to blatantly trumpet the American brand, it has instead relied upon Bush
era top-down engagement approaches and the persuasive single-actor model
to bolster target audience confidence in the Muslim world. Presently,
Washington is confronted with the enormous task of defining a new way
forward that takes into consideration both the perspective of nonelites at the
grassroots level, while sustaining ties with state actors in Muslim majority
nations. Based on the many missteps encountered, it is evident the US
Department of State has no alternative but to take seriously the pros-
pects of exercising bottom-up engagement measures that operate within
a fair and balanced communicative context. Despite shifting the tide by
promoting a more conciliatory tone in the 2010 US National Security
Strategy, red flags appear as to whether the Obama White House and
State Department are equipped with sufficient tools to restore relations
with global Islamic communities beyond applying short-term symbolic ges-
tures. Given the strategies exercised since 2009, this chapter argues that
a commitment to restore relations with 1.5 billion Muslims necessitates
exercising a new form of public diplomacy capable of convening state and
nonstate actors in dialogue-based engagement.

The Transition

On November 4, 2008, America embarked upon a historic political
transition, presenting a fresh signal to the world by electing its first
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African American president, Barack Hussein Obama.! His ascendancy
to the Oval Office was ushered in part by his grassroots background as
a community organizer and his ability to galvanize the American pub-
lic with a set of political promises to restore confidence and hope to the
US general electorate. Richard Wolffe reasons that Obama’s political
charisma coupled by his persuasive rhetoric looked more hopeful than
the policies pursued under President George W. Bush’s presidency.
Additionally, Obama’s candid, direct communicative approach that ran
counter to Bush’s neoconservative agenda supported the argument that
effective change came not from the top down, but from the bottom up.
Ensuring this new way forward meant embracing a change in course
capable of restoring American values at home, promoting transparent
domestic and foreign policies, and improving both America’s interna-
tional standing in the world and its ailing economy.>

Adopting a set of new approaches to pursue peace that values both
allies and adversaries by pursuing comprehensive engagement is a key
cornerstone to the Obama administration’s commitment to engaging
global Islamic communities. This is particularly the case in its effort to
curb escalating international terrorist activity and sectarian conflict in
parts of the Middle East and South Asia. During the 2007 Democratic
primaries and the 2008 general election, it appeared risky for either a
Republican or Democratic presidential candidate to staunchly oppose the
ultra-patriotic policies that dominated Washington’s post-9/11 agenda.
Notwithstanding Obama’s political platform on introducing new paths
on engaging, for example, Iran and Syria, Candidate Obama outlined
in The Blueprint for Change: Obama’s Plan for America, three major plat-
forms of engagement. If given the opportunity as commander in chief,
he stressed that his administration would: (a) rely on the nonmilitary
peacemaking options in confronting potential threats; (b) oppose any
effort to extend the present Iraq war into Iran; and (c) employ direct
presidential diplomacy with Iran without preconditions.

From January 2009, several political and diplomatic developments
have transpired since Obama assumed the presidency, which challenge
his commitment to achieve these and other campaign promises linked
to the Muslim world. The most pertinent of which includes restoring
America’s ailing economy, bringing both the Afghan and Iraq wars
to an end, and maintaining regional stability in the Middle East and
South Asia. Upon taking office, academics and fellow state actors que-
ried whether Obama might be capable of translating what Deborah
P. Atwater refers to as a political rhetoric of hope into specific occasions
of meaningful engagement between state and nonstate actors in the
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Muslim world.* While Obama’s political rhetoric of hope is persuasive in
some respects to galvanize and invoke global attention, a gap exists
between this rhetoric—which transcends borders—and the application
of authentic diplomatic solutions that critically address the aspirations
and perspectives of global Islamic communities.

Guidance on Engagement

A substantial number of Muslim majority nations are presently skepti-
cal of Washington’s political promises because of the inconsistencies
and the State Department’s failed outreach attempts throughout the
Muslim world. In an effort to correct Washington’s missteps in 2008,
the US—Muslim Engagement Project presented an appeal to both the
Bush and new presidential administration to take seriously the pros-
pect of employing an updated strategy to advance four specific goals in
the issue areas of improving diplomacy, increasing civic participation,
job creation, and advancing mutual understanding. Of the 34-member
committee, Madeline Albright, Joseph S. Nye, and Richard Armitage
were outspoken on the argument that improving America’s deteriorat-
ing relations with global Islamic communities requires that attention is
given to both the dynamics of communication, the prospects of engag-
ing the grassroots, and building relations with nonstate actors. The
report of the leadership group stated:

During the past several years, it has become clear that military force
may be necessary, but is not sufficient, to defeat violent extremism
in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan, or to prevent attacks elsewhere.
Moreover, military action has significant costs to US standing in
the world, and to our ability to gain the cooperation of other
countries in counterterrorism, and counterinsurgency operations.
Senior US defence and military leaders have recognised the pri-
mary importance of diplomatic, political, economic, and cultural
initiatives in combating extremism.’

The project maintains that a staunch military agenda should not be
exercised to support a unilateral US-led agenda, but only be a last
resort to sustain peace. Additionally, it recommended that it might be
advantageous for Washington to pool its secular resources with reli-
gious, political, and cultural assets (at home and abroad) to reconcile
deep-seated tensions ignited by hostile factions. Acknowledging this
guidance, the Obama administration agreed with several think tanks
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and study groups that US diplomacy should serve as a first option in
hostile settings opposed to military force in most cases.

However, guidance in the issue area of public diplomacy and Muslim
outreach is not a new concern. The Government Accountability Office
maintains this specific position in a set of clear recommendations in
its 2005 report, U.S. Public Diplomacy: Interagency Coordination
Efforts Hampered by the Lack of National Communication Strategy,
and again in 2005, in State Department Efforts to Engage Muslim
Audiences Lack Certain Communication Elements and Face Significant
Challenges.® Its 2006 report identified a set of clear observations for the
State Department to consider: implementing guidance modeled on pri-
vate sector best practices for its public diplomacy strategy, establishing
a sample country-level communication plan that could be adapted for
local use by US embeassies, and setting up a systematic mechanism for
sharing best practice data to address long-standing program challenges.
Its analysis states:

In May 2006, GAO reported (U.S. Public Diplomacy: State
Department Efforts to Engage Muslim Audiences Lack Certain
Communication Elements and Face Significant Challenges) that
State Department efforts to communicate with the Muslim audi-
ences faced challenges related to staffing and security at posts in
the Muslim world and that State lacked a systematic mechanism
for sharing best practices, which could help address these chal-
lenges. GAO recommended that State strengthen existing systems
of sharing best practices in order to more systematically transfer
knowledge among embassies around the world.’

Near the end of Bush’s term, findings conclude that the State
Department recognized GAO’s recommendations through a follow-
up communiqué acknowledging its intentions to correct these prac-
tices—but no concrete efforts were implemented. In addition to this
appeal, the US-Muslim Engagement Project has since called for a new
strategy that proposes four immediate goals: (i) the elevation of diplo-
macy as the primary tool for resolving key conflicts involving Muslim
countries by engaging both allies and adversaries in dialogue; (i) sup-
porting efforts to improve governance and promote civic participation
in Muslim countries; (iii) helping to catalyze job-creating growth in
Muslim countries to benefit both them and the US; and, (iv) improving
mutual respect and understanding between Americans and Muslims
around the world.® Arguably the symptoms of insufficient and indirect
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US communication with global Islamic communities are materializing
into a labyrinth of miscommunication. These symptoms are caused
in part by the many grievances held by political Islamists and some
moderate Muslims over US foreign policies and the impact of secular
political approaches that influence state actors to discount religious and
cultural elements as unimportant in decision making.

Treating Communication Differently

In an initial effort to treat communication and engagement differ-
ently with the Arab world, both Senator George Mitchell and Richard
Holbrooke were sent as special envoys to the Middle East and South
Asia. Their tasks included rebooting the Middle East peace process and
reinforcing the president’s tough stance against a nuclear Iran, while
reviving US foreign relations with Russia, thereby introducing the
New START Treaty. As commander in chief, Obama pledged pub-
licly that his administration would pursue direct engagement with the
Muslim world, adopting a set of similar proposals comparable to the
US-Muslim Engagement Project. Emphasizing the role of the United
States in ushering a new way forward, the president stated in his January
20, 2009 inaugural address:

To the Muslim world, we seek a new way forward, based on
mutual interest and mutual respect. To those leaders around the
globe who seek to sow conflict or blame their society’s ills on
the West, know that your people will judge you on what you
can build, not what you destroy. .. To those who cling to power
through corruption and deceit and the silencing of dissent, know
that you are on the wrong side of history, but that we will extend
a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist.’

In setting a precedent just seven days into the presidency, Obama
affirmed his new stance in his first prime-time interview to target
Muslim audiences. Rather than addressing the global Islamic commu-
nities via a US news agency (CNN, NBC or CBS), surprising both
the Muslim world and the American public, the Dubai-based and part
Saudi owned Arabic and Farsi language news agency, Al-Arabiya syn-
dicated the interview.

Unlike previous cabinets, the Obama administration moved imme-
diately to address the ongoing Middle East peace process. Initial steps
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in 2009 included taking a broad, yet holistic approach to the region,
affirming the Israeli-Palestinian crisis is not a solitary event, but more
accurately an interrelated episode fueling intractable conflicts in
Pakistan, Syria, Lebanon, Afghanistan and Iraq, Iran. He reminds us,

[Even|] as we engage in this direct diplomacy, we are very clear
about certain deep concerns that we have as a country, that Iran
understands that we find the funding of terrorist organizations
unacceptable, that were clear about the fact that a nuclear Iran
could set off a nuclear arms race in the region that would be pro-
foundly destabilizing. So there are going to be a set of objectives
that we have in these conversations, but I think that there’s the
possibility, at least, of a relationship of mutual respect and prog-
ress. And I think that if you look at how we’ve approached the
Middle East, my designation of George Mitchell as a special envoy
to help deal with the Arab-Israeli situation, some of the interviews
that I've given, it indicates the degree to which we want to do
things differently in the region.!”

Though wavering on several occasions, the Obama administra-
tion early on acknowledged its foreign policy position regarding the
Middle East Peace Process, calling for a two-state solution. However,
Obama has dithered on several occasions to stand firm against Israeli
settlement construction in East Jerusalem and supporting Palestine’s
bid at the U.N. for permanent statehood in October 2011. Thus, the
current administration finds that restoring trust requires taking seri-
ously the regional aspirations and perspectives present throughout the
Arab world, especially on the question of Palestine. According to John
Esposito, ending such events demands that a presidential administra-
tion be diplomatically prepared from the outset to acknowledge the
turmoil of the Israeli-Palestinian debacle and the necessity of a change
in course.!

Smart Power

Extending the administration’s position to listen to both state and
nonstate actors, as nominee Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton dis-
closed in her senate confirmation hearing that the State Department
was prepared to move in a new direction, ready to lead this shift by
exercising the strategy of smart power to deter attacks from America’s
adversaries, while encouraging peaceful relations through the channels
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of diplomacy.'? Coined by distinguished Harvard University professor
Joseph S. Nye Jr., smart power is a relevant term that highlights how a
new direction in both posture and policy could improve America’s
dealings in the world.!? Instead of relying solely on hard power “to ensure
America’s place as a strategic player on the world stage, both hard and
soft power must be incorporated to assure that a complex interdepen-
dence is established.”™ The 2006 CSIS Commission on Smart Power led
by Richard Armitage and Nye established:

Smart power is neither hard nor soft—it is the skilful combination
of both. Smart power means developing an integrated strategy,
resource base, and tool-kit to achieve American objectives, draw-
ing on both hard and soft power. It is an approach that under-
scores the necessity of a strong military, but also invests heavily
in alliances, partnerships, and institutions at all levels to expand
American influences and establish the legitimacy of American
action.®

Since 2009, the Obama-administration’s strategy to exercise smart
power has resulted principally in an imbalance, where US military
strength presently outflanks the soft power option. Despite empha-
sizing America’s commitment to pursue comprehensive engagement
with allies and adversaries, and a new way forward comprised of direct
communicative approaches, the administration struggles with moving
beyond strong military and intelligence activities to pursue diplomacy
as a favorable option.

In this case, two additional efforts are required that warrant further
consideration from the administration, apart from the five critical areas
both the State Department and the Pentagon should focus their atten-
tion on, as proposed by the CSIS Commissions on Smart Power which
includes: (1) rebuilding the foundation to respond to global challenges;
(i1) developing a more unified approach through global development;
(i11) improving access to international knowledge and learning; (iv)
increasing benefits of trade for all people; and (v) addressing climate
change and energy insecurity.!® Additional efforts by both the State
Department and the Pentagon must pay close attention to relate espe-
cially to Washington recalibrating its perceptions of the Muslim world,
which means not solely recognizing it as a set of countries where the
practice of Islam is central to the culture, but as being comprised of
multiple value-defined socially constructed societies and traditional
frameworks that must be engaged as a whole for the promotion of
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healthy smart power performance. Thus, it’s vital both departments reach
the conclusion that this recalibration in perspective must be accom-
panied by a strategy of smart postsecular communication, which aids
in facilitating state and religious nonstate actor relations to promote a
dialogue-based public diplomacy.

Foundations of the Obama Doctrine on Muslim Outreach

President Obama has taken into consideration several proposals and
recommendations since 2009, on pursuing robust engagement between
state and nonstate actors that runs counter to the Bush Doctrine, which
wrestled openly with linking the religion of Islam to terrorism. Further,
the Obama administration is adamant about projecting a respectful
tone in communication by omitting loaded religious rhetoric like what
was taken up during the Bush era. Bush’s God-Talk and the influence
of post-9/11 era confrontationalist ideology led by Bernard Lewis and
Samuel P. Huntington contributed to key terminology and question-
able phrases implemented in the 2006 US National Security Strategy.
On the surface, the 2006 National Security Strategy (as highlighted in
chapter four) accomplished two specific goals that identified in clear
terms America’s new enemy—Islamic radicalism, terrorist, and rogue
states—against whom the United States planned to defend itself at all
costs using the military, thus setting out a course of action for rebuild-
ing key nations in an effort to promote effective democracies within
countries identified as failed states.

In pursuing a new way forward, administrative officials such as Senior
Director for Global Engagement at the National Security Staff, Pradeep
Ramamurthy and deputy Jenny Urizar, led a study group to remove
negative language leading to shortcomings in US-Muslim engagement.
Several considerations included Words that Work and Words that Don’t by
the Counter Terror Communication Center and Terminology to Define
the Terrorist: Recommendations from American Muslims by the Department of
Homeland Security. The Department of Homeland Security advised that
the terminology used by senior government officials must accurately
identify the nature of the challenges that face our generation... At the
same time, the terminology should also be strategic—it should avoid
helping the terrorists by inflating the religious bases and glamorous
appeal of their ideology.!”

The Obama administration’s shift in tone is symbolic as it ventures
in a new direction to agree that a civil voice in communication is
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vital to advance US-Muslim world relations. This position is backed
by the 2010 National Security Strategy’s central pillar that maintains,
“Currently, the United States is focused on implementing a respon-
sible transition as we end the war in Iraq, succeeding in Afghanistan,
and defeating al-Qaeda and its terrorist affiliates, while moving our
economy from catastrophic recession to lasting recovery.”'® In pursu-
ing this objective, the current administration is taking an alternative
path from its predecessor. Strengthening ties with allies have included
deepening America’s relationship between Washington and wavering
allies like Russia and Pakistan, constant partners such as the United
Kingdom and Turkey, and strategic players like China and Saudi Arabia.
However, pursuing comprehensive engagement as a national security
strategy extends to relationship building with adversaries by offering a
clear choice that they:

[A]lbide by international norms, and achieve the political and
economic benefits that come with greater integration with the
international community; or refuse to accept this pathway, and
bear the consequences of that decision, including greater isolation.
Through engagement, we can create opportunities to resolve dif-
ferences, strengthen the international community’s support for our
actions, learn about the intentions and nature of closed regimes,
and plainly demonstrate to the publics within those nations that
their governments are to blame for their isolation. Successful
engagement will depend upon the effective use and integration of’
different elements of American power."”

Extending efforts to restore relations with the Muslim world, the
administration has paid heed to an additional set of recommendations
from the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, highlighting the frequent
imperative of broadening the United’s State’s bureaucratic framework
in the 2010 report, Engaging Religious Communities Abroad: An Imperative
for US Foreign Policy. Among the key objectives introduced, the most
essential puts forward that Washington upgrade its communicative
strategy while promoting religious tolerance and cooperation, remind-
ing it is imperative to:

Establish religious engagement within the government bureau-
cracy; Provide mandatory training for officials on the role of reli-
gion in world affairs; Utilize the expertise of military veterans
to enhance peaceful engagement; Clarify the parameters of the
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US Establishment Clause; Engage religious communities at a soci-
etal (grassroots) level; Launch special initiatives; Tackle religious
extremism by addressing political issues; Avoid pejorative ter-
minology when describing religious players; Reaffirm the U.Ss
commitment to religious freedom; Embrace a comprehensive
approach to democracy promotion; and Work with international
multilateral organizations.?

Since 2009, the Obama administration has incorporated several of these
recommendations to form a concise position on US-Muslim world
outreach. When viewed comprehensively, it forms an Obama Doctrine
on US-Muslim world engagement that is comprised of eight compo-
nents. The general proposition of this doctrine between 2009 and 2012
includes: (i) promoting efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaeda
and its violent affiliates in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and around the world,
(i1) Reconciling with moderate members of the Taliban through spe-
cial Afghan reintegration programs, (iii) Responsibly ending the war
in Iraq and withdrawing troops by 2010, (iv) Pursuing a regional peace
agreement between Israel and Palestine, (v) Reversing the spread of
nuclear and biological weapons and secular nuclear material (which
has lately included levying sanctions against Iran), (vi) De-linking
pejorative terminology from US national security documents, (vii)
Promoting special people-to-people initiatives that seek to cultivate
mutual interest and mutual understanding between the United States
and Muslim world, (viii) And, maintaining a commitment to restore
trust at a societal/and governmental level which since 2009 included
the appointments of both Farah A. Pandith (US Special Representative
to Muslim Communities) and Rashad Hussain (US Special Envoy to
the Organization for Islamic States).

Persuasive Single-actor Model

The Obama administration’s commitment to comprehensive engage-
ment with allies and adversaries indicates that the White House is seri-
ous about restoring trust, though many efforts over the last few years
were piecemeal. While the administration is laying a foundation that
takes seriously publicly recognizing and engaging allies and adversar-
ies, its current public diplomacy approach revolves around upgrading
preexisting programs and relying upon a persuasive single-actor to win
over Muslim audiences. With respect to the latter, such actions since
2009 have included attempts at managing global perceptions by placing
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reliance on the expertise of Farah Anwar Pandith and what is regarded
as the Obama effect.

Accentuating this task at the State Department on June 23, 2009,
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appointed Pandith as the United
State’s first Special Representative to Muslim Communities. A promi-
nent American Muslim (born in India administered Kashmir), Pandith
was sworn in on September 15, 2009, to draw attention to President
Obama’s inaugural call to put forth a new strategy to engage global
Islamic communities. As Special Representative, Pandith’s office is
responsible for executing Clinton’s vision on Muslim outreach, which
to some extent parallels Karen P. Hughes’s agenda, placing an emphasis
on promoting people-to-people engagement specifically with younger
Muslim audiences at the organizational level.

Hired by the State Department in 2007 to serve as former President
George W. Bush’s senior advisor to the Assistant Secretary of State for
European and Eurasian affairs on Muslim Outreach, several insiders
pondered on whether Pandith’s venerated role might be any differ-
ent from Beers’s or Hughes’s commitment to market American val-
ues throughout the Arab and Muslim world. Remarking on Secretary
Clinton’s vision and her new commitment to serve as America’s liaison
to Muslim communities she announced:

[Clinton] has asked me to find ways to build strong partnerships
and create new connections and joining together with grassroots
organisations to effect positive change. Under the leadership of
Secretary Clinton, the Department of State is recalibrating the way
in which we work with Muslim communities around the world.
Guided by her passion, leadership and dedication to an issue that is
not new to her—she has been active on these issues for decades—
this office will advise her and the Department on issues related to
Muslim engagement. Through this office we will engage Muslim
communities to solve collaboratively the most pressing problems
facing these communities around the world.?!

Here, Pandith affirms the US’s proposed top-down approach and how it
fits into her role as a persuasive single-actor. Upon assuming this position,
both study groups and global public diplomacy practitioners warned the
State Department of any new measures that lead to rebranding America
by overlapping nation branding and public diplomacy activities that
especially target youth and women audiences. Nearly four years into
this strategy, two major concerns are present that question whether the
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United States is really willing to implement a broad postsecular approach
(beyond pacification) that engages global Islamic communities directly
and that channels nonelite aspiration back into the foreign policy sphere
and the reality that the Pandith-Clinton posture is not in lock-step with
leading recommendations by public diplomacy practitioners like Jan
Melissen, Phillip Seib, or R.. S. Zahrana in pursuing a new dialogue-based
public diplomacy that takes effect from the bottom up. Pandith’s current
approach is plausible in the sense that it galvanizes target audiences from
the top-down, but it is communicatively unsound for reaching the core
of Islamic society, beyond occasional lecture tours and community talks
that capture the short-term attention of Muslims.

Calling attention to this top-down measure at the “Forum for the
Future,” held in Marrakesh, Morocco, on November 3, 2009, Clinton
opened by indicating three uniquely secular-based, but broad areas
that the administration, in 2010, would gear its attention toward: an
emphasis on job creation in the Muslim world, advancing science and
technology, and promoting widespread educational opportunities.
However, none, as of today, take seriously the dynamics of communi-
cation and the role that a special set of US state actors (Foreign Service
Ofticers) will need to contribute to the overall grand strategy to restore
trust with global Islamic communities. It may very well be the case
that multiple dialogue-based efforts by such a cadre or corps deserve
immediate deliberation.

Yet, considering both the value and setback presented by the
Pandith-Clinton approach, we gather: First, their top-down measures
are not in lock-step with key recommendations on employing a new
public diplomacy beyond relying on a persuasive single-actor to shore
up quick attention to win Muslim hearts and minds. Second, the US’s
move to appoint Pandith has failed to strengthen US engagement with
global Islamic communities at the grassroots-level or in restoring frac-
tured relations in key regions as the Middle East or South Asia. A
reliance on Pandith (or any US state actor) brings up the point that
relying upon a single actor is seemingly unrealistic, thereby rein-
forcing consideration of the need for a broader approach. And third,
the State Department’s present deficiency in having a readily acces-
sible cadre of specialists indicates that it is time Washington consider
shifting its focus from short-term public diplomacy programming to
communication-building at the grassroots level.

Former US Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff, Admiral Michael
Mullen, is correct in his 2009 assessment, Strategic Communication:
Getting Back to Basics, that America is not facing a horrific problem of
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capturing “men in caves,” but it is faced with defeating a long-standing
credibility problem that is linked to Washington’s unwillingness to
deliver on its promises with the Muslim world. Elaborating on the role
effective communication training will have on US engagement with
Muslim audiences, Mullen writes:

The irony here 1s that we know better. For all the instant poll-
ing, market analysis, and focus groups we employ today, we could
learn a lot by looking to our own past. No other people on Earth
have proven more capable at establishing trust and credibility in
more places than we have. And we’ve done it primarily through
the power of our example... And make no mistake—there has
been a certain arrogance to our “strat comm” efforts. We’ve come
to believe that messages are something we can launch down range
like a rocket, something we can fire for effect. They are not. Good
communication runs both ways. It’s not about telling our story.
We must also be better listeners. We cannot capture hearts and
minds. We must engage them; we must listen to them one heart
and one mind at a time—over time.?

Mullen is correct in making the case that credibility is not earned
by relying on marketing American values. In fact, it is earned when
trained US state actors are deployed to restore relations by first listen-
ing and later taking a dialogue-based approach. After addressing The
Washington Institute for Near East Policy in August 2009, Pandith
raised eyebrows in the Arab world about her ability as a persuasive sin-
gle-actor in approaching the core of US-Muslim world relations when
addressing the pro-Israel think tank in August 2009 remarking, “I come
to you just days after Secretary Clinton talked about the need for a new
mindset about how America will use its power to safeguard our nation,
expand shared prosperity, and help more people in more places live up
to their God-given potential.”?® Providing a sharp analysis on Pandith’s
comments, Senior Fellow at Harvard University’s Belfer Center, Rami
Khouri states in a nutshell:

Everything that Pandith said is exactly what Admiral Mullen
seemed to criticise in his article. She listed an impressive list of
activities to engage Muslim communities worldwide on the basis
of “mutual interest and mutual respect”—break down stereotypes,
work with youth at the grassroots level, and build new partner-
ships via education, technology, business, sports and culture.
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None of Pandith’s rhetoric has a chance in hell of going anywhere,
while the majority of Muslims, Arabs and others in our region
broadly perceive American foreign policy as being tilted toward
Israeli priorities or the incumbency of Arab autocrats, as has been
the case for about four decades now. Tough American patriots
like Gen. Petracus and Adm. Mullen seem to grasp this, probably
because they have escaped the diversionary lunacy of American
“public diplomacy” and the choke-hold of single-interest lobby
groups in Washington.?

Improving the US Department of State’s engagement strategy is essen-
tial to restoring relations with global Islamic communities and requires
setting an agenda that is broad enough to integrate the perspectives of
key nonstate actors, but substantive enough to reach the core of Islamic
society to curb and halt the spread of radical Islamic ideals. However,
supporting this administration’s efforts to galvanize Muslim audiences
are the narrow attempts taken by the White House, which to a cer-
tain extent relies upon the Obama effect to lure Muslim audiences at
the expense of broadening an already existing trust deficit between
Muslims and the United States.

America’s Persuader-in-Chief

In recent years, relying on President Obama’s mosaic biography and
hybrid heritage has been essential in both the White House and State
Department’s efforts to galvanize Muslim audiences.”> Obama’s will-
ingness to disclose his background or speak candidly on the topic of
his heritage enriches Washington’s efforts at connecting with nonelite
Muslim audiences. It is Obama’s ties through his father to the religion
of Islam, his coming of age in Indonesia, and Arabic middle name—
Hussein—which distinguishes him as a unique symbol of America’s
engagement process. America would be reminded of Obama’s symbol-
ism as he extinguished the flame of racial tension ignited by his former
Chicago-based pastor, Jeremiah Wright in 2008 defending publicly:

I am the son of a black man from Kenya and a white woman from
Kansas. I was raised with the help of a white grandfather who sur-
vived a Depression to serve in Patton’s Army during World War I1
and a white grandmother who worked on a bomber assembly line
at Fort Leavenworth while he was overseas. I've gone to some of
the best schools in America and lived in one of the world’s poorest



SHIFTING THE TIDE 143

nations. I am married to a black American who carries within her
the blood of slaves and slaveowners—an inheritance we pass on to
our two precious daughters. I have brothers, sisters, nieces, neph-
ews, uncles and cousins, of every race and every hue, scattered
across three continents, and for as long as I live, I will never forget
that in no other country on Earth is my story even possible.®

Obama’s mosaic biography on occasion ensures his administration a
unique entry-point to connect with global Islamic communities, but at
the cost that “feel-good rhetoric” bears a short life span. Though the
Obama effect presents an everlasting impression, it is in fact a short-term
symbolic gesture that wrestles with Washington’s present foreign pol-
icy reality and the fact that the State Department is lacking a long-term
communication approach to engage Muslim audiences beyond generic
programs and consumer marketing campaigns.

Appraising the Obama effect, public diplomacy practitioner Nancy
Snow argues, “His rhetoric has helped reshape America’s image in the
world from being perceived as a unilateral, arrogant power to being
seen as a humble nation that listens to and partners with others to
achieve shared objectives.” She contends, “Public diplomacy is best
practiced as a symphony, not a one-man band. National reputation
does not reside in one person, much less in one electoral outcome.
It is deeply buried in the perceptions of countless people around the
world, often rooted in their own national cultures, and can be rebuilt
slowly and painstakingly only by altering the root causes of a country’s
good or bad name.””” In 2009, Washington relied upon what Snow
regards as the impact of America’s Persuader-in- Chief to connect publicly
with Arab audiences during the president’s first Middle East tour.?® At
best, Obama’s actions in the Arab world (especially at Cairo) bolstered
immediate support for the president’s political promises between 2009
and 2011 which today are called into question by Muslim audiences,
since the onset of the 2010 Arab Spring.

Obama at Cairo

Stops on President Obama’s first Middle East tour included a short visit
to France, Dresden, Germany, and Buchenwald concentration camp
to commemorate the 65th anniversary of the allied D-Day invasion.
The president’s immediate objective on this first tour was to fulfill his
campaign promise to reach out to citizens of Muslim majority nations
to chart a new course since the attacks of September 11. In pursuing
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this new course, first in Saudi Arabia on June 3rd, Obama exchanged
views with Saudi Arabian King Abdullah on key regional matters such
as relaunching the 2002 Arab-backed Middle East peace process, and
mutual concerns related to US energy interests and counterterrorism.
Then he traveled to Cairo, Egypt, to meet with then President Hosni
Mubarak before delivering his “New Beginning” address at Cairo
University.

Taking note of America’s new set of challenges, Senior White House
advisor, David Axelrod, noted ahead of Obama’s address to report-
ers that, “There has been a breech, an undeniable breech between
America and the Islamic world, and that breech has been years in the
making. .. It is not going to be reversed in perhaps one administration.
But the president is a strong believer in an open, honest dialogue.”?’
According to President Obama, mending this breech required captur-
ing the attention of Muslims by laying out a clear agenda on a new way
forward, with Washington to consistently engage Muslim audiences—
especially Muslims living in the Arab world. The short list of Muslim
majority nations to host the “New Beginning” address were Indonesia,
Morocco, Turkey, and Jordan. While US-South Asian issues held cen-
ter stage in 2009, the instability mounting in the Arab world served as
one of the determining factors on where Obama would give his long
awaited address. Stephen R. Grand maintains,

After weighing many options, the White House probably settled
on Cairo as the location for the speech because Egypt has long
been the leading intellectual and cultural force as well as the most
populous country, in the Arab world. But the choice of Egypt as
a venue comes with a distinct negative its poor record on democ-
racy and human rights. Hosni Mubarak is in his fifth six year term
as Egypt’s president, and his regime has beaten, locked up, and/or
exiled most of his political opponents. On the surface, President
Obama would appear to confront the agonizing choice of neither
insulting his host by raising these issues or be seen to be aban-
doning America’s longstanding commitment to the promotion
of democracy and human rights by not doing so, thereby disap-
pointing the millions who will be listening careful for any sign of
change in U.S. policy in the region.*

Grand’s assertion on the Egyptian location is correct in that a contradic-
tion might later aid Obama’s case on improving relations with 1.5 billion
Muslims. Instead of addressing many of the factors that later gave rise
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to the Arab Spring, Obama’s address centered on secular-based issues as
science/technology, education, and equality over outlining how violent
extremists have exploited the opportunity of building equitable rela-
tions between the United States and Muslim world around the intended
role of Washington in creating a new way forward. In presenting his
case at Cairo, Obama’s “New Beginning” address to convene global
Islamic communities was executed in four parts: recognizing the prob-
lem, acknowledging actions to solve the problem, political promises,
and a resolution.

In first recognizing the disturbing nature of US-Muslim relations,
Obama stresses:

I’ve come here to Cairo to seek a new beginning between the
United States and Muslim and Muslim around the world, one
based on mutual interests and mutual respect, and one based upon
the truth that American and Islam are not exclusive and need
not be in competition. Instead, they overlap, and share common
principles—principles of justice and progress; tolerance and the
dignity of all human beings. I do so recognizing that change can-
not happen overnight...no single speech can eradicate years of
mistrust, nor can I answer in the time that I have this afternoon all
the complex questions that brought us to this point.*!

Here, Obama takes a radical shift to publicly recognize that a distinct
problem exists between the United States and Muslims throughout the
world. Notwithstanding this point, he implies clearly that the tension
experienced between the United States and global Islamic communities
is linked to a broad historical relationship between Islam and the West
that involves centuries of conflict and religious wars as the Crusades.

Second, before inviting Muslims into his proposed dialogue,
the president takes this recognition further, to acknowledge (as in the
Philadelphia message) by utilizing his mosaic biography and its link to
human civilization, reminding the Muslim world:

I'm Christian, but my father came from a Kenyan family that
includes generation of Muslims. As a boy, I spent several years in
Indonesia and heard the call of the azan at the break of dawn and
at the fall of dusk. As a young man, I worked in Chicago commu-
nities where many found dignity and peace in their Muslim faith.
As a student of history, I also know civilization dept to Islam.
It was Islam—at places like Al-Azhar—that carried the light of
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learning through so many centuries, paving the way for Europe’s
Renaissance and Enlightenment. It was innovation in Muslim
communities—(applause)—it was innovation in Muslim commu-
nities that developed the order of algebra; our magnetic compass
and tools of navigation; our mastery of pens and printing; our
understanding of how disease spread and how it can be healed.*

Such public acknowledgment crystallizes Obama’s relevance and
legitimacy to stand before the Muslim world and convey empathy and
respect for Islamic civilization as the United States is engaged in subse-
quent conflicts in several regions throughout the Muslim world. While
Muslims indicate their appreciation toward an American president
who is capable of remarking on the problem, consensus indicates that
Muslims would like to see an Obama administration taking-to-task
the very policies that are instrumental in inciting precarious relations
between the United States and Muslims.

The third component of the “New Beginning” address accents seven
political promises to promote a mutually beneficial way forward between
the United States and Muslim world committing Washington to:*?

a) Combating against violent extremism in all forms—So America
will defend itself, respectful of the sovereignty of nations and the
rule of law. And we will do so in partnership with Muslim com-
munities which are also threatened. The sooner the extremists are
isolated and unwelcome in Muslim communities, the sooner we
will all be safer.”

b) Addressing the tense situation between Israelis, Palestinians, and the
Arab world—"“America’s strong bonds with Israel are well known.
This bond is unbreakable. It is based upon cultural and historical
ties, and the recognition that the aspiration for a Jewish homeland
is rooted in a tragic history that cannot be denied...On the other
hand, it is also undeniable that the Palestinian people—Muslims
and Christians—have suffered in pursuing of a homeland. For
more than 60 years they’ve endured the pain of dislocation.”

c) Expressing shared interests in the rights and responsibility of
nations on nuclear weapons—*1 understand those who protest that
some countries have weapons that others do not. No single nation
should pick and choose which nation holds nuclear weapons. And
that’s why I strongly reaffirmed America’s commitment to seek
a world in which no nation holds nuclear weapons...And any
nation—including Iran—should have the right to access peaceful
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nuclear power if it complies with its responsibilities under the
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.”

Promoting democracy—"Suppressing ideas never succeeds in
making them go away. America respects the right of all peaceful
and law-abiding voices to be heard around the world, even if we
disagree with them. And we will welcome all elected, peace-
ful governments—provided they govern with respect for all their
people.”

Addpressing international religious freedom— ‘Freedom of religion
is central to the ability of peoples to live together. We must always
examine the ways in which we protect it. For instance, in the
United States, rules on charitable giving have made it harder for
Muslims to fulfill their religious obligation. That’s why I'm com-
mitted to working with American Muslims to ensure that they
can fulfill zakat. Likewise, it is important for Western countries
to avoid impeding Muslim citizens from practicing religion as
they see fit—for instance, by dictating what clothes a Muslim
world should wear. We can’t disguise hostility towards any reli-
gion behind the pretence of liberalism.”

Encouraging international women’s vrights—"1 do not believe that
women must make the same choices as men in order to be equal,
and I respect those women who choose to live their lives in tra-
ditional roles. But it should be their choice. And that is why the
United States will partner with any Muslim-majority country to
support expanded literacy for girls, and to help young women
pursue employment through micro-financing that helps people
live their dreams.”

Advancing economic development and educational opportunities—
“Many Gulf States have enjoyed great wealth as a consequence
of oil, and some are beginning to focus it on broader develop-
ment. But all of us must recognize that education and innova-
tion will be the currency of the 21st century—(applause)—and
in too many Muslim communities, there remains underinvest-
ment in these areas...On education we will expand exchange
programs, and increase scholarships, like the one that brought my
father to America...On economic development, we will create
a new corps of business volunteers to partner with counterparts
in Muslim-majority countries...On science and technology, we
will launch a new fund to support technological development in
Muslim-majority countries, and to help transfer ideas to the mar-
ketplace so they can create more jobs.”
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Lastly, the final section of Obama’s “New Beginning” address is
defined here as presenting a resolution to the Muslim world that estab-
lished that any action pursued must work in concert with global Islamic
communities. Making this point clear, Obama announced, “Americans
are ready to join with citizens and governments; community organiza-
tions, religious leaders, and businesses in Muslim communities around
the world to help our people pursue a better life.”** Scoring immedi-
ate points with global Islamic communities, Obama’s address has since
come under fire from nonstate actors at all levels, especially throughout
the Arab world.

Deliverables the administration has since met include: (1) drawing
down American troops from Iraq and presenting a projected 2014
timetable to withdraw troops from Afghanistan, (i1) the launch of
the Global Technology and Innovation Fund providing between $25
million to $150 million to catalyze private sector investment (addi-
tional projects include initiating The Global Entrepreneurial Project,
Partners for New Beginning, EMentor Corps, the Silicon Valley
Partnership: Global Technology and Innovation Partners), (ii1) hosting
the Presidential Summit on Entrepreneurship to spur economic devel-
opment and business innovation in Muslim majority countries (held
April 23-27, 2010), (iv) upgrading US Department of State exchange
programs to encourage engagement with Muslims, (v) and an expan-
sion of foreign aid to Pakistan—which fell under criticism in 2010 after
US government officials learned al-Qaeda’s principal leader, Osama
bin Laden was living in Abbottabad, Pakistan, probably with the
knowledge of Pakistani authorities. There are more concrete prom-
ises mentioned at Cairo that have yet to be addressed, like the failure
of the administration to close Guantanamo Bay prison by early 2010,
dithering on the Middle East peace process as it relates to the continued
building of Israeli settlements, and trepidation toward building a new
way forward with Iran.*®

Since addressing the Muslim world at Cairo, subsequent short-term
communication attempts and piecemeal public diplomacy initiatives
have materialized, most of which are an extension of previous pro-
gramming efforts introduced under the Bush administration. It might
be assumed that the Obama administration is lapsing into the same
problem as the Bush administration by overly relying on short-term
public diplomacy initiatives (as the persuasive single-actor model and
one-way transmissions of communication and programming) to boost
target audience confidence especially throughout the Arab world.
Initiatives such as government-private sector led summits like the
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US Islamic World Forum, educational exchanges like the Fulbright
Program, and advertising campaigns like the Shared Values Initiative at
best spark interests, but fail in their attempts to reach the core of Islamic
society where the authentic conversation with vital nonstate actors like
nonelite religious and tribal leadership exist. Currently, America’s for-
eign policy in the Near East and South Asia coupled by its short-term
public diplomacy initiatives contributes to a shrinking of its standing
abroad and the widening of an already increasing trust deficit.

Expanding Outreach

As addressed above, the general position of the Obama doctrine on
US-Muslim outreach encompasses seven central objectives: defeating
al-Qaeda and its terrorist affiliates, reconciling with moderate mem-
bers of the Taliban to bring an end to US-led combat in Afghanistan
by 2014 (and troop withdrawal by 2024), responsibly ending the war in
Iraq, pursuing a regional peace agreement between Israel and Palestine
based on promoting a two-state solution, reversing the spread of nuclear
and biological weapons and nuclear material, de-linking pejorative
terminology from US national security documents, employing spe-
cial people-to-people initiatives that seek to cultivate mutual interest
and mutual understanding, and maintaining a commitment to restore
trust at a societal and governmental level that in recent years relies on
applying a persuasive single-actor to galvanize Muslim audiences. Since
2010, the Obama administration has added an additional aim extend-
ing beyond traditional boundaries to promote strategic engagement
with key nonstate actors in South Asia like the Taliban’s Quetta Shura.
While two-thirds of the world’s growing Muslim population live in ten
countries, the Obama administration’s outreach set a historic precedent
in that it creates new paths that broaden America’s Muslim outreach
framework beyond a narrow Middle East and North African focus.
Further, this shift proves tactically astute, despite sharp criticism by US
state actors and private sector analysts on the irrelevance of engaging
nonstate combatants and the perspectives they will bring to high-stakes
political negotiations.

Materializing as a military force in South Asia in 1994, the Taliban’s
roots derive from a “mixture of Mujahadeen who fought against the
Soviet invasion in the 1980s, and a group of Pashtun tribesman who
spent time in Pakistani religious school, or madrassas, and received
assistance from Pakistan’s Intern Services Intelligence agency.”*® The
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Taliban’s draconian social and political agenda gained prominence
between 1996 and 2001, capturing the world’s attention with its strict
fundamentalist decrees inspired by Sharia law, clashing significantly
with the Northern alliance leadership led by anti-Taliban leaders Ahmad
Shah Massoud and Abdul Rashid Dostum (of the Massoud and Dostum
territories).”’ A deep contradiction was present in Afghanistan dur-
ing this period with reference to women’s rights. During the Taliban’s
1996-2001 rule, Massoud’s opposition movement integrated women
into Northern Afghanistan’s social system by relaxing strict Taliban
decrees that enforced burqas, human rights violations toward young
women, and discounting human equality and dignity between women
and men—a goal widely recognized by the international community.
Executed just two days before the September 11 attacks, Massoud’s
legacy of establishing an Afghan society free from the Taliban’s dra-
conian rule emerged just months afterward with the US-NATO led
Operation Enduring Freedom, launched in retaliation for the al-Qaeda
9/11 attacks. Though well-funded by Osama bin Laden in the late 1980s,
al-Qaeda’s narrow fundamentalist reading of Islam which “seeks to rid
Muslim countries of what it sees as the profane influence of the West
and replace their government with fundamentalist Islamic regimes”
1s marked as the new ideological catalyst that is presently intertwined
with the Taliban’s political philosophy of self-determination (whether
in Afghanistan or in North-West Pakistan).*®

Pursuing Peace talks

After weighing the political and economic cost of US military action
in Afghanistan and Iraq (totaling nearly $1.283 trillion by March
2011) and the reality that US public opinion about the Afghan War
is largely negative, President Obama announced drawing down
troops by 2014 while maintaining a US military presence until 2024.
In addition to anticipated troop withdrawal, the administration is
expanding efforts to pursue a negotiated settlement with top Afghan
Taliban leaders willing to break ties with al-Qaeda and accept the
Afghan constitution. Initial Afghan-led efforts have included launch-
ing an Afghan High Peace Council led by former Afghan President
Burhanuddin Rabbani (before his assassination in 2011). Additional
US-backed efforts were launched in January 2010 at the International
Conference on Afghanistan in London, England. Among the vital
interests discussed, such as transitioning security to Afghan forces the
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conference was recognized as a credible success in bringing together
Afghan President Hamid Karzai, UN Secretary General Ban Ki
Moon, UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown, UK Foreign Secretary
David Milband, UN Envoy Kai Eide and US Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton to discuss the feasibility of reconciliation and reintegration
of moderate and low-level members of the Afghan Taliban back into
Afghan society. The London Conference backed Afghan-led recon-
ciliation by establishing a $500 million Peace and Reintegration Trust
Fund to support international peacemaking efforts with the Afghan
Taliban. However, more concrete efforts supporting the pursuit of
comprehensive engagement have included Hamid Karzai’s 2010 Loya
Jirga tribal peace summit, Kai Eide’s UN-led talks with high-level
members of the Taliban, and secret US-led talks (between 2010 and
2012) with key members of the Taliban on four separate occasions
(twice in Germany and Qatar).*

According to Richard Barrett, coordinator of the al-Qaeda Taliban
Analytical Support Monitoring Team at the United Nations, making
a concrete effort to talk to the Taliban is the first step to solving the
decade long conflict and restoring regional stability. With the assis-
tance of the Gulf State of Qatar, the State Department and key intel-
ligence officers have carried out several rounds of clandestine talks
with high-level proxies to Afghan Taliban leader, Mullah Mohammad
Omar. In March 2012, several rounds of talks would center on the
prospects of the United States taking into consideration two of the
Taliban’s conditions: removing the Taliban as a terrorist organization
from the UN Security Council’s watch-list, and releasing key members
of the Taliban from Guantanamo Bay prison. On the contrary, US con-
ditions call for members of the Taliban to sever ties with al-Qaeda and
agree to a ceasefire zone leading to a cessation of hostilities between the
United States and Taliban forces in Afghanistan. Among the invaluable
gems of this process is the influence of the Gulf State of Qatar and key
actors such as negotiator Mullah Abdul Aziz (a former secretary for the
Taliban’s embassy in the United Arab Emirates) who are responsible for
facilitating aspects of the peace-talks. While Qatar is expected to host
the site of the Taliban’s new political office, its role as a high-stakes
actor was confirmed in March 2012 with the transfer of five senior
Taliban fighters held at Guantanamo Bay to prison facilities in Qatar in
return for Western prisoners.*’

Alongside efforts to omit polarized rhetoric linking the religion
of Islam to terrorism, the Obama administration is taking strides to
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broaden Washington’s diplomatic framework to engage vital nonstate
actors. This radical shift in direction by the Obama administration
was first recorded in the 2010 National Security Strategy outlining
its commitment to engage adversaries alongside Western allies to pur-
sue deeper cooperation on the basis of mutual interests and mutual
respect.

To adversarial governments, we offer a clear choice: abide by inter-
national norms, and achieve the political and economic benefits
that come with greater integration with the international commu-
nity or refuse to accept this pathway, and bear the consequences
of that decision, including greater isolation. Through engagement
we can create opportunities to resolve differences, strengthen the
international community’s support of our actions, learn about the
intention and nature of closed regimes, and plainly demonstrate
to the publics within those nations that their governments are to
blame for their isolation. Successtul engagement will depend on
the effective use and integration of different elements of American

power.*!

Actions ranging from the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001 to covert
military operations led by unmanned drones along the northwest-
ern Af-Pak border demonstrate Washington’s commitment to coun-
terinsurgency in the region. This commitment is highlighted in the
March 2009 White Paper of the Interagency Policy Group’s Report on U.S.
Policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan, which asserts “the core goal of
the U.S. must be to disrupt, dismantle, and destroy al-Qaeda and
its safe haven in Pakistan, and to prevent their return to Pakistan or
Afghanistan.”? In the administration’s efforts to converge hard and
soft power to achieve maximum results, it acknowledges that achieving
Washington’s core objectives is contingent upon disrupting terrorist
networks in Afghanistan and especially Pakistan; promoting a more
capable, accountable, and effective government in Afghanistan; devel-
oping increasing self-reliant Afghan security forces; assisting efforts
to enhance civilian control and a stable constitutional government in
Pakistan, and involving the international community to actively assist
with these objectives. The Interagency Policy Group has also been an
instrumental force in fostering the position that Washington and its
allies publicly support the Karzai government, which in turn will bol-
ster its legitimacy and thereby encourage Afghan-led efforts to inte-
grate former insurgents into Afghan society.
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Rethinking Peace-talks with the Quetta Shura?

Ahead of US talks with the Afghan Taliban, staunch critics opposing the
current efforts include Carnegie Endowment Senior Expert on South
Asia, Ashley Tellis, who presents the case that talks with the Afghan
Taliban will only weaken regional security and make the United States
politically vulnerable in the eyes of its adversary. According to Tellis,
engaging with the Taliban relinquishes any chance for the United States
to meet its military objective to dismantle and destroy the Taliban
and its rogue accomplice (al-Qaeda, operating in nearby Pakistan). In
addition, such engagement might have severe consequences for India’s
future security interests. The Tellis argument implies that “Any effort
at reconciling today will, therefore, undermine the credibility of
American power and the success of the Afghan mission. Most impor-
tant, reconciling with the Taliban is both premature and unnecessary
for the success of Western aims.”™ This argument claims that success in
Afghanistan would be strengthened by Washington’s commitment to a
negotiated settlement led first by US military action.

Tellis establishes that the Taliban is an unwarranted diplomatic pri-
ority to ensure regional stability. Hence, his position is grounded in the
traditional state-centric view that enters state affairs by subjectively dis-
counting the viability of working with key nonstate actors. But there is
a concrete reason behind such position, based on the level of atrocities
inflicted by such actors, which have neither acted rationally nor pru-
dently toward international consensus. Tellis contends:

Reconciling with the Taliban is a deceptively beguiling strategy for
pacitying Afghanistan—and one that is doomed to fail presently.
Not only is the Taliban leadership uninterested in such concilia-
tion even initiating it could lead to a perverse set of consequences.
It could exacerbate the ethnic fissures within Afghanistan; it could
signal to both opponents and bystanders within the country that a
Western defeat was imminent and, hence, did not warrant any pre-
mature compromise—ironically making the success of reconcilia-
tion itself more improbable; and worse, it could open the door to
a renewed civil war that inveigles all the major regional actors and
creates fresh opportunities for al-Qaeda to nourish itself amid the
resulting lawlessness and attack the West with renewed vigor.**

Gilles Dorronsoro adds that restoring Washington’s failed strategy
requires International Coalition Forces to sharpen their core interests,
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which include “preventing the Taliban from retaking Afghan cities,
avoiding the risk that al-Qaeda would try to reestablish sanctuaries there,
pursue a more aggressive counterinsurgency strategy in the North, and
reallocate its civilian aid resources to places where the insurgency is still
weak.™ Since the publication of both reports and the 2009 US troop
surge that included the deployment of an additional 30,000 US troops
in Afghanistan, the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force
presence (comprised of military soldiers from 46 countries) has nei-
ther been successful at pushing the Afghan Taliban into Pakistan nor
disrupting Taliban—al-Qaeda sanctuaries in the Federal Administered
Tribal Areas (FATA) of North-West Pakistan. Since 2001, a NATO-led
presence in the region has inspired extensive recruitment of Taliban
militants from Pakistan into Afghanistan.

While it is arguable the International Security Assistance Force is
losing the ground offensive, CIA-led drone strikes in FATA since 2004
are relatively successful at targeting and eliminating high-ranking
al-Qaeda and Taliban militants with an increase from 50 to over 300
missions launched under Obama’s presidency. Maintaining that both
the United States and India have equally suffered from terrorist threats
that emanate from Afghanistan, Tellis’ argument in 2011 raises the
point that beyond winning in Afghanistan, Washington’s real com-
mitment must be to ensure that Afghanistan does not decelerate into a
pre-Karzai state led by or permitted to share power with the Taliban.
This position emerges from a deep concern about the Taliban’s Af-Pak
presence and the implications it might soon have on shared US-Indian
security.

In a2 November 2011 written testimony presented to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee Tellis argues, “The United States should
stop employing talks with the Quetta Shura and Haqqgani network as
the solution to Afghanistan’s problem. The insurgency has virtually no
incentive to negotiate when its adversaries are headed for the exit.”*®
According to Tellis, moving ahead requires postponing Washington’s
proposed 2014 withdrawal of US forces, thereby delaying a troop with-
drawal. Instead, emphasis must be placed on consolidating security
gains in the south and east, expanding US networks of air and ground
lines in Afghanistan, and securing long-term basing rights with Kabul
to conduct continued counter terrorism operations while supporting
Afghan national security forces.*” Considering this and similar rec-
ommendations, President Obama traveled secretly to Afghanistan in
May 2012 to meet with President Hamid Karzai to sign the Strategic
Partnership Agreement. This new measure outlined several updated
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provisions that included transitioning power to Afghan forces in 2013,
and a gradual troop withdrawal from 2014-2024.

The Tellis argument cuts against this study’s position on engaging the
Taliban to assist in reaching an Afghan-led negotiated settlement, and
it suggests that Washington’s pursuit of regional security must take into
account India’s national security interest while highlighting the uncer-
tainty that a Taliban power-sharing government or a return to a vast
Taliban presence in Kabul may bring. Notwithstanding the economic
and political burden of the Afghan quagmire, the Obama administra-
tion is taking the correct measures that might possibly lead toward a
new path to ensure troop withdrawal and a workable settlement on
some level with the Afghan Taliban despite its radical extension of an
American troop presence until 2024.

The many setbacks to engaging the Muslim world since 2001 proves that
working to restore trust with 1.5 billion Muslims is a labor intensive process
requiring a long-term commitment. This educative moment suggests that key
US diplomats consider broadening both their intellectual and bureaucratic frame-
work to respond to a new set of global affairs, necessitating state-nonstate actor
engagement. As this chapter illustrates, the real battle lies at the grassroots level,
forcing a reassessment of the Obama administration’s reliance on the persuasive
single-actor model. Four points of consideration, however, are all-important as
Washington moves forward in South Asia. First, maintaining regional security
must include acknowledging the common security shared between the United
States and India. “India’s growing national capabilities give it ever greater tools
to pursue its national interest to the benefit of the United States.”™® With the
world’s third-largest army, fourth-largest air force, and fifth-largest navy, India is
a proven strategic ally with common security interests to curb the spread of global
terrorism and weapons of mass destruction throughout South Asia. Second,
incorporating both hard power and robust peace-talks with key Taliban leaders
such as Mullah Mohammad Omar (or high-ranking proxy willing to ensure a
ceasefire)—assuming that the Taliban is willing to renounce al-Qaeda—can
provide a foundation that supports a realistic timetable to withdraw troops from
Afghanistan. Third, ensuring an Afghan-led peace process guarantees that any
attempts toward peace and security remain organic, but are largely supported
by the United States and its allies. Utilizing Washington’s diverse channels of
diplomacy can prove beneficial in facilitating and training Afghan leadership after
America’s departure. And fourth, the US-led drone attacks throughout northwest
Pakistan, which have increased considerably under President Obama’s leadership
must work to lessen civilian casualties often caused by failed US intelligence.

Considering the proliferation of nonstate actors in global politics, it is essential
for Washington to comprehend that casting aside the perspectives of key religious
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and tribal leadership may contribute to damaging the engagement process in the
near future. The next chapter builds upon this claim by exploring a new context
that takes seriously the communication training and presence of a special cadre of
US Foreign Service Officers adept in carrying out new public diplomacy mea-
sures at the grassroots level that move beyond resting on the laurels garnered at
Cairo.



PART 3

Reshaping the Communicative Context



CHAPTER SEVEN

Considering a Corps of Specialists

Moving beyond the laurels garnered at Cairo in 2009 as well as the
many missteps experienced over the last decade requires that the 2013
White House and State Department reexamine its reliance on short-term
measures and symbolic gestures. This includes administering a bold set of
practicable alternatives to enhance direct engagement with global Islamic
communities. Neither the “Obama effect” or Pandith’s short-term pres-
ence have proven capable of shoring up long-term support. Recent upris-
ings throughout the Middle East and North Africa reaffirm this study’s
argument that collective grassroots level engagement with global Islamic
leadership must soon become a national security priority. These and other
developments in the near future will drive US government officials to move
beyond employing antiquated one-way transmission models of communi-
cation that stop short of reaching the core of Islamic society. This chapter
proposes that the US Department of State consider the many worthwhile
suggestions that call for the establishment of a new corps of religio-cultural
specialists to pursue collective engagement. A dialogue-based “new public
diplomacy” requires that we grasp several noteworthy recommendations,
which serve as a starting point to initiate a new beginning, which takes
seriously state/nonstate actor engagement at the grassroots level. In mak-
ing this case, this chapter considers Douglas Johnston’s Religion Attaché
model to determine the value and limitations of this new specialist as a
valuable component in the State Department’s public diplomacy strategy
to engage Muslim audiences.
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Religion and the New Public Diplomacy

The University of Southern California Center on Public Diplomacy
(CPD) at the Annenberg School of Communication has taken bold
measures in its call for practitioners to exercise a “new public diplo-
macy”’ that employs dialogue-based engagement with key nonstate
actors. Leading this commitment, CPD held its first conference on
Faith Diplomacy in March 2011 tackling “key issues of faith in an
increasingly connected world to provide a better understanding of the
role religion plays in foreign policy.”! The Faith Diplomacy confer-
ence led to an instrumental follow-up briefing the following month in
Washington, DC, that launched a platform to advise key US govern-
ment officials on the best approaches for engaging global religious com-
munities. Among numerous recommendations presented, several called
for the US Department of State to consider updating its antiquated
public diplomacy structure by collaborating with both nongovernmen-
tal organizations and private sector public diplomacy practitioners to
educate and train diplomats to publicly engage with religious affairs. As
a remedy to address emerging postsecular issues, Faith Diplomacy seeks
to bring awareness to “incorporating religion into public diplomacy,
with particular emphasis on engaging the global Islamic community
and examining religious organizations as public diplomats.”

Douglas Johnston, one among the many contributors to the USC Faith
Diplomacy Initiative, is the president and founder of the Washington-based
International Center for Religion and Diplomacy. Johnston’s persistent
call since 2002 that the State Department broaden its diplomatic and
policymaking framework between state and religious nonstate actors
adds strength to this study’s case on how Washington might guarantee
a new way forward with global Islamic communities, given the recent
developments of the Arab Spring.

An Unexpected Revolt

Despite Washington’s extended relationship with autocratic regimes
in the Arab world over the last three decades, the embarrassment of
knowing that US government officials were blindsided by the develop-
ments that swept through the Middle East and North Africa (between
2010 and 2012) remains an unsettling blow. Soon after the start of
the Arab Spring, the Obama administration dithered a great while
on properly addressing its developments—due to its antiquated public
diplomacy structure that over the last decade failed to build substantive
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relations with the Islamic/Arab Street and implement a two-way communication
structure on the ground to feedback vital aspirations held by key opinion-formers.
After decades of ignoring Muslims at the grassroots level, the Obama
administration is entangled today in an outmoded web that warrants
a contemporary solution. The defining moment was its initial days in
Washington, where momentum was lost due to an antiquated public
diplomacy system, which since the Cold War, has relied on project-
ing one-way transmission models of communication as a reactionary
measure to engage foreign audiences. Civil unrest spreading through-
out the Arab world, ignited by a frustrated Libyan produce vendor,
Mohammed Bouazizi, and transmitted via Facebook, reinforces my
position that an approach that connects with the streets from the bot-
tom up may ensure that US actors make the substantive connection
required to engage key opinion formers.?

The two central narratives of the Arab Spring—the proliferation of
social media as a tool to promote social justice and the impact of the
“collective voice” in the public arena—elevate this study’s discussion
on the role a dialogue-based “new public diplomacy” should have with
Muslim audiences. For some time Washington’s interest in the Arab
world has centered specifically on strengthening relations at the state
actor level with autocratic leaders and curbing the spread of radical
Islam, while employing ad hoc public diplomacy measures to pacify
nonelite Arab audiences. The reality is that never has there existed a
period of consistent interchange between the United States and Arab
world leading to Washington getting feedback about the aspirations of
key opinion formers at the grassroots level. While discounting these
opinion formers has proven unproductive at keeping a lid on Arab frus-
tration, it is today apparent the real disappointment held among US
policymakers is that they must hasten to implement new measures that
incorporate the aspirations of disenchanted youth throughout the Arab
and Muslim world. Though the State Department’s one-way transmis-
sion model of communication failed to rapidly inform government offi-
cials of major developments unfolding in the region, new social media
tools such as Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube are proving instrumental
in promoting social justice, thus shedding light on a common experi-
ence held by millions throughout the Middle East and North Africa.

New Social Media

The essential contribution of social media in the Arab Spring is linked
to its ability to message in real-time to the international community
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the mass atrocities incited by the regime, and its power to undermine
the same regime’s legitimacy through social media and through media
channels like two-way text, email, photo-sharing, and live video chat.
Based on the limits of nation-state cyber diplomacy and Internet state-
craft we are able to determine both are complex measures that practi-
tioners must be reluctant to rely upon in the coming years. Clay Shirky
writes in the essay, “The Political Power of Social Media,”

The more promising way to think about social media is as
long-term tools that can strengthen civil society and the public
sphere. .. According this conception, positive changes in the life
of a country, including pro-democratic regime change, follow,
rather than precede, the development of a strong public sphere.
This is not to say that popular movements will not successfully use
these tools to discipline or even oust their government, but rather
that U.S. attempts to direct such uses are likely to do more harm
than good.*

Crystallizing Shirky’s argument, Egyptian blogger, Wael Abbas argues,
“ Social media is a tool. But revolution is the decision of many peo-
ple. Once we [in Egypt] decided to have a revolution, once people
decided to stay in the square, social media was a helpful tool to call
for support.”® Considering the limits of Washington’s public diplo-
macy program to deliver insight, social media served as Washington’s
eyes and ears on the Arab Street. As the medium of social media raised
Americans’ awareness of the Arab Spring, its ability to disseminate
facts in real-time exposed the inadequacies of Washington’s suppos-
edly well-oiled intelligence and diplomatic services. Thus, defending
the National Security Council, spokesman Tommy Vietor reminds us
that, During the early days of the revolution, social media served as
Washington’s eyes and ears along the Arab streets. The real distress
toward the power of social media websites was in fact the public fact
that US intelligence agencies were unable to adequately inform key US
policymakers of the unfolding events as rapidly as they were occur-
ring. National Security Council spokesman Tommy Vietor stated in an
interview, “Did anyone in the world know in advance that a fruit ven-
dor in Tunisia was going to light himself on fire and start a revolution?
No. But for decades, the intelligence community and diplomats have
been reporting on unrest in the region that was a result of economic,
demographic and political conditions.”® Despite Principal Deputy
Director of National Intelligence Stephanie O’Sullivan’s statement
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that forewarned of instability, Washington’s inadequacy highlights the
overarching reality that effective two-way communication structures
were in fact nonexistent at the grassroots level.

If pondering on this case closely, it’s reasonable to ask if whether
a two-way communication structure were present prior to the upris-
ings, might key government officials have anticipated its development
sooner? Yes, but when assessing the absence of a substantive two-way
communication structure that connects Washington to the Arab Street,
we gather much attention over the last decade has centered on gal-
vanizing attention around combating global terrorism and curbing
the spread of Islamism in the Middle East and South Asia. Less atten-
tion is given to the growing disenchantment held among Arab youth
toward rising unemployment and other conditions leading to the Arab
Spring. Next, the absence of this two-way communications structure
reinforces the well-established argument by former State Department
officials that Washington, sooner than later revaluates the vital role
dialogue-based engagement might inevitably have on building genuine
relations in an era where officials are today reliant upon cyber diplo-
macy and social media tools to disseminate rapid messaging. Facebook,
Twitter, YouTube, and Skype are capable of informing mass audiences
instantaneously of the many atrocities occurring in the Arab world in
real-time; however, none of them have proven successful at replacing
direct human-to-human engagement.’

While the Internet and social media websites are instrumental in
highlighting the conditions and voices of millions of Arab youth, new
social media tools helped to give voice to a voiceless movement. Despite
the accolades we might bestow upon social media websites, without the
physical presence and collective voice of millions taking to the Arab
streets, the uprisings would never have happened. For this reason, it is
imperative that US diplomats do not complacently rely on social media
tools as a substitute for direct dialogue-based engagement. As Philip
Seib reminds us in Real-time Diplomacy, while surveying the impact
of real-time media transmission and the role of diplomacy, “Effective
diplomacy cannot be done on the fly; it requires back-and-forth among
parties, an ability to listen and respond carefully. During much of the
twentieth century, speed steadily encroached on the diplomatic process
as the public came to increasingly rely upon radio, and then television,
and then Internet as principal sources of information.”® One essential
challenge in the days ahead will include redefining its role at the grass-
roots level, where the collective voice of the masses resides. Decades
of ignoring the Arab masses is transpiring into a new wave ushering
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regime change and the political presence of Islamist parties as an alter-
native to Western-backed tyranny in the region.

Embracing the Collective Voice

In December 2010, the world witnessed the determination of Arab
youth in Tunisia to assert their collective voice in protest toward
President Zine El Abidine Ben Ali. Conflated political promises
over 23 years had reached a boiling point earlier in the month when
Tunisian hip-hop artist Hamada “El-General” Ben Amor released the
contentious single, “Rais Lelbled,” which openly criticizing Ben Ali’s
kleptocratic rule. Forced to record in a dilapidated “underground”
recording studio—in fear of breaching Tunisia’s censorship laws—
Hamada’s lyrics echoed throughout the country, establishing a pre-
text that provided the flame for the Jasmine Revolution, which later
ousted Tunisia’s dictator. Permeating south to the city of Sidi Bouzid,
El General’s anthem intersected with the social frustrations of pro-
duce vendor, Mohamed Bouazizi. Hard-pressed and facing the uni-
versal condition of many college educated youth in the Arab world
unable to find work, Bouazizi resorted to selling produce without a
vending license from a borrowed cart to earn a day’s wage. After a
routine stop resulting in officers confiscating his property, a quarrel
ensued with a female officer slapping him, thereby involving public
humiliation.

After repeated attempts to regain his property, Bouazizi’s final act of
self~immolation in front of a city municipality building served as the
spark igniting the Arab Spring. “Bouazizi’s death triggered the revolt
in Tunisia, serving as a ‘last straw’ for thousands of Tunisians who
saw in his frustration as a mirror image of their own lives.”? As the
events were captured on cell phone and instantaneously uploaded onto
Facebook (and later Twitter), Bouazizi’s resistance inspired Arab youth
to replace authoritarian regimes with democratically elected officials
to liberate the masses from mounting unemployment and corrup-
tion. Contrasting the average Tunisian reality against the opulence of
Ben Ali’s lifestyle, Michele P. Angrist writes of the Tunisians’ reality
reminding us, “dissidents were tortured and everyday Tunisians strug-
gled to build livelihoods, while the families of the president and those
connected to him enriched themselves and flaunted their wealth. The
Ben Ali regime was contemptuous of its citizens, treating them as too
unsophisticated to entrust with freedoms—and betting that they would
be too meek to call the regime to account for its excesses.”!” Following
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nearly a month of protest, both President Ben Ali and Prime Minster
Mohamed Ghannouchi resigned from office, leading to the dissolution
of the political police, release of political prisoners, dispersing the rul-
ing Constitutional Democratic Rally party, which later ushered in a
new political era and constitutional assembly in October 2011.

Inspired by concurrent regional protest in Algeria, Jordan, Morocco,
Sudan, Oman, and Saudi Arabia, young antigovernment demonstra-
tors in Egypt rallied around similar frustrations such as mounting cor-
ruption and increased food prices under President Hosni Mubarak’s
30-year rule. Despite spurring foreign investments and pursuing eco-
nomic reforms for nearly a decade, Egyptians’ living conditions cou-
pled by the nation’s skyrocketting unemployment rate held little hope
for college educated students in a country marred by kleptocracy and
military rule. Since 1953, the military arrangement worked in the favor
of Egypt’s despots, whether in the case of Nasser’s secret police force,
Sadat’s public relations with the United States, or Mubarak’s enforcing
a three-decade-long state of emergency. Underneath the initial layer of
frustration, leading Arab masses to exercise civil disobedience to bring
awareness to their deplorable economic conditions and for the right to
broader freedoms, lies the underbelly of the Arab condition, linked in
part to Western exploitative interests.

The United States (as France in Algeria, Italy in Libya, or Russia in
Syria) has profited from its highly exploitative relationship with Egypt
as a financial surrogate to the military as a strategic ploy to cushion
Israel. As Steven A. Cook reminds us,

The original sin was Sadat’s separate peace with Israel, which
Mubarak inherited and scrupulously upheld. From the perspec-
tive of many Egyptians, this arrangement hopelessly constrained
Cairo’s power while it freed Israel and the United States to pur-
sue their regional interests unencumbered. For the United States,
Mubarak was pivotal in creating a regional order that made it eas-
ier and less expensive for Washington to pursue its interests, from
the free flow of oil to the protection of Israel and the prevention
of any one country in the region from becoming too dominant.
The benefits to Mubarak were clear: approximately $70 billion
in economic and military aid over thirty years and the ostensible
prestige of being a partner of the world’s superpower."!

However, a grim reminder that tyrannical rule is not linked to nonvio-
lent civil disobedience is underscored by the nearly 50,000 protestors
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killed between 2010 and 2012. Following the onset of Egypt’s revo-
lution were subsequent uprisings in Yemen, calling for President Ali
Abdullah Saleh’s resignation; Iraq, where the provisional governors
and local council resigned at the behest of antigovernment demonstra-
tors; Bahrain, where sectarian strife between its Shiite Majority and
Sunni minority has led to scores of deadly violence; Kuwait, which
was followed by the resignation of Prime Minster Nasser Mohammed
Al-Ahmed Al-Sabah and dismantling parliament; Morocco, where King
Mohammed VI promised constitutional reform; and even with episodes
throughout the Palestinian territories with the Palestinian Liberation
Organization undermining both Israel and the United States by mak-
ing it bid for statehood at the United Nations.

The act of inflicting gross atrocities and Arab dictators giving orders
to carry out torture are not new occurrence. Among the two most deadly
uprisings at the time of this writing are the 2011 and 2012 atrocities in
Libya and Syria. Estimates indicate that nearly 35,000 demonstrators
and innocent civilians were killed in Libya’s uprising-turned-civil-war
between NATO-backed insurgents and pro-government loyal-
ists. However, violence ceased in October 2011 with the murder of
Muammar Gadhafi in the northern town of Sirt. Taking similar mea-
sures to crackdown on antigovernment protestors, Syrian President
Bashar Shar al-Assad, as of March 2011, ordered the Syrian armed forces
to violently suppress protestors throughout the country in their call for
regime change and elimination of Syria’s Ba’th Party. While supporting
its geopolitical interests in early 2012, China and Russia together con-
tributed to impeding the Arab League peace plan, led by Kofi Annan,
by wielding their veto power in the United Nations Security Council,
which subsequently added to an estimate 13,000 deaths.

Arguably, without our many new social media tools, the Arab Spring
would neither have gained traction nor wide-scale international sup-
port. While they are capable of placing the Arab and Islamic streets in
contact with the West, they expose the deficit of not having a readily
available two-way communication structure or effective public diplo-
macy apparatus to first engage and later feedback perspectives from the
grassroots into the foreign policy discourse. In recent years, an overem-
phasis on Cyber Diplomacy as a serious avenue to connect with Muslim
youth stops short at building the relations required in this era from
the bottom up. “Diplomats who claim to be up-to-date because they
have their own Twitter feeds or Facebook pages miss the point. Many
of them are enamored of gadgetry without recognizing what media
tools can really do on a macro level. The foreign policy establishment
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in many countries is exceedingly slow to recognize change, in this
case the impact of networks that communication-based connectivity
enables.”!> Appreciating the perspective of secular youth in the Muslim
world, grassroots organizations, and Islamist groups such as the Muslim
Brotherhood requires that the State Department reach beyond reac-
tionary digital tools and step onto the streets. Being proactive in the
days ahead requires US government officials to consider direct two-
way communication structures that ensure broad relationship building
with the core of global Islamic societies.

Reaffirming Broad Engagement

Among the many false starts and missteps that gripped US public
diplomacy over the last decade, it is sensible that the State Department
enhance all opportunities to appreciate the perspective of secular Arab
youth, and Islamist leadership (such as the Muslim Brotherhood),
which necessitates moving beyond one-way communication models
to connect with the Arab and Islamic Street."> As new social media tools
like Facebook and Twitter share a unique place in the public sphere,
it is imperative that government officials are mindful these instru-
ments function in a reactionary capacity, merely allowing Washington
to gather “inside stories” from one direction in real-time. Improving
relations dictates we take into account new dialogue-based public
diplomacy opportunities that employ broad engagement efforts at the
grassroots level. For this matter, this study forecasts the next wave of the
Arab Spring will be incited by anti-Western undertones led by emerg-
ing Islamist opinion formers. This prospect reinforces the argument
as to why it is vital that US policymakers and diplomats begin think-
ing about moving beyond antiquated measures to link communication
opportunities to the potency of nonviolent Arab youth and their call
for civil disobedience to replace autocratic regimes with democrati-
cally elected officials, and the determination of Arab youth to work at
the grassroots level with local networks and nonstate actors to improve
sociopolitical conditions.

In moving forward, it is recommended here that Washington consider
employing innovative measures to broaden its diplomatic framework
by adopting previously recommended proposals like those put forth
by former US policymakers like Douglas Johnston and that the State
Department launch a Religion Attaché corps to provide expert advise-
ment and mediation at US embassies where religious issue are salient.
This measure may contribute significantly to the “New Beginning”
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vision as proposed by the Obama administration to restore trust with
global Islamic communities. Considering the current developments
unfolding throughout the Arab world and South Asia, the Johnston
model demonstrates a resolve by providing extensive ground support to
facilitate in promoting a dialogue-based new public diplomacy and state/non-
state actor relationship building, two chief component’s of restoring trust.

Revisiting the Johnston Model

In considering a new way forward, the US Department of State will
find it suitable to take into account Edward Luttwak’s 1994 proposal
that state and its intelligence services consider recruiting a corps of spe-
cialists to provide adequate assistance in analyzing international reli-
gious affairs, honing capabilities to perform multiple task to improve
direct communicative engagement, and employ existing foundational
skills to make clear emerging religious matters pertinent to US national
security.!* Considering the role of this new actor requires a trained
human presence stationed at the grassroots level to conduct direct
two-way dialogue-based engagement with key players, whether reli-
gilous nonstate actors, youth leadership, nongovernmental organiza-
tions or Islamist political party figures. This presence will additionally
ensure that a robust communication structure exists at the grassroots
level.

Envisioning this major approach in the 2002 Foreign Service Journal
article, “The Case for a Religion Attaché,” Johnston reintroduced
Luttwak’s proposal—nearly a decade later—a practical model. Making
this case in the study Faith-based Diplomacy, he writes, “Consideration
of religious factors within US foreign policy would be considerably
enhanced by the creation of a new Religion Attaché Officer position
within the Foreign Service. These attachés would be assigned to those
[diplomatic] missions in countries where religion has particular salience
in order to deal more effectively with complex religious issues.”!®

In a more recent study entitled, Religion, Terror, and Error: U.S. Foreign
Policy and the Challenge of Spiritual Engagement, Johnston points to the
responsibilities of a new specialist, who will build new partnerships
across sacred-secular lines, restoring trust with religious communities,
and most importantly, creating effective peace-building frameworks
by conducting on-the-ground assessments.!® This new actor will help
in working with reestablishing local embassy contacts to support draft-
ing the annual report on international religious freedom. Additional
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responsibilities as employed by public diplomacy and cultural affairs
officers, bearing program responsibilities and carrying out training in
“nonrational complexity” to accommodate with “(i) understanding
religious motives and priorities, (i1) the specific language of local reso-
lution expression, and, above all, (iii) how faith inspires action.”!’

Recruitment and Finance

Generally, when recruiting US Foreign Service Officers an open appli-
cation process is held whereby candidates are pooled and later selected
based on written merit and oral distinction. While this process is ben-
eficial as standard criteria, an additional vocation-specific element is
essential to fulfill the role of this new specialist. With any labor, finan-
cial, cultural, or agricultural attaché assigned to a foreign embassy, it is
imperative this candidate is trained with an interdisciplinary skill-set in
religious studies and culture to perform proficiently. With an increase
in American students since 9/11 peering into the fields of religion and
conflict resolution studies both American seminaries and international
studies programs may serve as a valuable recruiting ground due to their
interdisciplinary training and potential background in religio-cultural
affairs and foreign language. The State Department will benefit greatly
by taking into account this recruitment pool considering the high
probability of getting culturally astute candidates. In the case of restor-
ing trust with Muslim audiences, Johnston asserts, “Because it will take
some time for the bureaucracy to address this need once the decision
has been made to do so, consideration could be given to bridging the
gap in Muslim countries by recruiting qualified American Muslims or
other suitable experts to perform the function, while serving as a spe-
cial assistant to the ambassador.”!®

Consideration regarding the cost of funding this new specialist was
taken in 2002. Agreeably, funding a corps of specialist/attaché, will
be substantially less than fiscal expenditures spent to fund the War
on Terror. Since 2001, the United States Congress has approved over
$1.23 trillion for defense-related activities such as Operation Enduring
Freedom, Operation Noble Eagle, and Operation Iraqi Freedom, which
includes base security, reconstruction, foreign aid, and embassy costs.!”
Johnston interjects that funding a corps would be unlikely to reach even
half of US defense spending by some top departments/agencies.’

According to the Johnston study, “A conservative estimate of global
requirements suggests the need for a corps of 30 at an initial total of
$10 million. The figure is based on a State Department budget office
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estimate of $250,000 to $300,000 per year to field a person in a new
position (including salary, benefits, transportation to and from the post,
shipping of household effects, outfitting of a new office and any allow-
ances for hardship, danger pay, cost of living adjustment and housing).”?!
However, this study finds that since 2002, a slight rise in funding 30 or
more attaché is possible. It 1s believed that $300,000-$350,000 per atta-
ché would suffice to ensure their deployment, whether or not they are
serving at a hardship embassy post in a conflict-prone setting. Despite
this minimum cost adjustment, the cost for assuring peace through pro-
active public diplomacy measures is not comparable to the surmount-
ing cost of $1.23 trillion to maintain America’s military presence in
both Afghanistan and Iraq, which has yet to curb increasing religious
and sectarian strife where US national security interests are pivotal.

Considering the Two Limitations

As vital as expanding the State Department’s bureaucratic framework
to recruit religion specialist will be to ensuring Washington remains
in front of the curve, two perceptible shortcomings are present with
respect to the Johnston model. First, if the State Department were
to consider launching a corps of specialist, it will be beneficial if key
officials (such as the Secretary of State) give serious consideration to
its descriptive limitations. Acknowledging its limitations in this area,
Johnston adds,

Whether the religion specialists are designed as Religion Attaches
or some other title is far less important than the fact that embassy
staffing would include the requisite expertise to take the reli-
gious imperative fully into account in the conduct of our relations
with the particular country. This position would also go a long
way toward ensuring that foreign policy mistakes resulting from
ignorance or the conscious exclusion of religious factors are mini-
mized, if not eliminated altogether.??

While the actors’ description should neither matter nor impede its
development, considering Washington’s polarized environment is led
by political pundits and opinion formers, we must consider that this
actor’s title/description will in fact define its role and suspected politi-
cal limitations. A more inclusive description as Human Communication
Specialist (HCS) provides a concise characterization of the new
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specialist. Here are the reasons why the description Religion Specialist
or Religion Attaché is limiting on three grounds:

1. A cosmic war lasting more than a decade between Islamist and
the West will generate a negative backlash in the public sphere.
Further, it is highly probable that either title will become mis-
interpreted or easily co-opted by US special interests groups,
considering their legacy to intertwine religious interests with US
national security.

2. The description and role of this actor should not denote that it
will limit its interaction solely between Specialist/Attaché and
religious actors. Its description must reflect its willingness to
engage broadly with civil society, key nonstate actors, and foes
alike at the grassroots level to build and restore relations.

3. Extensive speculation exists as to whether the title Religion
Attaché or Religion Specialist titles might gain the proper trac-
tion before members of Congress, thereby proving to be a tough
sell. Holding to the “religious” description will surely incite
chaos between lawmakers thus dissuading support of a brilliant
recommendation.

While ensuring its description is more inclusive, it is imperative this new
actor incorporates a substantive, but missing element into its equation—
postsecular communication. If the specialist’s chief task will include engag-
ing across sacred-secular lines, it is appropriate the State Department
provide an adequate measure of communication training that works
complementary to both actors. This form of grassroots engagement
that works from the bottom up will be beneficial in decreasing the cur-
rent trust deficit, especially with Muslim majority audiences. Further,
the description HCS is broad in scope, but provides the latitude to
implement core components that may include comprehending “nonra-
tional complexities,” religio-cultural analysis, conflict resolution, and
communication intensive roles, each of which will aid in furthering
peace-building opportunities.>?

Secondly, if the State Department were to adopt the Johnston model,
serious consideration to upgrading aspects of US public diplomacy that
utilizes this new actor within a dialogue-based setting will deserve
immediate consideration. This necessitates taking seriously the com-
munication functions of this new actor, especially as it relates to com-
municating across sacred-secular lines. US government agencies have
yet to seriously place major emphasis on the role and responsibility of
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communication in the engagement setting. While Johnston provides
a clear description of this actor’s role outside of the embassy, his and
Luttwak’s proposals overlook the core element to ensure a favorable
outcome—two-way communication training. If this actor were to car-
ryout its duties in a predominantly Muslim majority country it will be
advantageous if she/he: (1) comprehends vital aspects within Islamic
society by depending more on its socioreligious infrastructure; (ii)
builds direct relations with Muslim audiences that pay due heed to the
traditional voice of Islam; (iii) restores relations at a grassroots level that
build on mutual understanding and mutual interests, thus extending
the voice of key religious players within Islamic society; and (iv) grasps
that fulfilling such task will require employing a productive two-way
postsecular communication approach.

In reimagining the role of US-Muslim world engagement as it functions in
the public diplomacy arena, let us remember that such innovative proposals
may likely be confronted by bureaucratic limitations that to a great extent may
impede recruitment. Notwithstanding the fact that an office of International
Religious Freedom exists with a primary role to promote religious freedom as a
core objective of US foreign policy, hence, the State Department’s bureaucratic
framework is limited both conceptually and structurally.** This deficiency in
the US government structure underscores its lack of having diverse resources
as a specialty department, agency, or an office to specifically deal with broad
international religious affairs. Arguably, such limitations contribute to countless
episodes linked to communicative failures and limited analysis on the social ter-
rain of Muslim majority nations—especially those with Ministries of Religious
Affairs and trained diplomats who handle clearly defined international religious
issues.

In the case of connecting with key actors throughout the Muslim world,
the State Department must set out boldly to launch a corps of specialists and
shift its focus toward providing two-way communication training that these
new actors might draw upon when in the dialogical setting. This requires
comprehending best practices that will enrich interaction between sacred-secular
players, in and outside of the embassy. In taking on this bold new approach,
the new actor will be able to effectively engage the core of the Islamic society by
practicing human-to-human engagement. This more engaged approach on the
whole is capable of sharing space with or being incorporated into the practice of
a new dialogue-based public diplomacy. If this model is considered as a seri-
ous option to engage key nonstate actors throughout the Muslim world and in
areas where religion is salient for that matter, then it is only appropriate the
HCS practice postsecular communication to ensure equitable dialogical oppor-
tunities for both sacred and secular actors. Considering the magnitude of this



CONSIDERING A CORPS OF SPECIALISTS 173

recommendation, the next chapter will explore this dynamic of surveying the
Theory of Communicative Action and Coordinated Management of Meaning,
two communication theories that when intersected, provide a foundation to
commence two-way postsecular communication between diplomats and key
nonstate actors.



CHAPTER EIGHT

Toward a Postsecular
Communicative Framework

Restoring confidence and building trust with global Islamic communities
requires the US Department of State to consider a bold new path that
leads to the recruitment of a highly competent Human Communication
Specialist Corps to enrich US diplomatic engagement with key religious
and cultural players at the grassroots level. This chapter presents the case
that while a special corps is vital to enriching US state-nonstate actor
relations, particularly in Muslim majority nations, it will be inevitably
deficient in the dialogical setting if it is not accompanied by a smart com-
munication approach. This measure is capable of working within a new
public diplomacy context to strengthen broad state-nonstate actor rela-
tions. In conjunction with US Foreign Service Officer training, consider-
ation of incorporate postsecular approaches will aid in enriching dialogical
opportunities between both actors. This chapter will introduce the basis
of postsecular communication through an exploration of the Theory of
Communicative Action and Coordinated Management of Meaning, two
communication theories that when intersected, provide a foundation to
commence smart communication as pursued and practiced by this new
corps of specialists.

Postsecular Communication

Prominent American-based study groups and think tanks often
make the mistake of discounting the importance of dialogue-based
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engagement, shifting attention toward expediting policy rather than
affirming that communication training is a vital resource in dialogical
development between state and nonstate actors. For example, the 2006
Princeton Project on National Security proposes an alternative public diplo-
macy strategy with the Muslim world by giving little, if any, atten-
tion to how Washington’s proposed communication approach might
be received by target audiences in the Arab world. While it is correct
to assume that greater forms of communication are required to connect
with Muslim audiences, the Princeton report fell short, proposing that
US public diplomacy officers exercise a public relations approach to
market US foreign policy and its message to target audiences. Shedding
light on this claim, the report reveals that “[America] should shift its
public diplomacy efforts from a public relations approach to a sales
approach. While public relations involves one-way communication
strategies, a sales-based approach requires understanding what moti-
vates the recipient of a message to ‘buy’ or inhibit the recipient from
accepting and embracing the ideas being proffered.”!

‘While influential in US public diplomacy circles, the Princeton report
contributed to a narrow reading of socially constructed societies by
affirming it is not cognizant that a “sales” approach inhibits produc-
tive relationship making with Muslim audiences. Several private sec-
tor post-9/11 studies evade taking seriously the role of dialogue-based
public diplomacy that inevitably requires a shift in foreign policymak-
ing. Such a shift challenges a preconstructed set of political norms that
are often state-centric in their focus and entrenched in a realist agenda
that devalues the perspectives of nonstate actors. In pursuing a new way
forward to comprehend whether state and nonstate actors are capable
of interlocking in the dialogue setting, it is essential that both accept
that a balance in communication is indispensable to ensure a favorable
outcome.

As outlined in chapter two, postsecularism as a descriptive term
calls attention to the present era, a period where religion is becom-
ing more important in global politics. In addition to this outlook, this
term is further represented by the appeal that both sacred and secu-
lar actors discern that multiple perspectives are convening presently
in the global public sphere demanding that both actors are commu-
nicatively astute. Communicating with awareness within this context
calls for actors to practice aspects of postsecular communication as a
treatment to enhance dialogical relation between sacred and secu-
lar players. This will involve both actors (a) embracing creative and
diverse styles in the communicative setting, (b) shifting actor behavior
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by taking a complementary learning approach, and (c) applying both
communicative action and the coordinated management of movement
to sustain direct two-way dialogical engagement between interlocutors
at the grassroots level. Nonetheless, postsecular communication is not
the last word on improving communicative relations between sacred
and secular actors, but it is a practical starting point for HCS that will
supplement Foreign Service Officer training, as it is actor-centered and
focused on capitalizing upon shared interest.

Creativity and Complementary Learning

Turning our attention to the advantage of embracing multiple com-
municative frameworks when practicing postsecular communication,
Troy Dostert presents four general qualities that actors might consider
if they wish to progressively improve their relations with value-defined
socially constructed societies. They include sincerity, discipline, forbearance
and, above all, dialogical creativity. The last of these four qualities, dialogi-
cal creativity is of great concern in practicing postsecular communication
where public and private diplomats might improve communicative
relations at home and abroad to formulate effective relationships across
sociocultural lines. This entails rethinking how actors must reposition
sacred-secular voices to ensure a productive interchange. What is likely
to develop when there is dialogical creativity is a conversion of multiple
communicative frameworks to create an inclusive context conducive to
engagement between religious and secular political actors. “The prac-
tice of dialogical creativity presupposes an on going need for scrutiniz-
ing our political ideals and adapting them so as to respond to changing
social, cultural and political realities.”* Dostert adds:

We must always seek to measure the adequacy of our political
understandings and use whatever normative resources at our dis-
posal to critique and refashion them when they fall short. This
is a process that requires imagination and discovery, as well
as flexibility and a desire to experiment with diverse political
approaches.’

By broadening the communicative framework to ensure multiple
discourse opportunities, both sacred and secular actors practicing post-
secular communication will discover that new spaces are available to
relearn aspects of constructive communication. This dictates that actors
should be adept at comprehending both secular and nonsecular visions
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in order to balance and embrace both the aspirations and perspectives
of either the sacred or secular.

As long as the secular citizens perceive religious traditions and
religious communities as archaic relics of pre-modern societies
which continue to exist in the present, they will understand free-
dom of religion as the natural preservation of an endangered spe-
cies. From their viewpoint, religion no longer has any intrinsic
justification to exist in the present, and thus they will understand
freedom of religion in this way. From their viewpoint, religion
no longer has any intrinsic justification to exist. And the principle
of the separation of state and church can for them only have the
laicist meaning of sparing indifference. Citizens who adopt such
an epistemic stance toward religion can obviously no longer be
expected to take religious contributions to contentious political
issues seriously or even to help to assess them as a substance which
can in any way be expressed in a secular language and justified by
secular arguments.*

‘While broadening discourse opportunities in postsecular communi-
cation, a behavioral shift must occur between actors. Jiirgen Habermas
regards this cognitive behavioral shift in a postsecular setting as the
complementary learning process (CLP), a pre-engagement approach. The
aim of the CLP is to establish that a cognitive level of respect is neces-
sary between the sacred and secular in society, by emphasizing that
neither should consider itself a social burden to the other. The process
emphasizes that differences between the two groups will be appar-
ent, but the good gained by joining them derives from their very
diversity. The aim is to ensure that both voices understand that they
each have qualities from which other actors can learn. Taking a com-
plementary learning approach to postsecular communication ensures
that when making this introductory step, religious actors in particular
will not renounce their sacred beliefs when engaging the secular, and
state actors, in return, will maintain their traditional secular beliefs
when addressing religious actors. However, the focus turns to embrac-
ing tolerance, mutual understanding, and a common ground to build
communicative relations on. “In view of what an ethic of democratic
citizenship requires in terms of mentalities, we come up against the
very limits of a normative political theory that can justify only rights
and duties. Learning processes can be fostered, but not morally or
legally stipulated.”
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Making this shift toward a more engaged response, the space for dis-
cussion will broaden, thereby allow for more direct yet peaceful public
debates and deliberations between both worlds. Additionally, a dimi-
nution of political apprehensiveness will follow, since both citizens will
have an idea of the other’s objectives. Even with such aims, it would
be naive to assume that the process will not throw up great cogni-
tive challenges. The problem often identified between both mindsets is
that each world struggle with considering the other a “complementary
equal”—a problem persisting in Western society since the seventeenth
century at the nation-state level. With the CLP, a reflexive convocation
of learning develops and is imbued with respect in order to encourage
the primary adjustment of attitude needed to ensure a more engaged
response between sacred and secular actors.

A Theory of Communicative Action

Comprehending how postsecular communication may further accom-
pany the HCS during their dialogical engagement opportunity with
key nonstate actors at the grassroots level, let us turn to first establish
the role of language in discourse. According to German linguist Karl
Bubhler, three specific functions are assigned to language with refer-
ence given to the first, second and third persons, which includes: “the
‘cognitive’ function of representing a state of affairs; the ‘appeal’ func-
tion of directing requests to addressees; and the ‘expressive’ function
of disclosing the experiences of the speaker.”® Hence, James Finalyson
of the University of Sussex makes the case that Biihler’s argument,
though disputable at first glance is rather clear, contending that “any
instance of language-use involves a triangle comprising speaker, hearer,
and world, and that the theory of language must do justice to them all.”’
In a real sense, doing justice to language requires that actors promote
direct communicative engagement rather than indirect approaches that
are often disingenuous. Thus, the HSC in this case is unlikely to con-
vey a substantive (or what she/he perceives as a substantive) message
if it is not perceived as direct or coherent during human-to-human
engagement. “Habermas argues that the primary function of speech
is to coordinate the action of a plurality of individual agents and to
provide the indivisible tracks along which interaction can unfold in an
orderly and conflict-free manner.”®

Here, we will gather the function of postsecular communication
as will be practiced by the HCS by evaluating Habermas’ Theory of
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Communicative Action. This communication theory consists of four
sociological concepts exercised by actors that are feleological, normatively
regulated, dramaturgical, or communicative. “The one-sidedness [in com-
munication] of the first three concepts of language can be seen in the
fact that the corresponding types of communication singled out by
them prove to be limited cases of communicative action.”” When plac-
ing Habermas’s argument in context with post-9/11 US public diplo-
macy efforts to win hearts and minds, it is clear the first three concepts
run counter to the proposed communicative action approach that the
HCS must pursue when interlocking with religious actors in the dia-
logical setting.

Four Sociological Concepts

The first concept, teleological action, is a form of indirect encounter dis-
played by actors and groups. In projecting this action, actors set out
to attain “an end or brings about the occurrence of a desired state
by choosing means that have promise of being successful in the given
situation and applying them in a suitable manner.”" Interest-based
goals are often pursued here through indirect communication toward
actors or the target audience. Arriving at this point, Habermas suggests,
“Success in action is also dependent on other actors, each of whom
1s oriented to his own success and behaves cooperatively only to the
degree that this fits with his egocentric calculus of utility.”!" In most
cases, actors employing teleological actions seek to reach a preestab-
lished ends by controlling target audience member behavior in a given
encounter. “It is this model of action that lies behind decision-theoretic
and game-theoretic approaches in economics, sociology, and social
psychology.”!? Teleological action was taken up months prior to and
after 9/11 at the State Department with Charlotte Beers and Karen P.
Hughes overlapping nation branding and public diplomacy approaches
by pursuing an overarching agenda to win hearts and minds.

Second, normative expression refers in part to interactivity where an
actor seeks to relate to members of a social group by orientating their
actions to the common values shared by members of the target audience.
It 1s within this form of communicative expression that actors “do not
have a cognitive sense of an expected event, but the normative sense
that members within the target audience are entitled to expect a certain
behavior from the actor.”® In a sense, normatively regulated actions are
generally culturally based and ensure that actors enter social settings or
societies by either transforming their actions or altering the character
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of the participants to suit the dominant group. Roger Bolton acknowl-
edges “that often this action is performed almost automatically, in rote
fashion, from second nature, out of deeply extended shared habits and
regarded as unproblematic by the actors, rather than in a calculated
instrumental way.”'* This form of expression is highlighted with US
public diplomacy after 9/11 that encouraged audiences in the Muslim
world to participate in exchange programs held in settings with a pre-
existing set of rules and objectives to be carried out by participants.

Unlike teleological and normatively regulated actions, dramaturgical
action is slightly different in that it pursues indirect actor relations via
communication with mass audiences. It relates “neither to the soli-
tary actor nor to the member of a social group, but to participants in
interaction constituting a public for one another, before whom they
present themselves.”'® Though often indirect in his/her actions, state
actors generally have “privileged access to their personal intentions
which may be tailored by mass communication outlets.”'® Habermas
adds, “This, the central concept of the presentation of self does not sig-
nify spontaneous expressive behaviour but stylising the expression of
one’s own experiences with a view to the audience.”” After 9/11, we
witnessed high-ranking US state actors presenting a set of rehearsed
symbolic gestures to Muslim audiences that easily may be categorized
as stereotypical, indirect, or even stylized. During this period, a wave
of short-term symbolic gestures in an orchestrated effort to gain legiti-
macy and attention throughout global Islamic communities by US
government officials was paramount to Washington’s public relations
and public diplomacy campaign. Top ranking US state actors, includ-
ing Secretary Condoleezza Rice, Karen P. Hughes, Michael Chertoff,
David Welch, and numerous ambassadors and diplomats, participated
in mass media public diplomacy campaign to market American lead-
ership in conjunction with the promotion of American values by uti-
lizing radio and television appearances, cyber-activity, multimedia
programming and social networking to connect with Muslim audi-
ences, after 9/11.

The last, but most important, sociological concept presented by
Habermas is communicative action. Unlike the above actions, which are
generally indirect, the sociological concept of communication action
moves beyond symbolic gestures that gear audiences toward a prede-
termined end: a new way forward beneficial to the agenda of the HCS
at the grassroots level. In this last concept, both interpersonal relations
and objective expressions are expressed as vital elements to build new
and restructure previous relations. In juxtaposition with the previous
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three concepts, communicative action signifies “the interaction of at
least two subjects capable of speech and action who establish interper-
sonal relations (whether by verbal or by extra-verbal means). In this
case, [state/nonstate actors] . ..seek to reach an understanding about the
action situation and their plans of action in order to coordinate their
action by way of agreement. The central concept interpretation refers
in the first instance to negotiating definitions of the situation which
admit of consensus.”'® Hence, in this last concept, the presupposition
of the linguistic medium of language reflects the actor’s world and is
also given a prominent place in discourse.'” Unlike teleological, dramatur-
gical, and normatively regulated actions—which adopt a one-sided and
indirect approach to communal relations—communicative action ensures
directness through actor accountability. Within this specific concept
lies an opportunity for the HCS who is the listener, to raise, for example
validity claims; or fall back on the fact that rules of discourse exist that
keep both the speaker and listener in lock-step while engaged in dialogue
at the grassroots level.?

As secular state actors are apprehensive about allowing nonsecular
customs to permeate through the public sphere to challenge secular tra-
ditions, so are socially constructed traditional societies about the attitude
of secular actors toward their value system. A sacred-secular equilibrium or
CLP is imperative in most cases to ensure objective communicative
exchange between state and nonstate actors. The State Department’s
failure to take into account the social terrain of the Muslim world prior
to and after 9/11 in part is a reason why US government officials con-
sidered it advantageous to project one-way transmission models of com-
munication to Muslim audiences. However, the point, made earlier in
chapter one, is that by utilizing this strategy, Washington might pacify
Muslim voices with short-term gestures, but these have inevitably cre-
ated a wider trust deficit between the United States and Muslim world.
Jurgen Habermas reminds us that such actions fit into the instrumental
action model, which is fundamentally success-oriented. In the case of
the HCS, it is imperative that she/he comprehends from the outset that
success-oriented approaches, when projected at socially constructed
worlds will end in failure. “Success is defined as the appearance in the
world of a desired state, which can, in a given situation, be causally
produced through goal-oriented action or omission.”?" Clearly, it is
more beneficial that actors gear their actions toward the strategic action
model that is understanding-over-success oriented.

By looking to Habermas’s fourth concept, the HCS will be able to
adopt a progressive way forward that leads to improving the current
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state of US human-to-human interaction at the grassroots level. In
its endeavor, the HCS must apply: (i) constructive engagement with
Muslim audiences through language; (i1) communicative relationship
building through agreed rules of engagement; (iii) direct communica-
tion which allows actors in Muslim audiences to keep the HCS mes-
sage candid by raising validity claims about the core US foreign policy
message; and, (iv) in this case, apply an understanding-over-success model
for social interaction and dialogical engagement when interaction with
Muslim audiences is vital. Thus, the second proposed component to
enrich the HCS’s communicative development intersecting with the
Habermasian theory of communicative action focuses particularly on
the medium of language and on how actors must manage language in
the discourse setting. In comprehending how the HCS might inter-
ject a more direct approach into its communicative engagement at
the grassroots level let us turn our attention to surveying W. Barnett
Pearce’s practical theory of the coordinated management of mean-
ing (CMM) that further complements the concept of postsecular
communication.

The Coordinated Management of Meaning

W. Barnett Pearce’s communication theory on the CMM complements
the practice of postsecular communication suggestion that there are
“two concepts” in comprehending the general purpose of communi-
cation. The two models that reveal the relevance of communication
are the transmission and social construction models. Pearce asserts that the
“transmission model defines the purpose of communication as the
transfer of information from one mind or place to another... [which]
works best when messages clearly and accurately represent the meaning
in the mind of the person who says, writes, draws, or performs them.”??
From a simple but basic form of ordinary communication—human
interaction—he maintains that actors in most cases should aspire to
exercise a more substantive and detailed form of exchange when at the
grassroots level. However, regarding the social construction model, it
“is more of a way of making the social world rather than talking about
it, and this is always done with other people. Rather than, “What did
[the Muslim clerics] mean by that?’ the relevant questions are ‘How
are we making it?” and ‘How can we make better social worlds?’”%’
In this training with CMM, the emphasis is geared now toward com-
municating one’s core message coherently and directly in order that
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critical religious infrastructures at a grassroots level are comprehended
respectfully.

In this context, postsecular communication is neither concerned
with replicating talking points or projecting short-term gestures to
connect with target audiences. When looking through Pearce’s com-
municative lens, we come to understand here that postsecular commu-
nication is centrally focused on ensuring both sacred and secular actors
enter into dialogue to make social words better by establishing new
worlds by reconstructing old worlds through dialogue-based engage-
ment. Pearce’s analysis on the challenges presented in the discourse
setting reminds us that the HCS may confront several basic setbacks as
she/he attempts to establish new and improve previous relations with
value-defined socially constructed societies throughout the Muslim
world.?* For example, upon entering Islamic society, the HCS may ini-
tially experience confusion regarding the basic functions of the society
and of their role as an interlocutor. In addition this may lead to expe-
riencing direct confrontation if she/he draws upon secular “one-way
communication models” when engaging these social societies that cen-
ter around critical knowledge and function toward one another on the
basis of direct engagement and mutual understanding.

Ensuring that the HCS performs evenhandedly in the dialogical set-
ting this postsecular communicative framework further incorporates
two additional concepts taken from Pearce’s practical theory of CMM.
By surveying its two most influential components—a communication
perspective and the coordination of language—it becomes conceivable how
postsecular communication will be indispensable to HCS training at
the US Foreign Service Institute.

A Communication Perspective

For example, when taking a communication perspective in the dialogi-
cal setting, HCS will initially enter by appreciating the communicative
roles that both state and nonstate actors may generate together, thus
directing both to act wisely in discourse. 2> “The communication perspec-
tive demonstrates that by looking into the process of communication
rather than through it, we treat communication itself as substantial and
consequential.”’?® Pearce highlights this position in the context of a
communication situation of the importance for an actor to identify
“bifurcation points” in dialogue. These bifurcation points, which are
regarded as the most important episodes in dialogue, are moments
within the conversation that may potentially alter the trajectory of the
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conversation, leading to either a positive or negative end. “In a real
sense, we see what we know rather than the other way around, and our
ability to discern bifurcation points and to make wise decisions about
how to act into them requires some sharper conceptual tool for under-
standing communication.”?’

In the case of the HCS engaging global Islamic communi-
ties at the grassroots level, she/he must be willing to see “organisa-
tions, families, persons and nations as deeply textured clusters of
persons-in-conversation.”® Many traditional outlets within predomi-
nantly Muslim audiences are part of an entire system that the HCS
must recognize as integral to the communication process, and not as an
extended entity apart from the political, economic, and social structure
of that community (or the umma). It is this entire entity that the HCS
must initially engage as a whole before relationship building occurs.
Pearce points out that societies and organizations must be recognized
“as clusters of conversations and managers as orchestrating conversa-
tions rather than embodying information or power. Matters of effi-
ciency, morale, productivity, and conflict can be handled by attention
to what conversations occur, where, with what participants, in what
type of language, and about what topics.”* Additionally, the HCS must
comprehend that communication is substantial, and that its properties
have consequences. Drawing attention to Deborah Tannen’s study, The
Argument Culture: Moving from Debate to Dialogue, she suggests that com-
mercial US communication outlets are dominated by adversarial forms
of communication.*”

In fact, this “sell-sell” hostile debate culture has no place in the
postsecular communicative framework, as the basis of this framework
is built upon recognizing the worth and value of directly engaging
socially constructed worlds. In this case, the HCS is required to trust
such socially constructed belief systems and ideals as consequential ele-
ments to be taken seriously and valued in dialogue. *' Acknowledging
Pearce, this is key to understanding that the HCS will be instrumen-
tal in shaping outcomes based on the merit of good communication.
Mindful of the social construction model, the HCS will comprehend
that good communication leans more toward establishing or rebuilding
social worlds in partnership with other agents and actors than unilater-
ally defining rules and implementing them without acknowledgment
from key religious nonstate actors and cultural leadership in parts of the
Muslim world.

Taking a communication perspective in dialogue is one of the most
substantial actions to enrich state-nonstate actor engagement. When
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engaging with Muslim audiences at a grassroots level, the specialist is
able to change the relationship dynamic by sharing with critical deci-
sion makers and opinion formers the same responsibility to produce a
progressive body of communication that the public may find accept-
able. This means that the body of communication was directly con-
structed on the basis of mutual understanding rather than on indirect
assumptions. Far from being success-oriented, it is aware of “critical
moments” at which the conversation may take a negative turn.

Applying Coordination

Pearce’s second concept that aids HCS communicative development
relates to how actors should be cognizant of the coordination of lan-
guage while in the dialogical setting. This concept of coordination is
a valuable asset to actors when presenting their core message, while
interacting communicatively to ensure a balanced dialogue. The con-
cept of coordination is simply that of paying close attention the many
“turn-by-turns” or critical moments occurring in conversation.

Using the term “coordination” as a way of understanding these
experiences is part of ... the ‘social construction’ approach to com-
munication. It suggests that, instead of a correspondence between
mental state and action, we pose questions and look for answers
in the flow of actions themselves. That i1s, we understand what
people say and do as taking “turns” in the patterns of communica-
tion, not as “‘signs pointing to something else.”>>

For example, the HCS will need to pay close attention to the com-
municative actions projected by sacred actors in the dialogical setting
to comprehend the direction in which the dialogue is headed. A com-
municative partnership between the HCS and sacred actors can form
only when they are both in sync with each other, and this is a sign of
the depth of their engagement. In this case, actors may be able to see
the entire conversation and into its changing trajectory that inevitably
(after presenting its core message) determines the general outcome and
the afterlife of the dialogue.

The term “coordination” is used in CMM to direct attention
to our efforts to align our actions with those of others. Among
other things, the necessity to coordinate with others shows that
communication is inherently and fundamentally social. No
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matter what speech act—whether threat, compliment, instruc-
tion, question, insult, or anything else—its successful perfor-
mance requires not only your action but the complementary
actions of others.*?

When applying this concept, the HCS will be informed on how
best to act wisely within these critical moments of conversation. She/
he can, within a split second, be capable of mentally reviewing criti-
cal episodes from the past that may become vital to the development
of social construction within these audiences. As human beings, it is
true that “we have trouble recognising and acting wisely into bifur-
cation points because we are so caught up in the meaning of what is
going on that we lose sight of the possibilities of changing the shape
of the pattern.”** Coordinating action and paying attention to the
flow of the dialogue emerges as conducive to constructing cohesive
communication.

This means that the new diplomatic specialist must take seriously
the act of making and managing meaning in the dialogue setting.
We may see this point in terms of comparing artificial with authentic
human relations. If we recall again the indirect engagement efforts of
overlapping public diplomacy and nation-branding approaches to sell
American values prior to and after 9/11, we see that such efforts were
neither authentic nor perceived as genuine by global Islamic com-
munities, considering Washington’s inability to raise U.S. favorabil-
ity. In this sense, public diplomacy efforts by Beers and Hughes were
largely artificial in that they both failed at directly engaging Muslim
audiences by initially reading the social terrain of the Muslim world
to understand that one-way transmission models of communica-
tion would serve as an inadequate resource to win hearts and minds.
However Pearce concludes by stating that the essence of “meaning is
so important to what it means to be a human being and in the mak-
ing of social worlds that it has distracted us from the other half of the
process of communication.” This aggressive position only indicates
how important both aspects—communication and meaning—are.
In a nutshell, the duty of the HCS will be to ensure that its com-
municative actions entail a meaningful dialogue, no matter whether
the communication process lasts five minutes or five hours—in order
to create new and improved social worlds. On the whole, previous
actions indicate why a HCS corps must be implemented to engage
grassroots audiences to facilitate in restoring US-Muslim world
relations.
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Assessing the Postsecular Communicative Framework

Herein lies the main reason why this study is not concerned with
upgrading public diplomacy but with urging that Washington move
beyond the laurels of Cairo and equally successful moments in post-9/11
US public diplomacy, resulting only in short-term symbolic gestures.
Extensive forms of engagement will be required at all levels, including
US presidential Oval Office diplomacy with global Islamic communi-
ties and leadership in Muslim majority nations that consider adjusting
aspects of Washington’s diplomatic infrastructure. This should begin
first with how the US Department of State approaches international
religious affairs, how it sets out to assess value-defined traditional soci-
eties, and the path it takes to ensure the practice of postsecular com-
munication in conjunction with core Foreign Service Officer training.
As this study makes clear, previous State Department initiatives, which
were reduced to overlapping nation branding and public diplomacy,
were inadequate measures leading to teleological acts employed to win
hearts and minds through one-way communicative relations, inviting
religious actors and Muslim audiences to participate in programming
efforts that lacked promoting dialogue-based engagement from the
bottom up, and dramaturgical initiatives toward target audiences in
the Muslim world resulting in the presentation of rehearsed/stylized
messaging.

Reaching the core of Islamic society and the base of global
Islamic communities dictates the need for a more substantive com-
munication approach—grounded in the strategic action model of
understanding-over-success, which proves to be reliable in this case.
While working within a postsecular communicative framework, actors
are able to engage across sacred-secular lines freely from the bottom
up. Here the HCS corps will not only be able to employ traditional
approaches (along with its diplomatic duties) with civil society and
government officials at US embassies, but also practice a new public
diplomacy approach that ensures postsecular recognition, acknowl-
edging the legitimacy of nonstate actors in the dialogical setting, and
applying aspects of postsecular communication to enrich discourse
opportunities.

Three major strengths of this postsecular communicative framework
are: First, it ensures that a constructive communication protocol (pro-
viding additional padding) in some US public diplomacy efforts in the
Muslim world exists. Far from addressing a commercial trend within
this community, a structured communicative approach is used when
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employing direct human-to-human relations at a people-to-people and
organizational level to Muslim audiences. Second, this framework pro-
vides a legitimate communication approach that allows this new spe-
cialist to reach beyond traditional zero-sum diplomatic methods when
engaging religious and tribal audiences. Instead of trying to appeal to
the Muslim world by marketing foreign policy through secular means,
the HCS is able to reach across secular lines in order to meet the reli-
gious players on common ground. Lastly, drawing on a complementary
approach to engagement, postsecular communication aids HCS devel-
opment within the new public diplomacy environment by introducing
a substantive style of communication into the sociopolitical dialogical
setting to enrich engagement opportunities between sacred and secular
actors, while ensuring balanced discourse.

Postsecular communication does not stop at being a communication approach
in this context; it is a springboard for improving promotion of sacred-secular rela-
tions between state and nonstate actors in the twenty-first century. This com-
municative framework provides a realistic starting point to enhance US state actor
engagement through communication training in order to restore trust with global
Islamic communities. It is imperative the HCS applies postsecular communica-
tion to rechannel the perspectives held by Muslims at the grassroots level back into
the foreign policymaking discussion in order to promote both sustainable relations
and dialogue-based new public diplomacy measures. Hence, this approach will
not only aid in consolidating the aspirations of Muslims into the dialogical set-
ting, but it will serve as a vital instrument that will publicly contribute to shrink-
ing the existing US-Muslim world trust deficit.



Conclusion

Pursuing Understanding-over-Success

The central argument of this book proposes that US post-9/11 public
diplomacy measures were shortsighted and failed to reach the core of
global Islamic communities. Though its robust and well-funded efforts
would include relaunching antiquated Cold War era measures, overlap-
ping public diplomacy and nation-branding practices, or even conduct-
ing outreach to Muslim majority nations by increasing foreign aid and
exchange programs, none were advantageous at restoring America’s
ailing image abroad. This book makes the case that it is imperative
that both the White House and US Department of State move beyond
relying on symbolic gestures and empty political promises to consider
a more practicable and realistic response that will reach the core of
Islamic society.

Reaching the core requires a threefold shift: in foreign policy, state
actor attitude toward postsecularism, and diplomatic renewal that calls
for a new type of representative to engage Muslim majority audi-
ences at the grassroots level. The analysis here takes into account that
religion-based societies that are socially constructed and value-defined
as global Islamic communities require a more strategic form of engage-
ment as considered through the medium of a dialogue-based “new
public diplomacy.” In order that we might begin down a path that
ensures trust with the Muslim world, immediate US diplomatic action
is required at the grassroots level that engages the aspirations and per-
spectives held by nonelite Muslims.

This fundamental measure must function from the bottom up and
apply aspects of postsecular communication that sets out to appreciate
both sacred and secular voices within the dialogical setting to build
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sustainable relations. Furthermore, moving forward requires that the
US Department of State dismantle the use of one-way communica-
tion models (as overlapping nation branding and public diplomacy) to
sell America when conducting outreach to religion-based societies such
as the Muslim world. A more culturally defined and competent pub-
lic diplomacy approach that caters directly to engaging key nonstate
actors within these communities should be executed in parallel with
postsecular communication. Enhancing the dialogical opportunities
between state and nonstate actors must become an immediate priority
at the State Department, as it is apparent that key global issues between
the United States and Muslim world will be a central priority over the
next decade.

Overcoming Limitations

Furthermore, it is important to emphasize that a forward think-
ing project that promotes a structural long-term strategy mate-
rialize. In this case, US foreign policy must move in a direction
complementary to innovative public diplomacy initiatives that are
understanding-over-success oriented. This concern is linked to the exist-
ing limitation of Washington’s traditional bureaucratic maneuver-
ing that reinforces the support of one-way communication attempts
directed primarily at elites and state actors. Applying this book’s for-
ward thinking project will not occur without consideration of both
Washington’s foreign policy and bureaucratic limitations that are set.

First, US Middle East foreign policy toward the Jewish state of Israel
and the Palestinian territories presents a visible limitation that will con-
tinue to impede most public diplomacy efforts with Muslim majority
audiences in the Arab world. For example, dithering on whether or
not to chastise Tel Aviv publicly on settlement development in East
Jerusalem sends the signal that Washington endorses an imbalanced
regional foreign policy that particularly favors the Jewish state. In order
for Washington to recover from this limitation it should consider pro-
moting an evenhanded foreign policy that stands firm with the Jewish
state but incorporates the larger Arab agenda that includes the creation
of a separate sovereign Palestinian state.

Second, beyond a set of broad foreign policy issues stands an addi-
tional limitation, related to existing bureaucratic maneuvers, which
may reinforce the support of one-way communication, directed pri-
marily at state actors and foreign audiences. As the State Department
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and Pentagon often collaborate on critical projects to ensure interna-
tional security and postconflict peace building, various limits are set
that often hamper prospective State Department communication proj-
ects that seek to promote two-way communication in key predomi-
nantly Muslim regions. This includes the Pentagon’s success oriented
agenda to distort information operations, by promoting highly suc-
cessful propaganda campaigns. The Pentagon’s ability to reach Muslim
audiences quicker than the State Department in combat zones is linked
in part to its increasing budget that contributes to its dominant position
in shaping the US foreign policy agenda throughout the Middle East,
North Africa, and South Asia.

A striking financial comparison is recorded in the current White
House’s FY 2011 budget request with $708.2 billion for the Pentagon
and $52.8 billion requested for the State Department and the United
States Agency for International Development.! A mammoth budget
coupled by an American foreign policy that works in parallel with
one-way communication, either to influence or to coerce foreign pub-
lic, is a formula that obstructs potential US-Muslim relations. Giles
Scott-Smith presents an accurate assessment: “When referring to the
dominance of the Pentagon, it is not just a matter of weaponry or
the questionable deployment of US Marines. Looking to develop its
role in the field of ‘strategic influence, the military has also greatly
expanded its activities in communication and media, with questionable
consequences.”? Thus, instead of recognizing the value in applying an
understanding-over-success posture, the US Department of Defense ben-
efits from maintaining a success-over-understanding oriented position to
win hearts and minds, especially in South Asia.

Given this, both public diplomacy practitioners and US diplomats
should be cognizant at this point that most effective two-way com-
munication models will succeed if consideration is given to a more
creative form of US foreign policymaking, the nature of the bureau-
cracy that implements it in the Muslim world, and the role that
competent communication play in the overarching grand strategy.
Bureaucratic recognition includes putting a two-way approach in
the hands of state actors who are mostly capable of carrying out pub-
lic diplomacy projects that are understanding-over success oriented. A
“feedback loop” created by two-way dialogical communication will
aid in introducing grassroots perspectives upon US foreign policy.
Typically, the policies that state actors pursue should not be separate
from this effort, for they are integral to the success or failure of this
approach.
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Despite gradual troop withdrawals set to take place in Afghanistan,
and Washington’s recent expansion of its national security interests to
the Asia-Pacific region, integral security concerns throughout parts
of the Muslim world ensure that American public diplomacy will be
required for the foreseeable future to quell international tension. During
this period of great transition in global politics, US policymakers and
key state actors must be mindful that a bold new strategy that strives to
counter Islamophobia in Washington, while embracing a broad range
of nonelite Muslim voices at the grassroots level is the essential path to
ensure a new way forward in the twenty-first century.
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