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Introduction 
 
 
In today's world of a revolution in communications and information as well as of global 

interdependency, a medialised politics became a general reality. One can observe such a trend 

specifically in the field of international and foreign affairs where state and other actors use 

communication channels and public relations to a large extent to improve on the content and 

in particular, on the image of their policies. Here one can also argue that a major share of 

bilateral and multilateral relations among states is shaped by the international media, or vice 

versa, that all major "wars" are "fought" through the media.  

 

Diplomacy is entrusted to manage relations between states and between states and other 

actors, by advising, shaping and implementing foreign policy, articulating, co-ordinating and 

securing particular and wider interests.1 In the "media shaped" world it adopts new 

dimensions, being concerned with media and communication management, and as some 

argue, developing to a genuine "communicative action".2 With the trends of the information 

society a modern diplomat takes on a specific role of a public relations officer, a manager and 

a co-ordinator.3 Further on, one predicts that the diplomacy of the future will be increasingly 

public, networked, technology-driven and electronic, and therefore, education and training 

programmes for professional diplomats will work even more in these directions, towards 

specialisation in communication knowledge and skills.4   

 

                                                           
1 In Barston, 1988: 1. Thus, within its various definitions diplomacy can be understood as a formulation and 
implementation of a foreign policy; as a technique of a foreign policy; as international negotiations; and as an 
activity performed by diplomats. The common denominator of these definitions would be diplomacy defined as a  
primary method by means of which foreign policy is implemented and the usual means of communication in 
international affairs (Vukadinović, 1994: 107-109). "Policy is formulation and direction; diplomacy is 
communication and implementation. It is the lubricant of the foreign policy machinery." (Olson, 1991: 60)  
2 Some authors use Jürgen Habermas's theory of communicative action to describe the process of so called 
diplomatic communicative interaction in which cooperation is conceptualised as a social relationship conducted 
inside a complex web of intersubjective social structures of principles, norms, and rules produced and 
reproduced in the communicative interaction between states (Lose, 2001: 180). Diplomatic interaction is 
characterised by behaviour oriented towards mutual understanding, where perceptions of reality, interests, 
preferences, and desirable behaviour are subjected to a collective process of interpretation guided by 
argumentative rationality and the claim of validity. Collective understanding is constructed through diplomatic 
communicative interaction, i.e. on the basis of discussion, information gathering, and the desire to coordinate 
behaviour in order to minimize interstate friction (Lose, 2001: 188-190). 
3 On additional requirements for a modern diplomat, see Macomber, 1991.  
4 Howard Cincotta, USIA's Information Bureau, in State Magazine, February 1999.  
At http://www.state.gov/www/publications.statemag/statemag_feb99 
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Author intends to explore the increasing inter-relation between state foreign affairs and 

diplomacy on one side, and media and public relations, on the other, as they started off in 

distinctly separate spheres and with different logic, but they seem to converge more and more. 

How foreign policy and diplomacy in the 3rd millennium actually work as one often perceives 

it as merely a simplified, popular presentation of events, meetings, issues, nicely wrapped up 

in an infotainment package and played out for the TV cameras? One would also like to see 

how the profession of a diplomat develops under such circumstances, and how it takes on 

media and public relations assignments. At the same time one would like to ask what these 

current trends bring to a small country like Slovenia and how should Slovene diplomats adapt 

to a communication society.     

 

The paper will start off with basic concepts of an open/democratic diplomacy and a public 

diplomacy, linking them with the emergence of international public relations. Further on, it 

will analyse the trends of media diplomacy, medialised foreign policy and media wars. In 

conclusion one will discuss the implications for the Slovene diplomacy within the described 

trends.        
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Open, democratic diplomacy 
 

The shift from a traditional (secret) diplomacy to its new, open and democratic forms can be 

traced back to the end of the 1st World War. The conclusions of the Conference in Brest 

Litovsk after the October revolution in Russia (1917) and the declaration of President's 

Woodrow Wilson 14 points at the Paris Peace Conference (1918) were the breaking points in 

this respect. Taking distance from previous practices of secret agreements among monarchs 

and privileged elites, these introduced a concept of an open diplomacy. As summarised in the 

words of Wilson: "open covenants of peace openly arrived at, after which there shall be no 

private international understandings of any kind." (in Nicolson, 1988: 43). Here one argues 

that Wilsonian dictum was often mis-understood as it would be impossible and also unwise to 

conduct negotiations openly. Only the fact that the negotiations are taking place must, barring 

exceptional cases, be publicly known, and the results of the negotiations must also be publicly 

announced (Rangarajan, 1998: 21). At this point diplomacy ran into a contradiction which had 

to be solved in real life: as one became increasingly aware that public had to be involved 

somehow, diplomacy adapted to the new circumstances, thus, still it had to preserve a certain 

level of secrecy and closure to enable it to perform its professional function (Vukadinović, 

1994: 39).    

 

The overall transformation of the "nature and spirit" of the traditional diplomacy entailed the 

whole democratic trends of the 19th century. A democratic diplomacy functioned according to 

the basic logic of the democratic parliamentary system: diplomat as a civil servant is subject 

to the Foreign Minister, who as a member of the Parliament is subject to the majority in the 

Parliament, and Parliament as a representative Assembly is subject to the will of the sovereign 

people.All in all, at that historic point it was stated and accepted that statesmen in their 

foreign policy performance and diplomats in their activity were bound to a democratic control 

of the people and therefore, had to provide for a certain transparency and also flexibility of 

their action  (Nicolson, 1988: 41-46).  

 

Hence, it is stressed that the electoral process itself represents the institutionalisation of public 

opinion in international relations. As in democratic societies foreign policy makers and 

diplomats became more and more related to the electorates and respectively, sensitive to 

public attitudes, public opinion took on a special role and comprehension in the field of 
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foreign affairs and diplomacy. 5 It was recognised as an important power even earlier on, 

described by Metternich as "a malevolent meteor hurled by divine providence upon Europe" 

or by Canning as "a power more tremendous than was perhaps ever yet brought to action in 

the history of mankind". (in Nicolson, 1988: 37).However, one warned of particular 

difficulties with public opinion as related to the formulation and implementation of foreign 

policy: the sovereign people are not wholly aware of their responsibilities; they do not have 

sufficient knowledge about the state of foreign affairs and particular issues; and they are 

primarily interested in domestic matters. As to such a view, democratic diplomacy was facing 

dangers of being delayed in its execution and of being imprecise in its formulation, which 

both could be damaging its basic efficiency and effectiveness. In addition, with the 

acknowledgement of the role by the free press, democratic diplomacy attempted to balance 

between the demands for publicity and needs for discretion (Nicolson, 1988: 46-50).   

 

The changes in the concept of diplomacy and its relation to the public altogether called for 

additional tasks of foreign service and diplomats. First and foremost, if the people were to 

exert democratic control over foreign policy, but not to obstruct its efficiency and 

effectiveness, one had to provide them with essential facts in digestible form. Here one 

stressed that work with the press was necessary, and abroad a new diplomatic post of a Press 

Attaché was conceived to carry out activities to this purpose. These were to maintain contacts 

with the local media, important opinion leaders and correspondents from home country, 

secure that the views of one's country are made public and that they obtain adequate publicity 

(Nicolson, 1988: 91). Furthermore, one already pointed to the possibility that press could be 

used to one's advantage, as a tool of persuasion or even propaganda. Such efforts to 

manipulate media coverage of foreign actors, events and policy issues were even more likely 

to succeed as foreign affairs were generally unobtrusive, i.e. the public was unlikely to have 

any direct experience with them, and information gathering about such issues was difficult 

(Manheim and Albritton, 1984: 643).  

 
                                                           
5 In fact, it is difficult to establish any direct relationships between public opinion, foreign policy and the conduct 
of diplomacy. Two contradictory lines of thought can be distinguisehd, the first arguing about the volatility and 
inadequacy of public opinion as a stable and effective foreing policy, whereas the second considers public 
attitudes quite stable and consistent over time and actually exercising a strong influence on foreign policy-
making (Risse-Kappen, 1991).Some authors claim that within the context of open diplomacy the analysis of 
public opinion is usually one-sided, taking into account only the impact of something called "the populace" on 
the statesman, the diplomat or the military leader. "Public opinion, however, is not an autonomous force; it is 
frequently organised by voluntary organisations or a specific political group" (Sofer, 1991: 73). Therefore, one 
should analyse public opinion and foreign policy, as well as diplomacy, as in the process of interaction, 
constructing each other through existent domestic coalitions and policy networks (Plavšak, 1996a). 
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Public diplomacy 
 

Through further expansion of communication technology and broader public participation in 

the process of foreign affairs, diplomacy became more and more tied down to international 

media and public opinion. In its democratic, public role diplomacy broadened its scope of 

action to include diverse spheres of life, not merely "high politics", to involve, besides 

officials and professionals, also other relevant actors, and to open up to various foreign 

publics. It attempted to strengthen the efficiency and effectiveness of one's foreign policy by 

means of a systematic, multi-fold communication. It expanded its functions within the 

concept of public diplomacy, defined as "the way in which both government and private 

individuals and groups influence directly or indirectly those public attitudes and opinion 

which bear directly another government's foreign policy decision." (Signitzer and Coombs, 

1992: 138).  

 

Whereas traditional diplomacy was based on formal relations between governments or 

government-to government communication, today governments speak and listen directly to 

the people also in other countries. In its efforts public diplomacy is designed to bypass the 

constraints of foreign governments and reach directly into the hearts and minds of foreign 

audiences. Public diplomacy activities include, for example, government video 

teleconferences for journalists, students and other interest groups, or student/cultural and 

international visitors’ exchanges (Alexandre, 1987: 30). Hereby, public diplomacy becomes 

an ever-widening arena that encompasses non-governmental organisations, multinational 

corporations, regional and local governments, academic institutions, media and other 

important players. Therefore, also "the actors in public diplomacy can no longer be confined 

to the profession of diplomats but include various individuals, groups and institutions who 

engage in international and intercultural communication activities which do have a bearing on 

the political relationships between two countries." (Signitzer and Coombs, 1992: 139) 

 

One can trace similarities with the public relations: pursuing common aims of influencing 

public opinion to advantages of one's organisation/government, targeting various groups in 

other countries, strategically planning for diplomatic (communication) activities etc. Public 

diplomacy strives for intensive exchange of information, neutralisation of clichés and 

prejudices about one's nation, popularisation of one's foreign policy and social system, 
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strengthening of one's country positive image.As such, its efforts overlap with the 

international public relations, defined as "a planned and organized effort of a company, 

institution or government to establish mutually beneficial relations with publics of other 

nations" (Wilcox et al., 1992 in Grunig, 1993: 143) or "efforts to improve the image of one's 

country in foreign country (-ies) by distribution of interest motivating information" (Kunczik, 

1993: 1). Both, public diplomacy and international public relations can work efficiently 

together toward rationalisation and synergy in transmission of relevant information about 

one's state and foreign policy. Thereby, they can complement each other in state promotion 

activities, by using "soft" methods of media and public relations, on one side and on the other, 

also "hard" methods of persuasion and propaganda, more or less covered in subtle forms of 

cultural, education, promotion etc. programmes.    

 

Nevertheless, public diplomacy is not merely a technique of state promotion, its basic content 

and quality is formulated and implemented foreign policy which cannot be merely 

compensated by means of public relations and advertising. The most important roles are 

played by credible and competent foreign affairs speakers who are involved with the policy 

decision making process. Efficient public diplomacy, responding in one voice, needs a 

strategic planning (recognition and solutions to open questions) and a systemic co-ordination 

of actors at the home Foreign Ministry, at embassies abroad and the other involved.6 Apart 

from official contacts with the host government, modern diplomats nurture relations with 

diverse opinion makers and multiplicators, important and interesting people from all walks of 

life. They work more and more in co-operation with media, not against or in competition with 

them, and in addition, they take on the task of persistent convincing with relevant arguments, 

in public and in the media.7 

 

Media diplomacy 

 

What is a modern diplomat's role in the times when "unmediated dialogue and information 

exchange between citizens from around the world occurs 24 hours a day" (Wriston, 1997 in 

Rothkopf, 1998: 328) and as "the media are increasingly a part of the process (if not the entire 

process) in the communication between governments and publics about international politics" 

                                                           
6 From a videoconference with Barry Fulton, Associate Director of USIA, and Tom Genton, Foreign Service 
Institute, US Embassy, Ljubljana, May 2001.   
7 "Oesterreichs Diplomaten im 21. Jahrhundert", Guest editorial by Ernst Sucharipa, Director of Diplomatic 
Academy in Vienna, Die Presse, 23 September 2000. 
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(Karl, 1982: 144 in Kunczik, 1993: 169)? The intense dynamics of media coverage in the last 

decade can be barely followed by the capabilities of foreign affairs actors to gather 

information, make a proper decision and inform the public on time. The story of the former 

Director of Communication to the former President Clinton, George Stephanopoulos about 

how himself, the National Security advisor and the President got to know about anti-Yeltsin 

coup in Summer 1996 from the CNN first, is more than illustrative under the heading "once 

again CNN beat the CIA." (Stephanopoulos, 1999: 212) In a similar way, NATO's spokesman 

Jamie Shea explains: "The ability of the media to dramatise events and create a global 

audience for a conflict puts policy makers under pressure to take decisions faster and with less 

time for reflection than at any previous time in human history." (Shea, 1999: 5) 

 

International television networks like CNN bring about "the constitution of a worldwide 

homogeneously time-zoned bios politikon, instantaneously affecting world wide political 

action or interaction via press conferences or public resolutions transmitted around the world" 

(Volkner, 1999: 3 in Thussu, 2000: 12). The world leaders and diplomats are aware that CNN 

became an independent force in international politics and an important opinion leader by itself 

and often acts, as formulated by previous UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, in the 

seat of "the 16th member of the Security Council". Therefore, they strive to take on its 

advantages or the so-called "CNN effect", i.e. televise its foreign policy and sell it to the 

public (Thussu, 2000: 13). For example these attempts were made by US Presidents from the 

early 1970s on: Nixon carefully choreographed his visit to China for primetime viewing back 

home, Carter's administration engaged in "verbal ping-pong" with Tehran, sending messages 

back and forth via the TV channels, Reagan converted "photo ops" into a science in his 

foreign visits (Gergen, 1991: 47). Clinton mastered the medium, sending carefully staged TV 

pictures of foreign affairs events, like a historic shake hand between Palestinian leader Jaser 

Arafat and Israeli Prime Minister Barak on the White House lawn (in Stephanopoulos, 1999).  

 

Even with extreme measures, use of force, and when leading a war, one is more or less 

involved with the media presentation and interpretation, and faces a particular phenomenon of 

media wars. In today's conflicts political leaders spend as much time explaining or justifying 

a conflict to their public opinion and to the media as they actually do running them. Thus, as 

stressed by communication lessons of the NATO intervention on FRY, one has to keep in 

control: "Leaders have to dominate the media and not be dominated by it. Successful conflicts 

cannot be media driven. Winning the media campaign is just as important as winning the 
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military campaign." (Shea, 1999: 8) Furthermore, one realises that "the realpolitik of the new 

era is cyberpolitik" in which the actors are no longer just states and raw power can be counted 

or fortified by information power. Internet technologies enable virtual communities to unite to 

counter government efforts, from use of violence to the closing off of existing media 

channels. These take their cases to the international court of public opinion, whose influence 

over states has grown as its means to reach an ever greater audience has multiplied. A world-

wide network is the key feature of the environment in which diplomats and generals operate 

(Rothkopf, 1997: 325-330).  

 

In this new democratic, media and communication driven environment, diplomacy not merely 

adapted to work with the media hand-in-hand, but also learnt how to manipulate the media, 

stepping toward a more active involvement and management of media and communication to 

one's country purposes and advantages guided by national interests. With the emergence of a 

so called media diplomacy and even medialised foreign policy, foreign policy decisions and 

diplomatic activity are more and more presented in news formats, also by pseudo events and 

personification (Kunczik, 1993: 169). Furthermore, "Western diplomacy has become 

sophisticated in packaging public information in a visually astute fashion and television 

networks, which often operate in a symbiotic relationship with authorities, tend to conform 

the geo-political agendas set by powerful governments" (Thussu, 2000: 5). To this point, 

during the Rambouillet talks between Serbian leaders and Kosovo Albanians in February 

1999, it was indeed metaphoric to see the exhausted faces of James Rubin, Spokesman of the 

State Department, and Christiane Amanpour, Chief Correspondent at CNN, in their private 

lives the happily married "Hollywood" couple, but each doing one's job on the opposite sides 

of the fence.   

 

Even government officials and PR experts are critical of themselves in this respect: "What too 

often counts is how well the policy will "play", how the pictures will look, whether the right 

signals are being sent, and whether the public will be impressed by the swiftness of the 

government's response - not whether the policy promotes America's long-term interests." 

(Gergen, 1991: 48-49) Some scholars argue that superficial daily news and media accounts 

cannot compensate for in-depth diplomatic reports, richer in information, sources, analysis 

and recommendations (Vukadinović, 1994: 248-249). Further more, others claim that the 

main functions of diplomacy have remained the same and that they represent one of the few 

stable foundations of international society. "It would not be surprising if this era was to be 
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characterised not as the age of diplomacy's decline, but as the century of diplomacy." (Sofer, 

1991: 78). Therefore, one calls also to the international public relations experts and 

practitioners, media consultants and spin-doctors working in the field of foreign policy 

alongside politicians and professional diplomats, not to merely apply different sophisticated 

techniques, but rather strive to fill in "the ideological vacuum of the 3rd millennium".8 

 

                                                           
8 Interview with Paddy Ashdown, ex-leader of the British Liberals, Die Presse, 23 November 2000.  
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Communicative potential of small diplomacies   

 

"No matter how convincing your strategic rationale for a given policy may be, it must, above 

all, be understood by a broader public, or else it may not be politically sustainable."9 

 

This paper looked into the genesis of diplomacy as a concept, shifting in its meaning and 

function toward final destinations of a medialised reality and a pure communicative action. It 

showed that diplomacy became more or less media formatted and instrumented by 

communication, however, its basic content remains foreign policy as a way of how national 

interests of a particular country are formulated, implemented and co-ordinated in relation to 

other countries. Modern diplomats are locked in a specific relation of inter-dependency where 

they rely on media transmitted information, on one side and on the other, use media as 

efficient communication means supplementing the classical diplomatic channels. Given such 

a situation, diplomatic profession nowadays resembles the profession of a public affairs 

practitioner, as it implements reasoning, tools and techniques of media and public relations. 

At this point it should be stressed again that in diplomacy, like in public relations, one should 

first and foremost be clear on what one wants to communicate, i.e. on the message, based on 

particular foreign affairs positions and shaped by public perceptions, at home and abroad.  

 

Where does Slovenia stand in respect to the concepts and trends described in this paper? A 

small country, with limited resources and human capital, and with merely ten years of 

statehood, independent foreign policy and diplomatic experience, is probably not comparable 

to elaborated systems of (public) diplomacy in powerful Western countries like United States 

or Germany. Due to its size determinants, Slovenia's positioning in international affairs is 

specific, and also potential ways in which its foreign policy can be efficiently implemented 

and communicated differs from the others.  

As at the start Slovenia was "a nation without an image and known identity" (Serajnik, 1998: 

687), today it is widely recognised as a stable, prospective country in the Central Europe, 

proved to be able to take on a role of "an exporter of stability" to the region, a mediator and 

"an honest broker" in international community. The pictures and the words of the former US 
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President Clinton during his visit to Slovenia on 21 June 1999 bear historic importance of 

communicating Slovenia’s role in the world: “We must build a Europe with no frontline states 

- a Europe undivided, democratic, and at peace for the first time in history. And Slovenia can 

lead the way.”10 One can claim that within the multilateral international organisations Slovene 

diplomacy made an excellent use of its smallness and unproblematic position and can profit 

even more within the EU integration processes (in Jazbec, 2001). The CFSP framework 

provides it, as an associated country, with an equal participation in the established co-

ordination and communication practices which can contribute to rationalisations in the 

diplomatic apparatus. All in all, the very ability to communicate competently in the 

international affairs can importantly add up to the soft powers of Slovenia's cultural, 

civilisational and economic achievements, which exceed the physical power of the state.11   

 

In order to compensate for its limited scope and power, Slovene diplomacy should work 

toward being more transparent, inclusive and communicative - it should build networks on all 

levels to include all relevant actors and provide for a synergy of diverse efforts in the field of 

public diplomacy and international public relations. Special attention should be devoted to 

media related work: work of Slovene diplomats to a great extent relies on international media 

reporting, and the international media in turn, can importantly strengthened Slovene foreign 

policy positions. Here one observes that Slovene foreign policy actors tend to often use the 

domestic media as a communication channel and also, a testing variable, while Slovene media 

seem to be increasingly interested to perform as official representatives (and defenders) of 

Slovene national interests. Further more, communication and messages by Slovene diplomats 

and foreign policy actors should be based on thorough analysis and well thought foreign 

policy formulations, on one side, and any foreign policy decision should take into account 

also public opinion and communication aspects. As there exists a stronger need for each and 

every single Slovene diplomat to integrate traditional diplomatic functions alongside the 

communication and media related functions, it is very important to educated future 

professionals not only in international relations and foreign affairs, but also train them in 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
9 NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson in a speech "Communicate", Erasmus University, Rotterdam, 23 
April 2001.  
10 Remarks by President Clinton, Congress Square, Ljubljana, 21 June 1999.  
At http://clinton.hal.si/eng/clf01_3.html 
11 Dimitrij Rupel, Foreign Minister of Republic of Slovenia, at a lecture “Unions and Disunions”, Faculty of 
Social Sciences, Ljubljana, 17 January 2001. At http://www.gov.si/mzz/eng/index.html 
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media and public relations.12 At the same time one should provide that media and public 

relations practitioners get actively involved in foreign affairs and diplomatic activities, also by 

rotating in their job positions at the Foreign Ministry and the Slovene embassies abroad.    

 

While attempting to position the Slovene diplomacy within the current trends of the 

international community and the communication society, one can only conclude that these of 

an advantage to the diplomacy of a small, but perspective country - its shortcomings in 

physical powers can be even better compensated by soft powers of communication. A 

Slovene diplomat, connected to the world-wide-web, providing a stronger bridge with media 

and the public, and being overall synergic and integrative in his/her communication function, 

can be even more efficient and effective in making the Slovene foreign policy voice heard, 

recognised and followed around the world. .    

                                                           
12 A proposal by the Department of International Relations, Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Ljubljana, 
to the Slovene Foreign Ministry includes a workshop “Public Diplomacy and International Communications”, to 
be on the curriculum of the Diplomatic Academy in the upcoming academic year.  



 

 

14

14

 

Bibliography 

 

Alexandre, Laurien (1987): In the service of the state: public diplomacy, government media 

and Ronald Reagan. Media, Culture and Society, Vol. 9, 29-46. 

 

Barston, R.P. (1988): Modern Diplomacy. London, New York: Longman.  

 

Gergen, David R. (1991): Diplomacy in a Television Age. The Dangers of Teledemocracy. In 

Simon Sertafy (ed.): The Media and Foreign Policy. New York: St.Martin Press.  

 

Grunig, James E. (1993): Public Relations and International Affairs. Effects, Ethics and 

Responsibility. Journal of International Affairs, 47 (1), 137-162. 

 

Hannay, David (2000): Europe's Common Foreign and Security Policy. Year 1. European 

Foreign Affairs Review 5, 275-280.  

 

Heusgen, Christoph (2000): The EU Foreign, Security and Defence Policy Planning and Early 

Warning Unit. Challenge Europe - On-line Journal of the European Policy Centre (Brussels).  

At http://www.theepc.be/Challenge_Europe/text/memo.asp?ID=526 

 

Jazbec, Milan (2001): Diplomacies of new small states. London: Ashgate. 

 

Joergensen, Knud Erik (1999): Modern European Diplomacy. A Research Agenda. Journal of 

International Relations and Development, Vol. 2 (1), 78-96. 

 

Kevin, Deidre (2001): Coverage of the European Parliament Elections of 1999. National 

Public Spheres and European Debates. Javnost, Vol. 8 (1), 21-38.  

 

Kunczik, Michael (1993): Public Relations fuer Staaten. Die Imagepflege von Nationen als 

Aspekt der internationalen Kommunikation: Zum Forschungsstand. 164-184 

 

Kunelius, Risto, and Sparks, Colin (2001): Problems with a European Public Sphere. 

Introduction. Javnost, Vol. 8 (1), 5-20.  



 

 

15

15

 

Lose, Lars G. (2001): Communicative Action and the World of Diplomacy. In Karin M. 

Fierke and Knud Erik Joergensen (ed.): Constructing International Relations. The next 

generation, 179-201. Armonk, New York: M.E.Sharpe.  

 

Macomber, William B. (1991): First-Rate People, Third-Rate System. In William C. Olson 

(ed.): The Theory and Practice of International Relations. 78-83. New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  

 

Manheim, Jarol B., and Albritton, Robert B. (1984): Changing National Images: International 

Public Relations and Media Agenda Setting. The American Political Science Review, Vol. 78, 

641-657. 

 

Monar, Joerg (2000): The Case for a Diplomatic Academy of the European Union. European 

Foreign Affairs Review 5, 281-286.  

 

Nicholson, Harold (1988; 1939): Diplomacy. Washington: Institute for the Study of 

Diplomacy, Georgetown University.  

 

Olson, William C. (1991; 1960): The Theory and Practice of International Relations. New 

Jersey: Prentice Hall.  

 

Palmer, John (2000): Europe in the world - Growing up at last. Challenge Europe - On-line 

Journal of the European Policy Centre (Brussels).  

At http://www.theepc.be/Challenge_Europe/text/memo.asp?ID=277 

 

Plavšak, Kristina (1996a): Why do small states want to join the European integration? 

Responses of Austria, Norway and Switzerland to the EC challenge. Research paper, 

Columbia University-School of International and Public Affairs, New York. 

 

Plavšak, Kristina (1996b): Implementation of Common Foreign and Securtiy Policy of the EU 

in the framework of the United Nations.Coordination of positions on the UN reform and its 

implications. Research paper, Columbia University & Mission of the Republic of Slovenia to 

the United Nations, New York. 

 



 

 

16

16

Plavšak, Kristina (1994): Evropska identiteta v skupnem avdiovizualnem prostoru (European 

identity in the common audiovisual area). Teorija in praksa, vol.31 (7-8), 708-717. 

 

Rangarajan, L.N. (1998): Diplomacy, States and Secrecy in Communications. Diplomacy & 

Statecraft, Vol. 9 (3), 18-49. 

  

Risse-Kappen, Thomas (1991): Public Opinion, Domestic Structures, and Foreign Policy in 

Liberal Democracies. World Politics, Vol. 43, 479-512.  

 

Rothkopf, David J. (1998): Cyberpolitik: The Changing Nature of Power in the Information 

Age. Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 51 (2), 325-359. 

 

Serajnik Sraka, Nada (1998): Kako komunicira država z mednarodnimi javnostmi: primer 

Slovenije (How a state communicates with the international publics: case of Slovenia). 

Teorija in praksa, 35 (4), 686-701. 

 

Shea, Jamie (1999): The Kosovo Crisis and the Media. Reflections of a NATO Spokesman, 

Address to the Summer Forum on Kosovo organised by the Atlantic Council of the UK and 

the Trades Union Committee for European and Transatlantic understanding. Reform Club, 

London, 15. July 1999.  

 

Signitzer, Benno H. and Coombs, Timothy (1992): Public Relations and Public Diplomacy. 

Conceptual Convergences. Public Relations Review, 18 (2), 137-147.  

 

Sofer, Sasson (1991): Debate Revisited: Practice over Theory? In William C. Olson (ed.): The 

Theory and Practice of International Relations, 65-78. New Jersey: Prentice Hall.  

 

Solana, Javier (2000): Developments in CFSP over the past year. Challenge Europe - On-line 

Journal of the European Policy Centre (Brussels).  

At http://www.theepc.be/Challenge_Europe/text/memo.asp?ID=180 

  

Stephanopoulos, George (1999) All Too Human. A Political Education. Boston, New York, 

London: Little, Brown and Company.   

 



 

 

17

17

Thussu Kissan, Daya (2000): Media Wars and Public Diplomacy. Javnost/The Public, Vol.7 

(3), 5-18. 

 

Vukadinović, Radovan (1994): Diplomacija. Strategija političnih pogajanj. (Diplomacy. The 

Strategy of Political Negotiations). Ljubljana: Arah Consulting.  

 

Wilcox, Dennis L., Ault, Philip H and Agee, Warren K. (1998): Public Relations Strategies 

and Tactics, Fifth Edition, Addison Wesley Longman, Inc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 


	Ljubljana, 31 January 2002

