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INTRODUCTION
Actuality of theme. Programs in the field of information, culture and education, used in the foreign policy of states, and usually defined by the term public diplomacy, are currently undergoing a new round of development and attention from governments, various non-state international actors and experts. This state of affairs is due to several factors. The most important of them is the recognition by all states and non-state actors of the fact that the skillful and active use of cultural diplomacy programs can ensure the implementation of such political and economic tasks as expanding the sphere of influence, searching for sales markets, increasing the country’s prestige, etc. 

The second factor in the popularity of public diplomacy programs among actors of the system of international relations is the rapid development of information technologies in the form of the spread of the Internet, which served as an impetus for the development of a new method of influencing foreign society through active Internet bloggers and users of social networks. This method was adopted by the leading states that are developing the so-called digital diplomacy, which, in turn, prompted the expert community to further comprehend the methods of public diplomacy. 

The third factor of the new wave in the development of public diplomacy was the widespread dissemination of new scientific concepts in this area, which gained popularity not only in the academic community, but also among politicians, journalists and the general public interested in foreign policy issues. New concepts of “soft power”, the brand of the nation and strategic communication have become the basis for generalizing and rethinking the historical experience of implementing public (cultural) diplomacy, as well as for discussions on the development of modern public diplomacy in different countries.
The fourth factor in the actualization of this diplomatic instrument is ideological war, which returns the programs of public diplomacy to the asset of foreign policy in order to expand its influence and improve its image.
Theoretical aspects phenomenon of cultural diplomacy as a tool for spreading and strengthening “soft power” is explored in the works of one of the classics of the theory of international relations, J. Nye. The study of the evolution of the very concept of “cultural diplomacy” has already become a classic work of the famous American scientist N. Calla. The features of the evolution of the theoretical foundations and practice of cultural diplomacy are analyzed in the works of J. Melissen, E. Gilboa, W. Roberts, J.R. Kaley, J. Berridge, A. Henrikson, C. Burns, K. J. Ayhan. Changes in the characteristics of traditional cultural diplomacy, the evolution of the expansion of its subject field are considered in the studies of N. Snow, R.S. Zaharna, P. van Ham, E. Guidzha, S. Mueller, J. Pumment, B. Gregory. La Porte, G. Lee and K. Eichen. But there is still no modern research on the issue of cultural diplomacy and its influence in the aspects of the formation of the modern structure of international relations between countries, which became the reason for the thesis.
Purpose and tasks of research. The purpose of the diploma thesis is identify the features of the use of cultural diplomacy programs at the stages of the foreign policy of the United States and Ukraine from 2019 to 2020.
Based on the research purpose, set in the work the following tasks:

· to analyzed the terms of “cultural diplomacy”: evolution and main definitions;
· to describe the theories, concepts and models of US cultural diplomacy: stages of development in international relations and political communication;
· to evaluate the models of political communication in the study of US cultural diplomacy;
· to study of the main stages of the emergence of US cultural diplomacy; 
· to research the institutional Change in US Cultural Diplomacy and using the Agency for International Development as a mechanism for democracy promoting; 
· to participate of US Cultural Diplomacy in Political Processes and Color Revolutions;
· to determine the revision of Cultural Diplomacy: Searching for a New Strategy and Erosion of the Mechanism of US Cultural Diplomacy;
· to propose the Digital Diplomacy: US Cultural Diplomacy Projects Through the Internet.


The research object is the cultural diplomacy of the United States, its main manifestations and mechanisms

The subject of research is theoretical and practical aspects of cultural diplomacy the United States and its main manifestations in relation to Ukraine.

Research Methods. This research is based on theoretical and methodological ideas of constructivism and the neoliberal concept of “soft power”. The reason the author uses the theory of constructivism is that, firstly, it disputes (but does not reject) the rigid-force determinism of the logic of international behavior / interaction of states. Material forces, as the well-known constructivist A. Wendt writes, are constituted by actors in accordance with a meaning defined for them (actors). Secondly, constructivism, especially its communicative-reflexive and cooperation-oriented idea of intersubjectivity, quite well describes the content elements of modern public diplomacy, justifying the need for dialogism and understanding of others in order to form one’s positive perception. Supporters of constructivism consider the implementation of public diplomatic activity as a social interaction, in which it is important to understand the identity and culture of the addressees. Constructivists proceed from a variety of states that have their own unique perception of the world, different from other cultures and values. A positive perception of this diversity, that is, understanding “others” without denying their right to their own identity, is the key to creating a stable world and relationships.

The information base of the research were legislative and regulatory acts of US, official materials of National Institute of Statistics of US, annual reports of World Bank, Regional Economic Outlooks of International Monetary Fund, Yearbooks of the National Bank of US, official materials of Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry for the Economy, Planning and Public Investment of US, articles, books and scientific literary sources on topic of the cultural diplomacy.

Scientific novelty of the results consists the scientific novelty of this study is due to the purpose, objectives, as well as a new source base, the thesis presents the development of US cultural diplomacy, some elements of the conceptual apparatus of cultural diplomacy, its levels and forms are clarified, and mechanisms of cultural diplomacy in development are proposed international cooperation between the USA and Ukraine.

The practical significance of getting results. A number of concepts and terms, as well as many empirical data that were studied made it possible to establish that the United States uses cultural diplomacy to solve foreign policy problems, and the conclusions proposed by this study are used in domestic and foreign historiography on cultural diplomacy, cultural imperialism, etc. Can be used to develop a strategy for cultural diplomacy.

Positions presented for protection. All scientific results that are contained in diploma thesis and submitted to the protection are obtained by the author personally. 


The structure and scope of thesis. Diploma thesis total volume is 66 pages, consists the introduction, three chapters, conclusions, lists of used literature of 159 titles. Diploma thesis is illustrated with 8 figures that are posted at 8 pages and contains 2 tables at 2 pages.
CHAPTER 1

CULTURAL DIPLOMACY OF THE UNITED STATES AND ITS CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS IN A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

1.1. The term “cultural diplomacy”: evolution and main definitions

Today there are dozens of variants of the definition of the term “cultural diplomacy”. For our research, we have selected those definitions that have received recognition among scientists, experts and practitioners of US public diplomacy. “Cultural diplomacy” has a long history of entering political, diplomatic and scientific discourses. This expression first appeared in the New York Times in 1871 in an article that described the discussions in the US Congress on the possible secret annexation of the Spanish colony in the territory of the modern Dominican Republic. 

During these discussions in Congress, the expression “cultural diplomacy” was used as a contrast between secret diplomacy and the foreign policy of the US administration. Subsequently, the First World War, secret diplomacy of European powers and the subsequent declassification of Foreign Ministry documents in Germany and, finally, the famous speech of US President W. Wilson at the Versailles Conference on the need for a new open and multilateral diplomacy assigned the term “cultural diplomacy” a modern form of diplomatic activity under the control of society. However, many experts who have published articles on international politics have used the term to describe activities aimed at revealing diplomatic secrets [1].
In the 1950s, when communication mechanisms such as radio and television began to be used for foreign cultural policy and propaganda, the term “cultural diplomacy” began to migrate from describing diplomatic and journalistic practices to referring to government actions in the field of information policy in the international arena. In 1953, the well-known expert, scientist and public figure of the United States W. Lippman in his column in the Washington Post combined three concepts – public diplomacy, propaganda and psychological operations – into a single term “cultural diplomacy”. Finally, in 1965, E. Gullion [2], the dean of the School of International Relations at the University of Taft in the United States, put forward his definition of cultural diplomacy, which scholars usually indicate in their writings as the first definition of cultural diplomacy tabl 1.1. 
Table 1.1

Representations of Cultural Diplomacy as Discourses
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Table 1.1: Representations of Cultural Diplomacy as Discourses

Discursive issues Soft Power Nation Branding Cosmopolitan
Constructivism
Instrumentality Power Marketing Culture
Security Protection-Promotion Promotion Exchange
Spatiality International Global International/Global
Directionality One-way One-way/two way Mutual-plurality
Public/private Mainly public Mainly private Mainly public

In the expository cases (chapters four and five) I use these concepts to explain
how Sweden and Mexico construct their cultural diplomacies, paying particular
attention to cultural diplomacy and discursive practices. I also want to stress the
fact that this debate goes beyond the exchange-promotion-advertisement triad
that traditionally defines the field in rather restrictive terms.

1.2. Diplomacy: The Public and Representations





Sourse: [composed by author]

Gullion defined cultural diplomacy as a set of projects by the US News Agency and said literally the following: “Cultural diplomacy influences the attitude of foreign target audiences to foreign policy; it fosters public opinion in other countries; it establishes communication between diplomats and journalists; and it creates intercultural communication” [3]. From this definition, it is clear that cultural diplomacy related more to the informational activity of the United States or to the activity that is today called political communication, and not to projects in the field of culture and education. This definition of E. Gullion firmly entered the historiography of the issue and the scientific turnover, since he turned out to be the first expert who was able to separate the “positive” information activity of the United States from propaganda [4]. 
At that time, propaganda received a significant number of criticisms from the American academic community as an informational activity in the United States, carrying something negative for building mutual understanding in the world. As a result, public diplomacy began to mean, first of all, the information activity of the United States aimed at achieving the same goals that formally stood before the programs of culture and education: building long-term relations between countries, spreading a positive image of the United States, etc.
However, over the next 30-40 years, the term “cultural diplomacy” was rarely used in scientific and practical activities (although, for example, there was a commission under the President of the United States called the “Commission on Cultural Diplomacy”), and the definition given by E. Gullion created broad framework for the interpretation of US foreign policy in the field of culture, education and information. Until the end of the Cold War, discourse on US foreign cultural policy dominated both theory and practice [5]. 

This state of affairs was facilitated by the harshly negative attitude of many American cultural figures and politicians to the term “cultural diplomacy”, which implied, in their opinion, elements of propaganda and mistrust. Many experts insisted that information activities and “cultural diplomacy” in the United States should be strictly separated from cultural and educational programs so as not to “harm” the latter. As a result, the term “cultural diplomacy” was rarely used, and there was the concept of “cultural diplomacy”, which defined the activities of the Department in the field of culture and education of the State Department. 

At the same time, there was the concept of “information programs” of the United States, which was used to describe the activities of the United States Information Agency. In the 1990s, as a new generation of experts in US cultural diplomacy emerged, and theories about political communication and marketing concepts entered US foreign policy, the term “cultural diplomacy” began to dominate practice and research. But so far there is no general stable definition of this term. Various fields of knowledge – history, international relations, political communication, marketing, anthropology, sociology, etc. – offer their own vision of this term.
In the early 2000s. specialists in the field of international relations have given their own definition of the term. Cultural diplomacy has come to be defined as a way of shaping foreign public opinion in order to achieve the desired geopolitical goals of a sponsor. The famous scientist J. Nye expanded this interpretation of the term, including the provisions on “soft power” developed by him [6; 7; 8]. He points out that cultural diplomacy is a means of promoting the “soft power” of the state, which, in turn, has three sources: the values of domestic politics and social order, the culture of the country and foreign policy.

Therefore, public diplomacy is concerned with the promotion of these three sources of “soft power” of the state through three methods. The first method is daily communication with a foreign audience to explain the foreign policy of the state. The second method is the implementation of campaigns aimed at promoting the brand of the state. The third method is projects aimed at building equal relationships between countries. In addition, in the 2000s. experts in the field of political communication have proposed the following definitions of the term “cultural diplomacy” fig 1.1.
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propaganda or commercial). They both operate under the diplomacy proper, and
connect in their interests to reach out foreign societies in other nations.

Figure 1.1. Comparing Cultural and Public Diplomacies
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2 The tendency in many ministries, however, is to see cultural diplomacy as a subsidiary field of
public diplomacy. Margaret J. Wyszomirski says that “Generally speaking, the two major compo-
nents of public diplomacy are: information policy and cultural/educational programs. Cultural and
educational diplomacy emphasizes exchanges of persons and ideas that directly involve a relatively
small number of people and 1s concerned with promoting long-term mutual understanding between
peoples” (2003: 1).





Fig. 1.1. Comparing Cultural and Public Diplomacies. Sourse: [composed by author]

One of them argues that public diplomacy has three dimensions: the first refers to how states or non-state actors understand foreign cultures, attitudes or behavior of foreign states; the second dimension concerns the building of relations between countries; the third dimension is the influence on the opinions and behavior of the foreign target audience. All these dimensions relate to the communication function of public diplomacy, and from this position, educational, informational, cultural projects of public diplomacy, as well as its projects in the field of promoting a positive brand, are communication, i.e., aimed at building a dialogue [9; 10; 11]. 
Another definition of cultural diplomacy within political communication refers to its three elements: information, influence, and engagement. Information projects are a response to information or misinformation coming from the foreign public. Such programs have a short-term effect. Influence is a long-term campaign aimed at gradually changing the opinion or attitude of an overseas target audience on a particular issue. Finally, engagement is about building long-term partnerships between countries.
Other fields of knowledge – history or anthropology – also give their definitions of the term “cultural diplomacy”. Historians continue to debate the identity and difference between the terms “public diplomacy” and “cultural diplomacy”. This broad and long-standing discussion boils down to two points of view today. 
The first asserts that the term “public diplomacy” is synonymous with the term “cultural diplomacy”, since both diplomacy has political goals and is aimed at shaping public opinion abroad. 
The second point of view tends to the opinion that it is necessary to separate “public” and “cultural” diplomacy, since the public one often implements political projects, is engaged in propaganda, and diplomacy in the field of culture is aimed at establishing stable, equal, long-term and bilateral relations between countries. 
Today, the definition of the American scientist N. Kull stands out among historians. He points out that public diplomacy is cultural projects, exchange programs, short-term information campaigns (advocacy), international broadcasting and monitoring of foreign public opinion (listening). The novelty in this definition of public diplomacy is two components – information campaigns (advocacy) and monitoring of foreign public opinion (listening) [12; 30; 100]. 
N. Kull argues that today the effectiveness of public diplomacy depends on the existence of a dialogue between the government of one country and a foreign society. The establishment of this dialogue is possible if the government studies all the signals, assessments, opinions coming from the foreign society. This is the process of a kind of “listening” to the opinions expressed by the opposite side. This is followed by a reaction in the form of information campaigns (advocacy) in order to correct their image in a foreign society and a dialogue with those who express negative and positive judgments. The significance of N. Kull’s works lies in the fact that he introduced into scientific circulation the idea of dialogue in cultural diplomacy as a new way to increase its effectiveness [13; 45; 98].
In other words, historians who use the term “public diplomacy” rather than “cultural diplomacy” in their research are inclined to combine all forms and methods of the two variants of diplomacy into one concept – public diplomacy. We also conclude that the term “public diplomacy” can be used as a framework and broad concept to describe the activities of the US government in the international arena in areas such as culture, education and information. 

Cultural, educational, and information projects have: similar political goals, which are defined by the US government; a single source of funding – the US federal budget; the same agencies that implement programs in three areas (Department of State, Agency for International Development), etc. 

It should be noted that experts in the field of political communication present public diplomacy as a means of establishing communication between the US government and foreign audiences. By creating a channel of interaction, public diplomacy primarily carries out informational impact on foreign participants in this communication. Historians, culturologists and anthropologists interpret the term more broadly, including in public diplomacy traditional forms of diplomacy in the field of culture – exchange programs, exhibitions, sports diplomacy and the dissemination of cultural values of the state abroad [14; 88; 132]. 
This definition of “public diplomacy” more accurately reflects the activities of the US government in this area. Therefore, in this study we will follow the terminology used by historians in the study of public diplomacy. However, due to the variety of definitions, we will operate with the following definition. US public diplomacy is a government mechanism aimed at the implementation of US foreign policy objectives and includes such methods as: 1) information projects (propaganda); 2) educational and cultural exchanges; and 3) projects on the Internet (US digital diplomacy) [15; 90; 159].
Having defined the term “public diplomacy”, let us now dwell on the evolution of the conceptual framework, principles of study and discourse of public diplomacy. The theoretical understanding of public diplomacy began around the late 1950s – early 1960s, when a certain empirical material was accumulated about the actions of the US government in this area fig 1.2. 
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Fig. 1.2. Identity influencing Representations and Cultural Diplomacy. Sourse: [composed by author]

Then the discourse about foreign cultural policy or cultural diplomacy dominated among scholars. In the following decades, in such fields of knowledge as international relations, history, American studies, international humanitarian relations, sociology, as well as marketing and political communication, several concepts of US public diplomacy were formed, which interpret its goals and results in different ways. Since the late 1950s. historical science explores the historical background, foreign policy goals and the strategy of public diplomacy. Researchers tend to use concepts such as “foreign cultural policy”, “cultural diplomacy”, “people’s diplomacy” to analyze US projects in the field of culture, education, information, sports, etc. [16; 92; 136].
In the 1960s – 1980s. specialists in the field of cultural studies, sociology and anthropology joined the study of American cultural diplomacy. Within the framework of cultural and anthropological research, scientists have been studying the issue of the final results of public diplomacy programs. “Recipients” of programs, ie foreign states and societies, are the main objects of research. Proponents of this approach use concepts such as “cultural imperialism”, “Americanization” and “mutual cultural exchange” in their research. In sociological research, the topic of the influence of the United States on foreign states through education attracts attention. The most actively involved in the study of this topic are supporters of critical sociology and neo-Marxism. Critical Sociology, in particular, argues that US public diplomacy educational programs are the most effective tool for exercising influence on society, both domestically and internationally, by the federal government.
In the 1990s – 2000s. political scientists and internationalists have also made their contribution to the theoretical understanding of the nature of US public diplomacy. In the study of international relations, specialists rely on such theories as realism, neoliberalism and constructivism. Realism, as well as the concepts of “soft” and “smart” power, which were created by supporters of the illiberal school, and in addition, the ideas of constructivism about the need to understand the culture of “others” to form a harmonious international order today dominate the science of international relations [17; 29]. 
In the 2000s. representatives of such areas of scientific knowledge as political communication and marketing began to study the principles of public diplomacy, image and brand. Proponents of the communication approach argue that public diplomacy is about building dialogue and establishing communication with a foreign community, and therefore strategies for establishing communication between the US government and foreign citizens are most important. A new reading of the term “propaganda”, the understanding of public diplomacy as a short-term information mechanism, a model of monologue, dialogue public diplomacy, etc. began to dominate among specialists who consider themselves to be in such an area of knowledge as political communication [18; 40]. Marketing professionals believe that the concepts of “national brand” and “competitive identity” explain much of the nature of modern public diplomacy. Public diplomacy programs have an impact on the promotion of a positive brand and image of the state in the international arena.

In the 21st century, under the influence of globalization processes and in the conditions of the formation of a new polycentric system of international relations, the concept of “soft power” of the state was considered as tools to increase the influence of states on world political processes, along with military-political weight and economic resources. In accordance with the concept of “soft power”, the author of which was the American political scientist J. Nye, it includes three basic components: the attractiveness of the state’s value system, the attractiveness of its culture, and the effectiveness of non-military mechanisms of foreign policy.
1.2. Theories, concepts and models of US cultural diplomacy: stages of development in international relations and political communication

Despite the popularity of the concept of “soft power”, there is a different conceptual framework in historical science, which is used to study public diplomacy in the United States and other countries. Concepts such as “foreign cultural policy” and “cultural diplomacy” have been used both in diplomatic practice and in scientific research for many years.
The English scholar J. Melissen defines the use of the discourse on foreign cultural policy in the study of public diplomacy in the United States and other countries: political campaigns to produce long-term results, not short-term, as propaganda suggests. In addition, J. Melissen argues that in modern international relations, the concept of foreign cultural policy includes such projects as the promotion of human rights and the values of democracy, free media and civil society [19; 65; 99]. In other words, many Western scholars began to perceive foreign cultural policy as a wide range of transmission of cultural values, which also apply to political institutions. They expanded the interpretation of the term “cultural diplomacy” [20; 33; 45].
Moreover, the discourse on “citizen” diplomacy (citizen diplomacy or people-to people diplomacy) also exists in historical research. The reason for using this term is the historical fact about the existence of a program called “People-to-people diplomacy”, which appeared in the 1950s. in the USA. 

The term “people’s diplomacy” includes academic, informational and cultural exchange programs and is characterized as one of the most important instruments of US foreign policy. Based on this, there is no fundamental difference between this term and public diplomacy. Nowadays, advocates of the public diplomacy discourse say that public diplomacy is a governmental mechanism, and truly independent programs of exchange and culture exist as an addition to state public diplomacy and need a special term – “public diplomacy” [69; 103; 155]. Researchers of traditional diplomacy argue that public diplomacy opens up great opportunities for the state. For example, those numerous families that host program participants at home build a network of trusting interpersonal relationships, which is used by officials to resolve interethnic conflict situations fig 1.3.
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Fig. 1.3. The triangular fixed-point observation model of cultural diplomacy: cultural exchange, business and diplomacy. Sourse: [composed by author]

Undoubtedly, the concepts of “foreign cultural policy”, “cultural diplomacy” and “people’s diplomacy” can be used in the study of the activities of the American government in the information, educational, cultural and sports spheres in the international arena. However, most historians exclude US information activities (projects in the field of international broadcasting, for example) as part of foreign cultural policy, cultural diplomacy, or people’s diplomacy. 
In addition, US information programs carry elements of cultural transmission and very often “serve” US cultural policy. Because of this, the information element should either be included in the concept of “US cultural diplomacy”, or “cultural diplomacy” as a term should be replaced by another term (“public diplomacy”), which more broadly interprets US activities in the field of culture, education, information, sports etc.
In the 1960s – 1980s. cultural diplomacy has become a topic of study not only by historians. Representatives of such fields of knowledge as cultural studies, anthropology and sociology joined the study of US public diplomacy [23; 96; 109]. The reason for the new wave in the study of this issue was the visible results of the United States in the field of culture, education, etc. around the world. 
Cultural diplomacy is not only part of US foreign policy. For researchers in the field of cultural studies, international relations in the humanitarian sphere, anthropology, etc., public diplomacy is a kind of cultural product that is perceived in a certain way by foreign recipients. Specialists who study US foreign policy in the field of culture or the spread of American popular culture determine another subject of research in this area – the degree to which public diplomacy programs affect recipients. Because of this, representatives of these areas of knowledge use a conceptual framework that differs from the historical, political science and communication approaches. 
The foreign state and society, their individual representatives, and not the American government and US foreign policy, are the main object of study here. As a rule, researchers pose the following questions: How is society changing in which popular American culture is spreading, and the US government actively involves the political elite in its programs? How to define the degree and scale of the US cultural influence in the world? Is the dominance of US culture cultural imperialism? To what extent does Americanization affect the main aspects of life in foreign society? Is there a mutual exchange between the culture of the United States and the culture of foreign society in the period of globalization? Based on the questions posed, researchers have developed three basic concepts that are the foundations for understanding US public diplomacy. The first and most popular concept is the concept of cultural imperialism. The second, which gained recognition after the end of the Cold War, is the concept of the steady Americanization of broad social strata of foreign states [113; 115; 121]. The third is the concept of mutual cultural exchange.
The concept of cultural imperialism. The concept of “cultural imperialism” appeared in the 19th century. thanks to the colonial policy of the British Empire. However, at that moment, the term had a positive connotation. After the First World War and the growing criticism of imperialism in general by such politicians as V. Wilson, “cultural imperialism” acquired a negative meaning, which was entrenched in encyclopedias. Today, the classical interpretation of the concept sounds like “the use of political and economic power to spread the cultural values of one state in another”. Concepts such as “pressure”, “control”, “disappearance of traditional values” are concomitant in discussions about US cultural imperialism [76; 93; 109]. 

Around the 1960s. the concept has firmly entered the scientific circulation, and, as a result, several areas of discussion have developed, which we combine into two groups. The first group of researchers are revisionists, Marxists and supporters of the theory of interdependence. They defend the classic definition of the term above. The second group of researchers is culturologists, globalists, anthropologists. Although they use the discourse on cultural imperialism, they raise the question of the legitimacy of using this term in modern studies of US public diplomacy. 
Revisionists and their followers (critics of the consensus theory of US historical development, Marxists, and supporters of the theory of interdependence) promote the classical interpretation of the term “cultural imperialism” in their studies of US foreign cultural policy. The views of this group of researchers date back to the 1960s. Thanks to a series of sensational articles on the role of the CIA in creating loyal intelligentsia and students in Western Europe, as well as the growing criticism of US foreign policy in the world from the “new left”, the term “cultural imperialism” is entrenched in scientific literature and journalism as an accusation against US politicians in unleashing the Cold War and using culture as an instrument of imperialism. Ch. Lash is perhaps the most prominent representative of this wave and uses the term to assess US interference in the cultural sphere of other states, arguing that expansion is not at all due to the need to protect the interests of democracy, but on the contrary, the defense of democracy is a cover for the implementation of the political goals of the American military machine [45; 94].
Followers of the revisionists began to use this term to assess US interference in the cultural sphere of other states. They argued that expansion was not driven by the need to defend the interests of democracy, but on the contrary, the defense of democracy was a cover for the realization of the political goals of the American military machine. Other followers of this interpretation are political economists and Marxists. Examining US policy in third world countries, such researchers as M. Karnoy, R. Arnov and E. Berman argued that the United States purposefully uses programs in the field of culture and education to exercise control over the societies of foreign countries in order to promote economic interests [23; 46; 50; 69]. These authors pointed out that the United States had purposefully reformed universities in Third World countries along the American lines and created a professional elite politically and intellectually oriented toward America.
Among such works, the books and articles of the English researcher M. Karnoy, who studied the spread of the Western style of education in third world countries, stand out. He was one of the first to argue that the educational policy of Western countries is aimed at reproducing certain social, economic and political structures and is a continuation of the colonial policy, which the researcher called neo-colonialism in the education system. Another stage in the development of the concept of “cultural imperialism” as a method of infiltration of US ideology into other countries can be called the scientific and journalistic works of the famous American philosopher and political thinker N. Chomsky, in many respects consonant with the works of the above researchers. According to N. Chomsky, it is “the education system that is a mechanism for realizing the imperial ambitions of the United States in foreign policy” [24; 47; 51].
Americanization concept. The classic definition of the term “Americanization” is as follows: it is a process of social and cultural adaptation to the standards of the American way of life. This term appeared in literature at the beginning of the 20th century, when the British journalist T. Stead published his famous book entitled “The Americanization of the World” [28; 38; 42]. In it, he stated that due to the strengthening of the economic, political and military power of the United States, Americanization will inevitably cover all countries of the world. 

Today, the concept is most often used by many European researchers who study US policy towards European countries. Many scientists, especially historians and anthropologists of the new wave, that is, generations of scientists who created their works after the end of the Cold War, in the wake of romantic moods, studying the process of Americanization of Western European countries, suggested moving away from the concept of cultural imperialism as outdated. The first radical departure from the interpretation of “cultural imperialism” began in the early 1990s. as part of a new scholarly discussion about a social, cultural or ideological “cultural cold war” [31; 44; 59]. 

This direction shifted the subject of studying the history of the Cold War from a macro-history about the relationship between states and governments to a micro-history about the fate of an individual who found himself in the epicenter of cultural confrontation. However, despite the lengthy debate about Americanization, scientists have not yet developed precise methods for studying or even measuring the Americanization of a European country. How can one prove that Germany, for example, was more Americanized than Sweden? Or is it legitimate to raise the question of the Americanization of Europe if many countries, such as France, pursued a policy of containing the spread of American values? Moreover, the supporters of this concept have not yet resolved the question of how to separate the processes of Americanization from the processes of globalization or the policy of cultural imperialism [35]. Or: what clusters of Americanization of European society should be investigated from the point of view of the greatest or the least Americanization? The question of the degree of Americanization, despite its weak methodological elaboration, is the most popular among researchers. 
However, scientists distinguish only two “degrees” of Americanization – full and partial. Hence, in the interpretation of the Americanization of Europe, the following areas of discussion can be distinguished. One part of the researchers defends the thesis of the complete Americanization of Europe, while the other argues that the process of Americanization was partial and it is necessary to raise the question of the Europeanization of American ideas, culture and ideology arriving from overseas.
Interesting is the work of the first group of researchers who argue that Americanization in Western Europe was one-sided. The activities of the American government and the spread of popular culture are seen as an attempt by the United States to form a consensus among the European political, economic, scientific and academic elite. If we summarize all the available facts about the actions of the United States in different spheres of European society, then we can conclude that all aspects of life are completely Americanized [36]. 
Washington was able to mobilize and re-create a political elite loyal to the United States in almost all European countries; the American style of management and business conduct was introduced in all significant industries in European countries; thousands of European businessmen and managers were educated in the United States; the higher education system was reformed through the introduction of new faculties, disciplines and textbooks [37]; Washington has skillfully drawn European intellectuals and youth into its sphere of political influence through the creation of scientific journals and the dissemination of mass culture.
The concept of mutual cultural exchange. In the mid-1990s. studies appeared that argued that the concepts of cultural imperialism and Americanization should be replaced by the theory of mutual cultural exchange, since the processes of globalization and the development of the Internet create the preconditions for the gradual elimination of many local traditions and cultures [38]. This concept was called in foreign literature the term cultural transfer, and in domestic studies – “dialogue of cultures” or “mutual cultural exchange”. Literally, this concept was defined as a process of mutual transfer of culture between countries. 
Thus, the American political scientist R. Pells, the American researcher J. Poiger, the Dutch historian R. Cruz and other scholars argue that the terms “Americanization” and “cultural imperialism” should be replaced by the concept of “cultural transmission” and thus removed from America is accused of the systematic expansion of ideology through government programs, and the reasons for the spread of American values must be sought in the phenomenon of globalization [40]. 
Many historians have come to argue that Americanization is the globalization of lifestyles, consumption, music, education, and so on, and that the process of cultural transfer is beyond the control of governments. Political scientists, considering the process of spreading Western education in developed countries (moreover, a monotonous curriculum and system of examinations are being formed), also call this process cultural transfer.
Today, this concept is used in studies related to the issue of cultural transfer from two positions: from the position of the one who transfers their cultural values (transmitter), and from the position of the recipients of these values (receivers) [41]. In such works, “cultural imperialism” or “Americanization” began to be interpreted as an objective dissemination of symbols of the civilized world, a consumer society along with the process of loss of traditional cultural values, and not as a cultural expansion of the United States [42]. “Global technological and economic progress diminishes the importance of traditional cultures, and therefore the word “imperialism” should be omitted, and instead it is necessary to use the term “global cultural change”, writes J. Tomlinson in his book [43]. 
From the point of view of J. Tomlinson that it is necessary to get rid of the discourse of cultural imperialism, the aforementioned French historian R. Kuisel also agrees in his latest work [44]. In his opinion, cultural imperialism requires the historian to agree that society is passive in the perception of American values, that is, does not resist external pressure, and the understanding of the term “Americanization” leads the historian to the idea that Americanization is part of the phenomenon of globalization.
The creators of the theory of the reproduction of cultural and social capital (concept of cultural and social reproduction) P. Bourdieu and J.-S. Passeron also argued that the education system is actively used by the government for the formation (reproduction) of social groups in society, the professional elite, which support specific values of culture and ideology (cultural code) [45]. The works of their followers analyze the process of using education as a political tool for creating a loyal society in countries such as the USA, Great Britain, China and others. So, N. A. Tsvetkova [46], exploring the Soviet and American approaches to the selection of foreign students for study in the universities of the USSR and the USA, tests the theory of the prominent French sociologist P. Bourdieu and comes to the conclusion that the American approach to the selection of students regarding the presence of leadership qualities and social ties with the elite of a foreign state turned out to be more effective than the Soviet principles of selecting students solely along the ideological line and belonging to the proletarian social strata.
1.3. Models of political communication in the study of US cultural diplomacy

In the 1990s – 2000s, while exploring issues related to US public diplomacy, representatives of such fields of knowledge as international relations and political science began to focus on the political goals and objectives of American public diplomacy. The main object of the study is the US government, which initiates the programs of this foreign policy instrument. These programs are seen as a tool for interaction between the “state” and the “foreign audience”. Public diplomacy acts as a means of attracting representatives of foreign society to American political culture. The ideas of realism, the neoliberal school and constructivism in the study of US public diplomacy have gained particular popularity.

Realism. Proponents of realism view public diplomacy as a strictly state policy instrument designed to address national security issues and influence the behavior of foreign governments. Public diplomacy, viewed within the framework of realism, has two major components [47]. The first component is the state as a principal actor of the world system and public diplomacy. The second component is ensuring national security as the main task of public diplomacy and foreign policy. The main target audience for such public diplomacy is not a foreign society, but a foreign government, whose behavior should be influenced by public diplomacy [48].
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Proponents of this discourse point out that the task of public diplomacy is to influence a foreign government by influencing a foreign society. Since war is one of the forms of solving national security problems, propaganda and psychological operations during war are the main form of public diplomacy [49]. During the period of peaceful development of international relations, public diplomacy acts as an instrument for promoting military and economic assistance to foreign countries.
Neoliberalism: the concept of “soft” and “smart” power. The term “soft power” was first coined by political scientist J. Nye in his book and articles, which were published in 1990 – “Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of American Power”. “Soft Power” and others [50]. However, its concept was based on the ideas of such scientists as P. Bakhrakh and M. Barats, who back in the 1960s. put forward the idea of the second face of power, but did not give a precise definition88. In the early 1990s. J. Nye’s ideas were not widely understood due to the popularity of the ideas of another political scientist – S. Huntington – about the confrontation and war of civilizations represented by Christian and Muslim [51]. But when the events of September 11, 2001 took place and “more positive ideas” were required to create a dialogue and interaction between civilizations, J. Nye’s approaches and concepts gained popularity and recognition among representatives of the political establishment of different countries. In his book “The Paradox of American Power”, published in 2003, the scientist has already developed the term “soft power” in more detail 89, and in a book published a year later – “Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics” – he shows how “soft power” relates to public diplomacy, in a separate chapter [52]. The concept of “soft power” appears as a means of influencing other states through attraction or interaction. He writes: “Soft power is the ability to convince others to want what you want – to co-opt people, not press them. Soft power is the ability to shape the preferences of others; soft power is not just influence, but only one of the sources of influence [53]. It is also the ability to lure and attract. “Literally its wording is as follows: “Soft power – getting others to want the outcomes that you want – co-opts people rather than coerces them. Soft power is the ability to shape the preferences of others; Soft power is not merely influence, though it is one source of influence. It is also the ability to entice and attract” [54].
From that moment on, the concept began to be widely used in works on foreign cultural policy, public diplomacy and propaganda. She has cemented various projects of public diplomacy and tied them together, which previously seemed unthinkable or even politically incorrect. The projects of apolitical cultural diplomacy, which for many years have been defended by American politicians and cultural figures as the opposite of propaganda, politics, etc., have become part of the concept of “soft power”. The latter began to be understood as a combination of culture, values, actions of the government and society, etc., which creates the attractiveness of one state, its policy in the eyes of the society of another state.
However, in the circles of political scientists, historians and practitioners of public diplomacy, there was a growing misunderstanding of how the concept of “soft power” relates to public diplomacy [55]. Very often, “public diplomacy” as a set of measures aimed at creating a positive image of the state in the international arena began to be replaced by the term “soft power”. Many practitioners and politicians did not see the difference between scientific concepts and real politics. Are public diplomacy and soft power interchangeable? Is public diplomacy an instrument of soft power politics? Are soft power politics and the concept called soft power synonymous? Such questions were topical in the period 2014-2017, when J. Nye’s ideas were widely supported in different parts of the world [56].
J. Nye published an article in which he clearly distinguished such concepts as soft power and public diplomacy. “Soft power,” as the ability of the state to shape the preferences of other countries, is based on three most important components: the culture of the state, the political values of the state, and foreign policy. Public diplomacy is designed to transfer (broadcast or sell) these three components to other countries. However, and most importantly, “soft power” exists outside of public diplomacy and outside governments and their intentions to use or not use the values of society (“soft power”) in foreign policy. Speaking about the United States, J. Nye clarifies that other sources of US “soft power”, in addition to culture, political values and foreign policy, are also aspects of US domestic policy, such as political structure, social behavior of Americans, attitudes towards minorities, technology and the economy. USA. All these constituent parts of “soft power” exist regardless of whether the practices of public diplomacy will “sell” them to other countries or not. 
Cultural diplomacy is a tool for mobilizing these sources of “soft power” to attract foreign audiences. She, according to J. Nye, attracts the foreign public to these values through international broadcasting, export of culture, exchange programs, etc. However, if the content of these sources of “soft power” is not attractive to other countries, then public diplomacy is not in forces to create “soft power” [57]. This is the main thesis of J. Nye, which is sometimes ignored by many scientists and practical experts. The latter believe that public diplomacy creates and spreads the “soft power” of the state, which is not the case: public diplomacy can only convey the values of the state, and not form their positive image if it is absent [58].
The concept of “smart power” served as the theoretical basis for the “new public diplomacy” of the United States, which came into practice at the end of the first decade of this century. The authors of this idea were the same Professor J. Nye and the former Deputy Secretary of State in the George W. Bush administration, Richard Armitage, who now acted as experts at the Center for Strategic Studies and International Relations [59]. In the spring of 2007, they prepared a recommendation for the future US administration called “A Smarter, More Secure America”. 

The concept of “smart power” is a combination of the concepts of “hard power”, that is, the concepts of coercion through military, political and economic power, and “soft power”, that is, influence without coercion. The new concept does not exclude the use of military or economic pressure, but special attention is paid to the creation and strengthening of partnerships and allies between the United States and other countries or some part of the foreign public, that is, public diplomacy should strengthen existing friendly alliances, and not promote the American image in those countries where this is not possible.
The concept of “smart power” in public diplomacy implies maintaining the US leadership’s brand and the US image as a country whose actions are aimed only at providing global good. This is not to say that this concept radically changes the strategy of public diplomacy or US foreign policy in general [60]. However, this concept presupposes new ways of implementing public diplomacy, among which network contacts, forums and Internet television occupy the most important place. In addition, this concept also provides for new regional priorities in US public diplomacy – this is a turn towards countries such as India and China.
Constructivism and Public Diplomacy. In the past few years, constructivist theory has brought new insights into the understanding of US public diplomacy or cultural diplomacy. Supporters of this theory argue that after the end of the Cold War, the emergence of numerous non-state actors in the international arena, their active participation in non-state public diplomacy influenced the emergence of the so-called new public diplomacy [61].
New public diplomacy began to be viewed by constructivists as a means of understanding a “different” culture, traditions of “others”, which leads to the formation of more humane relations between people and states. If neoliberalism, to which the concepts of J. Nye about “soft power” or “smart power” can be attributed, asserts that the transfer of social behavior, norms of international law from state to state can harmonize international relations or make them more predictable, then supporters of constructivism argue that each of the states has its own perception of the world, different from other cultures and values, and this diversity is the basis for creating a stable world and relations [62]. The main condition is the desire to understand “others” without denying their right to their own identity. And understanding is achieved through the programs of public diplomacy, or rather, through such a part of it, which is called “branding”.
Proponents of this approach argue that only constructivism creates real dialogue, mutual understanding and tolerance in relation to different cultures. Promotion of a positive image of one state in another is impossible without understanding and a positive attitude towards the culture and values of others [63]. 

Multilateral dialogue and interaction is the toolkit of public diplomacy or cultural diplomacy that is capable of promoting the image of one state in another. All other concepts, like “soft power”, distract experts from the idea of understanding other cultures and emphasize the importance of goals for the implementation of their values in other countries [65]. One of the leading adherents of the use of constructivism in understanding the nature of public diplomacy or foreign cultural policy – B. Gregory – points out that “public diplomacy is a tool used by both government agencies and non-governmental organizations to understand the diversity of cultures and the behavior of“ others ”, as well as to build and manage relationships with each other, and only the third function of public diplomacy is to influence the opinions and actions of other countries and societies [66]. 

Concluding the review of well-known theories of international relations and political science in the study of public diplomacy, one cannot fail to note the attempt by the Dutch expert in this field, G. Scott-Smith, to answer the question of the applicability of well-known theories of international relations to exchange programs. Which of the theories – realism, liberalism, the theory of regimes, constructivism or the concepts of A. Gramsci and others – can serve as a conceptual framework for studying educational exchange programs as part of public diplomacy?[67] Analyzing these theories, G. Scott-Smith comes to the conclusion that the most suitable concept is the ideas of constructivism, since political and cultural exchange, which is embedded in exchange programs, contributes to the formation of a more positive international climate and a decrease in the threat of war [68].
The most cited definition of cultural diplomacy is “the exchange of ideas, information, values, systems, traditions, beliefs and other aspects of culture in order to promote mutual understanding”. The ultimate goal is to build trust and maintain long-term relationships. Language teaching is under the umbrella of cultural diplomacy; exchange of students, teachers, scientists, etc .; export of cultural products such as films and songs; and holding exhibitions, concerts or other cultural events [69]. In contrast to the traditionally one-sided national cultural diplomacy, the institutions of global governance contribute to the emergence of a new multilateral form that personifies the new school of cultural diplomacy. Two international organizations stand out: Naciones Unidas and the European Union [70]. Typical example: UNESCO, which, as its own name suggests, is dedicated to the promotion of education, science and culture with the aim of promoting world peace. Another UN initiative is the Alliance of Civilizations, launched by Spain and Turkey in 2004. As a direct response to the 9/11 attacks, it promotes interfaith dialogue with the ultimate goal of allaying tensions between the West and the Muslim world. 

The most successful and well-known initiative of the European Union is undoubtedly Erasmus+, which since 2014 brings together all educational, training, youth and sports programs with a particular focus on mobility and accessibility [71]. To this should be added the Creative Europe program, which extends to neighboring countries, and the Network of National Institutes of Culture, which has recently begun creating European Houses of Culture, the multilateral equivalent of national cultural institutions. The private sector is increasingly committed to corporate social responsibility, and corporate cultural diplomacy can be seen as an improved version of it. Whether it is simply a response to consumer demand or, instead, genuine concern for the environment and local communities is of secondary importance as long as business has a positive impact. examples of companies that are strengthening their customer relationships through grants, exchanges, or volunteering include Deutsche Bank y British Petroleum.

Conclusions to chapter 1

History, international relations, political communication, cultural studies, anthropology, sociology and other sciences offer us a certain number of concepts that can be applied to the study of public diplomacy. All the analyzed concepts can be grouped into two groups regarding how they interpret the relationship between sponsors or initiators (givers or transmitters) of public diplomacy programs and recipients of these programs in other countries (recipients or receivers). 

The concepts used by specialists in the field of political science, international relations, political communication, marketing and sociology explain to a large extent the behavior of the sponsor (government) of public diplomacy programs, that is, those who send their programs to a foreign society. In the first group, we include supporters of neoliberalism (“soft” and “smart” power), constructivism, strategic communication, branding, propaganda and political indoctrination. They focus on the activities of the US government in the framework of public diplomacy. 

In the second group, we include concepts that are used by historians, cultural scientists or anthropologists and which explain to a greater extent the reactions of recipients of US public diplomacy programs in foreign countries. Supporters of cultural imperialism, Americanization, dialogue of cultures, as well as cultural diplomacy, although they raise questions about the actions of the US government to implement public diplomacy programs, nevertheless raise the question of the reaction of foreign society to these programs in the form of resistance or, conversely, in the form of a positive response. 
The concepts of the first group are applicable to the study of the goals of public diplomacy, while the concepts of the second group are applicable to the assessment of the final results of US public diplomacy. The second group of concepts assesses public diplomacy in a wider range and contributes to a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of the nature of this aspect of US foreign policy.
CHAPTER 2

ANALYSIS OF US CULTURAL DIPLOMACY AS A TOOL IDEOLOGICAL CONFRONTATION IN THE INTERNATIONAL ARENA

2.1.
Study of the main stages of the emergence of US cultural diplomacy
Period of the 1990s witnessed the most difficult events on the world stage. The disappearance of the USSR as the main ideological enemy of the United States, the collapse of the Eastern Bloc, the rapid democratization of the countries of Eastern Europe, the rapprochement between the United States and Russia and the emergence of new independent states on the territory of the former USSR became the basis for the transformation of US public diplomacy. Its programs and institutions have come to be perceived by American society as relics of the Cold War that must be destroyed or reformed. The US News Agency, the Agency for International Development and the Voice of America radio station were all overtaken in an instant, drawing criticism from Americans, congressmen and the media. 

During this period, these departments will go through profound transformations, cutbacks in funding from Congress, and eventually the Information Agency will be closed in 1999, and the international broadcasting programs of the Voice of America radio station will be significantly reduced. In general, US public diplomacy will go through a period of transformations in the 1990s – early 2000s. Many programs will be cut back as unnecessary in Latin America and the Middle East [72]. However, for the first time, American public diplomacy programs will be openly directed to the countries of the post-Soviet space for the implementation of only one task – building democracy. In addition, the Agency for International Development and its programs in the field of creating political parties, non-governmental organizations, training parliament and government deputies will receive a new impetus for expansion and dissemination in the CIS countries [73]. At the “demand” of US foreign policy, Russia, Ukraine and Georgia will become priority states in public diplomacy.
The events related to US public diplomacy, which will be subject to analysis and assessment in this chapter, are united by one important thread: they were the reaction of the US government to an external political or ideological threat. It turned out that it was not the internal needs for intercultural communication and cooperation with other countries, but the external threat to the US national security that became the main incentive for the creation of US culture, education and information propaganda programs, which were sent to specific states [74]. 
The eventual German invasion of Latin America during the First and Second World Wars threatened the United States with a loss of influence and led to the creation of training programs for political leaders and government officials in Argentina, Venezuela and Mexico, which were funded by the US administration; the threat to American interests in Western Europe and the Middle East during the Cold War led to the development of large-scale programs for the promotion of culture and education for the states most affected by Soviet ideology. 
It was only after the end of the Cold War that the United States began to apply public diplomacy programs within the framework of the well-known concept of expanding US influence or spreading democracy, known as engagement and enlargement [75]. In the years after 1990, public diplomacy has evolved from a defensive tool to an offensive tool, which will be discussed in the following chapters. However, the basis of the offensive movement of the public diplomacy was founded during the Cold War.
We consider 1914 as the starting point of US government public diplomacy in the international arena, when the First World War began. US participation in this war was the reason for the creation of a mechanism for foreign policy propaganda [76]. The involvement of the United States in this European conflict determined the creation of propaganda programs, as well as special training projects as effective ways to promote the US foreign policy concept of the nature of the world order on the European continent. For the first time, the United States tried to root in the minds of Europeans a specific idea of the need to form collective security through the creation of a world organization [77]. The Committee on Public Information, created by W. Wilson, contributed to the spread of this idea in Europe through training European journalists, creating American libraries and distributing visual and printed materials. 
The programs of international military training, as well as in the works of domestic Americanists, are only mentioned in the studies of W. Brown and R. Opie [78], C. Thomson [79], J. Jessup [80], P. Powers [81], J. Shelburne [82], V. Kintner [83], etc., dedicated to US military aid. The collective monograph by W. Brown and R. Opie [84] indicates the states that became the first participants in international military training programs after World War II: the Philippines, Turkey, Greece, China and Iran. It also discusses federal laws authorizing military training programs. Thomson and Lavis emphasized in their book that the primary purpose of software development is to transfer and sell military equipment only to trained personnel fig. 2.1.
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The committee became the first instrument of foreign policy propaganda of the US government. Journalist J. Creel, a close friend of the president, became the head of the committee [85]. The committee had fifteen departments and about 150,000 employees, volunteers and community assistants who were involved in spreading “the good news of Americanism in every corner of the globe”. In his book How We Advertised America, J. Creel provided researchers with a wealth of interesting facts about the origins of propaganda and education programs [86]. He points out, for example, that in those years the United States, unlike European states, did not have media and telegraph agencies that would operate in foreign countries. It is because of this that, in his opinion, a completely distorted image of the United States has developed in different countries – as a country of slavery, insane capitalists, imperial manners, etc. in US public diplomacy – not only to convey Wilson’s ideas, but also to correct the image of the United States in the eyes of the foreign public [87]. 
The task was extremely ambitious, and in the hands of J. Creel were only the print media and human capital in the person of the Americans, who could “spread the good news of the United States” in foreign countries. Pamphlets, propaganda papers, foreign media articles, American reading rooms and university professorship tours became the main methods of the nascent US public diplomacy [88]. Creel also used lecture tours to educate foreign teachers and professors about the nature and characteristics of the American education system. For example, about 200 American lecturers have traveled to France alone to talk about the American system and America in general.
The introduction of the American model into the economies of European states meant a change in the style of management at factories and the formation of a generation of managers, the American style of economic management. For American political circles, the productivity program was more than an economic program [89]. The goal pursued by the United States was to de-politicize social and economic issues. 
The increase in the number of goods, the introduction of American management, and a change in the relationship between the manager and employees of the company created conditions for the rapid transformation of European society into a consumer society, and therefore into a society free from the influence of left-wing ideologies. The rise in wages and welfare of European workers, their involvement in the management process contributed to the gradual elimination of the communist movement among the trade unions, especially in Italy and France.
Under the influence of these events, the SNB at the end of 1950 decided to support democratic sentiments in the countries of Eastern Europe through radio propaganda. Information programs were aimed at creating groups of dissidents capable of undermining the influence of the ruling pro-communist elite and provoking an uprising [90]. Among the possible groups of dissidents, the US government has in mind the urban population, with special emphasis on teachers, journalists and youth. Radio propaganda was designated by the NSS as an instrument for carrying out a political coup. The dissidents’ training program consisted in the daily repetition of information about the rapid collapse of the Soviet camp (within two months) in the event of an uprising in at least one of the countries of the Eastern European bloc [91].
At the Geneva meeting between Reagan and Gorbachev in November 1985, the US president clearly communicated to the Soviet leader his intention to massively increase educational exchanges between the US and the USSR in order to “establish closer communication between the two societies, since mutual distrust makes the world more dangerous” [92]. The president’s proposals related to such programs as the retraining of Soviet primary and secondary school teachers, the introduction of new methods of teaching English and history, and the training of Soviet students specializing in the social sciences and the humanities [93]. The Soviet leader M. Gorbachev agreed, and already in August 1986, the work of the representatives of the United States and the USSR ended on drawing up thirteen agreements in the field of education.
President R. Reagan, realizing the importance of implementing the agreements, scrupulously treated the planning of public diplomacy projects in the countries of the Eastern Bloc, carried out in the bowels of the NSS [94]. An interagency planning group was established, and a separate adviser to the president on public diplomacy in the region was appointed. As a result of careful preparation and agreements with the USSR, the US Information Agency received the political and economic opportunity to extend the Fulbright, Humphrey and International Guest programs to Soviet youth aged 16 to 25 [95]. 
Moreover, representatives of public organizations that had appeared in large cities during the perestroika period were invited to the United States, American cultural centers were opened, and the academic discipline “North American Studies” appeared in universities [96]. Ronald Reagan was satisfied with the results of the US projects in the region, but pointed out that the agreements in Geneva on exchanges are only the beginning “for the implementation of the task of radically expanding contacts”. 
The next stage in the development of public diplomacy in the Reagan administration was the expansion of programs for studying the states of Eastern Europe. The law, known as Title VIII, which authorized the programs of American researchers, declared that the study of Eastern European countries was a prerequisite for the successful implementation of foreign policy in the region. US universities received additional budgetary allocations for scientific missions of American scientists and students to collect material and conduct research in the states of Eastern Europe [97]. 
The coordinator of the program and the center for the accumulation of research materials was a specially created Advisory Committee for the Study of Eastern Europe. The committee, which was part of the Department of State, consisted of the secretary of state, the ministers of defense and education, the head of the Library of Congress, and the president of the Association of American Universities. 
The committee financed research by American scientists and accumulated information about the states of Eastern Europe. It gradually became the main advisory body under the president on the relationship between the United States and the countries of Eastern Europe. Summing up, we can say that by the mid-1980s. R. Reagan’s administration managed to mobilize the active part of the population and restore confidence in the United States as a power that will support the countries of Eastern Europe during a new uprising. 
President R. Reagan literally broke Soviet control in Eastern Europe through the implementation of tough economic sanctions and systematic support of the dissident movement through public diplomacy programs. In June 1989, during his visits to Poland and Hungary, the new President George W. Bush announced that the new democracies would be supported through financial assistance and a variety of public diplomacy programs. 
In November 1989, the famous law on the support of democracy in the states of Eastern Europe (Support Eastern Europe Democracies or SEED) was signed by George W. Bush, and in 1990 the former allies of the anti-Hitler coalition signed an agreement on the unification of Germany and, finally, in 1991. The USSR collapsed. These dates are considered the end of the Cold War period, and from that moment on, US public diplomacy was aimed at openly shaping the structures of a democratic society and Americanizing the new states of Eastern Europe, as well as Ukraine [98].
In the period 1914-1991. external threats to American interests, as well as the tasks of expanding US influence in the world, became the main reasons for the creation of public diplomacy as an instrument of foreign policy. Latin America and Europe were the first regions of application for American information, education and culture programs. 
The First and Second World Wars led to the creation of the US propaganda machine, which is actively working in Latin America and Europe, and during the Cold War, divided Europe became a place for the application of American propaganda, education and culture programs in order to prevent the spread of Soviet ideology in Western Europe and support for dissidence in Eastern Europe and the USSR. 
Later, the countries of the Third World were also included in the programs of public diplomacy, which reformed the educational systems and social structure of developing countries. During this period, public diplomacy developed as an instrument of confrontation with competing ideologies and states. First, German propaganda, and then communist ideology, determined the political goals, strategies, geography and content of US public diplomacy projects.
2.2.
Institutional Change in US Cultural Diplomacy and using the Agency for International Development as a mechanism for democracy promoting 
The end of the ideological confrontation between the USSR and the United States, the warming of the international situation and the absence of obvious threats to American values in the early and mid-1990s. questioned the need for the existence of all public diplomacy and its departments. Critics of American public diplomacy argued that funding for cultural, educational and propaganda programs was too large and that the work of agencies such as the News Agency or the Voice of America should be cut in the absence of visible ideological and political competitors to the United States on the world stage.
With the emergence of confidence in American society that the return of a new Cold War was not possible due to the weakening of Russia, the question of the existence of a mechanism of public diplomacy was put on the agenda in the US Congress. After the elections to the 104th US Congress (1995-1996), the Republicans, who occupied the majority of seats in the two chambers, began an intensive campaign of criticism of the course of foreign policy and public diplomacy of Bill Clinton. They argued that nurturing democracy in foreign countries is difficult and not always cost-effective [99]. 
Such leaders of the Congress as N. Gingrich and J. Helms stated that the concepts of “national unity”, maintaining the “balance of power” and maintaining the economic and military superiority of the United States in the world could become more acceptable to the United States. At the same time, the United States should strengthen support for the post-Soviet states, protect them from Russian influence by expanding NATO to the east, which, in turn, can be viewed as an alternative to the revival of Russia’s power. The ideas of the Republicans in a more harmonious form were set forth by the Senate Majority Leader B. Dole in his article “Determining America’s Global Future” in the spring of 1995. 
Such his proposals as 1) the expansion of US influence in Europe; 2) expansion of US influence in Asia; 3) strengthening security in the western hemisphere; 4) the expansion of the United States’ access to oil resources in the Persian Gulf, etc. became the prerequisites for the transformation of US foreign policy. The struggle between the Republican majority in Congress and the Democratic administration, which unfolded over the reform of the entire system of organizing US foreign policy, led to a reorganization of the institutions of US public diplomacy. 
The reform, initially proposed by the Republicans, included clauses on reducing funding for foreign aid and exchange programs, as well as on reorganizing federal agencies directly related to the administration of public diplomacy programs (the Information Agency and the Agency for International Development) and their inclusion in the State Department. Therefore, decisions made in relation to US public diplomacy and developments in this area were determined by the debate in Congress (mainly in the Senate Foreign Policy Committees and the House of Representatives on Foreign Relations) on the reform of US foreign policy [100].
In May 1995, the head of the House Foreign Relations Committee, B. Gilman, proposed the American Foreign Policy Interests bill for congressional consideration, which fixed a significant reduction in spending on American foreign aid. The programs of assistance to foreign countries, as we recall, included international educational programs related to the training of technical and military specialists in the United States, as well as to the modernization of education systems in developing countries. The Republicans proposed to reduce (by 10-12%) the amount of funds allocated to academic, information programs, and the number of countries - recipients of US aid. 
Following B. Gilman, the head of the Senate Foreign Policy Committee J. Helms proposed a bill on the reorganization of the system of the US foreign ministries870, in which he proposed to reduce funding for the programs of the Information Agency and the Agency for International Development, as well as to abolish their activities as independent agencies, and to transfer their functions specifically established departments within the Department of State. The “radicalism” of the Republicans was initially perceived negatively by the Clinton administration. 
A few days after the appearance of the bills, Secretary of State V. Christopher sent a letter to the lower house with the intention of persuading the deputies to reject these bills. From his message it is clear that the administration was interested in maintaining the inviolability of the organizational structure of the Information Agency and the Agency for International Development and the previous level of funding for international educational programs controlled by the agencies. Otherwise, according to the administration, the Republican reform threatened the implementation of the foreign policy objectives of the United States, for the implementation of which such agencies and programs were created. The foreign policy goals of a democratic administration are to actively support the development of democracy and market economy in foreign countries through academic and technical programs could not be achieved based on republican initiatives to reduce the role of the United States in foreign aid programs, to reduce the number of educational and cultural programs, as well as to reform the foreign ministries. The main argument in favor of continuing to fund public diplomacy programs at the previous level concerned the inability for the United States, in the event of cost cuts and the reorganization of foreign ministries, to use “the chance to construct the world as it appears to the Americans – the world of democratic societies and open markets” [101]. 
There was only one way out of this situation - either to completely agree with the Republicans and change the course of foreign policy and public diplomacy, or to work out a compromise. Regarding the bill on American foreign policy interests, the Clinton administration lobbyists managed to persuade the lower house to postpone the adoption of the Gilman bill. In late May 1995, a parallel House of Representatives resolution was passed that the bill tied the hands of the executive on pressing foreign policy goals and weakened the US’s ability to promote the creation and strengthening of “open” societies through economic aid programs and international educational programs. exchanges. The resolution did not reject future changes in the priorities and directions of US foreign policy, but only postponed the timing of such reforms, which was a clear compromise between the president and the legislature.
Congress and the executive branch in 1995 failed to form a consensus on the amount of grants for public diplomacy programs. The bill (S. 908) on the reform of foreign affairs agencies, proposed by J. Helms, contained a cut amount of funds for the implementation of public diplomacy programs in 1996-1997. The senator proposed cutting subsidies by 15-17% in 1996 compared to 1994, and in subsequent years, that is, 1997 and 1998, by another 8-10%. Senator’s proposals to cut funding for public diplomacy programs were part of a brand new bill to reform the US foreign policy system [102]. 
Typically, public diplomacy programs were declared in the annual Foreign Relations Authorization Act, and were funded either by the Department of State and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or by the Department of State and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. subsidies for the implementation of foreign policy operations of the United States (Foreign Operations...Appropriations Act). 
Therefore, as usual, in May 1995, the House of Representatives was proposed for discussion the next bill (H. R. 1564) on the financing of international education programs. The amount of subsidies proposed by Republican K. Smith was slightly higher than the amount that was fixed by J. Helms’ bill, but less funds spent on the implementation of international education programs in 1993-1994.
 Debates on the adoption of J. Helms or K. Smith’s bills proposed at the same time, continued throughout the entire period of the 104th Congress. The reason for the lengthy discussion of the bills was not that the Clinton administration demanded an increase in the volume of appropriations for public diplomacy programs. Rather, the reason for the impossibility of adopting K. Smith’s bill, which basically suited the presidential power, was hidden in the presence of bills on a radical revision of the system of American foreign policy priorities (HR 1561) and on reforming the system of foreign affairs agencies (S. 908), proposed by B. Gilman and J. Helms. 
All three bills appeared almost simultaneously (May-June 1995) and, naturally, caused a bitter struggle between the right-wing Republicans, who blocked the passage of K. Smith’s bill on subsidies for international information, educational and cultural programs, and representatives of the presidential cabinet, who, for their part, they agreed with the Republicans on the amount of funding for programs (K. Smith’s bill), but opposed the reform of the system of foreign affairs agencies [103]. 
By signing the J. Helms bill, which fixed both cuts in funds for programs and reforms, B. Clinton would have to agree to increased control by Congress over the administration’s foreign policy activities, a reduction in the budget item for foreign policy and the elimination of the Information Agency and the International Development Agency, which changed the system of operation of the mechanism for the implementation of academic and technical exchanges. Naturally, choosing the lesser of two evils, the administration could only agree to K. Smith’s bill.
Opponents of J. Helms’ bill conducted a lobbying campaign to persuade Congressmen to postpone the adoption of the document on the reorganization of agencies, as was the case with B. Gilman’s bill. Foreign and academic lobbyists have argued that there is a difference between the policies pursued by the Department of State and those pursued by independent agencies. The Department of State carries out formal dialogue between countries, engaging in the formation of US foreign policy. And independent foreign policy agencies establish informal mutual understanding between the United States and other states and thereby create conditions for the successful implementation of American foreign policy. 
Supporters of expanding public diplomacy programs and maintaining the independent status of the Information Agency and the Agency for International Development have argued that the inclusion of agencies in the Department of State would ultimately lead to the inability of the United States to support the development of democracy abroad and to implement some programs designed for political leaders and talented professionals in foreign countries [104]. This thesis was supported by the arguments that only the independence of the agencies helped to create programs to support foreign democratic institutions, train politicians, lawyers, etc. from those countries with which the State Department did not always have good relations, such as Nicaragua, China, etc. 
And the transfer of agencies under the control of the secretary of state could lead to constant and strict control over such programs and, in the future, to their liquidation. Until April 1996, the parties could not work out a compromise. J. Helms’ bill to reorganize agencies passed the Senate, but was returned by the House of Representatives for revision in June 1995. In the same month, K. Smith’s bill on funding information, educational and cultural exchange programs was sent for consideration to the Immigration Subcommittee of the House of Representatives. The question was about scholarship programs for specialists and students of Tibet who were forced to immigrate from their country. For the first time, an educational program was created for forced immigrants, which caused the problem of determining the immigration status for refugee students. In this subcommittee, K. Smith’s bill was “buried”.
In April 1996, the American Foreign Policy Interest Bill (H. R. 1561) was approved by the Senate and sent to the President. In its most recent version, the bill reduced subsidies to the State Department, the Information Agency and the International Development Agency by $ 500 million, or 4%. The bill retained the articles on the inclusion of these agencies and the Arms Control Agency in the State Department, which ultimately predetermined the presidential veto. 
The President refused to sign B. Gilman’s bill on April 12, 1996, arguing that the document provides too little funding for US foreign policy. The House of Representatives failed to re-vote the bill despite objections from the president. 234 deputies voted for the adoption of the law on reforming the foreign policy system, that is, 48 votes less than the absolute majority of the House of Representatives required to overcome the presidential veto [105]. 
Democrats, in particular L. Hamilton (member of the Foreign Relations Committee), argued that the bill would weaken the president’s powers in the implementation of foreign policy. Republicans (represented by B. Gilman) argued that the changed international situation requires a revision of the entire system of US foreign policy, and that opposition to radical reforms on the part of the administration is B. Clinton’s mistake [106]. 
In our opinion, the main reason for the disagreement of the administration with the projects of the Congress in 1995-1996. was the desire of the administration during the period of acute struggle between Republicans and Democrats to propose its own draft reform of the foreign policy system – naturally, less radical, but in the interests of the White House.
2.3.
Participation of US Cultural Diplomacy in Political Processes and Color Revolutions
As noted above, in 1995, a gradual reduction in funding for public diplomacy programs for Russia began. US congressmen, various experts noted that, firstly, enough funds and projects were spent on Russia, which would not allow Russia to return to the communist past, and secondly, the development of democracy in the post-Soviet space is a more important project than the development of democracy in Russia. 1995-1996 The US Congress and administration began to express concern about the possible revival of Russian imperialism, that is, Russia’s desire to influence the countries of the former USSR. The features of the new Russian imperialism, in the opinion of the congressmen, were confirmed by the following: the inclusion in the foreign policy doctrine of Russia of the right to protect the interests of Russian citizens living on the territory of other CIS republics; opposing the desire of the United States to take control of Ukraine’s nuclear weapons; Russia’s intervention in the civil war in Tajikistan and the establishment of a pro-Moscow regime there; interference of the Russian state in the internal affairs of Moldova, Georgia, etc. In addition, Washington was concerned about the desire of the Russian government to oppose the spread of US influence in other countries of the former USSR. Timely support for the countries of the former Soviet Union and the development of pro-American democracy could ensure a complete separation from Russian influence.
Twelve post-Soviet states were designated by the US government as targets of public diplomacy. By the beginning of the 2000s. More than 100,000 citizens from all 12 CIS countries participated in US government training programs for NGO leaders, the media, and government officials. Many alumni of American programs still hold high government positions in government, banks, and party organizations979. Since the mid-1990s. Ukraine began to occupy the first place in terms of the amount of funds invested for the development of democracy. It was followed by Georgia [107]. 
In 2000-2004 Ukraine and Georgia began to receive unprecedented funding for public diplomacy programs. The United States funded large-scale training programs for party leaders, government officials, journalists, and NGO leaders. The creation of a network of reformer leaders began to be designated as a sure and effective way of reforming the political structure of post-Soviet states. The famous training programs for the current elite (International Visitor Program) and the potential elite (Muskie Program) were also most active in only these two countries, which quickly led to the formation of a pro-American ruling elite and subsequent political change. That is why Ukraine and Georgia are included in this section of the study fig. 2.2.
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Fig. 2.2. Growth in the number of participants from Ukraine and Georgia in the programs of cultural diplomacy in the United States. Source: [composed by International Exchanges and Training. Reports of the Interagency Working Group on the U. S. Government Sponsored International Exchanges and Training]

Analyzing this diagram, one can see that in 2020 the US government invited more than 65,000 Ukrainian citizens to participate in training, exchange programs, etc. This was primarily due to the 2020 presidential elections. Most of the US program participants studied the principles of party building and political activity. Georgia has also shown an increase in the number of citizens involved by the US government in its programs. However, the numbers differ significantly. After 2020, there has been a decrease in the number of program participants and the amount of funding for public diplomacy programs due to the results achieved [108].

Congressional materials, reports from the State Department and the Agency for International Development indicate that the following tasks were set for public diplomacy: to reform the electoral system of post-Soviet states, to change non-democratic and totalitarian regimes through the creation of new parties, free media and NGOs. An important document in the study of US public diplomacy programs operating in Ukraine and Georgia is the annually adopted laws on the financing of US foreign policy called Foreign Relations Authorization Acts and Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations Acts. 
In the late 1990s. These laws indicated the amount of funding for public diplomacy programs for the states under study and contained the strategic goals of the need to democratize the post-Soviet space. In the structure of this legislative act there are chapters and sections entitled “Assistance to the newly independent states of the Soviet Union”. It is in them that all the amounts of money that were allocated by the US government to the Department of State and the Agency for International Development for the implementation of projects on the creation of democratic parties, NGOs and the holding of free elections are clearly spelled out. 
The law specifies the goal of public diplomacy in Eurasia as “reorganization of the USSR”. The drafters of the law urge US government agencies and nongovernmental organizations to “develop the political system of the independent states of the former Soviet Union”. Moreover, US lawmakers are expressing concern about the emerging tendencies towards rapprochement between Russia and Belarus and urge the government of Belarus not to give up its sovereignty and not join Russia in any way. In addition, the law sets out the views of the congressmen on aid to Ukraine, which they thank for supporting the idea of NATO expansion, for refusing to view the CIS as an attempt to return the USSR and, which is typical, for holding transparent elections [109]. 
It also expresses readiness to help the government of Ukraine in every possible way in carrying out political and economic reforms. In accordance with similar laws, 641 million dollars were allocated in 1996 to promote democracy in the CIS countries. It was this year that became the starting point for the project, which would later be designated as the color revolution. In the first place was Ukraine. It was this country that received 225 of the 641 million dollars. 
The reasons for this priority were called the ongoing democratic reforms in the country and the need to ensure the safety of nuclear reactors. Georgia lagged far behind Ukraine in those years, and only $ 30 million was allocated to it to build democracy. The amounts sent to other CIS countries are not indicated in the law, but it is obvious that they were not so insignificant in comparison with the indicated countries [110]. 
Somewhat later, the important geopolitical and economic role of Ukraine in Central and Eastern Europe will be named as the reason for helping Ukraine to create democracy. In addition, this country is a member of major international organizations, in particular the Council of Europe, and it also expressed a desire to join other “European and transatlantic organizations”. As noted in many documents of the US government, Ukraine will eventually enter the European Union, and the US should help it in this. Therefore, the law prescribes the creation of “a special staff of employees under the US Government, who will be responsible for the implementation of US interests in Ukraine”.
In the mid-1990s. The Agency for International Development was identified as the main mechanism for the implementation of public diplomacy programs related to the political structure of Ukraine. Based on the official general documents, “one of the goals of the Agency is the implementation of the geostrategic interests of the United States in the countries where it operates”. In addition, the documents of this department indicated that, “as an important instrument of US foreign policy, the Agency for International Development plays an extremely important role in advancing US interests” [111].
Therefore, the public diplomacy programs of the Agency for International Development, created for Ukraine, were directly related to the foreign policy goals of the United States. All funds allocated from the US Congress for the implementation of programs in the political sphere in Ukraine went to the Agency for International Development and to its office in Ukraine, which was opened in the early 1990s. In turn, the Ukrainian branch of the Agency sent budget funds to local partners through a network of American organizations. 
The main partners in the implementation of this task were such prominent organizations as the National Democratic Institute, the International Republican Institute, the Eurasia and Internews Network foundations, IREX, etc. A distinctive feature of the Agency’s work is the network principle of distribution of financial resources. The Agency for International Development only developed framework programs for public diplomacy and monitored their implementation in Ukraine, while the above partners of the Agency formed more specific grant programs for their grant recipients in Ukraine. 
As a result, local Ukrainian non-governmental organizations became the final mechanisms for implementing the projects of the Agency for International Development, and the project participants could not even suspect that the source of funding for their activities was the United States. Ukrainian organizations that received grants from the Agency for International Development, the National Democratic Institute or the International Republican Institute were required to prepare a report on the implementation of the project [112].
As a rule, on the websites of Ukrainian NGOs you can find annual reports, which indicate projects, grantees and results. Most of the projects of the period under study are devoted to the creation of transparency in the electoral system of Ukraine. In 1995-1996 The Agency for International Development is creating a special program for the democratization of Ukraine, which is called “Democracy and Governance”. The Ukrainian branch of the Agency implemented several projects within the framework of this large-scale and framework program, which were related to public diplomacy programs: the creation of parties, independent media, NGOs and the development of a civil society capable of political action and holding transparent elections. Based on the analysis of the documents of the Agency for International Development, the US Congress, as well as Ukrainian organizations, one cannot fail to see that the United States paid great attention to the problem of holding elections and the victory of liberal candidates and parties. As in Russia, the Agency for International Development’s projects focused on legislation, party building and the creation of new NGOs and the media. 
But unlike the Russian Federation, in Ukraine the Agency for International Development has managed for a long time to support and develop the political activity of non-governmental organizations and citizens in general. The main methods of project implementation were trainings, conferences, seminars, round tables for observers, representatives of NGOs, the media, political parties, and parliament members. The Agency for International Development was engaged in the publication of instructional brochures, leaflets, attracted young people to organize street events, and also through the organization of internship programs introduced its grantees to government circles. All projects of US public diplomacy related to the political development of Ukraine can be divided into the following areas. The first direction is changing the legislation related to the conduct of elections, the functioning of parties and NGOs. The second direction is the creation of parties and the training of election observers. The third direction is the creation of independent media. The fourth direction is the creation of an NGO network for young activists.
Summing up the role of public diplomacy in changing the political situation in Ukraine, it is necessary to note the following effective methods and approaches used by representatives of the Agency for International Development, the National Democratic Institute and the International Republican Institute. Public diplomacy programs helped primarily to change the legislation of Ukraine. 
Through the training of members of the government and the Verkhovna Rada, Washington was able to secure the adoption of new laws on elections, parties and NGOs. In addition, young people were involved in political campaigns in Ukraine. For her, the United States created NGOs that taught the principles of political struggle, street actions, etc. Moreover, the “spot” training of special groups of the population and professionals who were or could be involved during the election campaign was also an effective method of influencing the political culture of Ukrainians [113]. 
Conclusions to chapter 2
The period of the 1990s – 2000s proved to be a difficult time for US public diplomacy. It was a period of transformation. From a Cold War tool that used culture and education as priority programs, public diplomacy has evolved into an even more politicized tool for promoting democracy. The closure of the US News Agency put another agency out of the shadows, the Agency for International Development, which was not involved in culture, education and information programs, but was involved in purely political projects related to the conduct of elections, the creation of parties and NGOs. 
The fall of the Iron Curtain between West and East and the collapse of the USSR provided Washington with a truly historic chance to influence the political and economic development of Russia and the entire post-Soviet space. It was public diplomacy that acted as a mechanism of soft influence on governments, legislation, party building, the media, NGOs and citizens of all Eurasia. Washington quickly defined the goal of public diplomacy projects as the democratization of all countries, which led to the expansion of US influence in the post-Soviet space. 
The Agency for International Development, as a proven instrument of influencing political processes in various countries, the National Democratic Institute, the International Republican Institute, the National Endowment for Democracy, the Eurasia Foundation, etc., were mobilized to spread the traits of American political culture in the former Soviet republics. Russia became the main place of application of American projects in the field of public diplomacy and, as follows from our analysis, in the 1990s. The United States has been able to exercise broad influence over the government, form parties, and hold elections. 
However, since the 2000s. public diplomacy began to experience difficulties due to the refusal of the Russian government from close cooperation with the Agency for International Development, the closure of many American funds and non-governmental organizations in Russia. As a result, US public diplomacy did not achieve its goals in Russia, and after the 2008 elections, programs were cut, and the Agency for International Development ceased its activities in Russia.
CHAPTER 3
NEW INSTRUMENTS IN US CULTURAL DIPLOMACY AND DIGITAL DIPLOMACY IN THE POST-PANDEMIC WORLD
3.1.
Revision of Cultural Diplomacy: Searching for a New Strategy and Erosion of the Mechanism of US Cultural Diplomacy
In addition to the destabilization of the post-Soviet space, the period of the 2020s. characterized by two more important events that influenced the development of US public diplomacy. The terrorist attacks on the United States in September 2001 and the subsequent US military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq contributed to the start of Washington's ideological war against Islamic fundamentalism. As a result, a new grand strategy, target audiences and approaches in US public diplomacy were formed. A similar restructuring of public diplomacy took place only in the 1940s and 1950s, when Washington was building the concept of an ideological struggle against Soviet communism. 
For several years, the US government has tried to form an effective public diplomacy that should defeat the ideology of terrorism and Islamic fundamentalism. The ideas of political communication and marketing became the basis of a new public diplomacy. About twenty new departments have appeared to implement public diplomacy programs in the Middle East. However, the mobilization of Islamic fundamentalism in the form of the emergence of such an actor as the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant called into question the effectiveness of US public diplomacy in 2014 [114]. 
Another important event was the transformation of information technology, the Internet into an instrument of daily use by millions of people around the world. It was the presence of a multi-million Internet audience and the creation of various platforms and social networks that pushed Washington to form a completely new instrument of public diplomacy – digital diplomacy, which allowed the US government to mobilize a foreign audience around certain values and ideologies [115].
Due to these two circumstances – the emergence of large-scale projects of public diplomacy in the Middle East and the creation of digital diplomacy – In the 2020s. marked a new stage in the history of US public diplomacy, which we will assess in this chapter [116]. The chronological framework defines the period from 2018 to 2014. In 2020, Washington sent the first large-scale public diplomacy programs to the countries of the Middle East to wage an ideological war, which resulted in the creation of digital diplomacy programs fig. 3.1.
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Fig. 3.1. Soft Power & Cultural Diplomacy. Source: [composed by author]
In 2018, a new and large-scale restructuring of the entire mechanism of public diplomacy began due to the emergence of such an actor as the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant, as well as due to the intensification of Russia's foreign policy and information activities. The chapter will be divided into six parts [117]. The first part examines the strategies, departments, and approaches in US public diplomacy created to combat Islamic fundamentalism. The second part analyzes public diplomacy in the Middle East since 2020, when Washington officially announced the start of projects in this area. 
The third part of the chapter examines US public diplomacy in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran, which turned out to be a priority in the ideological confrontation between the US and radical Islamists. The fourth part of the chapter analyzes the process of creating digital diplomacy, which has become part of traditional public diplomacy. The fifth part of the chapter demonstrates the contribution of US public diplomacy to the revolutions and demonstrations that took place in the Middle East in 2018–2020 [118]. Finally, the sixth part of the chapter views 2019 as a key year of new transformations in US public diplomacy fig. 3.2.
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At the British Council, we very much see ourselves as a cultural relations organisation. There is no universally shared
definition of cultural relations, but generally it is agreed to mean interaction between different cultures with a focus on
intercultural dialogue and the aim of bringing about mutual understanding and benefit - it's a two-way conversation.

Cultural diplomacy is perhaps more one-way - for example, showcasing a country’s culture through concerts or
exhibitions. While public diplomacy is, similarly, more one-way, but with a focus on states getting their policies and
messages understood by the people of other countries, not just by the governments. All of these approaches are valid
and relevant, but they may be best led by different parts of a country's international machinery. Public diplomacy, for
example, sits most comfortably within Ministries of Foreign Affairs alongside traditional (ie government to
government) diplomacy.

An important principle of many effective cultural relations bodies is their independence from government, even
through they may be wholly or significantly funded by the state. Thus, the British Council - and other equivalents such
as the Goethe Institut - are legally and organisationally separate from their country’s government. This level of





Fig. 3.2. The spectrum of influence some of cultural relations, cultural diplomacy and – another term – public diplomacy. Source: [composed by author]
The need to create a new strategy for US public diplomacy appeared only after the terrorist attacks of 2021. Until that moment, Washington, as we have repeatedly noted, paid little attention to those public diplomacy projects that contributed to the spread of a positive image of the United States [119].

 When it became clear that the attacks were ethnic Arabs are provoked by anti-Americanism, which has always been fought by exchange programs, culture and education, the White House and Congress mobilized all possible experts who, over the course of five to six years, developed a completely new approach, different from the “old” traditional US public diplomacy. The updated US National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communication was adopted only in 2020.The main difference from the strategies that existed before is the principle of political communication, i.e. all public diplomacy programs must convey an accurate and positive message about the United States and react with lightning speed to negative information about the United States. 
Concepts such as public diplomacy, outreach, strategic communication have become synonymous. The methods of political campaigning and advertising became part of public diplomacy, and the effectiveness of public diplomacy began to be measured by the results of the short-term impact of the message on foreign audiences. In addition, the information component began to dominate the programs of cultural and educational exchange, which brought long-term results. An official description of the concept of “strategic communication” in US public diplomacy was given. Strategic communication was understood by Washington as broadcasting a single message that synchronizes and coordinates what the US government does and what the US government says [120]. 
The means of broadcasting such a message are public diplomacy and information and psychological operations of power structures. The long-term goals of public diplomacy to spread the values of America, which were traditionally implemented through cultural and educational programs, were not denied, but short-term information programs came to the fore, carrying political advertising of the US position on a particular issue of international relations. US public diplomacy was faced with three strategic objectives. The first task is to offer the target audience a positive picture of the world, chances for development, based on the values of America. The second challenge is to nurture common interests and values. 
The third task is to make the ideas of extremism marginal in foreign countries. In other words, the tasks were set to influence those who are fighting for democracy and to counter those who spread terror and authoritarianism. Muslim countries were identified as a priority in public diplomacy in which extremists had to be isolated and the values of the American way of life rooted. The strategy also designated the methods and forms of public diplomacy. Educational exchanges, new forms of internet television and the so-called diplomacy of action were announced as the main methods of influencing target audiences in foreign countries [121].
The strategy created a completely new departmental mechanism for the implementation of public diplomacy. The Committee for Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communication, and since 2019, the Center for Strategic Counterterrorism Communications have taken the place of the main pool for developing the necessary public diplomacy programs. In 2019, the administration strengthened the communication component of modern public diplomacy. These departments became subordinate to a special department for public diplomacy in the NSS, which is called the Directorate for Global Engagement. A new position has appeared in the SNB – adviser to the president in the field of strategic communications. The main task of the adviser is “during the decision-making process in the NSS to ensure consideration of the question of what informational effect can be obtained on the proposed actions of the United States in the world”. 
As a result of the new perestroika, which took a relatively long period of time, the discourse on strategic communication began to gradually penetrate the documents on US public diplomacy. Information, message, instant response to the negative flow of information and the establishment of a direct dialogue with the target audience in foreign countries have dominated US public diplomacy since 2019 [122]. It must be said that the process of creating these departments provoked an interdepartmental struggle between interested US organizations and took the largest number time. 
The Center for Strategic Anti-Terrorist Communications is the main pool for Washington's response to possible crisis situations in the information field. The emergence of any propaganda against the United States or new crisis situations in foreign policy was subject to immediate assessment by the specialists of the said Center. It shapes the US response in the form of a new message in defense of America's actions or in the form of anti-propaganda against the negative reaction to the actions of the US government in the world. 
This reactive message was now becoming the same for all US departments that implemented US public diplomacy. It is this Center that today coordinates the activities of such departments as the State Department, the National Security Service and the Pentagon. As a result, the public diplomacy departments of the State Department are subordinate to the Center for Strategic Anti-Terrorist Communications. Moreover, this Center coordinated the work of the following echelon: the Agency for International Development and the International Broadcasting Council. The latter, in turn, controlled American radio stations broadcasting to foreign countries (Voice of America, Free Europe, Free Asia, Middle East Radio Network, Radio Marty) [123].
For the first time, the Department of Defense has become a full-fledged partner of the Department of State in shaping the strategy and projects of US public diplomacy. A Public Diplomacy Section was established at the Pentagon. He was obliged to engage not only in traditional psychological operations and information campaigns, but also to pursue a policy of involving the foreign public through his public diplomacy programs in the territories occupied by the United States. 
The Pentagon has developed an additional strategic plan for conducting these three activities, which still remains the main document for understanding the tasks of Pentagon public diplomacy. However, by 2019 it became clear that the department's activities were far from being effective, since many programs duplicated the programs of the State Department. In addition, military experts refused to recognize the State Department's approach to the development of public diplomacy programs in the field of culture and education, since the tasks of military operations required information support for each specific combat mission. The department was closed, and the Pentagon's public diplomacy programs returned to their former course - information campaigns and psychological operations [124]. 
However, the Pentagon has taken center stage among other agencies for monitoring information about the United States in foreign media and the blogosphere. As we will show below, about 15 departments were created in Washington and at US military bases in the world to monitor information and then form a US response to negative messages in foreign countries. The turn from public diplomacy towards strategic communication was primarily due to the emergence of a certain number of specialists in the field of political technology, advertising and marketing in the administrations of George W. Bush and B. Obama. 
These transformations were introduced when Karen Hughes was the Deputy Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy. - a close friend of President George W. Bush and one of the supporters of the use of methods of political technologies (campaign-style approach) in public diplomacy. 
The use of videos and the promotion of the US message through information campaigns have become the main leitmotif of the entire public diplomacy of the George W. Bush administration. The strategy formally fixed the forms and methods of the public diplomacy, which has been carried out in practice since 2020. However, a few months after the publication of this strategy, a wave of criticism arose from experts, congressmen and members of the State Department themselves [125]. 

The priority of information campaigns over traditional and long-term educational and cultural programs, experts argued, could not improve the image of the United States among foreign citizens. In addition, the strategy did not indicate the desired results that public diplomacy should strive for, and poorly worked out the specific plans of each of the departments. 

By 2019, it became clear that despite the creation of a new strategy and an investment of 10 billion dollars, US strategic communication was clearly stalled, and its programs did not bring visible results in the form of improving the US image in key countries. The Accounts Chamber of Congress conducted several investigations into the activities of public diplomacy departments and came to the disappointing conclusion about the failure of US public diplomacy in various countries and the need to adjust the 2027 strategy. Congressmen passed a law (The National Defense Authorization Act, 2019), which required the new administration US Restructuring of 2027 Public Diplomacy Strategy.

Being a supporter of the same communication approach in public diplomacy, as the representatives of the previous administration, J. McHale set one of the most ambitious tasks for US public diplomacy - influencing the content of news around the world, and in the language of strategy, creating conditions for managing information discourse. Such influence was hailed as a means to achieve the main goal of the new administration's public diplomacy - to restore confidence on the part of the foreign public in the United States.
3.2.
Digital Diplomacy: US Cultural Diplomacy Projects Through the Internet
The development of US public diplomacy in the Middle East coincided with the emergence of new information technologies that allowed the US to expand its coverage of the population of the region’s countries and, as a result, create new methods of public diplomacy related to the Internet, and spread them throughout the world. 
Traditional public diplomacy, which is discussed in this study, is a way of influencing public opinion in foreign countries. Before the advent of the Internet, US public diplomacy included such programs of influence on other states as: 1) information propaganda carried out through radio and television; 2) training of individual social and professional groups of the population in order to form a loyal elite; 3) the spread of American political culture through exhibitions, films, etc. 
The constant increase in the number of citizens who listen to the radio, watch television programs via the Internet, use certain resources and discuss the most important social and political problems on social networks, has changed the essence of modern public US diplomacy. Public diplomacy programs are being brought into cyberspace by the US government, with millions of citizens participating in over 600,000 social media networks becoming key target audiences [126].
There are several terms used by the US government to refer to an innovative way of influencing foreign society through the Internet: digital diplomacy, Internet diplomacy, Twitter diplomacy, and Web 2.0 public diplomacy. (public diplomacy Web 2.0.). The most common term among the US foreign policy leadership is the first term that we will use in this work.
Digital diplomacy is a mechanism for influencing foreign audiences through the following methods: posting radio and television broadcasts on the Internet, distributing publicly available literature about the United States in digital format, monitoring discussions in the blog space, creating personalized pages of members of the US government on social networks, as well as distribution of information via mobile phones. Interactive radio and television programs allow the US government to quickly reach consumers, receive instant audience feedback and, as a result, change the content of its advocacy. 
Electronic magazines about the United States have an impact on young people who perceive information through visuals and clip art. Social media monitoring allows Washington to steer bloggers’ discussions in the right direction and mobilize groups of protest youth and dissidents. The creation of personal pages for representatives of the political establishment on platforms such as Facebook and Twitter helps to build real communication between representatives of Washington and members of social networks. Finally, sending SMS messages to the mobile phones of foreign citizens allows the US government to reach the segment of the audience that does not have access to the Internet. Tab.3.1 presents the features of traditional public diplomacy and digital diplomacy [127].
Table 3.1
Features of traditional public diplomacy and digital diplomacy in the United States

	Specifications
	Traditional cultural diplomacy
	Digital diplomacy

	Target
	Promotion of US foreign policy interests
	Promotion of US foreign policy interests

	Implementation methods
	Information propaganda through print media, radio

and television; educational exchanges; programs in

culture
	Information propaganda through Internet TV, social media and mobile phones

	Main target foreign audience
	Elite of a foreign state
	Youth with protest sentiments; dissidents

	Methods of promoting the main topic among the target audience
	Unilateral informing by foreign target audience
	Dialogue with foreign target audience


Source: [composed by author]

Digital diplomacy is based on the following postulates, which allow us to speak of a certain departure of the United States from the classical understanding of the role and place of public diplomacy in foreign policy. First, the source of digital diplomacy is non-governmental and network organizations, which more effectively reach a certain part of the foreign audience with their influence; secondly, the Internet is the platform for digital diplomacy, where news and music formats of radio and television programs are transferred, the promotion of the US image, etc.; third, members of foreign non-governmental organizations, Internet users and young people are becoming the main target groups of US digital diplomacy; fourthly, instead of the concept of “promoting a positive image” the United States is using a new concept of “branding” more specific American symbols (for example, promoting the image of US President Obama’s brand); Fifth, three strategic concepts are used in US digital diplomacy: soft power, smart power The concept of listening [129]. 
The latter rejects the concept of monologue, that is, one-way dissemination of information, as was the case during the Cold War, when information was broadcast via radio and magazines from the US government to foreign target audiences, and proceeds to dialogue or “listening”. which provides feedback and then a quick US response to the emerging public opinion of web users. However, if you look at one of the most central tweet accounts of the US government - @StateDep - which is guided by the principle of building a dialogue, it can be noted that the Department of State listens only to 338 citizens, and spreads information to more than 680,000 people around the world. This suggests that the announced dialogue is not yet the central form of US Internet diplomacy. US activity on the Internet has become highly visible. The modern development of digital diplomacy allows us to pay attention to its following components: 1) the evolution of this foreign policy instrument from 2020 to 2025; 2) its strategy; 3) government departments responsible for the implementation of digital diplomacy programs; and 4) main projects and results of digital diplomacy [130].
The use of the Internet as a tool of diplomacy was initiated by the director of the US Information Agency, J. Duffy, in 1996. Prints of propaganda type were posted on the websites of American embassies. By combining several magazines that have lost their relevance due to the end of the ideological confrontation with the USSR, J. Duffy received the first online magazine, Washington Files. This magazine served as a dissemination of the opinion of the US government on the events taking place on the world stage. From 1996 to 2000, the US government created several more electronic journals and tried to bring exchange alumni together through the Department of State’s website. 
In 2019, the United States announced the emergence of network diplomacy (NetDiplomacy), a key feature of which is the establishment of dialogue between the US government and foreign participants in social networks. The emergence of a new political and ideological enemy of the United States in the person of Islamic fundamentalism has become the strongest impetus for the use of the World Wide Web as a tool for conducting information warfare. In 2018 and 2020 the administration of George W. Bush transferred traditional radio and television channels of international broadcasting to the Internet. US radio and television are becoming interactive, which means getting instant response from a foreign public via the Internet [131]. 
About ten new channels are being created that work with the foreign public through the Network. In 2020, Secretary of State C. Rice forms the first team to monitor information and misinformation about the United States transmitted by users on social networks, and also announces the launch of the first official blog of the Department of State called Dipnote. In addition, the administration of George W. Bush opens a government portal (America.gov), which disseminates positive information about the United States, and several electronic journals (for example, eJournal USA, Weekly Newsletter, Student Corner, etc.). 
In 2019, the administration takes the interactive US public diplomacy to a new level, setting before it such political goals as uniting Internet users around the US government and carrying out information discrediting of the ideology of Al-Qaeda, Taliban and other various anti-American movements...Since 2020 [132], the US government has been actively using the blogosphere to wage a struggle against political regimes in Iran, China and several other countries through the creation of a protest youth movement and a new movement of dissidents.
The political goals of Internet diplomacy were first outlined by the US government in 2019. Its main goal is to fight authoritarian regimes by supporting the opposition and protest sentiments of network users (digital activism) in those countries where there is no free access to the Internet, primarily in China and Iran. Another important task of Internet diplomacy is countering the propaganda of the Taliban movement and the Al-Qaeda organization on the Internet [133].
However, US Internet diplomacy is not limited to this. Under the leadership of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, a special group of young professionals was created in the State Department, whose activities gave impetus to change the perception of the American establishment about the nature of diplomatic contacts. The main ideas of Internet diplomacy were developed by A. Ross, H. Clinton’s innovation advisor. 
He is credited with the authorship of several theses that are being developed today in American diplomacy. The first thesis views the Internet and social media users as new actors or as a new state in the international arena, and that is why the United States should perceive Internet users as citizens with whom it is necessary to connect and mobilize them around American values [134]. The second thesis relates to the use of social media by every American diplomat to establish contacts with civil society in the country of accreditation. The third thesis is the need for the United States to provide foreign citizens with access to the Internet in any country in the world. 
From these provisions, H. Clinton’s famous speech on freedom on the Internet in early 2020 emerged. turn, helps expand the target audience for American propaganda Then, in September 2020, the Department of State issued a document entitled “Strategic Plan for the Development of Information Technology 2019-2025 [135]: Digital Diplomacy”. In this document, the US government defines digital diplomacy as the use of social media in the US government’s diplomatic practice. 
The implementation of each foreign policy goal is supported by digital diplomacy tools. For example, the fight against authoritarian political regimes is accompanied by the creation of an information flow through Diplopedia, the formation of groups of dissidents and non-governmental organizations through these social networks, the expansion of foreign citizens’ access to mobile communications, etc. 
At the end of 2020, A. Ross published two more documents under titled “The Art of Government Governance in the 21st Century” and “Quadrennial Survey of the Development of Diplomacy”, which stated that the Internet has led to a diffusion of power, and influence in the world is gradually shifting from states and governments to citizens of the Internet. The US, in turn, must adapt to the new landscape and play a leading role among network users. To this end, the United States must provide citizens with access to the Internet in all countries of the world: “Traditional diplomacy, which is carried out in ministries, in the headquarters of international organizations, remains a necessary instrument of our foreign policy [136]. 
But the diplomatic landscape of the XXI century. has a more diverse set of actors – transnational networks, financial corporations, foundations, non-governmental public organizations, religious groups, and the citizens themselves using the Internet. American diplomacy must adapt to this landscape as well as change it.
The most recent strategic document in this area is “Modernizing Diplomacy: American Foreign Policy in the Era of New Communication Technologies”, which was articulated by Hillary Clinton in April 2020. This document summarized the work of the Secretary of State’s team for the development of Internet diplomacy and became its quintessence. Internet diplomacy today is a method of promoting American values in the areas of open governments, an accessible but regulated Internet, and online security. In addition, American Internet diplomacy is a place of interaction between the “citizens” of the Network and the American government to promote human rights, anti-corruption projects and support the opposition.
Conclusions to chapter 3
Period of the 2000s. became a new and significant stage in the development of US public diplomacy. Gone are the strategies and traditional approaches to public diplomacy based on a monologue, that is, on the one-way flow of information and values through culture and education to a foreign audience. Most of the American specialists who dealt with US foreign cultural policy during the Cold War have also become the past. The mechanism for the implementation of public diplomacy has almost completely changed – the US Information Department was disbanded, the State Department began to lose its central place in public diplomacy. 
And public diplomacy itself was a marginal instrument of US foreign policy by the early 2020s. However, a new challenge from Islamic fundamentalism prompted the US government to revive this foreign policy instrument. The new generation of specialists, who brought the ideas of political communication and marketing to the US public diplomacy, developed new strategies. It was the new generation of professionals who strengthened the designation of US cultural, educational, and informational activities as public diplomacy. It was these specialists who began to occupy leading government posts in the field of public diplomacy. Aides to President George W. Bush and B. Obama came from marketing companies, television companies, or electoral technology organizations. They began to sell a positive image of the United States as a product to be advertised and amenable to marketing gimmicks. Through the efforts of this new generation, strategies emerged in 2017 and 2019 that transitioned from traditional public diplomacy, aimed at long-term relationships and the gradual diffusion of American values, to a new public diplomacy based on aggressive information campaigns. 
It guarantees quick public attention and even higher ratings for a positive image of the United States. However, failures in information campaigns 465 prompted the US government to soften somewhat the aggressiveness of public diplomacy and return to traditional cultural and educational programs. In the 2020s. public diplomacy programs in the Middle East have become the most ambitious in the history of US public diplomacy.
CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have defined the term “US public diplomacy” as a government mechanism aimed at the implementation of foreign policy objectives and includes such methods as: 1) information programs (propaganda); 2) educational and cultural exchanges; and 3) projects on the Internet (the so-called "digital diplomacy" of the United States). History, international relations, political communication, cultural studies, anthropology, marketing and sociology offer us a certain number of concepts, theories and models that can be applied to the study of US public diplomacy. 
All known conceptual generalizations about the nature of public diplomacy can be grouped into two groups regarding how they interpret the relationship between initiators of public diplomacy programs and recipients of these programs in other countries. The concepts of the first group are applicable to the study of the goals of public diplomacy, while the concepts of the second group are applicable to the assessment of the final results of US public diplomacy. In the first group we include supporters of neoliberalism (“soft” and “smart” power), constructivism, strategic communication, branding and political indoctrination. 
They focus on the activities of the US government in the framework of public diplomacy. In the second group, we include concepts that are used by historians, cultural scientists or anthropologists and which explain to a greater extent the reactions of recipients of US public diplomacy programs in foreign countries. Supporters of cultural imperialism, Americanization, dialogue of cultures, as well as cultural diplomacy, although they raise questions about the actions of the US government to implement public diplomacy programs, nevertheless raise the question of the reaction of foreign society to these programs in the form of resistance or, conversely, in the form of a positive response....The second group of concepts assesses public diplomacy in a wider range and contributes to a deeper and more comprehensive understanding of the nature of this aspect of US foreign policy.
This study for the first time introduces into scientific circulation new archival documents for the reconstruction of the development of US public diplomacy. A special role here was played by the documents of the funds of the US Department of State and the US Agency for International Development, which are in the US National Archives, as well as archival documents from the library of the University of Arkansas and the University of Indiana. The new documents made it possible to study new aspects of US public diplomacy during the Cold War, and most importantly, for the first time to offer an expanded analysis of the role of public diplomacy in Russia and the post-Soviet space in the 1990s and 2000s, as well as in the countries of the Middle East ... It was the new documents that made it possible to draw well-grounded conclusions about the political nature of public diplomacy, as well as about the presence of serious failures and failures in its implementation. 
This study offers a new historiographic analysis of the domestic and foreign literature on US public diplomacy. Due to the appearance of several thousand monographs and articles on the topic of research in the last fifteen twenty years, the analysis of the literature has been a separate research task. Summarizing domestic and foreign historiography, several observations should be noted. Research on US foreign cultural policy began around the 1960s. and developed until the early 2000s. within the framework of a discourse about “cultural diplomacy” or about US propaganda. With the intensification of US culture, information and education programs in the Middle East, as well as the arrival of a new generation of experts and the development of new concepts of “soft power” and strategic communication, the discourse on “cultural diplomacy” has been replaced by the discourse on “public diplomacy”. 
However, among the works reviewed, there is not a single one that would combine a wide empirical material and offer a theoretical framework for studying and understanding US public diplomacy. There is no study that would analyze the full picture of the formation and development of US foreign cultural policy. As a rule, researchers focus on narrow issues, and ignore the involvement of various American government agencies in US public diplomacy, such as the Agency for International Development. 
The new generation of specialists, who brought the ideas of political communication and marketing to the US public diplomacy, developed new strategies. It was the new generation of specialists who began to “sell” the positive image of the United States as a product that is subject to advertising and amenable to marketing tricks. US public diplomacy has made a new transition from traditional public diplomacy, aimed at building long-term relationships and gradually spreading American values and democracy, to a new public diplomacy based on aggressive information campaigns. 
The US public diplomacy programs in the Middle East have shown the achievements and failures of this approach to public diplomacy. Moreover, the Internet and social media were used by the US government as new instruments of influence. As a result, U.S. public diplomacy programs (both traditional and digital) have fostered the protest movement in North Africa and the Middle East. Some Arab youth, trained in traditional US government programs and aspirants to opposition activities and democracy, have used new technologies and brought the population to the streets. Public diplomacy was not intended to bring about revolutions in the Arab world, but they were the product of US public diplomacy.
REFERENCES

1. Academy for Educational Development http://www.fed.org, 12.02.2017.

2. American Foreign Policy. Current Documents.- 1956.- Vol. I, II.- Wash.: GPO, 1957.-P. 1380.

3. American Foreign Policy. Current Documents.- 1986.- Wash.: GPO, 1987.- P. 147.

4. American Western Art at the Marble Palace of the Russian Museum http://www.fiae.org. 16.01.2017.

5. Apparel Innovation Center Center for Citizen Initiatives http://www.igc.apc.org/cci, 20.12.2019.

6. Aronson J. The Press and the Cold War/ J. Aronson.- Indiapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1970.- P. 308.

7. Ball G.W. The New Diplomacy/ G.W. Ball// Department of State Bulletin.- #52.- 21 June.- 1965.-P. 1042.

8. Barett E.W. Mobilization of American Strength for World Security/ E.W. Barett// Department of State Bulletin.- #23.- November 6.- 1950.- P. 736.

9. Barett E.W. The Turn of the Tide/ E.W. Barett// Department of State Bulletin.- #24.-February26.~ 1951.-P. 354.

10. Barett E.W. Truth is Our Weapon/ E.W. Barett.- New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1953.-P. 355.

11. Barnard T.L. Truth Propaganda and the U.S. Information Program/ T.L. Barnard// Department of State Bulletin.- #25.- November 26.- 1951.- P. 853.

12. Beaulac W.L. Toward a New Diplomacy/ W.L. Beaulac// Foreign Affairs.- #40.-Januaiy.- 1962.-P. 244-51.

13. Beers C. Hearing on the Role of Public Diplomacy in Support of Anti-Terrorist Campaignhttp://newmedia.leeds.ac.uk/papers/vpol.cfm?outfit=^mt&re156, 2.12.2019.

14. Benton W. The Voice of America/ W. Benton.- New York: Harper and Row, 19611. P. 204.

15. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation Access to Learning Award http://www.clir.org.fellowships/gates/gates.htm, 23.01.2017.

16. Bogart L. Premises for Propaganda: The United States Information Agencies Operating Assumptions in the Cold War/ Leo Bogart.- New York: Free Press, 1976 P. 250.

17. Brzezinski Zb. Another American Casualty: Credibility/ Zb. Brzezinski//

18. Washington Post.- November 9.- 2019.- P. ВО 1.

19. Brzezinski Zb. The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership/ Zb. Brzezinski.- N.Y.: Basic Books, 2017.- P. 186.

20. Mike A. Bush Arrives in Bali to Send a Message/ A. Mike // Washington Post-2019.- October 22,- P. A23.

21. Business Collaboration Center http://www.bcc.ru/r-stpetersburg, 3.12.2019.

22. Callahan D. Reforming Foreign Aid: Will a Revamped AID be Recognizable?/ D. Callahan// Foreign Service Journal.- 1994.-April.

23. CEC International Partners http://www.cecip.org. 30.04.2017.

24. Challenge of Improving U.S. Image Abroad// Washington File.- 31 October, 2019; http://usinfo.state.gov, 24.11.2017.

25. Chase H.W., Lerman, A.H. Kennedy and the Press: The News Conferences/ H.W. Chase, A.H. Lerman.- New York: Crowell, 1965.- 555 p.

26. Chittick W O. State Department, Press, and Pressure Groups: a Role Analysis/ W.O. Chittick.- New York: Wiley Interscience, 1970 P. 373.

27. Christopher R. Pillars of Public Diplomacy: Grappling with International Public Opinion/ Christopher R.// Harvard International Review.- Summer 2019.- #25.- P. 22-27.

28. Christopher R. Public Diplomacy Comes of Age/ R. Christopher// Washington Quarterly.- Spring 2018.- P. 75-83.

29. Christopher W. Statement at Senate Confirmation Hearing/ W. Christopher// U.S. Department of State Dispatch.- 1993.- # 4.- P. 45-46.

30. Clarke D.L. American Defense and Foreign Policy Institutions: Toward a Sound Foundation/D.L. Clarke-N.Y.: Harper & Row, 1989.- 272 p.

31. Clarke D.L. Why State Can't Lead/ D.L. Clarke// Foreign Policy.- 1987.- #66.- P. 128-142.

32. Claude I.L., Jr. Swards into Plowshares/ I.L. Claude Jr.- New York: Random House, 1959.- P. 390.

33. Clinton В., Gore Al. Putting People First. How We Can All Change America/ B. Clinton, A. Gore.- N.Y.: Three Rivers Press, 1992.- P. 232.

34. Cohen B.C. The Press and Foreign Policy/ B.C. Cohen.- Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963- P. 288.

35. Colligan F. J. Twenty Years After: Two Decades of Government Sponsored Cultural Relations/ F.J. Colligan // Department of State Bulletin.- # 39.-21 July.- 1958.- P. 112- 120.

36. Compton W. An Organization for International Information// Department of State Bulletin.- # 26.- March 26.- 1952.- P. 444.

37. Compton W. Crusade of Ideas/ W. Compton// Department of State Bulletin.- # 27.-September 8.- 1952.- P. 345.

38. Compton W. Mutual Security Requires Mutual Understanding/ W. Compton// Department of State Bulletin.- # 26.- April 28.- 1952.- 670 p.• 45. Compton W. Paving a Road to Peace/ W. Compton// Department of State Bulletin.-# 27.- October 20.- 1952.- 604 p.

39. Compton W. The Voice of America at the Water's Edge/ W. Compton// Department of State Bulletin.- # 26.- June 2.- 1952.- P. 865.

40. Conason J. Big Lies: The Right-Wing Propaganda Machine and How it Distorts the Truth/ J. Conason.- N.Y.: St. Martin's Press, 2019.- 240 p.

41. Congressional Record, 81st Cong., 2nd sess.- 1950.- 6730.

42. Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 1st sess.- 1951.- 8774, 8954,10619,10631, 10639-40, 10646, 10649.

43. Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 2nd sess. 1952.- 3527.

44. Congressional Record.- 1967.-3365.

45. Coombs P.H. The Forth Dimension in Foreign Policy: Educational and Cultural Affairs/ P.H. Coombs.- New York: Harper and Row, 1964.- P. 158.

46. Corn D. The Lies of George W. Bush: Mastering the Political Deception/ D. Corn.-N.Y.: Crown Publishers, 2019.-P. 368.

47. Cotts C. Is Anyone Watching the Iraqi Media Network/ Cynthia Cotts// Press Clips.-2019.- November 12-18.

48. Creel G. How we advertised America: the first telling of the amazing story of the Committee on public information that carried the gospel of Americanism to every corner of the globe/ G. Creel.- New York: Harper, 1920.- 466 p.

49. Criteria for Reorganization Cultural Affairs and Foreign Relations/ Blum, Robert, ed.- Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1963.-P. 184.

50. Cunlife M. The Anatomy of Anti-Americanism/ M. Cunlife// Anti-Americanism in Europe.-Amsterdam, 1986.-P. 28.

51. Dean A. The President and the Secretary of State/ Dean A.// The President and the Secretary of State.- Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, I960.- P. 44.

52. Deibel T.L., Roberts W. R. Culture and Information: Two Foreign Policy Functions/ T.L Deibel, W.R. Roberts.- Beverly Hills: Sage, 1976.- P. 62.

53. Delphi International http://www.delphi-int.org. 24.01.2017.

54. Denton E.R., Woodward G.C. Political Communication in America/ E.R Denton, G.C. Woodward.- N.Y.: Praeger, 1990.- P. 237.

55. Dictionary of International Relations Terms.- U.S. Department of State, 1987.- P.85.

56. Divided Democracy: Cooperation between the President and Congress / Ed. by J.A. Thurber.- Wash.: CQ Press, 1996.- P. 134.

57. Dizard W.P. The Strategy of Truth: the Stoiy of the U.S. Information Service / W.P. Dizard.- Washington: Public Affairs, 1961.-P. 213.

58. Dunn D.D. Public Officials and the Press/ D.D. Dunn.- Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1969.-P. 208.

59. Elder R. The Information Machine: The United States Information Agency and American Foreign Policy/ R. Elder.- N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1968 P. 356.

60. Elliot C. Never Too Soon To Say Goodbye To Hi/ C. Elliot // Middle East Report.-September 2019.

61. Elwood D.W. Comparative Anti-Americanism in Western Europe/ D.W. Elwood // Transactions, Transgressions, Transformations. American Culture in Western Europe and Japan.-N.Y.: Oxford, 2019.- P. 31.

62. Emmerson D.K. Americanizing Asia/ D.K. Emmerson// Foreign Affairs.-May/June.- 1998.- #77.- P. 53.

63. Erasmus C.J. Man Takes Control: Cultural Development and American Aid/ C.J. Erasmus.- Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1961- P. 365.

64. Ewen S., Ewen E. Channels of Desire. Mass Images and the Shaping of American Consciousness/ S. Ewen, E. Ewen.- Minneapolis London, 1994.- P. 192.

65. Executive Office of the President http://www.whitehouse.gov/government/eop.html, 24.04.2017.

66. Executive Order 10483 by D. Eisenhower Creation of the Operations Coordinating Board of 1953 http://www.archives.gov/federal register/executive orders/eisenhower.html. 15.04.2017.

67. Executive Order 10973 by J. Kennedy: Administration of foreign assistance andrelated functions of November 3, 1961http://www.archives.gov/federal register/executive orders/1961 kennedv.html. 29.12.2019.

68. Executive Order 11603 by R. Nixon of June 30, 1971 (36 FR 12675). http://www.archives.gov/federal register/executive orders/1971 ,html# 11627. 23.12.2019.

69. Executive Order 12931 of October 13, 1994. Federal Procurement Reform/ Presidential Documents Federal Register.- Vol. 59, No. 199. Title 3 - The President. http://www.archives.gov/federal register/executive orders/pdf/12931 .pdf. 28.01.2017.

70. Executive Order 13283 by George W. Bush of 21 January, 2019 (68 FR 3371) Establishing the Office of Global Communications.http://www.archives.gov/federal register/executive orders/2019 .html, 4.02.2017.

71. Faberge Arts Foundation http://www.fabergearts.org, 14.04.2017.

72. Finding America's Voice: A Strategy for Reinvigorating U.S. Public Diplomacy. Report of an Independent Task Force Sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations.- Wash., 2019. http://www.cfr.org/pdf/public diplomacv.pdf. 23.02.2017.

73. Finn H.K. The Case For Cultural Diplomacy Engaging Foreign Audiences/ H.K. Finn // Foreign Affairs.- 2019.- November/December.- Vol.82.- No.6.- P. 19.

74. Foreign Affairs Committee, Report No. 98-563 (to accompany HR 2915), 17 November 1983, 98th Cong., 1st sess.- Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1983.

75. Foreign Policy implications of TV Marti: Hearing before the Subcomm. on intern, and on Western Hemisphere affairs of the Comm. on foreign affairs, House of representatives, 100th Congr., 2nd sess., Sept. 22, 1988.- Wash.: GPO, 1988.- P. 92.

76. Frankel C. The Neglected Aspect of Foreign Affairs: American Educational and Cultural Policy Abroad/ C. Frankel.- Wash., D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1965.- P. 156.

77. Fund for Arts and Culture http://www.fundforartsandculture.org. 13.01.2017.

78. FY 2017-2009 Department of State and USAID Strategic Plan http://www.state.goV/m/rm/rls/dosstrat/2017, 23.02.2017.

79. Galdi T.W. Development Assistance Policy: An Historical Overview / T.W. Galdi.-Congressional Research Service, 1988.

80. Gallup G. The Sophisticated Poll Watcher's Guide / G. Gallup.- Princeton, N.J., 1972.- P. 231.

81. Gallup G. Why we are doing so badly in the ideological war/ G. Gallup.- Vital Speeches of the Day.- #18.- June 1.- 1952.- P. 502-503.

82. Gertz B. Rumsfeld Backs Inside Probe Of General's Speech / B. Gertz // Washington Times.- 2019.- 22 October. http://www.washtimes.com/national/20191Q21-112801-8668r.htm, 24.10.2019.

83. Gienow-Hecht J. Shame on US? Academics, Cultural Transfer, and the Cold War a Critical Review / J. Gienow-Hecht // Diplomatic History.- Vol. 24,- 2019.- Summer.

84. GlobalPAC Supporting Public Diplomacy http://www.globalpac.org. 8.01.2017.

85. Goldgeier J.M., McFaul M. Power and Purpose. U.S. Policy Toward Russia after the Cold War/ J.M. Goldgeier, M. McFaul.- Wash.: Brookings Institution Press, 2019.

86. Gomez E. U.S. Invasion Most Serendipitous Event in Iraq's History/ Edward Gomez// SFGate.- 2019.- November 14.• 97. Government Manual Online via GPO Access http://wais.access.gpo.gov. 3.04.2017.

87. Graham A.T. Essence of Decision/ A.T. Graham.- New York: HarperCollins, 1971.p.172.

88. Green F. American Propaganda Abroad/ F. Green.- New York: Hippocrene, 1988.1. P. 15.

89. Grimmett R.F. Foreign Assistance and Related Programs/ R.F. Grimmett.-Congressional Research Service, 1986.

90. Hale J. Radio Power: Propaganda and International Broadcasting/ J. Hale.-Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1975.- P. 39-40.

91. Halperin M.H. Bureaucratic Politics and Foreign Policy/ M.H. Halperin.-Wash., D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 1974.- P.190.

92. Hardt M., Negri A. Empire/ M. Hardt, A. Negri.- Boston L., 2019.- P. 180.

93. Harr J.E. The Professional Diplomat/ J.E. Harr.- Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1969.- P. 11-44.4

94. Hayden L. Keeping the Oral Tradition Alive/ L. Hayden // State.- June.- 2019.- P.

95. Heald M., Kaplan L.S. Culture and Diplomacy: the American Experience/ M. Heald, L.S. Kaplan.- Westport: Greenwood, 1977.- P.361.

96. Heginbotham S.J., Nowels L.Q. Overview of U.S. Foreign Aid Programs/ S.J. Heginbotham, Larry Q.N.- Congressional Research Service, 1988.- P. 4.

97. Helmke M. The Mess of American Public Diplomacy http://www.unc.edu.depts/diplomat/archives roll/2019' 10-12/helmke pubdipl.html. 30.04.2017.

98. Henderson J.W. The United States Information Agency/ J.W. Henderson.- New York: Prager, 1969 P. 324.

99. Holt R.T. Radio Free Europe/ R.T. Holt.- Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1958.-P. 249.

100. Hunter R.E. Presidential Control of Foreign Policy. The Washington Papers/ R.E. Hunter.- New York, 1982.- P. 28.

101. Inman Report. Report of the Secretary of State's Advisory Panel on Overseas Security http://fas.org/irp/threat/inman. 20.12.2019.

102. Institute of International Education http.V/www.iie.org. 5.02.2017.

103. International Executive Service Corps http://www.dux.ru/club/IESC. 1(5.05.2017.

104. International Public Information Presidential Decision Directive 68.- 30 April 1999 http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/pdd/pdd-68.htm. 20.01.2017.

105. Interview with Bill Bradley, Founder of the Future Leaders Exchange Program// Bradley Herald.- 2018.- Summer.- P. 1.

106. Iraq: From Fear to Freedom http://usinfo.state.gov/iournals/iournalr.htm. 2.05.2017.

107. Iriye A. Culture/ A. Iriye//Journal of American History.- 1990.- June.

108. Ivins M., Dubose L. Bushwhacked: Life in George W. Bush's America/ M. Ivins, L. Dubose.- N.Y.: Random House, 2019.- 266 p.

109. Jentleson B.W. American Diplomacy: Around the World and Along Pennsylvania Avenue/ B.W. Jentleson// A Question of Balance: The President, the Congress, and Foreign Policy.- Wash.: Brookings Institution, 1990.

110. Joffe J. Who's Afraid of Mr. Big?/ J. Joffe// The National Interest.- Summer 2018.1. P. 43.

111. Kempe F. To Lead, the U.S. Must Persuade Others to Follow/ F. Kempe// Wall Street Journal.- 2019.- 6 October.

112. Keniston H. Cultural Relations and International Understanding/ H. Keniston// American Philosophical Society Proceedings.- # 92.- & March.- 1948.- P. 37-40.

113. Kennedy J.F. The Strategy of Peace/ J.F. Kennedy.- N.Y.: Harper, I960.- P.130.

114. Kertesz S.D. American Diplomacy in a New Era/ S.D. Kertesz.- Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1961.- P. 601.

115. Kiehl W.P. Foreign Service and State Department Reform. Can Humpty Dumpy be saved?// American Diplomacy.- November 13.- 2019.

116. Knott S.F. Secret and Sanctioned: Covert Operations and the American Presidency/ S.F. Knott.- N.Y.: Oxford University Press, 1996.- 241 p.

117. Krau M.B. Foreign Aid, Protectionism, and National Security/ M.B. Krau // Thinking about America: The United States in the 1990s.- Stanford: The Hoover Institution Press, 1988.- 680 p.

118. Krebsbach K. The Consolidation Game/ K. Krebsbach// Foreign Service Journal.-#72.- 1995.-P. 36-45.

119. Ladd E.C., Lipset S.M. The Divided Academy. Professors and Politics/ E.C. Ladd, S.M. Lipset.- N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1975.- P. 342.

120. Laves W., Thomson C. Cultural Relations and United States Foreign Policy/ W. Laves, C. Thomson.- Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1963.- 227 p.

121. Lippman T.W. Entrenched Constituencies Help Kill Merger/ T.W. Lippman// Washington Post.- 1995.- February 3.

122. Manheim J.B. The War of Images: Strategic Communication in the Gulf Conflict/ J.B. Manheim//The Political Psychology of the Gulf War. Leaders, Publics, and the Process of Conflict.- Pittsburgh/London: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1993.- P. 16.

123. Mason E.S. United States Interests in Foreign Economic Assistance/ E.S. Mason// The United States and the Developing Economies.- New York: Norton, 1964.- P. 14-17.

124. McCamy J.L. Conduct of the New Diplomacy/ James L. McCamy.- New York: Harper and Row, 1964.- 303 p.

125. Meridian International Center http://www.meridian.org, 23.04.2017.

126. Merim J. Television News and American Intervention in Somalia: the Myth of a Media-Driven Foreign Policy/ J. Merim// Political Science Quarterly.- #3.- 2019.- P. 388.

127. Meyer C. Facing Reality: From World Federalism to the CIA/ C. Meyer.- New York: Harper and Row, 1980.- P.l 10.

128. Meyer H. What This War Is About/ H. Meyer// National Review.- October 7.2019.

129. Millikan M.F., Rostow W.W. A Proposal, Key to an Effective Foreign Policy/ M.F. Millikan, W.W. Rostow.- New York: Harper, 1957.- P. 149-151.

130. Mississippi Consortium for International Development, http://www.mcid.us. 30.01.2017.

131. Modernizing Foreign Assistance: Resource Management as an Instrument of Foreign Policy.- American Foreign Policy Council, London, 1992.- P. 18.

132. National Endowment for Democracy http://www.ned.org. 5.05.2017.

133. National Security Counsel Directive on Covert Operations. NSC 5412, Mar. 1954.-White House Office of Special Assistant for National Security Affairs.- Records, 1952-1961.-NSC Series.- Policy Papers Subseries.

134. National Security Decision Directive 77 Management of Public Diplomacy Relative to National Security.- Washington, D.C.: The White House.- 14 January.- 1983.

135. National Security Strategy for a New Century. December, 1999.- National Security Strategy Report http://www.fas.org/man/docs/nssr-1299.pdf. 15.09.2019.

136. National Security Strategy of the United States of America. http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html, 4.02.2019.

137. Neack L. The New Foreign Policy. U.S. and Comparative foreign policy in the 21st century/ L. Neack.- N.Y.: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers.- P. 115.

138. New Diplomacy for the Information Age http://www.advcom.fed.gov/96rept.htm. 27.10.2019.

139. News Videos Seek to Enhance U.S. Image Overseas// State.- 2019.- June.- P. 5.

140. Newsom D.D. Diplomacy and the American Democracy/ D.D. Newsom.-Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988.- P. 184.

141. No Help for Democracy (Editorial)// Washington Post.- 2019.- 12 November.- P.1. A22.

142. Nordholt S. Anti-Americanism in European Culture: Its Early Manifestation/ S. Nordolt// Anti-Americanism in Europe.- Amsterdam, 1986.- P. 24.

143. Nye J.S. Jr. Bound to Lead: the Changing Nature of American Power/ J.S. Nye Jr-Basic Books, 1991.- P. 307.

144. Nye J.S. Jr. Soft Power/ J.S. Nye// Foreign Policy.- 1990.- Fall

145. Nye J.S. Jr., Owens W.A. America's Information Edge/ J.S. Nye Jr., W.A. Owens// Foreign Affairs.- 1996.-Mar/Apr.

146. Open Society Institute (Soros Foundation) http://www.spb.osi.ru, 3.02.2019.

147. Opening Statement of the Honorable Joseph Duffey http://www.usia.gov/usiahome/testimon.htm, 23.03.2017.

148. Pachios H. C. The New Diplomacy. Princeton, New Jersey, April 24,2018. http://www.state.g0v/r/adc0mpd/rls/l 5812.htm. 9.09.2019.

149. Parry-Giles S.J. Militarizing Propaganda in Critical Reflections of the Cold War: Linking Rhetoric and History/ S. J. Parry-Giles// Program in Presidential Rhetoric.- Texas, 2019,- P. 108.

150. PBS Interview with Charlotte Beers, January, 2019. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/media/public diplomacy/beers l-03.htm. 3.04.2017.

151. Pells R. Not Like Us. How Europeans Have Loved, Hated and Transformed American Culture Since World War II/R. Pells.- N.Y.: Basic Boob, 2019.- P. 31.

152. Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. A Year After Iraq War http://www.people-press.org/reports, 20.04.2017.

153. Plischke E. Conduct of American Diplomacy/ E. Plischke.- Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1967.- P. 24-55.

154. Point Four Program of Technical Assistance to Developing Nations. Archival materials at the Truman Library.

155. Posz G., Janigian В., Jun J. Redesigning. U.S. Foreign AidIG. Posz, B.Janigian, J. Jun// SAIS Rewiew.- 1994.

156. President's Management Agenda. Fiscal Year 2018. Executive Office of the President.- Wash.: Office of Management and Budget, 2018.- P. 3.

157. Pringle R. Creeping Irrelevance at Foggy Bottom/ R. Pringle// Foreign Policy.-№29.- 1977-1978.- P. 128-139.

158. Proceedings and Debates of the 101st Congr., 1 st sess.- #13.- Wash.: GPO.- 1989.

159. Project Harmony http://www.proiectharmonv.ru/trustees.html. 18.10.2019.

Ukraine


Georgia





2017





2018





2019





2020








