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Introduction


BY ALISON HOLMES


Surely, the first question a text ought to address is why a student might want to study the topic? Does it help them understand a specific issue or the world more generally? Does it explain what has happened in the past or the direction of current events? Is it relevant to daily life or to future plans? Judged in this light, the study of diplomacy may not seem particularly salient. This may be because the term is often used in ways that are either so broad (‘she was very diplomatic about her friend’s dress’) or so far removed from our own experience (‘the secretary of state had diplomatic talks with the King of Oman’) that we have little sense of the underlying importance and potential significance for diplomacy in today’s world. Material from scholarly papers and newspapers, to websites and blogs, use terms such as ‘contemporary’ or ‘globalizing’ to describe diplomacy as a whole, or modifiers such as ‘dollar,’ ‘digital,’ and ‘ping-pong’ diplomacy in terms of specific tactics, but these are often designed more for grabbing headlines than for explaining diplomacy’s long-term activities or purpose. This leaves little room for understanding what the subject involves out in the world and less for what we might study in a classroom. We hear more about the abstract concept of globalization than we do about the mechanisms that govern us at the international or global level, and the people who operate at that level as diplomats or other agents of change. However, with an interest in globalization, also comes an interest in the connection between issues and the way in which individuals can create impact at the international level. The divisions between the traditional levels of analysis, be it the individual, the state they operate in, or the international arena, seem to be breaking down. This highlights a gap in our understanding of international relations as well as an opportunity to go beyond the more common interpretation of diplomacy as simply the ‘peacemakers’ or ‘peacekeepers’ of a system, and examine more carefully the role of diplomacy in a world where power is shifting and politics, economics, and culture are evermore intertwined. Paul Sharp has identified an increase in interest in diplomacy and suggests two reasons for this trend. The first is “the growing sense that the distribution of power and wealth is shifting.” The second is a “concomitant sense that the ways in which we represent ourselves to one another are also undergoing change” (Sharp, et. al., 2011, 716). Sharp believes this leads to an interest in diplomacy because it is the institutional means by which societies deal with their sense of uncertainty about change and the way they interact and communicate with others to act on and affect that change. This text agrees and proposes two further points. First, diplomacy is a fundamental activity that has been undertaken throughout history and around the world with a single goal: to mediate the intercultural communication that underlies the connections between all people and all societies. This includes peace and war, trade and exchange, but also a growing awareness of our intercultural interactions at every level. For this reason, it becomes increasingly important also to broaden our ideas of diplomacy and ask ourselves if it isn’t actually more accurate to suggest that, rather than a single or monolithic idea of diplomacy, entirely different diplomacies are produced by other worldviews as evidenced in their approach to statecraft or the ‘art’ of politics or the leadership of a country and the conduct of public or foreign affairs. Second, that diplomacy is all around us. Many different people engage in what can be broadly thought of as ‘diplomacy,’ from the ‘global’ to the ‘local’ level, and these commonly used modifiers challenge us to explore our fundamental notion of who is involved and whether we have been focusing so much on the units or actors involved in the process, that we have not paid enough attention to the importance of the actual relations that influence and shape the units through the process of their interaction. Returning to the question of ‘Why study diplomacy?’—the answer proposed here is, because even people who may not be involved in ‘official’ or ‘formal’ diplomacy, but who care about global issues such as human rights, the environment, trade, and development, or those who simply love to travel and appreciate foreign cultures and languages, will find that an understanding of the development of diplomacy and its role in our contemporary society will help them to understand, participate in, and change our increasingly global world.


Terminology


Diplomacy is often taught as one element of another course. It may be covered in a week or two in a world politics or international relations class, talked about in a few chapters in an international law class, or condensed in a politics class or an international studies or global studies program. This is because the more formal or academic study of diplomacy is considered to be part of the disciplines of political science or, more specifically, international relations, and both of these fields have some terms and concepts that will be useful to discuss prior to moving forward—not least as many of these concepts will be challenged by the more global approach to diplomacy discussed here.


Paradigms and Theories


Like all disciplines, international relations has a series of theories or patterns identified as paradigms. Paradigms are important for the fundamental reason that they have real-world consequences as reflections of an underlying worldview. By understanding theory as a particular worldview and set of rules by which we decide something is important or unimportant in our approach, and paradigms as a commonly agreed upon set of theories, we begin to see the significance of theory not only in terms of our framework for various questions, but also to possible solutions and policy outcomes to serious issues. To use a simple analogy, let’s say a worldview is like a pair of glasses and theories are different-colored lenses or lenses with different levels of magnification. It is obvious that, even if the frame remains constant, the theories we look through change how, and even what, we see. For international relations, there are two dominant paradigms, realism and liberalism (sometimes called pluralism). If we believe the theorists called realists, that human nature is basically selfish and unchangeable and that people will always take every opportunity to maximize their own interests above everything else, our reaction to their behavior might be defensive or even preemptive. A sense of: ‘do it to them before they can do it to us’ becomes an important part of the decision-making process. On the other hand, if we agree with liberals or pluralists, who believe in liberal internationalism and that people are basically good and trying to do the best they can, we might respond very differently. We might give them the benefit of the doubt in an unclear situation or allow them extra time to comply with some agreement. Just as our underlying ‘theories’ about human nature change how we respond to people at the individual level, the argument follows that our ‘theories’ of the international system as to how actors such as states, inter-governmental organizations and single-issue campaign organizations behave, can fundamentally alter the outcomes in international affairs.


Entities and ‘states’


This raises another key assumption of international relations and diplomacy, which is the fact that most of the study in this area has focused on the actor generally considered to be the ‘most important,’ i.e., the state. However, given that later chapters will argue that the ‘state’ was not the only form of social organization or source of diplomacy throughout time, it is important to note the use of the term ‘entity’ and ‘polity’ rather than ‘state’ or ‘government’ in this chapter and elsewhere. These are not elegant words, but they are needed to discuss the infrastructure of all human communities as they have evolved through different forms and social structures or what has been termed a “band-tribe-chiefdom-state model of social complexity” (Crumley, 1995). These take many shapes and can be a group of elders or a council, agencies, bodies or institutions, but uniformly consist of a group with authority ‘over’ aspects of their society. The crucial point here is that such structures provide the framework for the way a society conceives of, and articulates, power, both over itself and the connections that each society makes to the wider world. The expression of this mediation internally may be called ‘government’ or ‘governance,’ while externally, this mediation is most often known as ‘diplomacy.’ Thus, the terms ‘entity’ or ‘polity’ are used as a way to remind ourselves that while these structures were not always ‘states’ as we understand them today, societies have always had a constant need for the tools and conventions, if not the formal institution, of what we call diplomacy or diplomacies of separate international systems.


National Interest and Strategy


Returning to terminology, an understanding of strategy as an overall plan or policy to achieve a primary or fundamental goal (often deemed to be survival, and therefore a term considered to be military in nature) is also useful, particularly in the more traditional, or more realist, Westphalian/state-centric understanding of politics. This term is also closely related to what is known as national interest, a concept that both politicians and scholars believe to be the overarching and most important driver in determining a course of action of a state’s ‘foreign policy.’ These terms are often used interchangeably, which can be confusing, though, in the context of government behavior, ‘strategy’ is often related to military planning while ‘national interest’ tends to be so inclusive as to refer to whatever a speaker deems it to mean in a specific instance. For example, the concept of national interest not only frames political debate at home, it can also shape the way states interpret the behavior of others as they ask ‘What response is in our best interest?’ or ‘What do we learn about what that country sees as their real national interest by their decision to do X in this situation?’ National interest is usually reserved for government purposes, but strategy is commonly used outside these political circles, though no less broadly. Few organizations would admit they have no ‘strategy,’ but what they perceive it to be, how they agree on one, and how it comes to be implemented are entirely different things.


This idea also raises another important tension as many writers discuss ‘diplomacy’ and ‘foreign policy’ as synonymous concepts, while others strongly argue that politicians create strategy or policy, while diplomats merely implement strategy as operators or administrators. This text takes a third position, particularly in light of the traditional ‘split’ or ‘great divide’ that many international relations scholars have proposed exists between domestic or national/internal policy and foreign/external policy (Clark, 1999 and Hill, 2003 among many others). This division, while intended to help establish a clear distinction between questions that only matter to ‘us’ and those that involve ‘others,’ often creates more difficulties than it resolves. As the interconnected nature of global issues becomes more widely recognized, it is logical to assume that a deeper understanding of the interconnectedness between the ‘inside’ and the ‘outside’ of the current political entities known as states is also needed. In other words, diplomats are engaged in the implementation of foreign policy on a daily basis, but what they do in terms of communication also helps to shape and direct strategy as well as to devise policy. Thus, the current dichotomy not only creates a false sense of firm boundaries for the entity, but it also creates an entity of a society within the ‘container’ of the state and separates two ideas that are entirely dependent on each other for existence while the process itself helps shape the outcome and the institution.


Hierarchy as ‘default’


The confusion in the priority or ‘order’ of these terms also raises a much deeper issue: the pervasiveness of the concept of hierarchy in our understanding of states and their interactions. Simply put, hierarchy is an expression of the relationship between elements where certain factors are deemed to be subordinate to another and may be ranked. However, and crucially here, it should also be recognized as another frame or worldview that is typically used by thinkers who are seeking to visualize ideas of order and to assert the relative importance of one area over another. Hierarchies can include institutions such as the military or a natural grouping such as a pride of lions that, in the interest of a perceived sense of order, devise a system that is generally respected and adhered to—though not entirely unchallenged—in the pursuit of what is deemed to be for the benefit of all. Such an understanding of power clearly includes different constructed and natural groups, but it is a particular (and culturally specific) way to structure knowledge that has become a default in much western/European thinking. For example, most Americans would ‘order’ the world powers by putting the United States at, or very close to, the top. One could use a variety of reasoning for this placement, but physical size, military might, and economic strength are likely to feature in the list. Crucially, they also reflect an inbuilt default mechanism that suggests specific ideas about what constitutes power and the desirability of order. To balance this unconscious bias, it is important to consider the alternative to hierarchy, or heterarchy, the idea that the same elements can be ranked or even ‘counterpoised’ in various ways determined by context and the players involved (Crumley, 1985). Examples of heterarchy include participants in a community event or leaves on a tree. There is a clear ‘order’ to the way they behave or interact, but they are not ordered by an external system or ranked in any formal way.


Hierarchy holds an assumed and fundamental default position in the mainstream/Western narrative of diplomacy, which helps to explain the perceived importance of national interest and strategy to be discussed later. Taken in conjunction with the primacy of the idea of anarchy—a situation in which there is no higher authority than the state—this desire for order puts survival or military issues in a ranking above all others. In contrast, heterarchy allows for different systems of order and opens the possibility that diplomacy is more than the shadow of power, but a shaping power as well.


Substantialist vs Relational


The issues around national interest and hierarchy are directly related to the ideas of scholars such as Patrick Jackson and Daniel Nexon who have argued that the substantialist tendency within international relations theory, or the tendency to conflate an object with the outcomes of its actions, leads to a focus on the entity itself and not on its processes or interactions with others. They illustrate this problem by quoting Norbert Elias’s statement “the wind is blowing,” that seems to suggest that somehow the wind could exist separately from its effects (Jackson and Nexon, 1999, 300). In their view, this “substantialist bias” also means that we assume the entity in question existed ‘first’ “or that entities are already entities before they enter into social relations with other entities rather than being created and shaped by the process of interaction and suggest that the most common of these presupposed entities is ‘the state’” (Jackson and Nexon, 1999, 293).


An awareness of this issue may help us form a better appreciation of the problems we encounter when trying to identify the differences between strategy, national interest, foreign policy, and diplomacy and to recognize the default to hierarchy as both reflections of this substantialist tendency involving both theory and practice and almost despite the fact that “…most diplomats know…that world policy is deeply relational. Their job is to make those relations ‘work’…” (Adler-Nissen in Sending, Pouliot and Neumann 2105, 286).


To address some of the issues, these authors propose the idea of Relationalism, which, like heterarchy, recognizes different forms and takes as its point of departure the idea that social phenomena making up world politics always develop in relation to other social phenomena. Thus, for example, “states are not born into this world as fully developed states that then ‘exist’; states are made in continuous relations with other states and non-state actors” (Adler-Nissen in Sending Pouliot and Neumann 2015, 286).


These authors, and others like them, are readjusting the focus or problematizing precisely the point that many simply assert; the increasing interconnectedness of the world requires that we examine the interactions and relations between entities rather than assuming the study of the units involved in the interaction is sufficient. Further, the need for such an adjustment seems clear as the relationship between a government and their own civil society—a government’s relationship to another government—and a government’s relationship to another country’s civil society, and even civil society’s relationship with other people in a different society become more visible in our global society. Thus, each relationship or interaction is ultimately part of a larger conversation, though crucially, each level is always seen from its own perspective. In other words, by removing the perception that the state is the only actor/form of governance, and breaking down the hierarchies embedded in statecraft around national interest, it may be possible to see that each of these layers can act and react to any other layer in another location without necessarily going through ‘official’ channels, or those with the ‘authority’ granted from a government source, before speaking to others. A more ‘global’ awareness recognizes that relations create the politics in which the units operate as much as the entities or units create the relations. In much the same way the idea is to broaden the idea of a single form of diplomacy to many diplomacies, it will also be possible to expand on this concept of relations at different levels. Perhaps a more concrete example is the case of the European Union as they grapple with issues such as migration or refugees in terms of what is ‘domestic’ vs what is ‘foreign’ at three levels: internal diplomacy (each state negotiating with Brussels and then explaining the resulting policy to their own citizens); ‘inner-national’ (the EU talking across the Union about its supranational activities); and the EU as a whole talking to the ‘outside’ (the EU talking to the United States or China or to other intergovernmental organizations such as the United Nations or the African Union).


Structure of the Text


In light of these issues, this discussion of global diplomacy is structured in a specific way. First and foremost, the text argues that the essence of diplomacy has not fundamentally changed over time. Its characteristics have been altered by a number of important factors, many of them technological, and that these factors have, in turn, influenced both diplomatic practice and tactics. However, the nature of diplomacy, in terms of mission or strategy, remains communication in its three specifically diplomatic forms: dialogue, representation, and negotiation. Ultimately, the aim is to set out an idea of ‘global diplomacy’ that recognizes the role of diplomacy as an ancient institution separate, but arguably parallel to, the idea of the form of governance, and constantly evolving to reflect shifts in structure and power. Further, while the role and purpose of diplomacy have not shifted, we have not clearly understood the complexity of the cultural differences and resulting diplomacies at work or the institution of diplomacy and the role of diplomats as gatekeepers and guides of the sources of social power that create and recreate our world. The mainstream narrative of diplomacy has created an understanding that is not incorrect, but incomplete. To make that case, four areas must first be explored in the three parts of the text.


First, a new theoretical frame for diplomacy is needed that focuses on the purpose of diplomacy as demonstrated through practice rather than simply as the delivery mechanism of an entity or polity. Thus, different theories of the international system and the role of diplomacy are used to propose a more global perspective.


Second, and unlike many traditional explanations, the argument will be made that diplomacy-as-dialogue goes back to the furthest reaches of history and further, there is evidence of this in the consistency of ‘types’ of diplomacy over time and in the ‘diplomacies of place.’


Finally, the effects of those different worldviews on the diplomacies of other regions of the world long before the ‘state’ or governments as we know them existed, will be examined and different models developed to help us focus on the way global states operate their own forms of diplomacy in today’s world.


The result is a more ‘global’ diplomacy that connects theory and practice by recognizing the relational nature of diplomacy and rejoining dichotomies, rather than reinforcing the differences that have served as the traditional narrative and hindered more than helped our understanding of global relations and diplomacy’s role in them.


Decentering the Westphalian State and theories of diplomacy—Part I


The first step is to de-emphasize the state as the sole, or even the main, actor taking part in this dialogue and to re-emphasize the areas of practical diplomatic interaction across time. With scholars Donna Lee and David Hudson, it becomes possible to consider diplomacy as an “open-ended-historical narrative” that sees diplomacy “as a means of connecting cultures, economics and states in order to build and manage social relations at domestic and systemic levels” (Lee and Hudson, 2004, 358). In their work, Lee and Hudson were primarily examining the importance of economic and cultural issues in light of the traditional focus on the political side, but this observation should be significantly expanded so as to create a more holistic approach. To this end, the view of sociologist Michael Mann (identified by Jackson and Nexon as being strongly against substantialism—Jackson and Nexon, 1999, 301) that “human societies are not unitary systems” and that to understand the development of the social world one must examine the “multiple, overlapping, intersecting networks of power” (Mann, 1986, 522), will be pursued.


This idea, combined with the assertion that there is a need to separate the institution of diplomacy from the entity that uses it so as to have a fuller understanding of its purpose and development, results in a more social/interactional approach. This will be done by breaking diplomacy along what Mann identifies as the four “sources” of “social power,” or what are called here the four types of diplomacy: political, cultural, economic, and military. The proposal is that, by identifying diplomacy more closely with the power sources it guides and directs, it will be possible to see its role and the effect the institution as a whole has on the system.


Types of diplomacy and diplomacies of place—Part II


Second, and with the help of a number of expert authors, the day-to-day interaction of theory and practice will be connected to the four types of diplomacy fundamental to its unchanging nature and mission in terms of communication: dialogue, representation, and negotiation, and put in the context of an awareness of diplomacies of place. There are two main reasons for using these types as the fundamental basis for global diplomacy.


First, on a theoretical level, the list of types reflects Michael Mann’s observation that “No known state has yet managed to control all relations traveling across its boundaries, and so much social power has always remained ‘transnational’” (Mann, 1986, 522), which, he goes on to say, leaves “an obvious role” for “diffusion” (Mann, 1986, 522)—and similarly leaves an equally obvious role for a global diplomacy. This approach also incorporates Adda Bozeman’s suggestion that, if diplomacy is the “interplay” of these different sources, a “more complex and dense network of diplomatic systems” is possible in which “diplomacy can be seen in the context of a world history in which non-western cultures are not ‘other’ but are in fact integral to world society” (Lee and Hudson, 2004, 356).


In other words, there are three main points to consider. First, the state is not a hard and fast entity, but part of a complex web of interactions and relations that are mediated, constructed, and deconstructed by the processes of diplomacy itself. Second, that the focus of most mainstream theory on one area of the world e.g. Europe, or what has been called a states-system (more on which later) does not mean that other parts of the world did not continue to develop as entities and evolve their own models of interaction based on their worldviews, even as they participated in, or adapted to, what became the prevailing system. Further, that these ‘other’ approaches or systems not only played a crucial role in the creation of ‘modern’, Western/European diplomacy, but are an increasingly important part of the international system in their more traditional forms. For the purposes of this text, these other forms are included as part of the foundation of what is more correctly identified as the global state. Finally, it is possible for different types of states-systems and models of interaction to coexist. One may appear to be dominant, but other diplomacies have been operating and may have more, not less, freedom to operate in an increasingly global world and the expectation should be for more such interactions in the future.


The second reason for outlining these four types is that, at the very simple and basic level of practice, they correspond with the most common divisions in the core activities of diplomats through time. Historically, and in nearly every embassy in the world today, there are positions for ‘officers’ or ‘attachés’ whose responsibility is to engage with the issues, organizations, and personalities of politics, culture, economics, and military diplomacy.


The suggestion is that, by separating the story of diplomacy from the story of the relatively recent form of governance known as the ‘state,’ it will be possible not only to see the way diplomacy has developed in the past, but how it may develop in the future. It may also be possible to look more closely at the interactions of diplomacy that help shape its structure and that of the entities it represents.


Models of interaction for ‘Westphalian’ States and ‘Global’ States—Part III


Once an alternative theory is set out and the idea of ‘types’ have been explored as the constant features or set of activities of diplomacy through time, the current models of diplomacy will be woven into a pattern of global diplomacy.


The obvious place to begin such an examination is the Western/European states system that produced the currently dominant Westphalian form of the state. However, as the state itself has changed, so too has the model of interaction for the states in that states-system. Thus, the argument is that the ‘original’ or ‘classic’ Western/European states system has, over time, evolved into two distinct models of interaction for the members of its system: Transatlantic Diplomacy (used by advanced, democratic, and enmeshed, but distinctly sovereign, states as illustrated by UK/US relations) and Community Diplomacy (used in advanced, broadly democratic states, but including a notion of ‘pooled sovereignty’ as these states increasingly share what had historically been considered to be core functions and essential characteristics of statehood while not entirely bypassing existing state structures).


The next assertion is simply that, while the European states system managed to eclipse others, it could not entirely destroy the ancient alternatives and that at least some features or combination of these prior state-systems still exists. Thus, a ‘Relational’ model of diplomacy is proposed with the contention that non-Western systems persisted and continued to evolve, even in the ‘shadow’ of the Western world. However, as states have generally become more porous, non-state actors have become more visible, and the states which operate with this approach become more powerful in the international system, the expectation should be that this Relational model will ‘rise’ in the sense that it will be more obvious and play a more directly relevant role. This process will, in turn, help to create a more ‘global diplomacy’ in that states at different levels of development and operating different models of interaction will be more aware of each other and develop ways to coexist more consciously as the global world involves a layering of difference and a focus on interaction as part of the role and process of diplomacy.


Global Diplomacy


Having set out the theories, types, and models, the final step is to bring these different critiques of different ideas and alternative ideas together to create a theory of global diplomacy. The choice of the term ‘Global Diplomacy’ is deliberate, but differs from other texts in at least four important ways. First, the term ‘global’ is used here to begin to define a specific understanding of both diplomatic history and international relations theory. For example, international relations’ concepts such as ‘sovereignty’ and ‘power’ are often used, but not well explained in diplomatic literature. Similarly, and most fundamentally, the ‘state’ that dominates the literature is implied, but not explicitly demarcated as the state in its ‘Westphalian form,’ i.e., it is deemed to be equal, universal, and unchanging. These pervasive assumptions have reified the state, shifting it from an abstract concept to a more concrete form. This has left little room to explore the ways in which asymmetries of power, different cultural histories or diplomacies, and the ways different stages in the state’s development as an entity, have affected the institution of diplomacy in its constitutive function for international society or in terms of its own practice and tactics. As John Hoffman argues, “Diplomacy needs to be reconstructed. This involves transforming it into a concept that embodies social relationships which are ordered without the state. A critique of the state itself is essential” (Hoffman, 2003, 526).


‘Global’ features, not a timeline


However, the term ‘global’ is not simply in opposition to the domination of the Westphalian state, but a way to help describe the changing features in the development of the state overall. Historians, among others, commonly use terms such as ‘early’ or ‘late modern’ to describe a specific set of circumstances and forms of societal interaction. This has led, almost inevitably, to an increasing use of the phrase ‘postmodern’ in contemporary discussions and is useful for specific understandings of social relations. Yet, in terms of diplomacy, this approach to historical analysis is particularly unhelpful as it quickly becomes overly reliant on the Western/European state and the use of points of conflict or warfare as the primary breakpoints in the narrative.


This text resists this trend by agreeing with the arguments of scholars such as Ian Clark and Martin Shaw who suggest that, by putting ‘post’ in front of ‘modern’ is merely to locate the current state form in the time frame after modern (Clark, 1999; Shaw, 2000) rather than saying something instructive as to the change that has taken place in the state itself. With these authors, it is possible to begin to identify features that challenge the Westphalian state and could be described as a ‘global’ form in its own right, which, in turn, has specific implications for diplomacy. Paul Sharp has pointed out that diplomacy is a ‘reflection of the state’ (Sharp, 2009). From that point, the logical next step posed here is that if diplomacy has always been a reflection of the governing entity, it will include those entities that came before the ‘Westphalian’ form of the state as well as those that are still to come. Further, that the constantly evolving and increasingly global nature of these governing entities will produce a system that opens the more traditional understanding of diplomacy and will requires the recognition of the coexistence of other kinds of entity operating in the global space.


Second, while appreciating the richness of past diplomatic discourse, there is the issue of the continuing use and abuse of the ‘old’ vs. ‘new’ debate that can still dominate current discussion. In ways similar to the discussion of late vs. postmodern above, many diplomatic scholars have tried to mark out specific events as the definitive moment of change in diplomacy. For example, the period between World War I and World War II is often held up as the point of great change when the general public began to take a more active part in the discussion of international affairs. Yet such titles of ‘old’ vs. ‘new’ are useful only insofar as they identify these moments and put the stages of diplomacy (like the stages of the state) into a rough order, but ‘new’ and ‘old’ are so relative as to have little lasting value. They mark out different points in time, but consistent overuse has obscured important issues by periodizing features that are more correctly seen as a continuous evolution. Similarly, the establishment of a continuous or permanent presence by diplomats in other countries or what was termed a ‘resident mission’ is often pointed to as one of the most significant changes in diplomacy. However, as Jeremy Black and others have made clear, “There was no single moment or cause of the development of permanent diplomatic contacts in Europe, but the major cause seems to have been the need to improve the reporting of foreign states” (Black, 2010, 28). A more persistent example can be found in discussions of the importance of technology. While not wishing to suggest that the cable, telegraph, or Internet have not had a significant impact on the practice and tactics of diplomacy—the idea that technology has somehow altered its fundamental nature is a logical fallacy akin to suggesting that the Gatling gun changed the causes of conflict. The gun undoubtedly made war more effective, at least in terms of ‘bang for buck’ or lives lost/per dollar spent, but neither the reasons for conflict nor the path towards its resolution are found in the firing mechanisms of a gun; any more than the purpose of global communication and dialogue can be defined by the wonders of Wi-Fi or digitization. As George Shultz, secretary of state under President Reagan put it in his discussion of “virtual diplomacy,” “We are in the midst of a revolution. A revolution by definition causes old power structures to crumble and new ones to rise. The catalyst—but not the cause—has always been technological” (Shultz, 1997, 12).


Thus, this text offers an analysis of diplomacy that creates phases in its development by tracking the changes in the political entities as they are reflected by diplomatic practice and statecraft over time. The goal is to identify the underlying causes of change—rather than merely pointing out the order of these changes and the effects of such change on tactics on the ground, discussed below.


The third reason for using the term ‘global diplomacy’ is to highlight the argument that not only have we arrived at a point at which many states are identifiably ‘global’ in nature (rather than simply post-Westphalian), but equally, many more have not yet arrived at this ‘stage’ in their development. This is important because a state’s structure (and therefore its overall level of ‘development’) has a direct impact on their relations, not only with each other, but with the entire international community. Further, the transition currently underway, from state-dominated diplomacy (and based on state-centric ideas) to less hierarchical or linear structures, is likely to be difficult. Indeed, Robert Cooper, a former British diplomat and official in the European Union, argues that one of the biggest challenges is the question of relations between ‘premodern’ and ‘postmodern’ states, and while his position takes us some way down a path towards a more nuanced understanding (Cooper, 2003), issues still remain as to his chronologically-biased terminology and the lack of explanation as to what a recognition of this asymmetry between states might mean for diplomacy.


These concerns are undoubtedly shared by Brian Hocking and others of the Clingendael Institute of International Relations as demonstrated in their examination of this exact question. Building on Cooper, they outline what they call three “images” of diplomacy: statist (diplomacy as the processes and structures of bilateral and multilateral relations between sovereign states); globalist (a response to the “first wave” of writing on globalization that focused heavily on the ‘demise’ of the state as the primary actor); and finally, integrative (a move beyond the first two that is effectively “post-globalization”) (Hocking, et al., 2012, 17–18). In so doing, they effectively address the problems of a strict chronology and ‘old’ vs ‘new’ by suggesting there is a “layering” in the system, as the practices of one image (or time frame) blend into the next. In their view, the final result is that world politics in the postmodern, “integrative era” are “driven by the logic of mutual interference in each other’s domestic affairs, pursuing security through transparency and transparency through interdependence” (Hocking, et al., 2012, 19). This text effectively works on these same issues from the other direction. By recognizing the ‘global state’ as both a new form and a fact, looking back across time to see continuity rather than disjuncture, and asserting that the processes or interactions of diplomatic practice are the engine of change in the system as a whole, the hope is to arrive at a better position from which to understand the diplomacy between states (or whatever entities are considered significant in any given period of time) as well as the features that determine their relations, and the changes in those patterns that are seen today.


Finally, and perhaps most contentious, is the assertion that diplomacy—its mission and purpose—has not changed. This text defines diplomacy as the mediation of the sources of social power and the systems of organization and mechanisms for communication (specifically dialogue, negotiation, and representation) between social entities. Given the broadness of this view, it is crucial to make the case clear. The starting point is the straightforward observation that the existence of diplomacy as an institution is not dependent on the existence of the modern state. Diplomacy has mediated between the sources of social power (cultural, economic, political, and military) through time and evolved separately, but in parallel to our governing entities; from the idea of band-tribe-chief-state evolution to a more layered approach of localized tribes and kingdoms, regional frameworks of city-states to regional empires, and finally, nations to nation-states and global empires as technology enabled and enhanced an entity’s ability to extend and maintain power further and further away from the base. The modern notion of the state has provided a relatively stable focus for our current system and hence the traditional study of diplomacy, but it is clear that the state per se does not extend back indefinitely. Diplomacy involves the relations between the entities through forms of social power reaching back to the beginnings of time and has shaped and reshaped the governing entities in the process (Sending, Pouliot, Neuman, 2015). The argument is therefore that it is only logical to assume that there is no reason to expect that the state—certainly not the Westphalian form of the state—will continue unchanged into the future. Thus, it is time to examine the current status of the states-system and offer some observations as to the models of interaction currently used or that are under construction as well as to look towards the next stage in this continuous evolution. The aim is to locate diplomacy, both in terms of its unchanging nature and the shifting character of the tools used, along points of a continuum that extends into the past and that may well also provide a guide as to what the future might bring.


This book is dedicated to the exploration of diplomacy, an institution developed to consciously and deliberately define and negotiate the spaces between societies, altering both the entity they represent and the institution itself in that process of interaction. Diplomats are forever caught between the natural, instinctive impulse to reach out and connect, and the equally deep-seated tendency of societies to fear those different from themselves. The institution and those who operate within it are both symbols and tools of power, maintaining a dialogue designed for peace, but often coming into its own during periods of conflict. This text will examine these roles in the hope and expectation that diplomacy will respond to the constant shift in global governance by continuing, through its mission of inter-cultural understanding and communication, to weave a richly patterned tapestry of peoples and societies.
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I


Theories of Diplomacy









1 Diplomatic Practice


BY J. SIMON ROFE


One basic challenge in the study of diplomacy is what we call the ‘theory vs practice’ debate. The crux of this discussion is the perception there is a necessary disconnect between academics who often look at things from a broad, abstract perspective (i.e., ‘theory’) and the ambassador, or any other diplomat, who deals with practical issues on the ground (i.e., ‘practice’). However, posing the question of whether theory should ‘determine’ policy (because big ideas are easier to deal with than complex and contested detail), or if practice is ‘more important’ (because it’s real life), is a false dichotomy as diplomats spend most, if not all of their time crossing the line between theory and practice. In this text, a key point is that ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ are not distinct and need to be understood in relation to each other. In other words ‘theory’ and ‘practice’ do not in exist sealed boxes, but are terms that should be unpacked so we can see them as separate, but enmeshed aspects of a holistic discussion about the history and purpose of diplomacy.


The meaning of ‘practice’ as applied here to diplomacy, relies on ideas of strategy, operations, and tactics. Traditionally, this is visualized as a hierarchy with strategy, sometimes called a ‘grand strategy,’ at the very top. Below that strategic level, lie operations, and below that, we come to tactics. Practice as used here is understood to be a level that effectively connects the ‘bottom’ of strategy and the ‘top’ of tactics. (See Figure 1.1.) This overlapping position is important because practice is both strategy-driven and tactical as the constitutive aspect of operations/implementation.


This chapter introduces the practices of diplomacy to show the ways that diplomacy manifests in the world around us, both in terms of institutional operations and tactics. However, to enhance understanding of these practices, some theoretical concepts, notably the concept of ‘power,’ are also introduced. These concepts and practices also serve as important reference points for the theories of diplomacy introduced in later chapters.
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FIGURE 1.1 Hierarchy of Practice


‘Traditional’ Power and Diplomacy


In his memoirs, former US Secretary of State (1982–1988) George P. Schultz stated, “Power and Diplomacy work together” (Schultz, 2010, 10). While that may be the ideal case, even a casual look at the way power is understood or operationalized in the world suggests that many consider this pairing unevenly matched. For international politics, power is commonly thought of as being ‘over’ a territory and/or a people. Hans Morgenthau, a strong realist (the concept of ‘realism’ will be discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2), long argued for the centrality of power and plainly argued that, “International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim” (Morgenthau, 1978, 29).


Clearly, power is understood in different ways and manifests itself through many different practices and, as we shall see, in different types of diplomacy. While Morgenthau and other realists may consider power to be measured primarily by military might, diplomatic practice relies on other dimensions such as financial strength, cultural resilience, or the power of suasion, which can all go a long way towards achieving one’s goals in international politics. Power matters insofar as power, be it perceived or real, can serve to facilitate or hinder the diplomatic process. In these circumstances, power may be about the ability to encourage or cajole parties to a particular outcome rather than to coerce an actor through its use—but whatever the source of power, it is rarely ‘neutral.’


Joseph S. Nye recognized at least some aspects of this dilemma as the Cold War was drawing to a close when he promoted the term ‘Soft Power’ in his 1990 book Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of American Power, and it has become part of the lexicon of statesmen and scholars ever since. Unfortunately, the term’s broad use does not reflect its subtleties as it is generally used simply as the alternative/opposite to ‘Hard Power,’ the latter being the use of military capacity and what the military calls ‘kinetic power.’ Colloquially, hard power is the ability to blow things up, soft power the skill to achieve a goal without that application of force. The link to our discussion of diplomatic practices is logical if one accepts diplomatic scholar Herbert Butterfield’s notion that “diplomacy may include anything short of actual war” (Butterfield, 1966, 10) (Butterfield was a member of the English School who will be discussed in more depth in Chapter 3). Nye’s slightly less blunt argument is that “soft power rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others,” or the ability to attract others to a particular course of action. Further, that “soft power is not merely influence, though it is one source of influence. Influence can also rest on the hard power of threats or payments. And soft power is more than just persuasion or the ability to move people by argument, though that is an important part of it” (Nye, 2008, 95).


Potentially confusing the relationship between power and diplomacy even further, soft power is often used as a poor synonym for Public Diplomacy, which is a tactic discussed later in this chapter. Whatever the corollary, power is clearly a contested subject as there is no single agreement or understanding of its constitutive elements; yet it is fundamental to our understanding of the world as it pervades much of our decision-making. Is power, the power to do something—to make or destroy something or someone? Or is power the power to change people’s minds and change their lives? Power, in the abstract, has all of these facets to varying degrees; and while that is little consolation when facing an exam question, or the barrel of a loaded gun, power and diplomacy are distinct aspects of statecraft. The difficulty in terms of our understanding of power as a concept is related to the fact that international relations rarely locates power in a specific source, be it political, economic, military, or cultural. We will return to the point, but in the meantime, an outline of the basic processes and practices of diplomacy are needed to see how these power structures work and how they have evolved.


Fit for Purpose: Process of Diplomacy


A range of scholars have attempted to codify, classify, and catalogue diplomatic process, including Geoff Berridge in Diplomacy: Theory and Practice (Berridge, 2015). Nonetheless, in working towards an understanding of global diplomacy there are three activities core to each of the four types of diplomacy to be discussed in Part II: political, military, cultural, and economic. They are Communication, Representation, and Negotiation.


1. Communication is at the heart of diplomatic processes. Being able to communicate in technical terms through appropriate language and symbols, and emotionally with fellow human beings, is vital to ensure messages are conveyed in the way they are intended (Keller, 1956).


2. Representation in diplomacy is about a group or individual (‘a diplomat’) representing and communicating on behalf of a constituency, be that a locale or a state, when too many voices risk the message being poorly articulated. In the classic understanding, this means having the endorsement of a state, thus a diplomat can distinguish him or herself from others adopting the term ‘diplomat’ or ‘ambassador.’


3. Negotiation is the discussion, or conversation, that takes place between those representing a specific position with a view to reaching an agreement, even if the agreement is to keep negotiating.


The purpose of diplomacy, as demonstrated through these three key activities, does not operate in isolation or in any specific, given sequence, but from this triumvirate emerge specific roles and institutions, and are all interrelated as the activity of one influences the other across types of diplomacy. As tactics become common, they produce practice; as strategy changes, tactics continue to evolve. Diplomacy is derived from these three purposes and is evident throughout all four types of diplomacy we identify, to create both the structures and outcomes of this process.


Diplomats, Embassies, and Ministries of Foreign Affairs


The discussion of diplomatic practice begins with what may be considered the most immediately obvious actors and locations: Diplomats and Embassies and Ministries of Foreign Affairs. These institutions are most commonly associated with the activities of nation-states, but as will be seen, the practice of diplomacy happens at many levels.


Diplomats


Put simply, diplomats are those who implement diplomacy through communication, representation, and negotiation. From ancient times through to the modern era, diplomats have been an elite within society, often those close to the seat of executive power. This access has been critical to their success as diplomats in communicating, representing, and negotiating with their interlocutors. Stereotypically, they are aloof and reserved, ‘above politics,’ and male. However, while the reality is considerably more complicated than the stereotype, there is a more pointed story that seeks to associate the diplomat with the state. Some scholars, and some diplomats, would argue that a diplomat is someone working on behalf of the state; indeed, this is the clear implication of the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (Bruns, 2014) that codified the roles and responsibilities of diplomatic relations as conducted by those accepted as ‘diplomats.’ The logic here is that those individuals representing actors other than states are just that—representatives without special standing or privilege.


It is also important to explore the corollary that diplomacy can be conducted by polities that are not states. Intergovernmental organizations such as the United Nations have both individuals as diplomats and to represent the apparatus of diplomacy, as they receive ambassadors and delegations from states, and have a functionally and geographically diverse bureaucracy for a variety of operations. The most important fact here is that the designation of ‘diplomat’ is essentially the accreditation they carry on behalf of their sovereign, whether that sovereign is a state, an intergovernmental organization, or single-issue campaigning group. This modern version differs in degree, but not entirely, from those conducting diplomacy in the distant past. For example, in the mid-seventeenth century, the representatives who gathered in Lower Saxony to negotiate what became known as the Treaty of Westphalia, covered in greater depth in the next chapter, were ‘accredited’ by a variety of ‘pre’-state actors including princedoms and city-states—often simultaneously. This type of arrangement was typical of those conducting diplomacy in antiquity.


Ambassadors


The most powerful diplomats are Ambassadors as Chief of Mission; that is, they are the single most important individual in a diplomatic Mission, most often an Embassy. Yet the term and the role have evolved considerably from their emergence in the Renaissance (approximately 15-17th centuries). The ranking of diplomats was based on a complex system that essentially relied on the title of the sovereign. The term ‘Ambassador’ was the preserve of the great powers of the day such as Spain, England, and France until the nineteenth century and the Congress of Vienna in 1815. After this gathering of those who had fought and won against Napoleon’s Republican France, the increase in number and sense of ‘equality’ of status among states meant the term became synonymous for those representatives of one state in another. Those performing the role previously had used the title Minister Plenipotentiary—meaning minister with ‘full powers’ to act on behalf of their sovereign as if they were that sovereign—thus creating a situation in which issues of protocol become highly contentious as the treatment of a Minister Plenipotentiary by a host country was literally considered to be their treatment of the sovereign as a person. However, these two titles are sometimes conflated such as in the case of the Chief of Mission of the United States to the United Kingdom, whose full title is “Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Court of St James’s”; the role being ‘extraordinary’ denotes the post as being the individual representative of the US President to the British monarch (Holmes & Rofe, 2012, 14).


The importance of rank in diplomacy is integral to its practice denoting the hierarchy in which diplomats operate. However, the ranking can be complex for at least two reasons. First, not all positions in the hierarchy are permanently filled by each state in relation to each bilateral arrangement. What this means in practice is that it is perfectly possible to have diplomatic relations without the exchange of ambassadors—those at the top of the hierarchy—or, as likely, there may be an exchange of ambassadors, but no military attaché. Second, appointments and longevity in many diplomatic posts, but most especially those at the top, often reflect the politics of the dispatching country. What these two factors mean is that the system is in a permanent state of flux, which allows for a number of exceptions or ‘quirks’ to the hierarchy.


Nonetheless, at the top is the Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary and the hierarchy flows down through the Envoy Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, and the Resident Minister or Counsellor Minister to the Chargé d’affaires as effectively the chief operating officer (see Figure 1.2). Other ad hoc positions may be created at the behest of a head of state, such as the Special Envoy. A specific example here would be the appointment by the United States of a Special Envoy for Northern Ireland, former Senator George Mitchell, in 1995, at the equivalent rank of Ambassador. With such ad hoc appointments, the question arises as to the longevity of the post. Formality has always been a part of the diplomat’s life and is seen throughout the ambassadorial appointment. The process of accreditation is the presentation of a letter from the dispatching head of state that the appointee presents physically to the receiving head of state—typically with a great deal of pomp and circumstance. For example, the US Ambassador to the United Kingdom rides from the Embassy in a top hat and morning coat to Buckingham Palace in an open carriage and escorted by the Queen’s guard on horseback. This procession makes quite a spectacle through the streets of London, but has become expected as a demonstration of the high regard both countries hold for each other.
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FIGURE 1.2 Hierarchy of Diplomatic Rank


Conducting Diplomacy


Changing the question ‘from who they are’ to ‘what they do,’ as Sir Brian Barder has done in his book What Diplomats Do, provides another lens through which to view the diplomat. Barder suggests that by the volume of their daily actions and interactions, diplomats (as representatives of a state) are conducting diplomacy—and formulating foreign policy at a micro-level: “foreign policy is being made daily around the world, in the tens of thousands of conversations, speeches, and symbolically pregnant actions of individual diplomats serving away from home” (Barder, 2014). Barder clearly outlines the diplomat’s work through the ‘day-to-day’ application of the processes of communication, representation, and negotiation, rather than through such activities as the grandiose signing of a final agreement between heads of state. It is important to note, therefore, the diplomat’s life contains much that is routine and mundane (Sharp, 2015, 40). The requirement to compile daily, weekly, monthly, and annual reports for the home capital; the role of representation requiring attendance of the state; the endless handshaking and photo calls can take their toll on even the most patient and well-trained individuals.


There were forty-five member states of the United Nations at the end of the Second World War, and there are now close to two hundred, each requiring representation. No state accredits a full ambassador to every other state, but there is little doubt that the overall volume of exchange of diplomatic representatives has increased with the increase in number of states.


However, there are others designated as ‘ambassadors’ and fulfilling the diplomatic processes who do not have any association with the official Foreign Service of a state. The realm of international affairs has become more congested in the late twentieth and into the twenty-first century, with a plethora of actors beyond the state and individuals adopting the title of ‘ambassador’ alongside the increase in the number of nation-states in the last century.


Diplomats and International Organizations


Indeed, the increasing range of diplomatic activity does not stop with the increasing number of states, as there are an ever-increasing number of non-state actors and civil society organizations through which diplomats operate. Organizations such as the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), the European Union (EU), Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA), and the International Olympic Committee (IOC), and many more have entered the stage. The ICRC is an interesting example of the breadth and depth of international organizations, as the ICRC is part of a parent international organization, the ‘International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement,’ along with the ‘International Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies,’ with national societies in almost every state on the planet. In this example, it is clear how the public perception of an international organization has a network of supporting organizations behind it; and this is just one of the increasing number.


The development of international organizations since the mid-nineteenth century means a further tranche of diplomats have emerged. Beginning in 1945, the United Nations Organization (UN) started to receive Ambassadors from each of its member states as a permanent mission, and although the UN does not reciprocate by dispatching ambassadors back to the member states, the organization does have a cadre of its own ‘ambassadors’ as part of what has been identified as the ‘second UN’ (Weiss, et al., 2009). The United Nations system is a diverse conglomeration of distinct agencies, funds and programs (see Figure 1.3), and yet many of these components adopt the term ‘ambassador’ and the institutions of diplomacy. Geoff Wiseman has examined the way that the UN operates and identified a number of other evolving practices now ingrained in UN operations. By way of high-profile example, the former Spice Girl turned fashion designer, Victoria Beckham, became a UNAIDS International Goodwill Ambassador in September 2014, joining her husband, the former footballer, David Beckham, in the UN’s ambassadorial ranks, as he has been a UNICEF Goodwill Ambassador since 2005.
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FIGURE 1.3 The United Nations System (Source: United Nations Department of Public Information, © 2015 United Nations. Reprinted with the permission of the United Nations.)


The notion of ‘celebrity diplomat’ is explored by Andrew Cooper (Cooper, 2007), and while the Beckhams are just two examples, they give rise to a number of questions about what is required to be an ambassador, not least amongst them: Can anyone be an ambassador? In a challenge to state-centric notions of diplomacy, the twenty-first century is an era where other non-state actors have adopted the title ambassador. Multinational corporations and major brands, cities, sporting occasions such as the Olympic Games and FIFA World Cup, as well as individual sports clubs have designated ambassadors, fulfilling at the very least the role of representation. What this indicates is that the term has become ubiquitous in sections of global society for a particular way of transacting affairs. The heritage of the term ambassador and its perceived poise and sound judgment are qualities that are admired and relevant beyond the state. As such, the evolution of the ambassadorial title to apply in multiple contexts says a good deal about the diplomatic processes that are being undertaken beyond the state’s purview. It is emblematic of the expanded use of diplomacy in areas of the global society beyond the nation-state.


The Embassy


While the diplomat, and particularly the ambassador, provide an individual focus, the institution that requires particular attention in the conduct of diplomacy over the course of the last three hundred years is the Mission, more commonly known as the Embassy (see Figure 1.4). Although ambassadors, emissaries, and other representatives have been a feature of interaction since records began, the idea of a resident or permanent mission comes from the City-States of Renaissance Italy (Venice and Florence, for example). This was part of the French System of diplomacy, built on the need to carry out the diplomatic processes in a specific place necessitated by the increased flow of mercantile trade. This ‘system’ required the reciprocal exchange of ‘ambassadors’ and, given their relative lack of expertise or interest on occasion (due to the fact that their appointment is a function of their relationship to the sovereign), they were increasingly supported by a staff who collectively make up the embassy of today.


The embassy is seen as a physical representation of the diplomatic process with the embodiment of one nation-state on the territory of another. Technically, the buildings that tend to be located in capital cities, and that are often, but by no means exclusively, grandiose, are the chancery, and the diplomatic delegation made up of ambassador and ministers constitute the embassy as a whole (Holmes & Rofe, 2012). Equally, the embassy’s physical space is not sovereign to the represented state despite popular assumptions brought about by Hollywood’s proclivity to advance their storylines at the expense of accuracy. The symbolism of the chancery buildings and their diplomatic role, explored in Jane Loeffler’s Architecture of Diplomacy (2010), can be significant if not determinative to the message of a diplomatic mission. For example, in the post-9/11 reappraisal of security for US Embassies around the world, security measures were increased and enhanced. Thus, as American chanceries literally became fortified and inaccessible, the perception of the United States as a warlike, militarized nation rose around the world.




[image: FIGURE 1.4 The Embassy...]





FIGURE 1.4 The Embassy, also known as the ‘Country Team’


Recent discussion of the embassy as a resident mission has focused upon its demise. Berridge argues, in The Counter-Revolution in Diplomacy, that many of the forces that suggest the end of the resident mission have, in fact, reinforced its utility within an environment of increased politicization and securitization of diplomacy while budget cuts have prompted “only generated greater resourcefulness” (Berridge, 2012, 5). The same prerogative for resourcefulness on behalf of the resident mission has also been felt by its partner in diplomatic marriage: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which will be discussed below.


Both embassies and consulates, and the diplomats who staff them, form a network that provides for the diplomatic processes of communication, representation, and negotiation. The embassy has assumed a number of roles in diplomacy: a symbolic place representing the nation and, as such, a site of both memorialization and protest; the home to high-level meetings for negotiation and communication; and the venue of many individual exchanges from the visa section to social occasions. These functions are supplemented by those of consulates who are governed by the Vienna Convention on Consular Relations, signed in 1963, and whose role is to deal with nationals of the represented state, particularly on matters of trade and visas (see Box 1.1).




 






BOX 1.1


Passports and Visas


Passports are the common document of international travel and always a form of request. For example, the British passport (also an official document of the European Union) “requests and requires” in “the Name of Her Majesty” that “all those whom it may concern to allow the bearer to pass freely without let or hindrance.” The United States passport “hereby requests” that “the person named herein to pass without delay or hindrance.”


The term visa is derived from Latin, chartas visa, meaning “papers which have been seen” and grants a right of passage for a non-citizen to another nation-state, normally for a specific period of time and purpose such as employment or study. Visas are not always needed for international travel, as states may have negotiated agreements freeing their citizens from such arrangements, such as the ‘Schengen Area’ comprising twenty-eight states in Europe where border controls have been abolished (in 2015 over 400 million people live in this area).


One of the key diplomatic tasks of embassy and consular staff relates to these important forms of diplomatic documentation, demonstrated by the fact that the word diplomacy has its roots in the Greek for “diploma” or “folded paper” (Black, 2010, 20), used as a way to identify a traveler and the entity they represented.


However, the origin of the term “passport” is disputed. Some suggest it is a medieval document issued by local authorities for passage through the gate (“porte”) of a city wall and listed specific towns and cities where the holder was allowed—though they could also be banned (an early version of the ‘no fly list’). Others contend the term is a combination of the French term for passage, passe, with port referring to sea ports—as open trading points.


The Bible has one of earliest references when Nehemiah, an official serving King Artaxerses I of Persia, asked for permission to travel to Judea. The king gave him a letter addressed “to the governors beyond the river” requesting safe passage. In a slightly different form, a medieval Islamic Caliphate used a bara’a or receipt of paid taxes as a passport as only people who had proof of payment could travel.


While most think of a passport as a document of citizenship or residence, its real role is to prove nationality and identity and hence it is closely associated with the nation state. The authority to issue passports is founded on each nation’s executive discretion (the sovereign or Crown prerogative) and certain legal tenets follow. First, passports are issued in the name of the state; second, no person has a legal ‘right’ to a passport; third, each nation’s government has complete discretion to refuse or to revoke a passport; and fourth, that discretion is not subject to judicial review. There are notable exceptions. For example, the British monarch does not carry papers and while the Vatican has no immigration controls, it does issue passports. The Pope always carries “Passport No 1.”


The earliest surviving British reference to such a document was in the reign of Henry V in a 1414 Act of Parliament as a single sheet of folded paper in Latin and English, designed to help his subjects prove themselves while abroad to conduct trade. At that time, such documents could be issued by the king to anyone, regardless of their origin. From 1540, this task became the business of the Privy Council and the oldest surviving British passport was signed by Charles I on June 18, 1641.


The expansion of the railways across Europe from the mid-nineteenth century led to a decline in the use of passports in the thirty years prior to World War I as the speed and number of passengers (and lack of education) made enforcement almost impossible. However, as the war began, spying put passports on the security agenda, especially after the capture and execution in November 1914 of Carl Hans Lody, a German spy living in Britain using a fake US passport. This event also spurred ‘The British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act’ of 1914. Passports were still a single page, but folded into eight with a cardboard cover including a description and photograph (the spread of photo booths from the 1880s helped standardize them by default).


The format became internationally standardized in 1920 by the League of Nations’ Paris Conference on Passports & Customs Formalities and Through Tickets. Two further international conferences added requirements on the number and quality of the photos including that they show “full face” and “no hats.”









The network as a whole is often referred to as the diplomatic corps—a term based on the idea of esprit des corps amongst the group and fostered by the common predicament of diplomats in a particular location. They are ‘led’ in any given place, by the person known as the ‘dean’ or ‘doyen,’ a title granted to an ambassador on the basis of being the longest serving diplomat in that specific place. Intriguingly, this illustrates a quality to diplomacy that favors a temporal dimension over power, particularly hard power, and means that you could have the ambassador from a relatively weak nation-state as the most senior member of a diplomatic corps in a particular nation, rather than the ambassador from what may be perceived to be the most powerful nation. At the end of 2015, for example, Roble Olhaye, the Ambassador of the Republic of Djibouti, a very small country though strategically placed where the Red Sea meets the Gulf of Aden, is the Dean of the Diplomatic Corps in Washington, D.C., by virtue of having been in the post since September 2005. Also key are the increasing number and variety of access points to the network in the globalized society of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.


Ministry of Foreign Affairs


While the evolution of the overseas Resident Mission and its Chief can trace its genealogy to the early Renaissance, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs at home is generally considered a relatively modern invention. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) is the entity within a government that has responsibility for a nation-state’s foreign and diplomatic service, i.e., the organizational and administrative framework in which foreign policy is made and diplomacy conducted. A single date—1626—exists for the creation of the first Ministry of Foreign Affairs in France, yet little fanfare surrounds the date as such ministries have rarely been celebrated or even understood. From that first initiative, there was over a century until the United Kingdom created its Foreign Office in 1782, though the United States followed shortly thereafter by creating the Department of State in 1789, shortly after gaining its independence from the United Kingdom.


The rationale for the creation of the first MFA in 1626 was the desire by Cardinal Richelieu, Chief Minister of France, and a post that was the forerunner to the post of Prime Minister, to articulate and pursue raison d’état, that is ‘reason of state,’ or more commonly interpreted as ‘national interest,’ on behalf of France. The establishment of a Foreign Ministry was due to Richelieu’s desire to support his diplomats ‘in the field’ and his belief that diplomacy required négociation continuelle or ‘continuous negotiation’—as well as representation and communication—to ensure a constant expression of raison d’état through the messages he sent via his extensive network. In this regard, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs began to provide support to the diplomatic service and present a centralized and coordinated means of message dissemination and intelligence gathering.


Long into the twentieth century, a number of states maintained the duality of a ministry looking outward and articulating foreign policy, and a diplomatic service to security national interests overseas (Berridge, 2010) before reconciling them under one administrative roof. A more recent trend has been to incorporate trade, international development, and aid portfolios within the MFA’s remit, even when that has meant sharing titles. For example, the Australian MFA became the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade in 1987, and the Australian Agency for International Development (Aus AID), after thirty-nine years of independent existence, was folded into DFAT in 2013 (www.dfat.edu.au).




[image: FIGURE 1.5 Structure...]





FIGURE 1.5 Structure of the United States’ MFA, in this case, the State Department (Source: United States Department of State)


An important point to make is that while the titles and roles of Ambassador and Embassy have been adopted by those in other walks of life, when used by a Ministry of Foreign Affairs, it remains the preserve of the nation-state and therefore logical that the head of the Ministry is the Foreign Minister; and a minister of state with cabinet states within a nation’s government. The importance of the Foreign Ministry in safeguarding national interest is seen in the prominence of the post within governments, second only to that of prime minister or president.


Tactics through Time


While an apparatus of diplomacy is manifested in embassies and Ministries of Foreign Affairs and carried out by diplomats, ‘tactical’ practices are the different ways diplomacy has been deployed over time. Looking back at the hierarchy of practice outlined at the beginning of the chapter (Figure 1.1), the bottom category would be ‘pure’ tactics, the specific and direct actions taken at a given moment in time as part of an operation and/or in pursuit of a strategy. However, just because they are a final step or the most direct form of action, they should not be assumed to be small or insignificant. Tactics ‘on the ground’ can have a dramatic effect on strategy and often become ‘standard practice.’ For example, when Louis the German and his brother, Charles, of West Frankia, met in 870 to negotiate peace it was more of a tactic in a larger operation in pursuit of a specific strategy. Whereas, by the twelfth century, these meetings between heads of state or ‘summits’ were more common so the meeting of the main players to resolve a papal issue at the Peace of Venice in 1177 had become part of what could be called diplomatic practice (Black, 2010, 24) and used across many types of diplomacy.


In this section, these ‘tactical’ practices will be examined, earning diplomacy a number of labels. This is not intended to be a comprehensive list, but four broad categories are offered beginning with ‘personal’ diplomacy, before looking at ‘summit’ and ‘crisis’ diplomacy, then ‘conference’ or ‘track two’ diplomacy, and finally, ‘public diplomacy.’ It is important to be clear that this list is illustrative rather than exhaustive in that there are numerous other activities or tactics that could be included. In fact, the prevalence of prefixes that can be applied to diplomacy raises neatly the question of the ubiquity of the term diplomacy if it is not to mean ‘everything’ and thus ‘nothing.’ More importantly, these ‘tactical’ approaches can also map onto each type of diplomacy so that one can identify most readily the elements of ‘political’ in summit diplomacy, ‘cultural’ in public diplomacy, and ‘economic’ in conference diplomacy. Again, there is no prescription; rather an evolution of the practices of diplomacy that allow for greater comprehension.


Personal Diplomacy


The first practice of diplomacy is at the level of the individual, linking the cast of characters discussed above and reflecting diplomacy’s intensely personal quality as the core functions of diplomacy: communication, representation, and negotiation ultimately come back to individuals ‘talking to each other.’ Of course, communication is not always a virtue and history is littered with examples of the meeting of individuals resulting in a deterioration of peace and security. Nonetheless, key aspects of individual or personal diplomacy are manifest in the ‘diplomats’ we encountered at the state level, such as the ambassador or counsellor and, as such, have been deconstructed in recent scholarship. In other words, how important is the individual: How does the personality or psychology of these people influence their ability to fulfill the functions of diplomacy as individuals? (Neumann, 2005; Constantinou, 2006). Clearly, an individual who has held a diplomatic post has his or her own personality—even when they try not to not let it show. Sumner Welles, US undersecretary of state (1937-1943) when acting as presidential envoy to Europe in 1940, was famously reluctant to say anything. He earned the nickname ‘Sumner the Silent’ from the press and introduced to the world the phrase “no comment.” Future British Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill so admired Welles’ term that he is supposed to have remarked, “‘No Comment’ is a splendid expression. I am using it again and again” (Rofe, 2007, 175).
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