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Naming, Shaming, and Boycotting: The Rising Power of Peer-to-Peer Transnational Advocacy Networks 

Shay Attias 

With the rising diffusional power of nonstate actors created permitted by the social media revolution, global human networks have used digital tools to connecting peers in networks to pressure states to change their policies. Among these networks, one seems unique: The ““Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS)”” movement (2005), not only "“names" and "shames"” but also digitally calls for actions the overseas multidimensional pro-active boycotting conducted by of millions of digital peers from different nations and cultures, promoting Palestine by and boycotting encouraging actions against the state of Israel. This article takes BDS as a case study in to revealing how cutting-edge digital models can maximize the individual power of people in human peer-to-peer networks, and their ability to "call for actions" and to exert international pressure on states. Connecting two fields of study, "“Transnational Advocacy Networks (TANs)"” and "“Public Diplomacy,"” the article finds that BDS is a particularly effective TAN, using its flexibility and digital capabilities to enact empower "“peer-to-peer networks."” to act. Informed by revolutionary changes in social media and digital networks, the article provides a necessary update to the decade-old literature on peer-to-peer networks and public diplomacy. Through the lens of boycotting, the article discusses the power of transnational advocacy networks in granting agency to individuals across the globe. TANs play a crucial role in facilitating citizen involvement in public diplomacy.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Here I think it is more important to talk about Israel and public diplomacy and the difficulty of a state to respond to the non-state through public diplomacy
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Introduction to the digital landscape of modern diplomacy and the era of Transnational Advocacy Networks (TANs)	Comment by Julie de Rouville: You must be certain (as I cannot do for you) that this section shows a real mastery of literature on TANs. The best and fastest way to do this is to look up TANs and see which are the most cited articles and to make sure you are covering whatever issues are seen in these most cited articles. If they choose an expert on TANs to review your article, you have to be able to withstand a close inspection of this section as a basis for what follows.
Look at these:

Hall, Schmitz and Dedman, 
"Transnational Advocacy and NGOs in the Digital Era"
ISQ March 2020 pages 159-167. That one must be included and their references should be closely followed... 

Cheng, Lui and Fu, 
"The power of digital activism for transational advocacy: Leadership, engagement and affordance"
New Media and Society
7 March 2023

Cheng, Wang, Ma, Murdie
"Communities and Brokers"
ISQ, September 2021

Transnational Advocacy in the Digital Era by Nina Hall

Mzumdar, T. 
Digital diplomacy: Internet-based public diplomacy activities of novel forms of public engagement?
Place Branding and Public Diplomacy


	Extensive  and evolving literature has proposed the role of communication or communication technologies and non-governmental organizations within a human rights transnational advocacy network (TAN) in the needed effort to fight against human rights violations (Fein 1979, 1993; Rummel, 1994; Power 2002; Harff, 2003; Valentino, 2004; Valentino, Huth, and Balch-Lindsay 2004; Wayman & Tago, 2010).  A transnational advocacy network (TAN) is a coalition of individuals, groups, and organizations working across national borders to promote a particular cause or issue. They are often formed to advocate for human rights, environmental protection, social justice, and other global issues that require collective action. TANs engage in various activities to influence policymaking, including lobbying governments, conducting research, mobilizing public opinion, and organizing protests and demonstrations. TANs also use various communication channels like social media, email campaigns, and other digital tools to connect and mobilize supporters worldwide.  Many scholars distinguish this type of entity from nongovernmental organizations by marking them as ““new civic actors”” (Fowler, 2011, 42) or engaging in ““civic society diplomacy (CSD)”” (Anton, 2022).


The first transnational advocacy networks announced marked the beginning of a virtual global community of citizens that rallied around crucial issues and significant global events (Fitzpatrick 2012; Zaharna 2007). Although their capabilities were seem primitive compared to their capacities today, the networks laid the perceptual and technological foundations for the impact of the digital social revolution in international relations. Most importantly, this new digital networking began to replace challenge the traditional model of formal diplomatic communication, that occurred only which took place only between governments (agencies and organizations)., With TANs, with a model involving ordinary citizens,  individuals outside of the state apparatus (Attias 2012; Cull 2013) could now have their say. The influence of these global digital citizens on the international system grew has grown and fundamentally changed how countries and people interact.[footnoteRef:1] At the same time, social and cultural changes advanced the new media and the classically liberal ideology associated with it: namely, values such as openness and equality, ordinary citizens’ rights, and the desire for freedom of information and self-expression. , These ideas have been described as part of “a global citizenship” (Williams 2003; Falk 1993, 20; Schattle 2008).[footnoteRef:2] 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: There should be more citations here.  [1:  See more in “The Evolution of Governmental Communication” model (Attias 2012, (Fig 1) 2).]  [2:  They are also associated with “cosmopolitism” and the shift away from nation-centric citizenship (see Carter 2013). ] 


TANs and governments necessarily have different approaches and goals when commenting upon or attempting to manageing global problems. While governments have a range of tools and extensive resources at their disposal, TANs have limited reincome sources, and many depending on donations from the public (Keck and Sikkink 2014, 97, 98). Yet, However, uunlike states with one monotone voice, TANs can bring diverse voices and perspectives to global issues solutions and play a critical role in raising awareness, educating the public, mobilizing public support, and pressuring decision-makers to act (Sorce and Dumitrica 2022, 157).

Hence, the DNA nature of TANs is are created for activism. They are made from up of diverse organizations and individuals working across borders to promote a common cause, such as human rights, environmental protection, or social justice, universally, not only nationally (Fuentes 2022, 93). ), Therefore, there is a big difference in how they thus operate radically differently compared to than governments. Governments have a range of tools and resources to address global issues which that TANs do not have, including diplomatic relations, military power, economic sanctions, and international treaties and agreements; TANs, in contrast, can only use moral and material leverage and public mobilization to call upon governments to take particular diplomatic, political or economic actions (Fuentes 2022, 94). ); TANs cannot take these actions themselves.

There are several critical differences between TANs and governments when addressing global issues. Firstly, TANs often operate independently of governments and but may challenge government policies and actions or. They may also focus on issues that governments must address or address adequately (Fuentes 2022, 94). TANs may tend to also be nimbler and more flexible than governments, as they are not bound by the same bureaucratic constraints and political considerations do not bind them (Fuentes 2022, 93, 98). 
Crucially, TANs may have different goals than governments; only certain issues will ““galvanize”” TANs, while others will garner little attention (Carpenter 2007, 100). While governments may seek to protect their national interests and promote stability and security, TANs may seek to promote broader social or environmental goals. TANs may also focus more on empowering marginalized communities and promoting democracy and human rights.



Naming and shaming: what is it and how well do TANs do it? 

It is also possible to see a transformation and radicalization in how TANs interact to achieve their goals, by putting more and more pressure on states to bring about change. Naming and shaming crimes committed by countries causes the attacked country to try to save their reputation, reshape their identity, maintain international and domestic legitimacy, and to ease the pressure exerted on them. Koliev (2018) defines naming and shaming as ““a strategy of publicly exposing an actor’s wrongdoings and poor compliance with commonly agreed rules and norms.”” Naming and shaming is utilized deliberately by TANs in what Keck and Sikkink (1999, 97) refer to as the ““mobilization of shame.”” TANs interact to achieve their goals by putting more and more pressure on states to bring about change; “naming and shaming” crimes committed by countries, which causes the attacked country to try to save their reputation, reshape their identity, maintain international and domestic legitimacy, and ease the pressure exerted on them. When TANs name and shame states, ““the behavior of target actors is held up to the bright light of international scrutiny,”” giving TANs outsized ““moral leverage”” (Keck and Sikkink 1999, 97). 

TANs can increasingly engage in Naming naming and shaming is increasingly possible for TANs due to the rise of technological advancements, which that have facilitated communication and organization across borders for these networks. Social media, email campaigns, and other digital tools enable advocacy networks to connect with supporters and rapidly disseminate their message (Mundt, Ross and Burnett 2018, 1,9). Platforms like Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram have been extensively used to coordinate protests and mobilize supporters. Activists employ hashtags, group chats, and direct messaging to share information, plan events, and maintain real-time communication during protests.

Social media platforms also enable protesters to share photos, videos, and live streams of protests, thereby reaching a global audience (Khazraee and Novak 2018, 1). This widespread exposure raises awareness about key issues and exerts pressure on governments and other influential actors to take action, along with providing organizational support to causes. Indeed, social media has proven effective in soliciting donations and garnering support for protesters, including essential resources like food, medical supplies, and legal assistance. This helps sustain protests over extended periods and provides necessary aid to protesters facing legal or other challenges (Mundt, Ross and Burnett 2018, 2, 8). In certain instances, social media serves as an alternative to traditional media, which may not always accurately represent the perspectives and experiences of protesters. Social media allows protesters to share directly their stories and present their viewpoints on critical issues directly.

Some researchers suggest that shaming could help improve rights conditions. Naming and shaming effectively forces states to address issues important to the international community, such as passing legislation and holding elections (Roth, 2001). Other researchers argue that naming and shaming is ineffective. Targeted countries are often dismissive of naming and shamingsuch attacks, and do not take naming and shamingsuch movements seriously; these such states will continue to violate the rights of the named and shamed (Hafner-Burton, 2008; Vinjamuri & Snyder, 2004). A third group of scholars suggests that naming and shaming works conditionally, depending on some other mechanism for an effective policy change (Barry et al., 2013; Peterson et al., 2018; Murdie & Peksen, 2015; Dietrich & Murdie, 2017).	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Cite these researchers	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Same, cite

Additional studies examined the effectiveness of aggressive advocacy networks on human rights, through damage to the reputation of countries and shaming as a means of advocacy against governments that do not meet the requirements. TANs use public exposure of human rights violations to influence governments that fail to meet legal and normative obligations and stand by whilthat allowe such the violations occur (Keck and Sikkink 1998). The results of these efforts have been mixed, leading researchers to investigate the conditions under which human rights naming and shaming are likely to be effective (e.g., Franklin, 2008; Hafner-Burton, 2008; Krain, 2012; Lebovic & Voeten, 2006; Lebovic & ו-Voeten, 2009; Murdie & Davis, 2012; Ron, Ramos, and Rodgers 2005).

 Zhou, Kiyani, and Crabtree (2022) found that shaming against human rights violations ““depends on the nature of the actors.”” Shaming from by Amnesty International against human rights violations had little effect, but the authors showed a positive change in a state's policy towards improving human rights when the U.S. government was doing the naming and shaming.  Though naming and shaming by Amnesty International might not be as effective as that by the United States Government, Amnesty International activities influence public attitudes and behaviors in a way that the State Department's activities do not. This could be important for medium- or long-term changes in the public demand for rights, their ability to coordinate around rights claims, and – ultimately – the extent of human rights across the globe. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Citations?	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Naming and shaming is not really the centre of the article, rather TANs and the entity of BDS as an example of public diplomacy. Naming and shaming is a bit of a "side-show" as one says...

Naming and shaming: The Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS) case 
The article’s focus, tThe ““Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions (BDS)”” Movement is the case that will be considered here, . BDS effectively employs but is not limited to naming and shaming techniques but is not limited to these techniques. The BDS Movement stands out as a unique transnational advocacy network due to its focus on Palestinian rights in a stateless area, the use of grassroots-led, nonviolent resistance, and the implementation encouragement of boycotts, divestment, and sanctions against neighbouring Israel. These techniques are in addition to naming and shaming; boycotting and lobbying are its core strategies (Hatuel-Radoshitzky 38, 41).	Comment by Julie de Rouville: BDS cannot boycott on its own but only encourage others to do so

BDS, which emerged in 2005 as a response to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. , Its has a primary goal of is to applying economic and political pressure on Israel so that the country to will address the injustices faced by Palestinians. The movement aims to end the Israeli occupation of Palestinian territories, advocate for the rights of Palestinian citizens, and promote the right of return for Palestinian refugees. Through their encouragement of consumer and cultural boycotts and , divestment campaigns, and cultural boycotts, BDS seeks to challenge Israeli policies and raise global awareness about the conflict. It BDS operates through decentralized networks involving diverse activists, organizations, and individuals who contribute to its objectives.

One notable campaign within the BDS movement is the an academic and cultural boycott , that which calls for the boycott of academic and cultural institutions either with in Israel or those complicit in violating Palestinian rights. 

This campaign encourages academics, artists, and cultural figures to refrain from participating in events or collaborations with Israeli institutions. Another significant aspect is the boycott of settlement products,BDS also urgesing individuals to boycott goods originating from Israeli settlements in occupied territories. BDS considers these settlements illegal under international law and seeks to raise awareness about their impact on Palestinian srights. Additionally, the movement advocates for divestment from companies involved in the Israeli occupation, settlements, or violations of Palestinian rights. This campaign aims to exert economic pressure and discourage investment in activities that perpetuate the conflict.
By leveraging digital tools to disseminate reports, press releases, advocacy materials, and to engage in grassroots activism on various online platforms and international networks, the BDS Movement has successfully garnered global attention and mobilized support for its cause. The social media, websites, and online campaigns that BDS utilizes to amplify their reach, engage with supporters, and raise awareness about their causes allow them to move beyond naming and shaming to digitally promoting a transnational boycott to its millions of digital peers from across the globe.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Is there any quantification possible of BDS members or activisits?

TANs and public diplomacy in the digital sphere 

Digital diplomacy can amplify the efforts and aims of public diplomacy. Public diplomacy,, traditionally a tool employed by states to shape their national image and promote national interests, has been primarily explored through theories centered aroundon state-centric approaches (e.g., Melissen 2005. ; Sefin, 2013). The state-centric approach is integral here, as the necessary state apparatus inhibits prevents the flexibility of public diplomacy offices. TANs, in contrast, are non-state actors and utilizse collective actions to advance common causes across borders (Keck and Sikkink 1999). Nimbler in their ability to mobilize public opinion, they can influence policy processes, and hold state and non-state actors accountable. TANs concentrate on specific causes or issues, aiming to influence policymaking and bring about social change. Public diplomacy offices have their attention spread thinly across multiple issue areas and cannot streamline their attentionefforts or focus their attention on one issue. Public diplomacy primarily seeks to shape perceptions, build relationships, and enhance understanding to advance a country's interests, particularly in elite-centered approaches (Manor 2018). This divergence underscores the varied distinct nature of objectives and strategies employed by these two approaches dealing with the shaping of public opinion by two very different types of actors.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Worth noting the academic literature's understanding and definition of public diplomacy and also explaining your own role in public diplomacy in Israel. 

Show a mastery of this term in the recent literature right away and put forth the argument mentioned in the abstract that states cannot move as quickly as TANs which is the implicit case of BDS...	Comment by Julie de Rouville: I think the key is to show BDS as an example. There is no great discovery in that states move more slowly than non-state entities and that has surely been mentioned extensively in the literature. 

Perhaps underline the fact that there is no Palestinian state so the efforts of "traditional diplomacy" are curtailed or even impossible and, if public diplomacy is strictly defined as information shared by a state, that Palestine cannot conduct public diplomacy to the extent necessary. OR

You use "public diplomacy", quite appropriately, as the task of a government. A history of the term goes back to the 19th century (pure Wikipedia but useful!) Good quotes anyway...
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_diplomacy

What you are arguing is that the right TAN is undefeatable... that a state cannot respond effectively, neither with their own tools, nor with 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: 2005a or 2005B	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Surely this argument (TANs more nimble than states) has been made elsewhere... make sure that you master this and cite the right folks.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: All of this points to the difference in ability to concentrate and focus, the words in terrorist studies is "assymetric"

Both Efforts to shape opinions by states and TANs and public diplomacy are have been profoundly influenced by the digital revolution, but their utilization of digital tools differs. TANs leverage digital platforms, such as social media, websites, and online petitions, to mobilize support, raise awareness, and disseminate information. Public diplomacy also employs digital tools but to a lesser extent, as it states relyies on traditional methods like cultural exchanges and strategic communication. Indeed, a recent quantitative analysis found no engagement between governmental departments and the wider (foreign or local) public on social media, despite attempts by these governments to establish a digital presences (Ittefaq 2019). This discrepancy highlights the evolving landscape of communication and the varying degrees of digital integration in these two fieldsby these actors.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: When talking about these together, they should both be "entities" "public diplomacy" is a thing, a tactic, while TANs are entities, so perhaps better to say public diplomacy offices or actors... 


These conclusions highlight the contrasting nature, goals, approaches, and impacts of Transnational Advocacy NetworksTANs and Public public Diplomacydiplomacy offices. While TANs operate independently and aim for global social change, public diplomacy is driven by governments to advance national interests and build relationships through targeted engagement. The digital revolution has influenced both TANs and public diplomacy, with varying effectiveness in utilizing digital tools for their respective purposes. This comparison emphasizes the distinct characteristics of TANs and public diplomacy, including their nature, focus, and digital impact. Understanding these differences is crucial for comprehending the complex dynamics of global advocacy and diplomacy in an increasingly interconnected world.
Much of the research on digital diplomacy has a government-centric perspective. , Instead of exploring the transformative power of ordinary individuals in the diplomatic arena, the emphasis was has been on how states could amplify their influence over the hearts and minds of people (Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer 2022). Practitioners and researchers treated the digital public as a homogenous and unified voice, neglecting the diverse perspectives and activities of non-state actors. State-centric definitions and approaches dominated the discourse on public diplomacy, with little acknowledgment of non-state actor activities. The initial promise of digital diplomacy to empower and engage with citizens gave way to a predominant focus on how states can enhance their influence over public opinion. This shift limited the understanding of the dynamic role of non-state actors and the diverse voices within the digital realm. Recognizing the importance of a more inclusive and citizen-centric approach is crucial to fully harnessing the potential of digital diplomacy in contemporary international relations.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: I don't think this paragraph is strong enough. Refer to the literature or cut... Yes, "digital diplomacy" as a subset of public diplomacy necessarily focuses on the state because the state is the only actor in public diplomacy as it was first defined. There is extensive literature for TANs and other social media and changing "hearts and minds" by NGOs etc. these "issue focused" entities are necessarily playing a different ball game. The important aspect is that BDS can focus and Israel cannot... I would keep the focus on the case and  the practical and experiential arguments and do not stray too far into vague arguments or a top-notch journal will not be able to publish...	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Is this term used in the literature? If so, by whom and when and where? There are no citations and the definition of digital diplomacy appears much later. Making a clear point of the definition of public diplomacy (states towards foreign populations and domestic as well) and then using social media to target foreign populations (and 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Who else has written on this very broad subject?	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Really? Are you sure that it has not been explored?
Digital diplomacy falls short in fully explaining the changes brought about by transnational advocacy networks (TANs), highlighting the need to update the scholarship on digital diplomacy. The evolving landscape of TANs in international relations presents a gap between the conceptualization of digital diplomacy and the complex dynamics of TANs. Bjola (2015, 2018), Holmes (2015), and Manor (2018), have recognized this gap and advocate for an updated understanding of digital diplomacy, as have Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer (2022). The gap between digital diplomacy and TANs arises due tofor several reasons. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Don't just say vaguely that "digital diplomacy" whose literature we have not yet referred to "falls short"... how and in what way? What exact arguments are not included? 
First, the initial focus of digital diplomacy literature on state-centric approaches limits its ability to comprehensively account for the agency and influence of non-state actors, including TANs, which play a significant role in shaping international relations and public opinion (Bjola, 2018). While digital diplomacy may acknowledge the role of digital tools in diplomatic communication, it fails to capture the transformative power and impact of TANs in advancing specific causes or issues globally (Holmes, 2015). 

Another factor contributing to the gap is the fragmented partial understanding offered by digital diplomacy. Digital diplomacy literature often emphasizes isolated aspects of communication and engagement, such as social media campaigns or online platforms. However, TANs operate beyond these digital platforms alone, employing diverse strategies that may have first had roots in digital communications, but extending outwards to includeing grassroots organizing, advocacy campaigns, and networked collaborations (Manor, 2017). The BDS case is another example of this extension beyond the digital realm. The complexity of TANs’ network dynamics poses a challenge to the traditional structures and hierarchies typically examined in digital diplomacynot only of state-sponsored public diplomacy. TANs BDS and other TANs operate through intricate networks of actors that transcend borders and organizational boundaries, allowing for the exchange of knowledge, resources, and strategies (Manor, 2017). Digital diplomacy literature thus has not struggles to captured the fluidity and complexity of these network dynamics, which has limited the exploration ofing its capacity to fully grasp the impact of TANs.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This is an interesting argument. TANs are not digital only, but they use digital tools to encourage real-life actions and are not limited to "changing hearts and minds". Say that more explicitly.

Indeed, the role of TANs in granting individuals a levels of agency and fluidity in diplomatic relations is something which that traditional notions of digital diplomacy do not grasp (Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer 2022). Traditional notions of digital diplomacy do not account for a citizen’s ability to ‘communicate directly ’ with foreign policy stakeholderspublics without the assistance of intermediaries in public dialogues and assemblies (Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer 2022). Without an updated understanding of digital diplomacy, scholars miss the increasingly ‘contested’ nature of diplomatic interactions between increasingly empowered individuals and diplomatic actors (Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer 2022).	Comment by Julie de Rouville: One citation will not suffice if we do not know what they have put forth as an argument. 
Given these gaps, scholars argue for an updated understanding of digital diplomacy that incorporates the evolving role of TANs. This updated scholarship shouldthat would recognize the agency and influence of non-state actors, foster collaboration and dialogue between states and non-state actors, and acknowledge the networked nature of TANs (Bjola, 2018; Holmes, 2015; Manor, 2017). It should also adopt a multi-dimensional approach to engagement, encompassing both online and offline channels for effective communication and addressing global challenges.
A scholarly update is needed to address the gap between the conceptualization of digital diplomacy and the changing dynamics of transnational advocacy networks. Scholars, including Bjola, Holmes, Manor, Geis, Opitz and Pfeifer advocate for an updated understanding that recognizes the agency of non-state actors, the networked nature of TANs, and the importance of multi-dimensional engagement. By bridging this gap, scholars can better analyze the complex and transformative role of TANs in shaping international relations, and the rising involvement of citizens in public diplomacy.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Make an argument based not on the "need" to update the literature but show how this case would add to changes in the understanding.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Place as in-line references with years and not as names 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Is it still public diplomacy if citizens are involved? Definitions of public diplomacy currently are clearly state to foreign citizens.
It is necessary to catch, identify, and categorize new New actors and interactions in every generation will continue to evolve , as new technology creates new abilities to communicate globally. The practical application of these technologies then requires guidance, as research tries to catch up and update current theoretical frames. The digital age and the emergence of social media has raised many critical questions about the new actors in the global arena. Communciations Technology technologies affects the evolution of diplomacy byhave bringing brought in the individual and the non-state actor , enabling the penetration of cross-cultural global entrepreneurs into the digital IR playgroundthe arena of international relations. Technology changes the both the power dynamics of national society societies and politics, and by extension international society and international politics. As technology creates new forms of global interactions, it also creatinges new forms of actors in the new order of ““normative global governance”” (Stephen 2017; Scholte 2021; Zürn 2018, 24). The main impact is not only on tThe diffuse nature and provision of information can thus (avoiding official mouthpieces perhaps and mainstream publications which that previously were the only source of news), thereby  making other other sources and types of information more accessible even if of more dubious origins,. Such changes in power dynamics but also the empowerment of the ordinary citizen as he or she canto become part of many different and geographically diffuse organizations with ““just a click.”” Hence, tThis article spotlights the growing agency of individuals in through digital networks.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This is again too general, too far afield, make just a concentrated argument.

Boycotts as a form of transnational citizen empowerment in public diplomacy

Growing citizen engagement can be attributed to the convergence of several key theories and factors. TANs play a crucial role in facilitating citizen involvement in public diplomacy. According to Keck and Sikkink (1998), 's theory of transnational advocacy networks (1998), these networks, composed of activists, organizations, and individuals across borders, create shared norms, provide information, and enable coordination among diverse actors. ; They they empower citizens to participate actively in public diplomacy, fostering collaboration and collective action.

Boycotts are an influential means of asserting citizens’ voices and mobilizing support against perceived oppressors. Rooted in the concept of nonviolent resistance, boycotts are a means for individuals or groups to express their grievances and exert pressure on targeted entities to alter their policies or practices. A confrontational form of protest, the boycott aims to align the behavior of the target with the values and principles upheld by the boycotters (Kriesi, Koopmans, Duyvendak and Giugni 1995).

Countries may use economic or political boycotts to express their disapproval of another country's policies or actions or pressure them to change their behavior. Within the context of international relations, boycotts address diverse issues such as human rights violations, environmental concerns, labor exploitation, and political misconduct. By refusing to engage in specific activities, purchase certain products, or support certain entities, boycotters seek to convey their discontent and advocate for change. The first example of widespread international boycotts were those against apartheid-era South Africa in the 20th century. Many countries, including the United States, imposed economic sanctions and boycotts on South Africa to pressure the government to end apartheid, a system of racial segregation and discrimination. The international boycotts were a significant factor in ending apartheid and promoting democratic reforms in South Africa (Sigfried 2017). 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: "One of" the first international boycotts... but there were many before then. Here is a brief history (never neglect the basics in Wikipedia, you have to do them one better!)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Boycott
The Arab League boycotted Israel already in the 1940s... 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arab_League_boycott_of_Israel

Recently, the BDS movement has been calling for boycotts of companies doing business with Israel over its treatment of Palestinians. BDS claims that Israel is committing human rights atrocities. However, as this article’s BDS case study indicates, international boycotts can also be controversial and may have unintended consequences, such as harming innocent people or exacerbating existing conflicts. As a result, they are often used cautiously and as a last resort in international diplomacy. The success of a boycott hinges on several factors, including the strength of public opinion supporting the cause, the framing of the issue in question, the level of participation and coordination among boycotters, and the receptiveness of the target to external pressure. Keck & Sikkink (1998) emphasize the role of TANs in mobilizing support and facilitating collective action to promote social change. The authors also emphasize the importance of framing boycotts within belief systems that have cross-cultural appeal. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: I would rewrite this paragraph in light of the previous Arab state boycott

Furthermore, the transformative impact of digital technologies and social media platforms, as highlighted by Chadwick (2013), has opened up new avenues for citizen engagement. Digital technologies have reduced barriers to participation, allowing citizens to connect, share information, and coordinate actions across borders. This has resulted in increased citizen involvement in public diplomacy, as they leverage these digital platforms to mobilize support, raise awareness, and influence policy discussions on global issues. Melissen and Sharp (2019) argue that political transformations, such as transitions to democracy, have created new opportunities for citizen involvement in public diplomacy. They emphasize the importance of bottom-up initiatives and citizen-led movements in shaping public opinion and influencing policy outcomes. 

Boycotts through the lens of public diplomacy

Modern Boycotts boycotts are an under researched example of public diplomacy that utilizes digital technologies and social media platforms. Boycotts also constitute an important example of peer-to-peer diplomacy. The concept of peer-to-peer diplomacy has gained prominence in understanding citizen involvement in public diplomacy. Peer-to-peer diplomacy refers to the direct interaction and collaboration among individuals from different countries, bypassing traditional state-centric diplomatic channels. This concept recognizes the importance of person-to-person connections in fostering understanding and cooperation. Studies like Kadir et al. (2017) have explored the impact of peer-to-peer diplomacy and highlighted its potential for building relationships, bridging cultural gaps, and fostering citizen-led initiatives.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This paragraph repeats already noted ideas. 

The synergy between transnational advocacy networks, the digital revolution, changing political dynamics, and the emergence of peer-to-peer diplomacy has created an environment that fosters active citizen participation, generates ““calls to action,”” and enables citizens to play a more influential role in shaping the world's agenda. By leveraging these factors, citizens are increasingly able to assert their voices, mobilize support, and actively contribute to shaping international relations.

Boycotts today, particularly when they are utilized by peer-to-peer transnational networks, possess and have the potential to be an influential instrument for social transformation. They have the capacity to generate widespread attention and impose economic and social consequences on the targeted entities. By creating negative publicity on a large scale and affecting the bottom line of the entities in question, boycotts can instigate change and prompt reevaluation of policies and practices. Yet, a deeper analysis of the phenomenon of boycotting in its diplomatic context remains very limited (Black and Peacock 2013). Most published studies have focused on the connection between ““sports”” and ““boycotts”” in the context of international competitive games, instead of on boycotts as a diplomatic tool operating in the real-world political arena. This article hopes to fill that gap, looking squarely at the power of boycotting in peer-to-peer networks. 

One of the most ambitious attempts to fill this the gap in the literature, examining the phenomenon of boycotts in diplomacy, was made in the 1980s (Jordan 1984). Like theoretical work on ““soft power and public diplomacy,”” the research was conducted in the context of the United States and mainly sought to question the complex relationship between the United States and transnational and influential intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) such as UNESCO and the United Nations. In the 1980s, the phenomenon was already seen as in an emerging diplomatic movement by nonstate actors to create worldwide boycotts and reduce the legitimacy of countries. In their conclusions, Jordan (1984) proposed establishing a dedicated government organization that could fight against international boycotts of international (but not state) government actors. 

Boycott diplomacy refers to a strategy used by governments or organizations to put pressure on another country or entity by boycotting their goods, services, or events in order to achieve a desired outcome or change in behavior. It is a form of economic or political coercion that involves withholding support or participation in certain activities as a means of expressing disapproval or exerting influence. It can take many forms, including trade sanctions, cultural and sporting boycotts, and diplomatic isolation. It is often used as a tool of foreign policy to bring about change in areas such as human rights, environmental protection, or security issues.
Most studies on boycotts diplomacy connected “sporting boycotts” to the public diplomacy paradigm, mainly around the sport-cultural component. These attempts have mainly centred on the sports boycotts of the 1936 Berlin and 1980 Moscow Olympic games (Kanin 1980; Goldberg 2000; Schleifer and Tamir 2018); the economic boycotts the United States waged against Argentina during the 1940s (Feiler 1998; De Crespigny 1960) and the Arab world waged against Israel in 1940 (Nordkvelle 1990; Spector 2004); and cultural boycotts, including‏ Japan’s 1924 Hollywood boycott (Itatsu 2008; Mangaliso 1999) and against South Africa (Siegfried 2017). Other research connected the world of international boycotts with medical matters (the polio vaccine) (Kaufmann and Feldbaum 2009). 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Remember that one of the reviewers found the use of the term "boycott diplomacy" dubious.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This should not be an aside here...
The term ““boycott diplomacy”” emerged in recent years, mainly around the global rise of China in terms of soft power and international influence—a topic examined by a variety of studies (McKee 1986; Wong 2001; Bland, Hancock and Harris 2017; Price and Dayan 2009, 425; Kanin 1980; Qingmin 2013). Soft power can be defined as the power of a state to persuade others: of, for example, its righteousness, or to influence them to act in ways that benefit its interests but without resorting to violence or economic sanctions. It can potentially strengthen a state’s diplomatic maneuvering room and its global standing. BDS's unique approach, which involves advocating for land concessions while simultaneously implementing economic boycotts, illustrates the convergence of both hard and soft power strategies.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: But what was said in these studies?	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This is public diplomacy, not soft power	Comment by Julie de Rouville: I would be more explicit and not necessarily use the hard/soft power terms. 

By mobilizing civil society, BDS employs tactics such as consumer boycotts, divestment campaigns, and cultural boycotts to challenge Israeli policies and advocate for Palestinian rights. However, BDS remains contentious, as it has faced criticism for being divisive, discriminatory, and detrimental to peace prospects in the region. While some argue that BDS unfairly targets Israel and oversimplifies the conflict's complexities, others contend that it represents a legitimate form of peaceful protest and a means to advance social justice. Assessing the ethicality and effectiveness of an international boycott requires considering various factors. These include the nature of the behavior or action being protested, the legitimacy of the demands made, the impact of the boycott on the targeted country or organization, and the level of international support for the boycott. 

The BDS’s Distinctive BDS Approach: Applying pressure on one State, while supporting another
The BDS movement stands as a unique case study in international relations, representing a multidimensional international boycotting campaign that deviates from traditional methods employed in the past. Unlike previous boycotts, which primarily took place in a premature predigital era, the BDS movement harnesses modern communication technologies and global networks to amplify its reach and impact. By employing boycotts, divestment, and cultural campaigns, the BDS movement aims to exert economic and reputational pressure on Israel, seeking to damage its international reputation. Simultaneously, the movement seeks to promote Palestine in the quest for statehood. The concept of TANs from Keck and Sikkink (1998) sheds light on the global networks and alliances that the BDS movement leverages to mobilize support and facilitate collective action, while promoting Palestinian culture, mobilizing global public opinion, and appealing to international norms and values.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: You've said this over and over again. 
Comparatively, previous boycott campaigns, like the Montgomery Bus Boycott (1955–-1956) during the Civil Rights Movement or the anti-apartheid boycott against South Africa (1960s–-1990s), had more focused objectives and were primarily domestic in nature. In contrast, the BDS movement operates within a broader geopolitical context, addressing the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and advocating for a range of issues related to the establishment of a Palestinian state. The unique combination of targeting one state while promoting another sets the BDS movement apart and warrants its examination as a rare case study within the field of international boycott campaigns. This article studies BDS as a case study of the peer-to-peer model, which will be discussed in the following section.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: The South Africa boycott was international
The Evolution of the Peer-to-Peer Diplomacy Model
Peer-to-Peer (P2P) refers to network architecture where each computer, device, or node on the network is considered equal and can act as both a client and a server. This means that the data structure  on the network can communicate and share resources without a central server or authority. On In a similar logical formfashion, the social media revolution brought “ordinary citizens” (Attias 2012) into the game of P2P diplomacy, termed “peer-to-peer diplomacy”, thereby urging attention to thecreating a shift of power from the governmental sphere to the global citizen digital sphere (Attias 2012). This change happenedcontributed to in the midst of vibrant debates concerning the future directions of the field of public diplomacy. Numerous examples of transnational collaborations could be encouraged, replicated, and expanded by those involved in public diplomacy some argued; indeed, there has long been an appreciation for the importance of “citizen diplomacy,” or what some (e.g., Kellen, Bekerman and Maoz 2013) refer to as ““track two diplomacy.”” People to People International and the Sino- Japan Friendship Center for Environmental Protection in Beijing are examples of organizations focusing on forging broader interconnections between citizens, mainly through international exchange programmes. Some of the most significant alliances begin through participating in exchange initiatives. Overall, people-to-people diplomacy is a powerful tool for promoting understanding and peace between nations. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Why these? There are thousands of such organizations
By engaging individuals and groups at the grassroots level, it can build lasting relationships and promote mutual understanding and respect. The term ““peerPeer-to-peer diplomacy"” in 2012, coined by Attias (2012) is distinct from people-to-people diplomacy in several ways, it refersrring to an diplomatic approach that emphasizes digitally connecting people from different countries and cultures at a grassroots -digital level. This type of diplomacy does not have the state at its origin, and seeks seeks to build relationships and trust between individuals and communities, rather than relying solely on traditional top-down diplomacy between elite governments and political leaders that can reach populations as an afterthought. The ““peer-to-peer”” (P2P) idea examinedwas based on Israel as a case study and showed…. . Evolving from the latest diplomatic practices, civilians — by social media — are not seen only as clients receptors of governmental information but also information producers through social media, with the potential to circumvent existing official government bodies. Hence, today’'s public diplomacy involves more citizens collaborating with them. Therefore, it is not a coincidence that the US Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs targets foremost "“citizens"” and openly asks to ““expand and strengthen the relationships between the people of the United States and citizens of other countries”” (US Department of State 2023).	Comment by Julie de Rouville: But was the case study (which I do not have in front of me but whose author is reading...) based on activities escaping the power of the government or of the government not mastering the use of social media? 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Who is "them"? I would not say that citizens "collaborate" but instead that they "act entirely outside of..." IF their views are similar so much the better but there is no guarantee. 
Indeed, public diplomacy is meant to shape the citizens' wills in other countries, hoping to shape foreign government stances by extension. That, of course, depends on an ideal functioning of democratic systems, which is far from being the case. This last sentence sounds a bit naive, of course the under Secretary wants to influence citizens, that is their sole and unique objective of public diplomacy.
The idea behind peer-to-peer diplomacy is that by fostering personal connections and relationships between people, it is possible to promote greater understanding, empathy, and cooperation between nations. This approach recognizes thatis based on the idea that people-to-people connections can be a powerful force in shaping public opinion, creating social and cultural ties, and promoting mutual respect and understanding. Since the Attias (2012) initial publication, scholars such as Manor and Segev (2023) have provided vital updates to the initial conception of P2P by extending it to new mediums and social fora such as Twitter. Other scholars (Grincheva 2023) have noted that the initial study (Attias 2012) provided a non-Western conception of public diplomacy, . but most public diplomacy studies are focused on Western diplomatic exchanges. Peer-to-peer diplomacy can take many different forms, such as educational exchanges, cultural programs, youth exchanges, sports diplomacy, and business partnerships. These initiatives often involve NGOs, civil society organizations, and other non-governmental actors, and can be supported by governments or private sector organizations.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Again, be very clear about the initial definition and what you added to it. Public diplomacy is government to foreign (and domestic) citizens with an initial emphasis on the former. Peer to peer does not originate with the government and its aim is global, not necessarily directed towards one state's citizens. I would clearly differentiate your Peer to peer argument from public diplomacy as it is defined, THAT is an argument that is of interest and it is what is underlying your main thesis. If you are timid about that, it will miss the mark or be misinterpreted as it was by the previous reviewers who said somewhat "ok, people use social media now, so what?" 
There are some subtle differences between "“peer-to-peer diplomacy"” and "“people-to-people diplomacy."” People-to-people diplomacy refers to a broad range of public efforts aimed at building relationships and promoting mutual understanding between individuals and communities from different countries (Ayhan 2020). This can include educational and cultural exchanges, humanitarian aid programs, and other initiatives that involve direct contact between people. Peer-to-peer diplomacy, on the other hand, specifically emphasizes the role of non-state actors in promoting international cooperation and building bridges between different communities (Attias 2012). This can include NGOs, civil society organizations, youth groups, and other non-governmental actors who work to create opportunities for people from different countries to connect and collaborate.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: You haven't been explicit enough in this paragraph. The difference is who is at the origin of the efforts in question... the government or not. 
While people-to-people diplomacy focuses on direct contact between individuals and communities (Ayhan 2020), peer-to-peer diplomacy is more focused on creating networks of like-minded individuals and organizations who can work together to promote shared goals and interests. Ultimately, both people-to-people diplomacy and peer-to-peer diplomacy aim to build bridges between nations and promote greater understanding and cooperation between people from different backgrounds and cultures (Ayhan 2020, Attias 2012). However, peer-to-peer diplomacy is often uses more digital tools more often than traditional people-to-people diplomacy because of the increasing role of technology and social media in facilitating communication and connections between people from different countries.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This can be a second major argument. Peer to peer is based on building networks that, I would argue, are beyond one country and are ISSUE related. All of these arguments can be made in these paragraphs. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Because of the low-cost of such initiatives and the lack of need for any sophisticated organizational structure. This "peer-to-peer" communication has only become possible thanks to these technologies and their ability for like-minded people to interact outside of any formal organizations and without any financial expenditures, a significant difference between more formal and physical exchange programmes.
Peer-to-peer diplomacy can leverage digital tools like social media, video conferencing, and messaging platforms to connect people from different countries and facilitate dialogue and exchange. For example, online forums and social media groups can allow individuals with common interests or goals to connect and collaborate, while video conferencing and webinars can facilitate real-time discussions and learning opportunities. Digital tools can also help overcome some of the barriers and challenges that can make traditional people-to-people diplomacy more difficult, such as language barriers, travel costs, and logistical challenges.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: What, if any, reflections of all of this are in the literature? Public diplomacy is a recgonized and defined term but what about peer-to-peer and people-to-people? If this is at the heart of the article, you need to be sure to connect to what has been put forth in this regard.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Here you should add the component that will be mentioned below of aggregating organizations and citizens together, not just sharing ideas on social media, which is a "weak form" of this kind of collaboration.
However, it is important to note that digital peer-to-peer diplomacy is not a substitute for traditional in-person interactions, which remain critical for building trust, understanding, and meaningful relationships between people from different countries. 

 BDS's Utilization of an Innovative Peer-to-Peer Diplomacy Model

From a public diplomacy perspective, BDS can be understood as a form of non-state actor is an example of peer-to-peer diplomacy, engagement in the diplomatic arena. A non-state actor, BDS By employingencourages tactics like boycotts and divestment, BDS aiming aims to shape global perceptions and generate public discourse on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. These actions intend to challenge Israeli policies and raise international awareness of the movement's objectives, which are grounded in principles of justice and human rights.

The BDS movement operates I through TANs that consist of individuals, NGOs and grassroots entities. These networks collaborate across borders to advance Palestinian rights, mobilize support, disseminate information, coordinate actions, and exert pressure on governments, corporations, and international bodies. TANs amplify the BDS message and foster solidarity among diverse actors, contributing to the movement's impact and resilience.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: I wouldn't use the word "operates", BDS resembles more of an "influencer" (although I can't stand that word) to move opinions and suggest  attitudes. It doesn't "operate" as in having project managers and budgets and actual activities...

The movement describes its aims as granting Palestinians ““the same rights as the rest of humanity”” (BDS 2023). It calls upon international civil society organizations and people of conscience worldwide to ““impose broad boycotts and implement divestment initiatives against Israel”” (BDS 2023). The BDS movement recognizes boycotts as a powerful tactic and a moral response to injustice.


BDS's Peer-to-Peer Strategic Practices

The BDS movement’s[footnoteRef:3] uses of new media is in an unusual way, standing apart from in the landscape of advocacy organization networks. The BDS movement, tThrough its website (https://bdsmovement.net), BDS employs suggests several effective strategies to push encourage its peer members in across its the transnational advocacy network (TAN) for more proactive actions. Key strategies through which BDS drives its network members to take action include: [3:  The website of the BDS movement: https://bdsmovement.net.
] 

· Comprehensive Campaigns: The BDS website outlines various areas of boycott activities, including academic boycotts, cultural boycotts, economic boycotts, trade union solidarity, student solidarity, and engagement with local governments (BDS 2023a). By providing detailed guidance on these campaigns, BDS encourages its peer members to actively participate in diverse forms of action.
· Ongoing Global Campaigns: The website of the BDS movement maintains anis  active presence on its website, continuously updateding and promotesing ongoing global campaigns. Through the digital platform, BDS disseminates information, shares success stories, and calls for action (BDS 2023a). This constant engagement serves as a catalyst for peer members to stay involved.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: What is a global campaign and how is it different from the calls for action.
· Calls for Actionaction: BDS emphasizes the importance of proactive engagement by issuing specific calls for action on its website (BDS 2023a). These calls urge individuals and organizations to actively participate in boycotts, divestment initiatives, and other forms of activism targeting entities complicit in Israeli violations of Palestinian rights. 

In comparison, similar transnational advocacy networks like Boycott Russia largely focus on spreading hashtags on social media and encouraging donations as their primary means of engagement. While Boycott Russia has a website providing information on their activities, its emphasis on social media presence and financial support differs from the BDS approach; each plank of Boycott Russia’s key calls-to-action encourages supporters to open up their social media feeds and share hashtags, tweets and letters to Russia and Russia’s supporters (Boycott Russia 2023), thus their action remains digital..

The In contrast, the BDS movement stands out as proactive and aggressive,taking its a human rights movement beyond the digital world with a particularly strong call-to-action among transnational advocacy networks. It Thus, BDS not only promotes active participation in social media campaigns but also provides step-by-step guidance and campaigns for individuals to take action beyond social media in advancing Palestinian rights. While financial support and social media activism play a role in other networks, the BDS movement prioritizes hands-on engagement and encourages individuals to take the campaigns into their own hands.

Actions to encourage the independent operation of a network of peers, which means to function independently, but in transnational networks. The boycott organization's uniqueness is that it is based on a structure of peer-to-peer networks; that is, every possible individual also serves as a center and generator of activity, and this is the premise of the work. The “Local Government” division Division campaign offers a clear example of BDS actions as a TAN. , in which the In the “Local Government” section, the BDS network offers every netizen the to ““TAKE ACTION”” by spreading the word: ““working alongside your local elected representative,”” ““find[ing] a local partner,.”” In such a way, BDS, even though it is a non-state actor, encourages engagement on issues with other governments. In this sense it is a kind of “opposite” or “responder” to public diplomacy. In the case of BDS, the action comes from the citizenry, in this case a “foreign” group of citizens encourages action in other states. Public diplomacy originated in governments shaping foreign citizens’ beliefs. Here it is the foreign citizens who shape  and most uniquely, calls for action.








The Power of 'Calls for Action' in the a Peer-to-Peer Agesystem:
[image: ]On the BDS website, 135 active campaigns leverage leveraging the peer-to-peer model, ensuring optimal efficiency and digital coordination, inviting every peer -member of the BDS TANs to participate.
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"“Calls for Actions"” by the BDS movement are specific directives and requests for individuals and organizations to actively participate in actions that to promote boycotts, divestment, and other forms of activism against entities complicit in Israeli violations of Palestinian rights. These calls serve  as a way to mobilize supporters and channel their energy towards impactful actions. Each call is designed to engage individuals and provide them with specific steps they can take to support the goals of the movement and advocate for Palestinian rights. BDS calls individuals into its network through five main methods: 

1. Boycott Campaigns: BDS calls on individuals\peers to participate in boycott campaigns targeting specific companies, products, or institutions that are complicit in the Israeli occupation or contribute to human rights violations. For example, BDS may call for a boycott of products produced in illegal Israeli settlements.
2. Divestment Initiatives: BDS encourages individuals and organizations to divest from companies and institutions that are involved in or profit from the Israeli occupation. This may involve divesting from companies that provide military equipment or infrastructure to support the occupation or calling on universities and pension funds to divest from such entities.
3. Advocacy and Awareness: BDS calls for individuals to engage in advocacy efforts and raise awareness about the Palestinian struggle and the goals of the BDS movement. This can include organizing educational events, lobbying elected representatives, or using social media platforms to amplify the message of Palestinian rights and the need for boycotts.
4. Support for Cultural and Academic Boycotts: BDS advocates for cultural and academic boycotts of Israeli institutions that are complicit in human rights abuses. Calls for action may include urging artists, academics, and cultural figures to refuse collaborations or invitations from Israeli cultural or academic institutions.
5. Solidarity Actions: BDS encourages individuals to show solidarity with Palestinians through various means, such as organizing protests, participating in solidarity campaigns, or supporting Palestinian-led initiatives and organizations. 
 
The enterprising and dynamic nature of the BDS case can be drawn out by comparing it with others. BDS is proactive in calling for action, making every peer part of an international boycotting system that can coordinate with other peers in other countries, and even in other languages. This makes BDS a more effective TAN than Boycott Russia, for example (see table 1, appendix). The BDS movement utilizes all digital methods to push their advocacy while allowing for more individual participation. Whereas Boycott Russia focuses their efforts on spreading hashtags on social media to gain popularity, recognition and donations, BDS does not focus on anyonly on of these goals (besides donations, to some extent). BDSbut places a strong emphasis on active participation and empowering individuals to drive the campaigns forward. Actions made in the real world are an inherent part of BDS efforts.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Not necessary

The Act.IL app as an Israeli response to BDS

In response to the BDS threat, Israel’s Ministry of Strategic Affairs and Public Diplomacy has implemented various measures to address and counter its the impact of BDS initatives. In fact,. Namely, Israel even tried to make a counter-P2P system, but a P2P made by governments rather than citizens. These measures can be broadly categorized into legal, economic, and diplomatic efforts. On the legal front, Israel has enacted laws aimed at combating BDS activities. One notable example is the 2011 Anti-Boycott Law, which allows for legal action against individuals and organizations that call for or participate in boycotts against Israeli individuals or entities (Brinn 2012). This law has been controversial, with critics arguing that it stifles freedom of expression and the right to protest (Brinn 2012). Nonetheless, it represents an attempt by the Israeli state to legally challenge and discourage BDS initiatives. 	Comment by Julie de Rouville: Year?	Comment by Julie de Rouville: There must be more literature than one article?

Economically, Israel has sought to counter the impact of BDS by promoting trade and economic partnerships with other countries while diversifying its export markets (Israeli Ministry of Economy and Industry 2021). The Israeli government has actively engaged in efforts to strengthen trade ties with countries that are less susceptible to BDS pressures, such as India, China, and certain African nations (Israeli Ministry of Economy and Industry 2021). These economic endeavors aim to reduce Israel's dependence on markets that may be more inclined to support BDS initiatives. Diplomatically, Israel has sought to mobilize its diplomatic channels and alliances to counteract the BDS movement. The Israeli government has engaged in diplomatic efforts to undermine BDS resolutions and campaigns in international forums, such as the United Nations but has also disengaged with the United Nations amid criticism from the organization (UNSCO 2023). It has also cultivated partnerships with countries and organizations that oppose or are critical of the BDS movement, aligning its efforts with likeminded actors in the international arena.

Moreover, Israel has utilized public diplomacy and strategic communication to shape the narrative surrounding BDS. As Gavrieli (2022) notes, the Israeli government established ““three basic infrastructures”” to combat BDS. These include a ““global knowledge center for the phenomenon of delegitimization and the BDS campaign; a civil society network composed of hundreds of pro-Israel organizations throughout the world; and a proactive cognitive framework working among target audiences relevant to the campaign”” (Gavrieli 2022).

The Act.IL initiative is an a concrete example of Israel's attempt to counter BDS through online activism and social media engagement. By leveraging digital platforms and engaging pro-Israel activists, the Israeli state aimed to present a positive image of Israel and counter the negative narratives promoted by BDS supporters.

The BDS movement is not the first challenge to the State of Israel via international boycotts. Israel has faced political and economic sanctions by Arab countries since its founding (Shlaim 2005). These countries did not recognize its right to exist, boycotted the import of Israeli goods, and imposed an embargo on international companies that manage trade relations with Israel. However, the peace agreements signed with Egypt and Jordan, and the Oslo Accords, led to a significant decrease in the effectiveness of this boycott (Shlaim 2005). Since the height of the Second Intifada in 2002, the State of Israel has been facing a new type of boycott against itbased not on the legitimacy of the Israeli state but at the living conditions of the Palestinians who are subject to Israeli governance , promoted by international non-governmental organizations led by BDS.	Comment by Julie de Rouville: This should be mentioned a bit earlier as noted in a previous comment.

It is important to note that wThile the effectiveness of se efforts demonstrate Israel's response to the BDS threat, their effectiveness in countering the movement's impact varieshas been inconsistent. BDS remains a complex and multifaceted phenomenon with support from diverse actors and motivations. Consequently, the Israeli state continues to navigate and adapt its strategies to address the challenges posed by BDS and to maintain its international standing. 

The Act.IL app was a mobile application designed to promote positive online engagement supporting Israel. Act.IL is an Israeli non-profit organization that aims to combat anti-Israeli bias and misinformation online and promote a positive image of Israel. Developed to engage and mobilize individuals to counter anti-Israel propaganda and disinformation on social media platforms, particularly during conflict or heightened tensions related to Israel, the app provided users with tools to quickly identify and report anti-Israel content.  Users could share pro-Israel messages and information on social media and participate in gamified challenges, such as flagging and responding to anti-Israel content, to compete for prizes, points and recognition within the app's community.

The Act.IL app aimed to leverage the power of social media and online advocacy to promote positive messaging about Israel, counter false narratives, and provide a coordinated response to anti-Israel campaigns. However, it has also faced criticism and controversy for its approach, including concerns about the potential manipulation of social media and freedom of speech issues. It is worth noting that sSince September 2021, the Act.IL app was has no longer been available onto download the Google Play and Apple App Store. In March 2022, the appAct.IL wrote informed to its users that though the app had been decommissioned, it would be active on social media channels such as Instagram, Facebook and Twitter even though the app had been decommissioned (Arria 2022). 
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Conclusion
The case study of Israel and the BDS movement 
Among the various diplomatic interactions seen in the IR eco-system over the last two decades, a uA unique diplomatic struggle is has played out between two notable players: the BDS movement and Israel over the last decades. The formerBDS is a world-sprawlingglobal social movement, a sort of a hybrid P2P network that uses an unconventionaldigital diplomatic tools to encourage boycotts, disinvestment and sanctions of the latter, a state -actor with a chronic soft power deficit. The case of BDS and the state of Israel demonstrates the changing nature of diplomacy international relations and its lifeblood—global interactions. Exploring the unconventional and unclassified transformationing faces of diplomacy reveals new diplomatic interactions, actors (P2P networks), and methods to that gain or degrade impact the areans in which diplomats work and the soft power of their statesfor diplomats. BDS uniquely fuels worldwide support for a global diplomatic boycottting to decrease Israel’thes global standing of Israel. 

The BDS movement—a digital and civic transnational digital civicadvocacy network — and the state of Israel have been engaged in a vicious circle of diplomatic boycott interactions since 2005. BDS has encouraged the boycotting ofed Israel politically, culturally, and financially. BDS has made pioneering use of technological developments and prominent changes in global citizenship activism since 2010 for its P2P diplomacy,.  aAlso referred to as ““civil network diplomacy”” (Snow 2006). ), P2P diplomacy has grown out of the desire of ordinary people, who view themselves as citizens of a global society, to intervene in and influence the world's agenda. They do so by (1) improving the access of individuals to the resources they need to be effective activists; (2) supporting the democratization of local, national, and multinational political institutions; and (3) encouraging social movements and organizations to curb the abuses of centralized power (Metzl 2001; Manulak 2019; Lord 2010).

BDS uses a peer-to-peer network to call supporters to action in support of its boycott. It BDS uses hybrid a series of tools via social media and other forms of digital diplomacy. Previous TANs scholarship did not account for the extension of such of se digital tools into the real world, particularly as they relate to transnational advocacy networks. BDS does is not a state not fit the paradigmatic definition of a state actor; it can and does create digital diplomatic content that is disseminated around the world, hurting and challenging Israel’s legitimacy. But it is not obligated to any diplomatic or ethical codes or diplomatic protocols— which Israel, as a state actor, is, of course, bound tomust abide by. Indeed, BDS is perceived and represents itself as a global civilian entity, and as such, it is not held responsible for its activities in the same way that its opponent is. Nonstate actors can utilize the ““three dimensions of public diplomacy—news management, strategic communication and relationship-building”” without shouldering the burdens, obligations or lumbering bureaucracy that with which states must reckon with (Bos and Melissen 2019). 

Therefore, the BDS movement, which is not operated by a central headquarters, can bypass heads of states and nongovernmental organizations, following a pattern that corresponds perfectly with Nye’s (2011, 2) ““up to down”” power shift prediction: ““A great shift . . . which is power diffusion away from states to nonstate actors.”” (2011, 2).  Other scholars argue that while BDS has not resorted to physical violence by forcing Israel to act against its will, it uses a brand of hard power that has been labelled illegal or anti-Semitic (Diker 2015; Greendorfer 2017; Traum 2018; Hirsh 2012). Exploiting its nongovernmental status, BDS can, for example, damage how Israel is covered in the media, deter foreign tourists and foreign investors, discourage participants from attending its cultural events, and wage boycotts.

This article shows the great importance of examining new international interactions in a digital social world. The field of diplomatic studies is saturated with old-fashioned theoretical patterns of public Public diplomacy, it can be argued—or its digital form, digital diplomacy—which observe the world’s citizens through an outdated pre-digital era Cold-War prism that has not taken into account the spontaneous activism of non-state actors. This delay between practice and theory highlights the current paradigm’s inability to offer theoretical and working frames for scholars and diplomats to research and improve the international interactions of their countries with various IR actors. 

Since 1990, soft power theory succeeded partly in forecasting the transfer of power from the government to the publicnon-state actors. But as tThe BDS transnational advocacy network shows the elements of, this shift continued from the public to social civilian networks. This unconventional global civilian ““creature”” in international relations is a powerful organization of human digital networks that operates encourages real-world actions with no diplomatic protocols to achieve a profitable diplomatic gain. There has been a transition from the public sphere to civic-digital literature. This shift from state to public and civilian has proven, in the case of Israel, to be an interesting case study of a player that has craved soft power since its inception (with minimal success) and that also needs to deal with such organizations and gain ““global public support”” that may herald interaction and new players in the foreseeable future. 

As interactions in today’s international diplomatic arena are better understood, ways for the players to communicate will diversify. In a social digital age, diplomats must contend with floods of unverified information created by transnational networks made up of ordinary people while they themselves must adhere to higher standards of accuracy that follow official governmental protocols. The vast amounts of information produced by various entities and consumed by billions of people and institutions cannot be fully validated. This gives nonstate unofficial public diplomats—such as nongovernmental organizations and especially peer-to-peer networks—an advantage in spreading information.[footnoteRef:4] Thanks to the new communication tools of social media and social networks, more scholars are calling for analysis of big data around every actor in IR. In fact, some IR scholars view this research direction as the most promising for building a broader theoretical framework to analyze our new digital and social world—where every civilian voice matters (Hopf 1998; Checkel 1998).[footnoteRef:5]  [4:  This “anti-diplomatic” situation emphasizes the importance in diplomatic studies of social constructivism in the IR context (Hoffmann 2010; Guzzini 2000).]  [5:  For the democratization of diplomacy by public diplomacy, see Henrikson 2006; Melissen 2011, 2; Wang 2007; Huijgh 2016; Scott-Smith and Mos 2009).] 

The case of Israel and BDS demonstrates that a state whose support in the international community is consistently low, might be an easy target for a transnational boycott (Wajner 2019a). The purpose of global boycotting is to ““lower the global standing”” of a state (Brown et al. 1987; Segev, Elad and Blondheim 2013; Friedman 2012; Martin 2007; Sohn 2012) This targeting of an actor with low global standing can ““narrow its diplomatic maneuverability.””[footnoteRef:6] Alternatively, global boycotting can undermine an actor’s political support in international courts for example, causing them to vote against it. Boycotting might also hurt a state economically in various ways: by deterring tourists, discouraging foreign investment, and diminishing the academic prestige of its higher education institutions (Nordkvelle 1990; Rose and Rose 2008; Gould 2013; Benatar 1990).  [6:  See for example, Israel’s legal battles in the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague: Auerbach 2004; Adler 2012; Bianchi 2006.] 

Indeed, any state’s diplomatic lifeblood lies in its power to positively influence the content and dissemination of information reaching the world. If an unconventional P2P actor boycotts these efforts in a multidimensional way, a state’s soft power might be decreased (Zaharna 2014; 2007, 217–21). Further research (beyond the scope of this study) can explore the spaces where the distinction between ““soft”” and ““hard”” blurs — as Nye (2021) notes, ““soft power is not so soft and can include elements of coercion.”” For countries such as Russia and China, who also face global image issues, the case of BDS’s impact on Israel’s global standing is instrumental (Hadden and Jasny 2017, Hartig 2012). 

Undoubtedly, newer technologies will appear, and international interactions are expected to evolve. Further research can help narrow the gap between theory and practice. For countries that suffer from crises of legitimacy, this gap might be stretched by a new challenging player: a worldwide human-digital transnational advocacy network equipped with the tool of international multidimensional boycotting. 
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Appendix
Table 1
Transnational Advocacy Networks Comparative Analysis  
 



 
1. BDS: https://bdsmovement.net  
2. Boycott Russia:  https://boycottrussia.info  




 
BDS: https://bdsmovement.net  
 
	Countries and regions where the organization is active and managed  
	Reported Cases of significant impacts 
	Number of NGO’s partnered with the campaign 
	Areas of  BOYCOTT activities  
 
· ACADEMIC BOYCOTT 
· CULTURAL BOYCOTT 
· ECONOMIC BOYCOTT 
· TRADE UNION SOLIDARITY 
· STUDENT SOLIDARITY 
· LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
· CULTURAL BOYCOTT 
· ECONOMIC BOYCOTT 
 
	Calls for action:
Ongoing global campaign through the digital platform through the organization  
	Passive vs. Proactive 
	Main activity: 
Boycott  

	40 
	21 
	170 
	10 
	135 
	Proactive
	Boycott Israel


 











 
Boycott Russia:  https://boycottrussia.info  
 
	Countries and regions where the organization is active and managed  
	Reported Cases of significant impacts 
	Number of NGO’s partnered with the campaign
	Areas of  BOYCOTT activities  
· Automotive sector 
· Chemical sector 
· Energy Sector  
· Finance and Banking Sector 
· Food manufacturing and consumer goods 
· Gaming 
· Insurance Sector 
· Machinery and manufacturing sector 
· Pharmaceutical sector  
· Professional services 
· Retail sector 
· Technology sector)(consumer) 
· Technology sector (private)  
 
 
	Calls for action:Ongoing global campaign through the digital platform through the organization  
	Calls for action:
Passive vs. Proactive 
	Main activity: 
Boycott  

	29 
	 600 boycotted companies 
	 0
	 
	2 
	 Passive 
	 Boycott Russia 
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#YesToExchange

‘The resolution to cancel Haifa's student exchange
with Haifa University passed, but fortunately
Pitzer President Melvin Potter vetoed it. Support
his decision by signing this petition

#NeverAgain-
Mean Tweets, Survivors Ec

n

‘The #NeverAgain campaign is a community
initiative, created in response to the extreme rise.
of antisemitism in America. This platform is used
10 expose, delegitimize, and neutralize
antisemitism nation-wide on social media, our
education system, our communities and beyond.

BDS FAIL

The BDS Organization had been using Live Chats to
spread propaganda and further indoctrinate.
members. Act L opened up a situation 100 to give
volunteers and the opportunity to ask BDS leaders.
important questions and tough challenges. BDS, in
response, shut down all unauthorized discussion. In
the end, the queries proved too much of a
disturbance o these fragile echo chambers, and the
live chats were shut down all together.
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Online Activism

Monitoring online trends and identifying
opportunities to act on, using open-source
intelligence solutions, community
management techniques, monitoring
systems and data analysis capabilites.
“This information becomes daily missions
on the ActL app, calling to the community.
t0 act on social media by liking,
‘commenting, reporting, sharing, sending an

email,etc
Community Education and
Management internships
Educating the next generation of
Building a global online community of Public Diplomacy In srael and
volunteers that will act n real-time and beyond and instling the notion that
engage members on different online P Gy o er Raraa]
platforms. should make a difference-

Check out the Global Community
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60 Seconds to Join the Effort to Defend Israel

[Meet ACT.IL, a student initiative that is a quick and efficient way to defend Israel online

Download the app & start making
a difference

{
» Google Play
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Main Projects

ActiiUs social media campaigns are research-based and tailored to answer the evolving needs of
ActiIL. Each campaign s designed to reach specific target audiences, rather than just increase
identified exposure. The content for our social media campaigns is crafted in a structured process
that takes into account cultural differences, world views, languages, age groups, and more

We Act

ACTA We Ac

Introducing ActL, an nitiative that builds a
‘community of online activists influencing the
international public opinion regarding Israel using e
diplomatic tools that it today’s platforms and
challenges.

Antisemitism Kills
bett Antisemitism Kil

The disease of antisemitism is spreading to

epidemic proportions, and only by working ry—rT)

together can it be stopped s time o put aside Antignmaitism

politics, and to call out and fight antisemitism >

‘wherever it is found.





