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Abstract

What is the relationship between city diplomacy and public diplomacy in the United States? Whilst this
question is often raised among scholars and practitioners of public diplomacy, a concrete and systematic
response to it seems difficult to locate. This paper addresses the question by relying on earlier research
based on empirical analysis of data from semi-structured interviews with city officials with international
purview in the United States as well as with current and former officials at the U.S. Department of State
who have worked on topics related to city diplomacy. The research and analysis that informs this paper
and the diagrams it offers are hinged on design principles and adopt an architecture studio style approach
to data analysis. Further, multidimensional scaling and correspondence analysis are used to visualize the
convergence and divergence between the functions of public diplomacy, as introduced by Nicholas Cull,
and the functions of city diplomacy that this paper introduces. This is done to first, provide a framework
for understanding the dynamics between city diplomacy and public diplomacy; and second, uncover the
policy intervention space that could guide policies for making U.S. city diplomacy and public diplomacy
more strategically aligned.
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Understanding the Dynamics between U.S. City Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy
On September 11, 1956, President Eisenhower held a White House Conference on Citizen
Diplomacy which formed the capstone of the People-To-People program and established the
key role that cities play for American public diplomacy.
Two deeply-held convictions unite us in common purpose. First, is our belief in
effective and responsive local government as a principal bulwark of freedom.
Second, is our faith in the great promise of people-to-people and sister city
affiliations in helping build the solid structure of world peace (President Dwight
D. Eisenhower, 1956, as cited in Sister Cities International, 2018).
Could a continuation of this mindset and approach have prevented the tragedy that
happened 45 years later, on September 11, 2001? It is through global engagement efforts that
the United States can project an appealing image of itself and establish and maintain
relationships. These global engagement efforts, from the International Visitors Leadership
Program to the hosting of the Olympics games, take place at the local level and are facilitated
by the host city. As literature suggests, when these public diplomacy initiatives are based on
mutual respect, understanding, and dialogue, they shape a favorable image of the host nation.
During the Cold War, cities were recognized for their ability to embrace a sense of moral
good, to develop strong relations, and to be helpful in conflict resolution. This was mainly
achieved through twinning agreements and Sister Cities International. The work of city
administrations thus complemented wider state-level public diplomacy projects by facilitating
people-to-people exchanges and encouraging peacebuilding and peacekeeping (Amiri &
Grandi, 2021; Cull, 2008b). Public diplomacy, at its core, is about forming and maintaining
relationships. All definitions of public diplomacy make it clear that it needs to be understood
as “a country’s efforts to create and maintain relationships with publics in other societies to
advance policies and actions” (Melissen & Wang, 2019, p. 1). Creating and maintaining
relationships is also the strength of city diplomacy. This marks the essential area of convergence
between city diplomacy and public diplomacy. The divergence, as later discussed, becomes
more visible when considering which “policies and actions” are advanced and how.
For the areas of convergence, Jay Wang, in his paper titled Localizing Public Diplomacy,
also highlights the need for states to delegate diplomatic practice to sub-national actors: "the
burden of winning the hearts and minds of foreign publics can no longer solely fall on the
national government" (Wang, 2006, p. 32). There is a need to assess the "vital importance of
sub-national actors' engagement in the process of public diplomacy." Wang further highlights
the prospect of “delineating the possible roles they may play in the communication process”
and argues that “public diplomacy must be pursued at multiple levels, with sub-national
participation being most effective in building mutual understanding and relationships.”
Nicholas Cull introduces 5 categorical functions for public diplomacy: (1) Listening;
(2) Cultural Diplomacy; (3) International Exchange; (4) Advocacy; and (5) International
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Broadcasting (Cull, 2008a, 2008b, 2010). In an issue of The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science published under the theme “Public Diplomacy in a
Changing World,” Geoffrey Cowan and Cull explain that public diplomacy is part of a national
government’s efforts to engage publics internationally either through direct communication,
such as interactions with U.S. Department of State program participants, or indirect means,
like media relations to influence news agendas and shape public opinion in a direction
favorable to the international actor (Cowan and Cull, 2008, p. 6). In this sense, public diplomacy
is not directed towards publics who are considered domestic. But as this paper will suggest,
city diplomacy is poised to engage local and domestic publics as well as international
audiences. Public diplomacy, like strategic communication, involves the purposeful enacting
of communication programs in the service of distinct and identifiable organizational goals to
advance the foreign policies of a nation. This may be different than the economic or political
objectives pursued by a city that conducts city diplomacy.
Nancy Snow argues that “America’s soft power ground zero may still be Hollywood and
Madison Avenue. However, a fuller, more balanced picture of America emerges from [cities
and states] through exchanges like those offered by Rotary International or Sister City
International” (Snow, 2009, p. 5). Moreover, according to Snow (2009, p. 5), the State
Department itself often touts these citizen and professional exchanges, along with the
Fulbright program, as “the best value for the buck in the public diplomacy business.” It is
therefore beyond question that public diplomacy and city diplomacy overlap, but no
comprehensive study of the relationship between the two has been done. This paper
introduces the “City Diplomacy-Public Diplomacy Diagram,” which is perhaps the first of its
kind. This paper recognizes five functions of city diplomacy and compares them to the five
categorical functions of public diplomacy proposed by Cull to study the dynamics between
the two and highlight policy opportunities.
While it is true that literature on city diplomacy is growing, there is a vacuum in the
literature when considering the practice from the sole perspective of ministries of foreign
affairs, or the Department of State in the case of the United States, and with specific focus on
enhancing a nation’s soft power and public diplomacy goals.1) That vacuum shapes the focus
of this paper. Hence, this paper includes references to selected and specific sources to remain
focused.

Methods
Because the topic is emergent, data were collected for exploratory, not statistical,
analysis. However, the analysis is strongly influenced by statistical methods and empirical
analysis. Data were collected to show variations in study elements, system boundaries,
challenges, and dynamics. The findings that are summarized in this paper are based on data
1) Addressing this vacuum has shaped the focus of the author’s research over the past few years, including her doctoral
dissertation research as well as co-edited publications on the topic of U.S. city diplomacy and how it converges with or
diverges from national public diplomacy goals.
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collected and analyzed by the author as part of her doctoral dissertation as well as book
chapters published by the Palgrave Macmillan Series in Public Diplomacy and Routledge.
This work has been made possible through the adoption of design principles and the
author’s combined training in architecture and policy analysis. Design principles as a set of
characteristics ensure a systematic approach to research and allow the researcher to identify
where more or different data is needed or whether the analysis is properly performed. Design
principles are a set of characteristics such as being simple; focused; minimal; consistent;
clear; coherent; lucid; unified; balanced; stylish; comprehensive; inspiring; illuminative;
appealing; solution-oriented; user-friendly; modular; useful; and iterative. A good design can
be further assessed based on its attention to detail and proper use of concepts such as
alignment, proportion, proximity, distribution, patterns, rhythm, movement, and contrast.
Elements include text, shapes, and colors. A good design expresses fluency in its language
and encourages collaborators to adopt the language. It cannot be copied for other purposes,
but it can be adapted and reiterated to be applied to other cases2).
In addition, other analytical methods, such as statistical analysis and multidimensional
scaling, helped ensure that the design followed a logic and a specific theory of change.
Further, incorporating feedback from stakeholders throughout the process helped ensure that
the design stayed focused.

Data Collection
The top three stakeholder groups engaged and studied for this research include the U.S.
Department of State (DOS), the American city offices of international affairs, and U.S.
members of Congress as representatives of U.S. citizens. A purposive sample of stakeholders
was contacted for interviews and invited to have ongoing dialogue about the dissertation
research and its outputs. Even though the U.S. states and nonstate actors are stakeholders as
well, their perspectives were not systematically collected and analyzed for two reasons: first,
to ensure that the study is appropriate for international comparisons; and second, to be
focused on the key aspect of the inquiry-- assessing public diplomacy (as part of national
diplomacy) vs. city diplomacy.
The sample for the original research that informs this paper was gathered primarily to
capture the variations in perspectives of practitioners in the field. James Q. Wilson calls the
practitioners “operators” who are most crucial for policy analysis and development for an
emerging institution, such as city diplomacy (Wilson, 2001, p. 27). The collaborative development
and application of this design, informed by these “operators,” encourages the development of
policy recommendations that are implementable. For this reason, this research gives the
2) The principles design website elaborates by saying that “when you design a system, or a language, then if the features can be
broken into relatively loosely bound groups of relatively closely bound features, then that division is a good thing to be made a
part of the design. This is just good engineering. It means that when you want to change the system, you can with luck in the
future change only one part, which will only require you to understand (and test) that part. This will allow other people to
independently change other parts at the same time” (Lee, n.d., Modular Design session).
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heaviest weight to the perspectives of city officials in charge of city diplomacy as well as
Department of State officials whose work is most closely related to city diplomacy.
Within the Department of State, this research focused on the Office of Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs (R) and the Bureau of Legislative Affairs (H), which manages intergovernmental
affairs. Because the ultimate purpose of U.S. diplomacy, including city diplomacy, is to serve
the American people, the perspectives of U.S. lawmakers, as representatives of the people
have also been accounted for. Specifically, this research also incorporates the perspectives of
some members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee and the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations who have drafted or supported a bill in support of city diplomacy, the City
and State Diplomacy Act of 2019.
The Mayor’s Offices of International Affairs (MOIA) is currently the only independent
office with the primary task of conducting international affairs that has direct access to the
mayor as the head of the city government. It is the only “standardized” government institution
for conducting foreign affairs on behalf of U.S. cities that does not fall under another city
department such as the Economic Development Department. There are currently three U.S.
cities with a Mayor’s Office of International Affairs: New York, Atlanta, and Los Angeles.
Their perspectives are included in this study. Given that U.S. city government structures vary,
the original research that informs this paper also gathered the perspectives of other U.S. city
offices with international purview. These include perspectives from the cities of San Antonio,
Austin, Houston, Boston, Newark, Seattle, San Francisco, Oakland, Chicago, Baltimore,
Charlotte, Dallas, Miami-Dale, Orlando, Philadelphia, Portland, and San Diego.
Thus, all together, the American cities studied here either have a Mayor’s Office of
International Affairs or identify themselves as a city that conducts city diplomacy and has an
office or staff dedicated to international affairs. They have also participated in at least one
City Diplomacy Summit as well as in one or more of the workshops and ongoing roundtables
held at the University of Southern California, by the Center on Public Diplomacy, since 2018.
In total, this study includes 25 cities and 34 officials within these cities. The selection of the
cities was based on geographic distribution, city population, and the size of the diaspora
community (as a measure for internationalization). All stakeholder groups were contacted at
the early stages of research in 2018, and their periodic feedback was incorporated throughout
the final stages of the study in 2021.
Not all contacted individuals agreed to an interview. This research also does not include
perspectives from stakeholder groups beyond the three identified. For example, perspectives
from the private sector, from large international companies to small citizen diplomacy
organizations, are not systematically included in the data collected and analyzed in this study.
Similarly, the research only draws on two of the three government branches: executive and
legislative, not judicial.
Data collection happened over the course of three years. The first round included primary
data collected through discussions, events, workshops, and roundtables with city officials,
DOS officials, Congressional staff, scholars, and researchers in the fields of international
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relations and communication. Data were collected as transcripts, audio files, and notes from
seven events by the USC Center on Public Diplomacy. These events had private sessions that
were structured like focus groups, so that the data would show the mission priorities for the
city offices of international affairs, their challenges and needs, and their indicators of success.
The secondary data analyzed included data from academic research and relevant governmental
documents and websites. Expert suggestions and cited sources from previously reviewed
literature also added to the literature sources reviewed for this study. Additionally, the
researcher used the review software Distiller SR with systematic selection of keywords to
identify literature from 2004 to 2019 related to U.S. diplomacy, global influence, soft power,
and sub-national and city diplomacy.
Respondents were not always comfortable answering all questions in the required format.
For example, many initially refused to assign a number between 0 and 10 to the various
functions of city diplomacy. Hence a measure of central tendency could not be calculated
solely based on the numbers that were provided. Instead, an estimate of a measure for central
tendency was developed based on qualitative data analysis.
The representativeness of the sample creates a positive bias, which is a compromise made
to better understand the dynamics between national and city diplomacy. The purposive
sampling of the identified stakeholders means that the sample does not represent the entire
range of opinions that exist among cities as well as among DOS staff. Rather, the sample is of
people from the stakeholder groups who are already supportive of the practice of city
diplomacy. While this selection was intentional and by design, it is worth noting that such
selection creates a positive bias in the findings that are reported. To understand the dynamics
between national diplomacy and city diplomacy, it was possible to focus on this population.
However, it is important to note that many U.S. citizens, cities, or government officials may
not have favorable views or any views on the practice of city diplomacy architecture.

Data Analysis and Output
The qualitative analysis was carried out with a focus on grounded theory that, through a
multi-stage exploration, allowed for the design of the diagrams presented in this paper. The
design process was based on what is practiced in architecture studios, as characterized by
iterations and adherent to design principles. Hence, various iterations of diagrams were
developed, tested, and reiterated until the most appropriate design emerged. This architecture
studio style approach to data analysis supports policy analysis in profound ways such as by
identifying intervention spaces, areas of potential challenges and opportunities, and the
overall conceptualization of a system as well as how it is meant to function.
To guide the design of both Figures 1 and 3, exploratory tools such as multidimensional
scaling, correspondence analysis, and cluster analysis were used to develop the final iteration
of the list of key functions of U.S. city diplomacy and to provide a visual representation of the
dynamics between the five functions of city diplomacy and public diplomacy. For example, in
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multidimensional scaling or cluster analysis, functions that look similar appeared close together.
In correspondence analysis, functions of national diplomacy, city diplomacy, and public
diplomacy were plotted in the same space to understand how these functions are related and
what areas require more examination.
To carry the analysis forward with actionable outputs, the author adopted Nicholas Cull’s
typology of public diplomacy’s five functions and plotted them in the same space as the five
functions of city diplomacy derived from the analysis explained below, shaping the foundation
of Figure 2.
Because of the design principles applied, the visualization itself became an analytical tool
to verify consistency and relevance. Additionally, visualization that shows the current scope
of city diplomacy, as practiced by U.S. cities and compared to the expectations of the
Department of State at the national level, allows policymakers to quickly, yet comprehensively,
examine the system and identify policy intervention spaces thanks to visual cues such as
pattern, color, and balance.
The first iteration of the key functions of city diplomacy was introduced in the report
published by the USC Center on Public Diplomacy in 2019, “Building a Capability
Framework for U.S. City Diplomacy”. Since the first version in 2019, every time there was an
event, the author updated the diagram, until a point where there were no more changes.
Finally, a pentagon shaped radar graph was developed, as seen in Figure 1, that lists the five
functions of city diplomacy, to capture the current scope of the practice compared to the
expectations of the Department of State.
Overall, the combination of the approaches mentioned above, hinged on design principles,
facilitated new ways of analyzing the relationships between system elements. They also
created a shared vocabulary with which to pursue future research and policy analysis.

Dissecting City Diplomacy
City diplomacy is the conducting of international affairs by a U.S. city government to
benefit the security and prosperity of local constituents. City diplomacy centers on fostering
good relations with international actors through collaboration, cooperation, cultural ties, civic
exchanges, shows of good will, and listening, while promoting trade, policies, and the city’s
global image. As one form of sub-national diplomacy, city diplomacy is bound by American
foreign policy at the national level. Cities can take initiatives to advance their global interests,
but they cannot infringe on national diplomacy and foreign policy. To understand and analyze
the mechanism of city diplomacy, this paper introduces five functions of the practice: (1)
Trade and Economic Development; (2) Diplomatic Representation and Protocol; (3) Fostering
International Exchanges, Cultural Ties, and Aid; (4) Civic Engagement and Education; and
(5) Policy Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action3). This section introduces each of the five key
3) These functions are developed based on those identified in the 2019 report, “Building a Robust Capacity Framework for U.S.
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functions of U.S. city diplomacy from the perspectives of two key stakeholder groups: city
offices of international affairs and the U.S. Department of State.
Figure 1 is a radar graph which places the five key functions of city diplomacy on each
corner of the pentagon. The striped area represents the current scope of the practice of city
offices of international affairs. The dotted area shows the ideals of the Department of State
when assessing what functions city diplomacy should have. This is a conceptual representation
of data analyzed and is not meant to portray the specific official position of the government
institutions discussed. This visualization allows for systematic and high-level assessment of
the synergy between national and city diplomacy, as well as identifying potential missed
opportunities, trends, and potential conflict areas. However, the focus of this paper is only on
Functions 3 through 5 as they relate most closely to public diplomacy.

Figure 1. The Function of US City Diplomacy

Each radar can have a score from zero to ten. If the score is given by a city official in
charge of city diplomacy, that score represents the level of the practice (0 being not practiced
at all, and 10 being practiced as a high priority and to the maximum possible level). If the
score is given by a DOS official, it represents the level of expectation for that function of city
City Diplomacy” by Jay Wang and Sohaela Amiri and are based on a three-year long research project by the author that builds
on that report.
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diplomacy from the perspective of the national government (0 meaning that DOS does not
expect that city diplomacy includes that function, and 10 meaning that DOS prioritizes that
function and wants to see it performed to the maximum possible level). To convert qualitative
data into scores, the functions that were named by all as the most important were given full
scores; other numbers were assigned based on how they compared to priority items, or how
much staff time was dedicated to them.
The data collected through stakeholder interviews captures a range in variation and the
boundaries. This is because the study participants identified the maximum and minimum
scores that they assigned to each of the five dimensions of the graph and rank ordered them,
as well. Since we are dealing with ordinal data, measures such as mean are not relevant.
Rather, the range and median are better measures for capturing the variance of opinion.
Since Trade and Economic Development (Function 1) and Diplomatic Representation
and Protocol (Function 2) were mentioned by all as the two most important functions and
were ranked “high priority” for all, they were assigned a score of 10. All cities did something
related to Fostering International Exchanges, Cultural Ties, and Aid (Function 3): some more,
some less. Some cities outsourced these tasks, Los Angeles among them. However, L.A. is
hosting the Olympics in 2028. Hence this function would still warrant a high score, in the
realm of 7-9. Civic Engagement and Education (Function 4) is not necessarily something that
cities are opposed to, but it is not something that is broadly practiced either, mostly because
offices do not have resources and staff to dedicate to it. Therefore, this function scores
somewhere between 3 and 7. Policy Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action (Function 5),
ranged widely between low and high priority. So, the score here could fall anywhere between
2 and 9.
For cities, the score shown on Figure 1 is taken as the current state of practice by those
that conduct international affairs. As the graph suggests, the priorities of the Department of
State seem to be stronger on the right and bottom parts of the pentagon graph (Functions 1-4),
and for city governments, the priority is concentrated at the top (Functions 1 and 2). When the
minimum scores are compared, the function with the highest priority is revealed: For cities,
the function of Trade and Economic Development seems to have the highest priority, whereas
the highest priority item for those in charge of public diplomacy seems to be Fostering
International Exchanges, Cultural Ties, and Aid.
The third function of city diplomacy has a score of 7, which represents the most common
level of performance by U.S. cities that conduct international affairs. However, the wide range
of responses gathered through interviews with city officials (a 60% gap) shows that the
priority of this function varies significantly between cities. Some interviewees explained that
they do not have the time or staff to dedicate to tasks such as the management of the Sister
Cities programs or various international visitor programs or collaborations, even though they
support such efforts. They mentioned that it may be best for these programs to be citizeninitiated and completely citizen-run, with some level of support from the city. Some larger
cities, such as Los Angeles, which host major world events such as the Olympics and FIFA
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World Cup matches, place a high priority on this function, but they outsource some other city
diplomacy programs under the same category that support national public diplomacy.
Indeed, cities studied in this project vary in terms of the scope of activities for which they
assume responsibility. For example, San Antonio is committed to managing its Sister City
program and actively tries to integrate its Sister City ties with broader city goals. On the other
end of the spectrum, some cities assume this initiative to be a “part of a bygone era” and no
longer relevant to the current scope of the practice of city diplomacy. Still, all cities do
acknowledge the role of international partnerships, relationships, and collaborations, but they
have varying perspectives on how best to play that role.
Management of programs under the third function, such as Sister Cities International
programs, also varies. Some cities, such as Houston, have a designated liaison on staff, while
other cities have outsourced the management of these programs to nongovernmental entities.
Some cities maintain a high-level oversight role to ensure that they are informed about the
relationships and can inform them as well. Some programs such as the International Visitor
Leadership Program (IVLP) are viewed as major city diplomacy initiatives from the federal
perspective but are run by private citizen organizations, sometimes with little to no
involvement from the city government.
The fourth function, Civic Engagement and Education, has a median score of 5.5 and a
wide range of responses (a 70% gap). This shows that the level of attention given to this task
varies widely between cities and that there may not be a widely recognized definition of the
task among officials. Some cities align civic engagement and education practices with their
socio-economic development goals, which may create an opportunity to enhance citizens’
understanding of and appreciation for international affairs. City officials with international
purview acknowledge that in order to defend the importance of an office of international
affairs, they need to be able to engage with local constituents and advance their appreciation
for international affairs and their city’s global engagement efforts. Some city officials believe
that this task is best done by various regional World Affairs councils across the United States,
or by think tanks or advocacy groups, and that the city does not need to be involved. This
potentially significant role of city diplomacy is not imagined or operationalized in detail.
Almost all interviewees from across the three stakeholder groups believed that a closer
synergy between national diplomacy and city diplomacy, with a particular focus on the fourth
function, could significantly benefit both practices in the United States.
The fifth function, Policy Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action, has a score of 7, but the
range of responses is the widest of all five (a 90% gap): hence its position as the fifth
function. The cities that give this function a high priority with a score of 9/10, express that
doing so is justified because of its ability to capture impact. This is especially true when local
constituents are particularly opposed to federal foreign policy stances and appreciate the role
that their local government plays in advancing their interest. In the United States, this was
most vividly displayed during the Trump Administration, with policies that aimed to combat
climate change, gender- or ethnicity-based discrimination, and poverty.
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As with the fourth function, the fifth function also suffers from lack of clarity of
responsibilities and connection to a city’s strategic goals. With such an absence of one
consistent definition, the environment is ripe for failures of policy decisions. Cities can be
impacted by the wave of current policy trends and copy them, even if doing so is not aligned
with the city’s own strategic priorities. For example, joining various international city
networks has become an increasingly popular activity, but it is difficult to assess how
strategically a city is acting by doing so. No consensus on the definition and scope of this
function has been captured. One dominant sentiment is appreciation for the decentralized
system of governance in the United States. That can be a source of attraction. However, most
interviewees across all stakeholder groups acknowledged that the nature of Policy
Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action can present challenges for both the cities, when they
experience limitations due to federal foreign policy restrictions or sentiment, and for the
federal government, when the tone or behavior of a local official contradicts or sabotages
federally set foreign policies based on national security objectives. As uncharted as this area
is, the challenges seem to be shared with those who work in the field of public diplomacy.

Policy Analysis: The Dynamics between City Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy
Based on the findings of this research, the City Diplomacy-Public Diplomacy diagram,
Figure 2, was designed to provide an overview of the dynamics between the two practices in
the United States. The triangle on the left represents city diplomacy and the triangle on the
right, public diplomacy. The dotted line implies the parameters of national diplomacy and
foreign policy. The five functions under each practice, city diplomacy and public diplomacy,
are listed based on a placement that shows the relationship between these functions. Their
placement on the same horizontal line, or their distance from each other, is based on measures
of closeness.

Figure 2. The City Diplomacy – Public Diplomacy Diagram
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As explained in the methods section, multidimensional scaling and cluster analysis were
used in the development of this diagram. Triangles representing public diplomacy, city
diplomacy, and national diplomacy were plotted in the same space to allow a better
understanding of the dynamics between them, with attention to proportions of the
representation as well as how different functions relate to each other. This highlights areas for
policy intervention, such as the three main areas explained in the paragraphs below: 1) the
most recognized area of overlap between city diplomacy and public diplomacy; 2) the most
controversial dynamic between city diplomacy and public diplomacy; 3) the most strategic
collaboration opportunities for city diplomacy and public diplomacy.

The Most Recognized Overlap Area between City Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy
Among city diplomacy’s five functions, depicted on the left side of Figure 2, the middle
two are fully aligned with the top four functions of public diplomacy that Cull categorizes as
listening, cultural diplomacy, international exchange, and advocacy (Cull 2008a, 2008b, 2010).
These are demarcated by the horizontal lines in the diagram to clarify the categorization.
Function 3, which includes facilitating international exchange and cultural diplomacy and
Function 4, Civic Engagement and Education, have the most pronounced overlap with a
nation’s public diplomacy efforts. But, as explained earlier, these functions are sometimes
outsourced to nongovernmental organizations and may no longer fall under the responsibility
of a city’s office of international affairs.
The extent to which Functions 3 and 4 should fall under the scope of a city’s office of
international relations remains a topic of debate. But if a city’s office of international affairs
intends to be recognized as an institution that conducts city diplomacy, its functions must
include all five categories. Additionally, if the U.S. Department of State wants to enhance the
practice of city diplomacy and facilitate a better exchange information with the city, it might
be beneficial for the department to provide support to city offices in charge of city diplomacy.
From the national perspective, the most important function of the practice of city diplomacy,
regardless of the level of government involvement, is fostering relationships through facilitating
exchange programs, cultural diplomacy, listening, collaboration, advocacy, and aid. In other
words, facilitating U.S. public diplomacy efforts could be considered as the most important
contribution of city diplomacy to national diplomacy, even beyond trade, as this is most
uniquely tied to the country’s diplomatic and global engagement efforts. But while DOS may
expect the city to facilitate exchange programs, it does not account for feedback regarding the
type of exchanges that cities find beneficial for local or national objectives.
Cities, naturally, are the gatekeepers of information about their own international connections,
whether formed through Department of State programs and citizen-initiated engagements, or
through city offices of international affairs. To improve efficiency and effectiveness of both
practices of city diplomacy and public diplomacy, having access to such data seems useful.
Joseph Nye makes two key observations about the reasons why using such information is
important: First, it enables public diplomacy practitioners to understand how their messages
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are being heard and understood; and second, they can better determine what values are shared
with their target audiences (Nye, 2004, 2008). Cull explains that such regard for feedback is
the foundation for all successful public diplomacy and hence warrants its own categorical
function of public diplomacy, “listening,” on par with advocacy, broadcasting, cultural
diplomacy, and international exchange (Cull, 2008a, 2010). Cull’s work on public diplomacy
has been critical of countries for not actively listening enough when devising their
communications strategies (Cull, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010). Ministries of foreign affairs
have often failed to consider either their domestic publics or their foreign audiences as
shapers of policy and tend to treat public diplomacy more as a marketing tool.
Cull defines listening as “an actor’s attempt to manage the international environment by
collecting and collating data about publics and their opinions overseas and using that data to
redirect its policy” (Cull, 2008b, p.32). Hence, he argues that listening should make a major
contribution to the shaping and defining of policies. Public diplomacy in its fullest sense is
concerned not only with promoting U.S. foreign policies, but also improving them. To score
higher on listening, the audience needs to see that their views are reflected in the actor’s
foreign policies.
Cull emphasizes the element of “attractiveness” that will come by “listening and being
open to being changed by an encounter” (Cull, 2009, p. 15). Being attractive is essential to
positive representation and to enhancing one’s soft power. However, it is important to clarify
that “listening” is not meant to result in appeasement but in sound policies that serve the
government’s interest while being acceptable to the foreign government and public. As Cull
explains, listening “has to be visible,” which means that diplomats should be able to influence
their government’s policy formulations with their feedback and advice after analyzing the
other side’s arguments: “No international actor could sustain a foreign policy driven entirely
by the whims of its target audience, but all actors would do well to identify the points where
foreign opinion and its own policy part company, and work hard to close the gap or explain
the divergence” (Cull, 2008a, p. 47). How “listening” can systematically inform policymaking,
however, remains a challenge in the field.

The Most Controversial Dynamic between City Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy
One challenge that is often mentioned by officials in charge of city diplomacy is not
“having a seat at the policymaking table” for policies that impact cities or about which cities
have expertise, information, and access to international capital and competence. Efforts in this
regard, as controversial as they may be, are captured under the fifth function of city diplomacy,
Policy Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action. As explained in the section above, this function
can be enhanced if well integrated with the third and fourth functions.
Cities are expected to defend or advocate for national foreign policies, even if such
policies are contrary to the interests of their local constituents. Yet, they do not have a say in
how national foreign policies are made. There is no closed feedback loop in the system that
guides U.S. diplomacy and foreign policy. This highlights a potential point of tension between
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city diplomacy and national diplomacy.
Cities have attraction power internationally due to their relationships, easier access to
contacts, implementation advantages, and pragmatism. However, cities express that it is
harder to have attraction power and influence when the country’s foreign policies run contrary
to a city’s own identity, values, policies, and beliefs. This encourages cities to affect national
foreign policies or emphasize their own policy stance even if it is contrary to that of the
federal government.
Despite growing attention to the importance of listening, solutions for ensuring the
implementation of the practice and its informing of policies seem to be lacking. Perhaps, due
to an unwillingness to listen at the national level, there is an opportunity for cities to provide a
more inclusive platform upon which the residents of the city in question, and the foreign
publics touched by the city’s forays into international relations, can inform policies. In the
absence of two-way, national-level engagement that is based on mutual respect, dialogue,
collaboration, and aid, cities can step in and build strong relationships. It is crucial to note that
the process of listening is completed only when the home government puts to use what it
receives from its diplomats. And local action seems to be a good enabler for better listening.
Another factor that seems to turn Function 5 of city diplomacy into a largely contested or
celebrated zone in the United States is domestic political polarization. Otherwise, this function
can complement functions three and four, such that together they complement U.S. public
diplomacy. When citizens are engaged in world affairs, their input can shape the foreign
policy preferences of a city which can in turn, directly or indirectly, inform the country’s
foreign policies, as set by the Executive branch and promoted by the Department of State. It is
worth noting that the decentralized system of governance in the United States allows for much
autonomy in decision-making at the local level. With the increasingly intertwined nature of
international policy problems, it is only natural that cities should pursue their policy interests,
at times independently of policies at the national level. Such responses are possible through
international collaboration, cooperation, and partnership opportunities that cities are capable
of in ways that may be unavailable to the nation-state within the great game of domestic
politics. It is not guaranteed that the policies that a city advocates for align with the policies
that the Department of State, through public diplomacy, advocates for. Hence, it seems
necessary to have more official mechanisms in place to facilitate policy-oriented interactions
between national and local levels of government.
For example, if we consider listening as a strategic responsibility of the national government
and see cities as an enabler in that process, there must be structures for: 1) gathering
information and knowledge to understand foreign audiences as well as their culture, history,
politics, etc., and reporting it back to the home government; 2) analyzing such information
and turning it into advice and policy briefs for the home government; 3) using the information
and analyses to better forecast future events; 4) improving negotiation with foreign actors; and
5) improving communication and relationships with foreign audiences. Such efforts can also
allow diplomats and policymakers to become more imaginative and entrepreneurial in finding
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solutions, policies, and conflict resolutions.
In Figure 2, the points of controversy can be located by the location of the dots. For
example, when a dot falls both on the border of the City Diplomacy triangle and on the
dashed line (the boundaries set by national diplomacy and foreign policy), it is identifying an
area where the boundaries can either be further pushed out or shaped. Additionally, when a
dot is placed on a corner of a triangle, it implies that the respective function is one that is
closely tied to the mission of another government entity, other than the Department of State.
For example, the role that cities play in “Policy Collaboration, Advocacy, and Action” is of
importance to the National Security Council. Similarly, “Economic Development” is a
function that is closely related to the mission of the U.S. Department of the Treasury. So, for
any intervention with regards to these corner functions, other government entities need to be
included in systematic policy analysis.

The Most Strategic Collaboration Opportunities for City Diplomacy and Public Diplomacy
The edges of the triangles in Figure 2 show where the boundaries, which determine scope,
can be pushed or further assessed. For example, the function of “international broadcasting” is
plotted close to one corner of the Public Diplomacy triangle and away from City Diplomacy
which implies that this function of public diplomacy does not have a pronounced overlap with
those of city diplomacy. This can be an opportunity to strengthen and reimagine the
definitions and scope of activities that are related to the use of media to establish and manage
relationships with international audiences.
In the case of the United States, the USIA was receptive to innovation and valued the
maintenance and expansion of communication networks. The DOS, on the other hand, has
shown a stubborn preference for hierarchical and one-way broadcasting of the U.S.’s perspective
and “pushing” messages as though audiences were passive consumers despite the emergence
of participatory technologies that facilitate listening, dialogue and other aspects of mutuality
(Cull, 2013). It would be interesting to see if creative collaborations between local and
national governments could result in stronger international broadcasting efforts that advance
the nation’s interests, both locally and internationally.
Another point to consider is that “aid” is categorized among city diplomacy functions,
but not among functions of public diplomacy. This is because aid can have hard power
characteristics depending on who is providing it and how. Hence, while aid provision by the
U.S. government may not enhance its attraction, assistance, gift giving, or aid provided by a
city to its counterpart might be more likely to establish a genuine sense of good will and a
more positive view of the city itself and the people it represents.
The ability of a city to generate a sense of goodwill by gift giving and aid may depend on
the home country’s system of governance. The more hierarchical, the less likely it is for the
city to detach itself from the national government. If the national government is seen as
hostile by the target audience, a city in a hierarchical system will be more challenged by that
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perception, as opposed to a city in a country with a decentralized system of governance, like
the U.S. However, a sense of goodwill might be enhanced if the relationship between the aid
provider and receiver is more collaborative and based on a true peer-to-peer relationship. At
the national level, USAID oversees international aid and not the Office of Public Diplomacy,
even though foreign aid could directly impact a country’s public diplomacy. Figure 2 suggests
that better synergy can be constructed between the national and city governments in relation
to foreign assistance as well as development-oriented collaborations. For cities, developmentoriented collaborations and aid fall under both Functions 3 and 5.
Understanding that the vigor and diversity of a city’s population contributes to its global
brand and influence, cities foster programs and initiatives that are based on their own
development goals and constituent needs, from professional development to diversity and
inclusion. Given that in the United States of America, democracy is the cornerstone of the
political system, the public’s level of knowledge about U.S. foreign policies and statecraft is
of concern to both city offices of international affairs and the Department of State. This
presents an excellent opportunity for strategic partnership and policy design for both entities
to enhance this function of city diplomacy.
For example, the city of Atlanta works closely with the city’s One Atlanta Office of
Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion. Other U.S. cities, such as Boston and Chicago, focus on
engaging women from BIPOC communities to equip them with connections and resources to
progress in their fields of work. They try to encourage constituents to appreciate that “if your
neighbor prospers, you prosper.” Cities such as San Antonio and Los Angeles are focusing on
youth from underserved communities. Activities include engaging kids as young as
kindergarten to recent college graduates to exchange information and explore international
professional opportunities. In terms of workforce development, cities such as Charlotte are
looking to create apprenticeship opportunities for college students at foreign-owned businesses
hosted in the city. Border cities such as San Diego are focusing on immigrant communities
who are new to the city. San Diego has turned its convention center into safe housing for
undocumented or unaccompanied immigrants under the age of 18.
The American public’s knowledge of and appreciation for American diplomacy, U.S.
noncoercive statecraft, and foreign policy matters to the U.S. Department of State. Most civic
engagement and education efforts at DOS fall under “Public Affairs.” But this is also what
Kathy Fitzpatrick calls “public diplomacy’s neglected domestic mandate” to inform and
engage the American people on world affairs and foreign policy (Fitzpatrick, 2010). In a
city’s office of international affairs, this falls under “Civic Engagement and Education.”
Therefore, given cities’ proximity to local populations, media, consular corps, and other key
players, city diplomacy can be the missing link between the federal government and American
citizens to generate stronger support for foreign policies that both incorporate the demands of
the people more closely and are better appreciated by the public. This is aligned with the
current U.S. administration’s “Foreign Policy for the Middle Class” initiative, which intends
to ensure that discussions about world affairs are not just happening among the elite or
foreign-born communities. Rather, the initiative hopes to engage the public more in U.S.
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international affairs to ultimately impact U.S. foreign policies through democratic engagement.
Cities require more than just financial support to advance national public diplomacy
goals. Cities could also benefit from the expertise and information provided by a career
diplomat who would reside locally and work closely with a city office of international affairs.
Such efforts could help cities perform Function 4 within the local community. Cities often
align their civic engagement activities with their development goals based on which impacts
are most tangible. This can mean that attention is not given to educating and informing local
constituents about international affairs and diplomacy, a functionality that is beneficial to the
Department of State as well as a city’s office of international affairs.
Additionally, in small and rural cities in the U.S. some international exchange or cultural
diplomacy programs may be the only window to expose the local population to other cultures
and politics, which can help constituents reflect on their own values and knowledge in order
to become more informed and engaged citizens. Such engagement could ultimately have a
positive effect on their prosperity, security, and wellbeing. Some of these people have never
traveled to another country or even to another state in the U.S. Public diplomacy initiatives
bring such opportunities to all parts of the country. Furthermore, the appointment of a
mid-level diplomat to cities, as proposed above, can further make knowledge about U.S.
diplomacy more accessible to local communities.

Conclusion
There is overlap between city diplomacy and public diplomacy, especially when it comes
to cultural diplomacy, international exchange, and public diplomacy’s role in informing and
engaging the American people about world affairs and foreign policy. While the natures of
city diplomacy and public diplomacy are such that they can inform both national diplomacy
and foreign policy through closed feedback loops, they are regardless bound by diplomacy at
the national level. Cull repeatedly stresses that successful public diplomacy must begin by
“listening.” This has policy implications for how cities and DOS define the scope of
“listening” and create the proper structures to institutionalize how feedback from people-topeople exchanges can inform foreign policies.
To enhance its international image and influence, the United States needs to invite
information gathered through international exchange programs and through people-to-people
exchanges and digital and citizen diplomacy and use them to inform policies. These types of
programming and exchanges happen at the local level. Hence, cities can help improve U.S.
“listening” and enhance U.S. attraction power by ensuring that communication with international
publics is two-way and that they can see that their relationship with U.S. counterparts can
impact U.S. foreign policies.
To remain an influential global actor, the United States needs to enhance its public
diplomacy and more strategically align U.S. city diplomacy with public diplomacy objectives.
It is not a given that cities will pursue a strategic balance between advancing the public
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diplomacy goals of the United States and economic gains for their specific local constituents.
Indeed, we see this rivalry when there is a feeling of immorality over the prevailing narrative
of the parent state.
Given that cities’ international engagement is closely tied to the country’s national
security goals and overarching foreign policies set by the federal government, federal policies
need to catch up with the practice to ensure that the definition, scope, and structure designed
for this practice is such that it enhances U.S. diplomatic and foreign policy objectives by
being more inclusive of sub-national actors. If cities are to promote and promulgate U.S.
foreign policies as they host international exchanges, it is only reasonable that through a
closed feedback loop, they can inform the policies as well: the policies that they must
represent.
A city must decide on how it spends its resources and staff time on each of the five
functions. Hence, if more resources are given to the city, the scope of city diplomacy as
practiced by city governments could expand. Apart from resources, there is also the issue of
efficiency and effectiveness when it comes to facilitating international exchange programs.
Better use of data systematically, in collaboration with the Department of State could be one
way to create such efficiency. Further, as this paper suggests, there is a need for policies and
systems to be developed to enhance strategic collaboration between national and local
governments, becoming more inclusive while minimizing conflicts of interest.
The shared challenges between the Department of State and city offices of international
affairs are rooted in lack of public appreciation for noncoercive statecraft and international
relationship-building. U.S. cities with international offices have identified the need to engage
their constituents in city diplomacy initiatives to increase their appreciation and support for
the international affairs work that the city does. Department of State officials also emphasize
the need to elevate knowledge of and appreciation for diplomacy among American citizens.
This convergence of interest and shared need for a policy solution is a significant opportunity
for policy development.
The City Diplomacy – Public Diplomacy Diagram, which compares the key functions of
each practice, draws attention to potential crossover opportunities that may have been
overlooked, such as enhanced coordination with regards to international broadcasting or aid,
collaboration, and cooperation. Ultimately, the diagram introduced in this paper can inform
future studies and the scope of the practices for city diplomacy and for public diplomacy.
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