The Diplomat in a Changing World

Former top diplomat and strategist Dr Assad Homayoun sees how the world has changed,
and sees how the diplomat should be changing to meet the challenges.

E 7 he development of in-
stant cominunications,
the advance of science

and rechoology and especially of
nuclear weapons, the population
explosion and the proliferation of
new nations all impact on inter-
" national relations and the dip-
lomar’s life. But man's nature, in-
cuding that of the diplomat, re-
mains the same.

Revolutionary change in the na-
ture of relations between countries
has changed the responsibilities of
diplomats, however. Today, dip-
lomacy is 2 mass, rather than elite,
function. Bur the nature of the
mission — like that of the man —
remains the same.

Sir Henry Wotton gave his
much-quoted definition of a dip-
lomat as an honest man sent
abroad to lie for the good of his
country. To some extent this re-
mains true, but not entirely. An
ambassador may not always tell
the truth, or he may seek refuge
in discretion. But to be effective
he must be credible to artract the
confidence of the government to
which he is accredited; and to do
thar he must basically be a man of
integrity.

The nature of diplomatic [ife
and duty is such that — given a
state of mistrust, suspicion and
sometimes deception — he cannot
always play the role of an
honorable man. Perhaps for that
reason, the age-old reputaton of
ambassadors for dishonesty and
deviousness will remain.!

The aim of diplomacy is to pro-
mote the national interest of the
country. It is also a technique for
accomodating conflicting inter-
ests.? Bue it could also be con-
strued that, apart from represen-
ting national mterests, the réle of
a diplomat includes the bringing
about of compromises to ensure
a greater peace in an age when
conflict has more dire consequen-
ces.}
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Today's diplomat does not en-
joy the same prestige, security and
immunity of even recent years,
and in his home country is often
the object of jealousy and suspi-
cion when his countrymen think
he's enjoying a privileged life in 2
foréign country. Diplomats, as 2
tesult, have become wanderers be-
tween two worlds, and in neither
are they fully accepred.* As a res-
ulr, the réles and responsibilities
of diplomats have changed trem-
endously in recent years, and their
horizon has stretched beyond the
traditional view of diplomacy.

Today’s diplomar must give
StTong artention to such matters as
arms, trade, oil and other resour-
ces, cultural and technical martters
and intelligence and psychological
operations.’ The change was in-
evitable: economic, scientific,
resource, defense and com-
munications matters have trans-
formed internationa! relarions, and
the diplomar — as the human ele-
ment — had to change along with
his environment.

Sir Harold Nicolson paraphrases
Demosthenes, saying: “‘Ambas-
sadors have no battleship at their
disposal, nor infantry or fortress;
their weapons are words and op-
portuntities.”’ But words are often
4s IMpOrTant as cannon; men come
to power and are destroyed by
words.

Even so, an ambassador's ac-
tivities are not restricted just to the
use of words and opportuniries to-
day. They have at their disposal
specialists in different fields: legal,
scientific, military, media, econ-
omic, energy, psyops and intellig-
ence expens. And often the funds
to pursue research or activities —
both legal and illegal — in these
areas to further their country’s
interests.

During the expulsion of 47 Sov-
iet Embassy officials from France
this year, because of their involve-
ment in defense-related espionage,

French intelligence sources estim-
ated that a third of the 700 of-
ficials of Soviet agencies in France
were directly responsible to the
KGB and Sovier military intefli-
gence, the GRU.6 On June 22,
1983, the Assistant Soviet
Military Artaché was expelled
from Norway. The Oslo press rep-
orted that the assistant attaché, in
addition to his espionage activities,
had been trying to gain influence
in “the Norwegian peace move-
ment”.?

Psy-Ops 1N THE SERVICE
ofF Forrian Pouicy
AND DipLomacy

Topay, WrTH THE advance of tech-
nology, psychological warfare and
propaganda have become a most
powerful weapon, and have add-
ed a new dimension to diplomacy
and foreign policy.

Since foreign policy, as Morgen-
thau put it, is the struggle for the
minds of men, then the principles
which must guide this struggle
should be adopted. Since
everything is influenced by per-
ceptions, then everything in the
sphere of politics and economics
is penetrated and molded by this
force.®

Implementers of foreign policy
must master these principles if they
are to know under what condi-
tions, and how, the minds of men
will change or react. In this con-
nection, the emphasis is on noth-
ing but psychology.?

Those who wish to influence
other people’s amitudes, and
possibly their actions, cannot suc-
ceed unless they are absolutely
dear in what they want those
ple to think and to do. Today, the
main battle is psychological, and
the ambassador’s task is to deal
with, and understand, psycholog-
ical warfare and psyops.

Iran and Iraq are now engaged

not only in a military conflict, but
they are also very active on the
psychological front. The delivery
of the five French AMD Super
Etendard strike aircraft to Iraq and
the Iranian threat to close the
Strait of Hormuz was a source of
considerable international concern.
And it was around these themes
that Iran and Iraq, in early Sep-
tember of this year, stepped up
their psychological campaigns.

Iraq, in a desparate situation,
despatched its senior diplomat,
Ismat Kittani, to Washingron to
meet with US officials and instit-
utions such as Brookings and the
Carnegie Endowment, to raise US
interest in the war, and to con-
vince US policymakers thar they
should try to influence a peace,
and not prevent delivery of the
Super Etendard fighters then
awaiting delivery to Irag.t0

On the other hand, Iran’s Aya-
tollah Khomeini, in his September
22 message 1o the people, said thar
if harm came to Iran’s interest in
the Persian Gulf, then Iran would
use all its power to close the Strait
of Hormuz, Iran could not, in
fact, close the strait, and the five
Iraqi new fighters cannot in thern-
selves change the course of the
war, but psycho-political diplom-
acy of both states influenced the
conduct of the war and interna-
tional behaviour in regard to it.
Khomeini’s statement caused sev-
eral Persian Guilf states to try to
stop delivery of the French aircraft
to Iraq.“ ) .

When the Soviets shot down
the KAL aircraft on September 1,
the US did not want to turn the
incident into a Soviet-US confron-
tation, but the US benefited
politically from the Soviet move,
purting them on the defensive ever
since. However, the Soviets were
able to gain respect for their tough-
ness in the Third World, while
Europe and the US condemned
their actions.'s
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This growing international
closeness brought about through
new communications techniques
has meant over the past decade or
so thar foreign ministers them-
selves, who are the chief diplomats
of their countries, have become
more active. Their own personal
contacts have been able to flourish.
And, on the other hand, this has
often meant that ambassadors
could undertake the signing of ma-
jor treaties because the presence of
2 foreign minister may no longer
be as critical a symbol as it once
was when his direct contact on a
regular basis — by telephone, for
example — was not feasible.

The growth of personal contacts
by ministers and diplomars alike,
again often brought about by
modern communications and trans
portation technologies, has also
changed the scope of diplomacy.
And often, in times of crisis,
special envoys can rapidly be in-
jected into situations to affect the
outcome. Indeed, the gravity of
the situation can be conveyed by
the switch from normal diplomaric
channels to the use of senior
cabinet or political officials.

In the US, John Foster Dulles
was the first Secretary of State to
combine the cabinet office with
that of the more glamorous role
of presidential agent. Fie was the
meost powerful and travelled Sec-
retary of State untl that time.
After that, Dr Kissinger, with his
shuttle diplomacy and back-chen-
nel approach as National Security
Adviser to the President, and later
as Secretary of State, used his
domineering style to become 2
global diplomatic personality. He
often gained success through this
technique and certainly impacted
on world affairs.!* Nonetheless,
the use of symbols such as a Sec-
retary of State (in the US example)
carries with it a high psycho-pol-
itical risk: the buffer berween
diplomatic effort and the final deci-
sion — the Head of State — is nar-
rowed considerably, often himit-
ing, rather than enhancing, negot-
iating flexibility. In this case, the
power to make diplomatic decis-
ions is greater, but the ability to
manipulate the situation (perhaps
to greater advantage) is reduced.

Michel Jobert, foreign policy ad-
viser and later Foreign Minister
under President Pompidou of
France, also had a pronounced im-
pact on affairs as his nation’s top
foreign policy official, as did Egyp-
tian National Security Adviser to
President Anwar as-Sadat, Hafiz
Ismail, and Ambassador Ashraf
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Ghorbal in Egypt in the eary
1970s, the beginning of the Mid-
dle East peace initiatives. They
were able to use their considerable
influence at head-of-state level to
play an important réle in behind-
the-scenes negotiations,

Often, however, the use.of a
variety of multiple diplomaric op-
tions can create competiton bet-
ween national security advisers,
foreign ministers and diplomats,
and cloud the diplomaric channels,
thereby causing great hacm to the
national foreign policy.

In this regard, the United States
policy toward Iran during the Car-
ter Administration in the last year
of the Shah'’s reign is a good case
to study. Too many avenues of
“diplomacy” caused effects which
were unexpected and detrimental
to Iranian and US interests.

THE AMEASSADOR'S ROLE
1s StiLL IMPORTANT

¥r 15 TRUE THAT the rapid changes
in the world have necessitated 2
transformation in diplomacy. But
the rdle of the ambassador and the
diplomatic corps remains impor-
tant. Understanding of a nation,
its mind, the attitudes of its elites,
its cultural tendencies, and the
mechanics of its society, is a dif-
ficult thing to acquire and sustain,
and yet this knowledge — on a
current and ongoing basis — is
critical to the formulation of policy
with regard to the country in
question.

Had, for example, Argentina's
leadership in 1982 better under-
stood the cultural, historical and
strategic factors within the United
Kingdom and the United States —
and the relations berween the two
— then they may have refrained
from committing Argentina to
war over the Falkland Islands. It
is the diplomar’s task 1o unders-
tand the traditions and psychol-
ogies of the nation to which he is
accredited; to be able to know and
comprehend its history, language
and symbols and what they mean.
And then to ensure that these fac-
tors are considered in his own
govemnment's policymaking and in
all actions regarding communica-
tion between the two states.

Too often, the diplomat is ex-
pected merely to communicate his
own country’s views without
regard to the psychological
framework of his host nation, 2nd
his effectiveness is diminished ac-
cordingly. It is true thar, on many
occasions, a foreign minister can
fly into a country and conclude a

successful negotiation, returning
home the same evening. But it is
the resident ambassador and his
staff who should ensure that the
stage is set by an understanding of
the power structure of their host
country, its sensitivities and
prioritics. :

Ambassadors sometimes fail to
understand the issues and dynam-
ics of their host country, failing to
predict critical events and issues in
time. And because of this failure
of so many diplomatic officials to
perceive the sensitive two-way
nature of theit unique positions,
they earn the title of “messengers”
or “glorified journalists” or “men
who either do nothing or act
seupidly” .15

And yet in spite of all the critic-
isms and drawbacks of diplomats
due to the revolutionary change
in diplomatic scope and the com-
plicated situation in world affairs,
the function of the diplomatic
corps remains extremely import-
ant.1¢

Admittedly, in an increasingly
complex and volatile wotld, oo
much is at stake to be left just to
an individual ambassador. There
is a growing need for objective
evaluation znd analysis of
psychological forces and the
motivations of leaders, for exam-
ple. of revolutionary or dynamic
movements, within the host
country.!” Much of the need for
a broader understanding of, and
contact with, the host country is
provided by the growing tenden-
cy toward the commirtment of spe-
cialists to embassy functions: the
€CONOMISts, TESOUrCe €Xperts, in-
telligence officials, agricultural of-
ficials, and, of course, defense
attachés.

Even so, in another sense, the
ambassador remains himself a
symbotl of his country and often
serves as a target for assassination,
kidnapping or vilification. The em-
bassy, until recently a sancruary in
a foreign land, has become increas-
ingly less immune. The 14-month
seizure of the US Embassy and
diplomats in Tehran was unprec-
edented in diplomatic history, for
example. And the burning of the
US Embassy in Jslamabad, Pakis-
tan; the forced entry of the US
Embassy in Tripoli, Libya, in
December 1979; and the April 18,
1983, bombing of the US Embas-

in Beirut, Lebanon, all show
that diplomaric life has become dif-
ficult, while cxpectations on
diplomats have increased drama-
tically.

Turkish diplomats around the

world have also, for example, serv-
ed as convenient symbols for ter-
rotise arracks in recent years.

It is true that today the ambas-
sador lacks the prestige, gilt and
lustre of 2 Talleyrand or Bismarck,
but envoys such as Charles Boh-
len, George Kennan and Loy
Henderson of the United States;
Huang Hua of the People’s Rep-
ublic of China; Krishna Menon
and K. M. Panikkar of India; and
Anatoliy Dobrynin of the USSR,
could all well fir into the age of
“‘great ambassadors”. Moreover,
ambassadors like Francis Meloy —
who was killed in 1976 in Beirut
- or the 52 diplomats who under-
went a severe test for 444 days of
imprisonment by terrorists in Teh-
ran, and Adolph Dubs who was
assassinated in Kabul, performed
their duties with the acme of

iotism, courage and dedication
which could not be found in the
time of Talleyrand and Bismarck.

Because of the expansion of dip-
lomatic scope, due to growing in-
ternational interdependence and a
proliferation of nations, and since
2 national policy may so easily im-
pact on the policies of many other
states and the lives of many, the
ambassador of today should care
for the cause of peace.’® And who,
in an age so volarile and so danger-
ous, is better placed to balance the
nations than the diplomat, now
with so many skills and technol-
ogies at his command? *
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