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Panel Theme: Power and Democracy: Retrenchment, Renovation, or Reimagination

The past decade has exhibited considerable political turmoil in democracies across the world. Democratic institutions have been challenged with nativist and authoritarian incursions across the world. Indeed the configuration of political power has been in flux, even in nations with the longest standing democratic cultures.  Being immersed in the historical moment, ascertaining a clear systemic picture of this democratic crisis proves difficult for scholars. Is democracy withering, transitioning or just being reimagined? We invite papers that speak to this issue of democratic crisis. 

Organizer: Giulio M. Gallarotti, Columbia University and Wesleyan University
Chair: Renee Marlin-Bennett, Johns Hopkins University
Discussant: J.P. Singh, George Mason University


Papers

Welcoming Foreigners: the Foundation to Soft Power Influence
Irene S. Wu, Georgetown University, ireneswu@yahoo.com
If democratic countries are often soft power leaders, not so much because their political system is attractive, but instead because their societies are open and welcoming to outsiders, then rising nativist movements in democracies may in the long run undermine these countries’ soft power influence in the world.  The Soft Power Rubric uses observable activity – the number of social interactions people have with foreigners – to identify which countries in the world have the most soft power.  This includes immigration, international students, foreign visitors, and movies.  Global rankings based on these data align roughly with other rankings based mainly on public opinion data.   While democracies top the Soft Power Rubric rankings list, not all democracies rank highly.  This suggests arenas usually considered domestic policy such as immigration, education, tourism, and culture, have significant and enduring impact on a country’s standing in the world.




Democracies and Soft Power
Judit Trunkos, Robert Morris University, trunlos@rmu.edu
Soft power literature has suggested that it is the liberal democracies that end up relying on soft power tools and not the non-democracies. The underlying theory suggests that soft power is an American concept that was created to support the democratization of other countries and spread the liberal ideology. This paper compares two groups of 28 countries to test where the democracies use more soft power than non-democracies. The time-frame is 1995-2010. The findings indicate that non-democracies use a surprising amount of soft power. China uses 87% of soft power compared to the USA’s 83% and Russia’s 81%. Therefore, the findings indicate that all countries use soft power, not just the liberal democracies. 


Analysis of the Relationship Between Grand Strategy, Policy and Reality in Public Diplomacy: Who Says What and Does What
Abdulsamet GÜNEK, Muş Alparslan Üniversitesi, Turkey, Sgunek@gmail.com
Public diplomacy policies designed according to grand strategy are generally based on an ideological background. However, concrete public diplomacy actions are conveyed through more humane and universal discourses. This situation creates a structural paradox. Public diplomacy is based on a positivist perspective. The ultimate purpose of public diplomacy actions is to achieve the country's interest. This reality should be taken into consideration in public diplomacy. Public diplomacy literature does not adequately analyze the impact of ideology and politics on the results of action. The main aim of this project is to analyze the impact of grand narratives and ideological background on public diplomacy actions. In other words, it is to address the equation between grand narrative, ideology and reality in public diplomacy actions. The project basically seeks answers to the following questions. Is a public diplomacy free from ideology possible?, If a public diplomacy free from ideology is possible, how is the effectiveness of action without ideology?, What is the effectiveness and impact of the grand narrative on public diplomacy? 
The research is based on literature and content analysis methods. The sample group of the project includes six countries divided into big, medium and small-sized powers depending on their political and economic influence. The USA and China will represent big-sized states, Turkey and South Korea will represent medium-sized states, and Qatar and Estonia will represent small-sized states. Each of these countries has different institutional structures, objectives, discourses and philosophies in public diplomacy. These differences and small similarities in some areas will make important contributions to questioning the hypotheses of the project. Specific public diplomacy actions of these countries will be analyzed and compared with each other. Content analysis will be categorized according to the following three basic parameters:
a) Grand narratives, ideological perspectives and public diplomacy policies of countries, 
b) Structural characteristics of public diplomacy activities (discourses, tools, target audiences, etc.), 
c) International agenda and national agenda 
The effects of the above three parameters on public diplomacy and each other will be analyzed. I think that the research results will contribute to the public diplomacy literature, policy makers and experts. I think the balance between discourse and practice will be even more important in the age of artificial intelligence. Even if public diplomacy is machine-centered, humans as policy makers are still a dominant and effective factor.


Constitutional Limbo and Human Rights in Gilgit-Baltistan, Pakistan: Power Dynamics and Democratic Deficits
[bookmark: _GoBack]Dr. Ejaz Karim, Tunnan Minu University, China, e4karimformanite@gmail.com
This research paper delves into the intricate and contentious issue of Gilgit-Baltistan's constitutional limbo and its profound implications for human rights, power dynamics, and democratic processes. Gilgit-Baltistan (GB), a strategically significant region located in the extreme north of Pakistan and bordering Republic of China. The region has been under Pakistan's administrative control since 1947. However, its legal status remains ambiguous due to its integral association with the broader Kashmir dispute between Pakistan and India. Both nations claim the region, yet neither recognizes its inhabitants as constitutional citizens, placing them in a state of statelessness that exacerbates their vulnerability to human rights violations and disenfranchisement.
The paper explores the historical and political contexts that have led to the current constitutional ambiguity of Gilgit-Baltistan. Despite being administered by Pakistan for over seven decades, the region is not constitutionally integrated into the country, leaving its approximately two million residents without the full rights and protections afforded to Pakistani citizens. This lack of constitutional recognition means that the people of GB are excluded from key democratic processes, including national elections, and do not have proper representation in the federal legislative bodies. The region's administrative setup, governed by a series of presidential orders rather than constitutional mandates, underscores its precarious legal standing.
Through a mixed-methods approach, this research incorporates qualitative data from first-hand interviews with local lawyers, human rights activists, political leaders, and members of the Gilgit-Baltistan Legislative Assembly (GBLA). These insights are supplemented by quantitative data from surveys and secondary sources to provide a comprehensive analysis of the region's political and legal landscape. The findings reveal a complex interplay between power dynamics and human rights, highlighting how the region’s ambiguous status facilitates systematic rights violations and undermines democratic governance.
One significant consequence of this constitutional limbo is the persistent human rights abuses in Gilgit-Baltistan. The lack of clear legal status has led to arbitrary governance practices, including land appropriation without proper compensation, suppression of political dissent, and restrictions on freedom of expression and assembly. The absence of constitutional safeguards means that residents have limited avenues for redress and accountability, further entrenching their disenfranchisement and marginalization.
Moreover, the power dynamics in Gilgit-Baltistan are heavily skewed. The central government's control over the region's administrative and legislative affairs diminishes local autonomy and exacerbates feelings of political disenfranchisement among the populace. The GBLA, although functioning as a legislative and judiciary, has limited powers and operates under the overarching authority of the federal government. This imbalance of power not only stifles local governance but also perpetuates a cycle of dependency and underdevelopment.

In conclusion, this paper provides a detailed examination of the constitutional limbo of Gilgit-Baltistan and its ramifications for human rights, power structures, and democracy. It calls for a reassessment of the region’s legal status to ensure that the fundamental rights of its residents are protected and that democratic principles are upheld. By addressing these issues, Pakistan can take a significant step towards resolving one of its most pressing regional disputes and promoting greater stability and justice within its borders.
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