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· Recently, and notably since September 11, 2001 public diplomacy has attracted increased attention from both practitioners and scholars from many parts of the world. More than ever before, foreign ministries and diplomats need to go beyond bilateral and multilateral diplomacy and to construct and conduct relations with new global actors.
· Nearly ten years after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and the commencement of the US-led war in Afghanistan, the alliance between the US and Pakistan is on shaky ground. The killing of Osama bin Laden by US special forces this May in Abbottabad, Pakistan, has incensed officials on both sides: on the American side because bin Laden’s hiding place appears to suggest Pakistani perfidy; and on the Pakistani side because the US raid humiliatingly violated Pakistan’s sovereignty. 

· As Ted Poe, a Republican congressman on the House Foreign Affairs Committee puts it: “Unless the State Department can certify to Congress that Pakistan was not harboring America’s number one enemy, Pakistan should not receive one more cent of American funding.”  Yet has this generated any goodwill with the people of Pakistan. According to the Pew Global Attitudes Project, only 12 percent of Pakistanis have a favorable opinion of the United States. Why might this be the case?

· The past decade has been devastating for Pakistan. The Pakistani army is at war with the jihadi terror network and has more than 140,000 troops engaged in operations along the Afghan border. 35,000 Pakistanis including more than 5000 soldiers have died in the fighting since 2001. The ratio of officers to men lost is 1:10. The police force has lost hundreds more – 559 in 2010 alone. Pakistan has lost more soldiers and paramilitary personnel in fighting terrorists than any other country, except the US in Iraq. Millions more have been displaced by fighting.
· Pakistan’s economy has suffered direct and indirect losses of up to $68 billion since 2001 in the ‘war against terrorism’.
· Of the $20.7 billion in US funding allocated to Pakistan from 2002 to 2010, $14.2 billion was for the Pakistani military. On paper, economic assistance came to $6.5 billion, less than a third of the total. In reality the civilian share was even smaller, probably less than a quarter, for the $6.5 billion figure reflects “commitments” (amounts budgeted by the US), not “disbursements” (amounts actually given to Pakistan). 

· The US Government Accountability Office reports that only 12 percent of the $1.5 billion in economic assistance to Pakistan authorized for 2010 was actually disbursed that year. Independent calculations by the Center for Global Development suggest that $2.2 billion of civilian aid budgeted for Pakistan is currently undisbursed, meaning that total economic assistance actually received from the US over the past nine years is in the vicinity of $4.3 billion, or $480 million per year. (By comparison, Pakistanis abroad remit more than $11 billion to their families in Pakistan annually, over twenty times the flow of US economic aid.)

· Today Pakistan finds itself in the eye of the terrorism storm. An environment of controversies, contradictions, distortions and mutual suspicions prevails. The situation calls for a clearer understanding of ground realities in South Asia, bridging the acute trust deficit and developing a unity of thought and action among all coalition players. Blame games, rigidity, arrogance and insensitivity to others' interests will always remain counter productive.
· Renown Pakistani writer Ahmed Rashid in an article published on the 10th anniversary of 9/11 in the New York Times states, “In their shock after Sept. 11, 2001, Americans frequently asked, Why do they hate us so much? It wasn’t clear just who “they” were — Muslims, Arabs or simply anyone who was not American. The easy answer that many Americans found comforting was equally vague: that “they” were jealous of America’s wealth, opportunities, democracy and what have you”.

· Now, with the United States about to enter the 11th year of the longest war it has ever fought the wave of anti-Americanism is rising in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, even among many who once admired the United States. The reason appears quite plain: the common resentment is that American plans to bring peace and development to Afghanistan have failed, the killing is still going on, and to excuse their failures Americans have now expanded the war into Pakistan, evoking what they did in the 1960s when the Vietnam war moved into Laos and Cambodia. Moreover, while Pakistanis die for an American war, Washington has given favored deals to Pakistan’s archenemy, India. So goes the argument.

· So a growing and rising consensus amongst Pakistan’s intelligentsia, academicians and the public at large is that America’s most glaring failure has been its inability to help rebuild the states and the nations where it has gone to war. This includes setting up institutions and governance that may not have existed before, as in Afghanistan. Nation-building is all about helping countries develop national cohesion and that cannot be done not by blunt force, but by developing the economy, civil society, education and skills.

· So now we have a situation where the good guys are perceived as bad with Afghans demonstrating in the streets every time a civilian is killed and Pakistanis questioning and being infuriated by the drone attacks because nobody can quantify how successful they are in eliminating Al Qaeda or the Taliban. John O. Brennan, President Obama’s counterterrorism adviser, said in June that for a year “there hasn’t been a single collateral death” as a result of drone attacks. So the C.I.A. may claim that the drones have killed 600 militants and not a single civilian, but hardly an Afghan or Pakistani can believe that? 

· Meanwhile, American aid and economic development in Pakistan and Afghanistan have aimed at “quick impact projects,” which are intended to win hearts and minds, but don’t have a long-lasting impact. The real focus of helping these states to build an indigenous economy and creating jobs to replace opium growing and smuggling in the rural lands has been left more or less to chance. 
· A recent Congressional report says the United States has “wasted” at least $31 billion in the awarding of contracts in Iraq and Afghanistan. And in Pakistan, people see no lasting economic benefit from the $20 billion Washington has spent there since 2001. It has bought a lot of military equipment, but no dam or university or electric power plant.

· The real challenge therefore in Pakistan for the United States is not just about doling out aid and fighting the extremists and military actions but about perceptions and rebuilding its image. The overriding narrative usually goes as follows: the U.S. sporadically uses Pakistan's military, colludes with local leaders, and leaves millions of Pakistanis to clean up the mess. Failing to explain or market its soft power -- aid for schools and hospitals -- Washington relies on Islamabad to highlight its goodwill and mistakes. 10 years after 9/11 most Pakistanis are equally anti-Taliban and anti-U.S. That spells failure for U.S. public diplomacy.

· So what should both countries do to improve the situation:
· a) Make the relations more transparent by launching a media campaign that addresses three basic questions: why should Pakistanis befriend Americans? Why are Americans helping Pakistanis? What will happen if they cut off support? Questioning by the Pakistanis of the $7.5 billion Kerry-Lugar aid bill should be a wakeup call that selling -- and not just giving -- such aid is essential for any hope of creating American goodwill.

· Keeping ordinary Pakistanis aloof is dangerous. In a country where literacy rates are less than 50% the television makes a huge impact and with over 100 channels many are hooked to watching firebrand TV anchors blending anti-Americanism with religious nationalism. Many Pakistanis today, measure relations with the United States in drone attacks and suicide bombings and never in roads, schools, or hospitals built. 
· The US, on the other hand, feels that Pakistani policy makers and officials continue to benefit from the aid and assistance programmes while at the same time use it as punching bag to pursue their own political agenda. This is a perception especially true in the American mind vis-à-vis the drone attacks. This is a task for both governments to come together and end the misperceptions that prevail on both sides and develop a ‘roadmap to transparency' that explains and sells the U.S.-Pakistan relationship.

· Both Washington and Islamabad need to market U.S.-supported socio-economic and investment programs such as private electricity producers, Fulbright scholarships, and building roads for the tribal areas abutting Afghanistan. These are critical, but rarely highlighted, victories. Marketing reconstruction projects in war torn areas, and synchronizing stabilization efforts between security, development, political, and media experts from both countries, is essential. 
· In this regard the legislation pending with the US Senate on realizing the initiative of Reconstruction Opportunity Zone in Afghanistan and Pakistan is essential. It would symbolize United States’ long-term commitment to peace and prosperity in the region. The ROZs would entail that specified goods produced there would be eligible for duty-free entry into the United States. ROZs are designed to leverage the power of the private sector to create jobs and fuel sustainable economic development in this critical region. 
· According to State Department spokesperson Sean McCormack, while briefing the media on the legislation in March 2011, “Passage of this legislation would send a strong message of support to the people of Afghanistan and Pakistan, symbolizing our long-term commitment to the security, peace, and prosperity of the region. The bill constitutes a vital component of the Administration’s three-pronged military, political, and economic strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan. By encouraging production in ROZs, this bill would fuel sustainable economic development and provide legitimate employment opportunities, particularly in the border area, as an alternative to violent extremism.”
· These are not overnight cure-alls, but rather elements of a roadmap with specific metrics such as frequent polling and benchmarks that will help the United States win the war of perception in Pakistan. Pakistanis are acutely aware of the US calling their country the hub of global terrorism and making contingency plans to secure its nuclear arms, but no one knows about U.S.-sponsored schools or job programs. The US administration needs to focus on implementing a holistic Pakistan policy that jointly measures actions and manages perceptions.

Recommend two very good books I came across the address Pakistan-US relations especially in the role of Public Diplomacy.

· Pakistani journalist Zahid Hussain, in The Scorpion’s Tail, his examination of the rise of militants in Pakistan, makes clear that both sides of the alliance between the US and the Pakistani military share blame for the violence currently afflicting Pakistan. 
· King’s College professor and former London Times journalist Anatol Lieven in his Pakistan: A Hard Country, gives an insightful survey of Pakistan. Lieven has traveled extensively through Pakistan (dismayingly atypical for a contemporary foreign commentator), exploring all of its provinces and speaking with Pakistanis from a very broad range of backgrounds. He concludes that Pakistan’s is a diverse society, so diverse, in fact, that observers who deal best in generalizations are bound to get the country horribly wrong. For him, Pakistan is a place of competing and overlapping clans, sects, tribes, beliefs, and practices. Its society, in order to function, has evolved powerful mechanisms to deal with rivalries inside shared localities. 

· At the heart of Lieven’s account of Pakistan is kinship, pervasive networks of clans and biradiris (groups of extended kin) that he identifies as “the most important force in society,” usually far stronger than any competing religious, ethnic, or political cause. It now, as Lieven points out, “is a cultural system so strong that it can persuade a father to kill a much-loved daughter, not even for having an affair or becoming pregnant, but for marrying outside her kinship group without permission.” The effects of kinship on Pakistani politics are profound. Most of Pakistan’s leading political parties are dynastic, including the Bhutto family’s PPP and the Sharif family’s PML-N; even individual members of parliament are often elected on the basis of clan alliances and support. Politics is therefore about patronage far more than ideology. 
· I would also recommend that you read the article published in the Los Angeles Times on September 19 by George Perkovich titled: A new Pakistan.  He places in a nutshell all the elements that I have talked about today.
· Vital to improving relations between the two countries is for the US to broaden its efforts to signal an ongoing commitment to Pakistan as a strategic partner through preferential trade agreements and proffering a civilian nuclear deal. Pakistan could take much greater responsibility for dealing with hyperbolic anti-American public sentiment. Policymakers in both countries need to understand that while they may continue to tenaciously pursue their own interests as they perceive them, they also have an interest in finding ways to acknowledge and address each other’s perceived security concerns. More importantly, public statements and perceptions do matter and can eventually shape strategic interests over the long-term.
· In the final analysis Pakistan also has to look inwards to resolve its socio political conflict. We, as a nation, have to boldly demonstrate our resolve towards moderation and rejection of extremism from within our society. 

· We have welcomed President Obama’s commitment to build a “richer relationship” with Pakistan, based on mutual respect, mutual trust and mutual interest. We must also remember that an enduring partnership can only be built and sustained on the strength of a close people-to-people relationship. If Pakistani schools were provided with the curriculum and nutrition that children needed to learn and grow, parents would be far less likely to turn in desperation to retrograde institutions that poison our people. If there were factory jobs for our young people, in our provinces and tribal areas, that provided them decent wages, they would be far less vulnerable to inducements from radicals and terrorists. If the markets of Europe and America were open to Pakistani exports, the Pakistani people would have far more faith in their government, support for democratic values, and most of all, a stake in the success of their country. 
· Strains in relationships, whether in families or between nations, require work and time. Both sides can and should do better to lower the decibels and strengthen the bilateral bond. Misleading headlines and selective leaks should not permanently undermine our relationship. Therefore, the earlier we mend fences, the better for Pakistan, the United States, the south Asia region and indeed the whole world. 

· The first and most urgent need of the hour is to restore trust. 
