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On the Metheds of Diplomacy

Clemanceau is reported to have said, upon the
signing of the Treaty of Versallles, 'God gave us the
Ten Commandments and we broke them. Wilson has given us
the Fourteen Points. We shall see, We shall see."

Whether :he truly: sald these worsis or mot, the
faecl that they are attributed to him tells much about
American attitudes toward diplomatic relatiocns between
nations, The phrase, perhaps, that best expresses the
American idea is Mr. Wilson's phrase - "Cpen covenants
openly arrived at,’

Foreign policy and diplomacy are spoken of so
often together amad thie terms Wised so loosely that it s
easy to think thatitheysare ‘the Ssame things, This Is
not the case, Foarelon poliey, essentially, means tRal
@ qovermment decides wWhat it wants; how far it is pre=-

ared to go Lo oblain what it wapbss and what it will

1)

Setitle for. Diplomacy 48 Lhe cenerdl term for the metheds
and practices used to achieve foreign policy goals by
negotiation.

Fopelgn Dolicy receives a greal attention in

a democracy. Fhe—eppesitien—party—ectetins—teo—hnow—a—better
policyy—the—newspaper—and—televisieon—pundit—has-made-
—second—guessing—ean—art—formi—the-man-in the street deplores
+the—pecessity—of—catering—to—seme—foreigners, -

The methods of dig}omacy wiiereby foreign relations

are promoted are less well known, This is especiatly true
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in the Imited States, Wlitpness the indignatlion stivred
up by the best-selling novel "The Ugly American". Yet
as long ago as 1951, George F. Kennan, a distinguished
career diplomat, had characterized our foreign relations
as"diplomacy by dilletantism".

Possibly the reason for Mr. Kennan's strong
phrase is fact that as a professional, he is appalled
by thie current disregard of traditional methods of dip=-
lemacy in favor of what is now termed "personal diplomacy."

Before we can examine this phenomenon of personal
diplomacy it will be instructive to consider the tradition-
al methods. Traditional diplomacy is derided in an egal-
Itarian world for its formality, prefeccl, and seeming
detachment from the urgency expressed by press andpol-
itician,

1f traditional diplomacy retains old world airs
that /is natural because it wasiformed in the courts of
kings, archdukes, and Holy Roman Emperors. Up to the
Eighteenth Century, roughly, the king was the state and
the affealrs of st=te were the king'’s affairs, Conpt life,
being highly formal, protocol was importent. People took
very seriously the order in which ball-rooms were entered,
or places set at table. Such things were obvious signs
of standing, a wordless yet effective way of indicating
the status offalliances and the king's pleasure or dis-
pleasure, . “In diplomacy:iit is notionly what is said or

left unsaid; but what is done or left undone that shows
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from where the wind blows,

And so‘today the diplomat is accredited by
the head of state of his own country to the head o
state of the country to which he is posted., DMore ime
portant, he represerls the head of government who may
be a different person from the head of state. He deals
primarily with that representative of the host governmeht
responsible for external affeirs. In most counirles
this person is called the foreign minister.

The diplomat to a first class power is an
ambassador and his headquarters is an embassy. A lesser
country would be served by a minister established in a
legation; and the least important country will have only
a consul operating from a consulate.

The ambassador is entitled by virtue of his
rank to deal directly with the foreign minister., Routine
and inconsequential matters between them are handled on
an informal basis as are infeormal matters everywhare; but
when serious issues arise they are dealt with formally
and: in writing. The highest type of such correspondence
1< colied 3 Note, it 1s written personally by the ambass-
ador to the foreign minister. On the most formal cccasions
it may be in the third person. It is always signed by the
ambassador. The next category, used for less serious
matters is the Note Verbal, addressed to the forelgn office.
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never signed. The lowest type of+written, instrument .is



the Aide-Memoir, used to record oral agreements and sub-
mitted for the record.

The ambassadors of several nations may sign a
single note addressed to a single recipient called a Col=~
lective llote, B Collective Note ls offensive dnd is sel~-
dom used except when dictating terms or when the situation
is irreparable, anyway.

Slightly less offensive are ldentic Notes; sep-
arale notes In identleal language. The use of Jdentic
Notes smacks of bullying and coercion,

The polite way governments indicate their joint
or common feelings is by the use of Parallel Notes, which
are notes egpressing the same meaning but written individ-
uvally by the several ambassadors. Even Parallel Notes can
beroftensive, Stalim it is sald, used to object tao:the
communications sent him by the Allies during the War as t>€zﬂq
too parallel.

The most effective diplemacy 15 carried on, how=
ever, by face to face discussion ‘and conversations: and
{t is at this that the skilled diplomat excells, Il was
for such confrontations that the formalities, immunities,
and procedures of diplomatic practice were developed.

It is here that the good diplomat's knowledge of the other's
national characteristics and asbirations is important.

At such times the liésurely, careful preparation, the de=-
tached air, the privacy and the attitude of calmness and
formality permit the discussion of the most incendiary

matters without shock to any national pride. This is not



to Imply that logic and sweet reasonableness always
carry the day., In our world, force, apparerit or ime
plicit plays.a part .. Buti the“diplomat.who.relies on
force alone is not always successful,

There ls a schoel of theught which attributes
todiplemats of different nations certaln natlional tech=
nigues or tralts, and.although this idea is of doubtful
yalidity It is [nteresting 1o congldet..

The Italians, for example, are presumed to be
crafty and devious; always attempting to put the other
slde In the wrong in order to exiract some cencession
from them. It is sald they are inclined te switeh sldes
and oftern choose LHE WeoOne Qne.,

‘ The EngliSh are oplimistic and leath ta face
unpleasant facts. Being an island people they have always
pursved a policy of overseas expansion. . It has been to
their interest to keep the Continent pacified whiech they
have attempted to do by compromising differences, effect~
lnp treaties. fThey atlernpt L6 prevent agression not. by
guaranteeing small powers but by cajoling large ones, The
Englishman is always convinced that diplomats must not
stop talking. As It was recently expressed, ! Jawejaw is
better than war-war.," ‘

The German is considered to be an unstable
element, given to "sudden diplomacy" designed to cause
fears to extract concession by anxiety,

The Russian is <ald Lo be inheritor of the Evzans

Line tradition of iirlcltery, distrust, and fear of Torelign



contacts. The Russian i{s tenacious, long-winded and
wants everything his way; yet is afraid when a point
is'conceded him,

The EFmerican, 50 our natienalistic theory gaes,
is a moralist. He is inclined to assume that his position
is morally superior and should be so acknowledged. This
attitude has made the American diplomat singularly inflex=-
{ble in his approach to problems,. The late Mg, Dulles was
probably the archtype; he was especially repugnant to Prime
Minister Nehru, the chief proponent of flexibility. The

American is also characterized by his impatience with
pfolonged discussion,

1t Is an axiem of traditional diplomacy that a
diplomat does not deal officially with those outside the
government to which he is accredited. This practice is
easily misunderstood. Our State Department has been taken
to task quite severely in recent months in this connection
with regard to latin fmericen countries. It has been =ald
that our diplomats have dealt with dictators and have ignored
the legitimate aspirations of the common people, In Cuba,
for example, the fact that we dealt with the Batista regime
is deplored by many well intentioned people as though it
were a crime,

History shows, however, that more ills have come
ffom diplomats who have not confined their representations
£o the established. government, In the Rennaissance, the
name diplomat was paactically synonimous with spy or assassin.

Some diplomats thought nothing of poisoning their hosts and



were well aware that they ran the same risk themselves,
Diplomats who encouraged sedition and fomented revolution
wefe not uncommon, One example of such is the Spanish
ampassader, at - the court ef Cueen Elicabeth of England who
financed and supported theldissident elements attempting
to ‘dethrone her.

The tnited States has had ité own taste of
foreipn diplematic intérference in internal affairs = the
case of Ciltizen Genet during Washington's administration.
This Worthy's speeches, lntricues; general disrcaard of the
government inm his attempis te stir up popular suppert for
the French Revolution caused even Jefferson to disavow him,
When we consider that our stage of development at that time
is comparable to that of the Latin American nations today,
it sheuld glve us pause in censuring our diplomats for
aloofness from Latin popular ferment,

Even i4 politically sophisticated countries it

is considered a good rule to limit contacts with the opposition

party to the minimum. In unsophisticated countries where
the opposition is not above the forcible overthrow of the
government it is even more important that the diplomet avold
any coptacts that wlll pre jmdice his velations with thie
cowernent,  The diplomat cannel represent the afFfajps of
his own country if he [s expelled as persona-non-grata or

if he causes diplomatic relations te - be broken off,  The
work of idiplomecy ls not to esiabllish some preferred type of
govermment *in Lhe host country; but rather te achieve Lhe

most possible from the govermment in office.



We sald at Lhe beginning that another Kimd of
diplomacy has assumed great importance in recent years
and which may be called personal or "summit" diplomacy.
Personal diplomacy may be defined as the participation in
active negotiation of heads of state, heads of government,
or foreign ministers to the total or partial exclusion of
the usual diplomat. The name "Summit Conference" for the
meeting of such personé must be attributed, I bellieve, to
Sir Winston Churchill, who, upon the death of Marshall
Stalin, called for a "parley at the summit" with his successor.
It would seem strange that Sir Winston, a product of British
méthods, would have advocated personal diplomacy were it
not for his supreme confidence in his own ability to man=-
ipulate such a meeting to his own ends. Indeed, the summit
conference is the most primitive method of diplomatic neg-
otiation., It is ironic that the efferts of centurlies to
improve the diplomatic relations between nations should
result In a return to the very practice which the traditional
method was developed to forestall,

The arguments in favor of summit diplomacy take
two principle forms. First, it is said that modern methods
of travel and communications have so shrugk the globe that
no difficulty is involved in journeying to Bangkok or Berlin
or any other place. Why should we depend on an ambassador
when the Predident or Secretary of State can jet over in
a  Jiffy to represent us ln personi

The other reason advanced for summit meetings is

the argument that only the heads of government of a few



counirlies matter today; that the rest of the world must
perforce fall in line when these titans have agreed. Perhaps
avsubdivisibn of “this argument 4s the idea that the heads of
these great nations are essentially men of good will who
distrust each other because they do not know each other, A
summit meeting, 1t is held, would dispel fear and distrust

by allowing acts of goodfellowship.

First off, it must be achnowledced that there are
seme elements of truth in all these, A fercign minlster or
hiead of state can Tly raplidly te a trouble spol, and, using
his power and prestige settle differences which would take
an‘ambassador using normai diplematic channels considerable
time to reselve, 1%t is true thet & head ef Stale cap get
to know his counterparts and by cultivating their friendship
create an atmosphere of ease and good will for the discussion
of problems. Thé friendship of President Roosevelt and Prime
Minister Churchill certainly seems to bear this out.

But, Sir Harold Nicolsen, a British diplomat of
long experience had this to say about meetings of heads of
government...'Nothing could be more fatal than the habit of
personal contact between the statesmen of the world...Personal
gontact breeds, inewvitably, personal acquaintance and that,
inits turn, leads in many cdses to friendliness: thHere is
nothing more damaging to precision in international relations

than friendliness between contracting parties. Locarno
should have convinced us of the desirability of keeping our
statesmen mutually detached. This is no mere paradox.

Diplomacy is the art of negotiating documents in a ratifiable
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and therefore dependable form, It is by no means the ‘art
of conversation".

Personal acquaintance does not necessarily lead
to friendship., It can lead to dislilke, enmity, even hatred.
A1l fatal to the accomplishment of good results., The Ver=-
sailles Conference of 1919 became a disaster for the world
and a personal tragedy for Mr. Wilson largely because of
the incompatibility and dislike of Wilson, Lloyd Georage,
and Clemanceau for each other.

summit conferences are dangerous because of the
hopes and expectations they arouse. Their purpose may be
easily misunderstood or distorted by propaganda. One has
only to consider the abortive summlt conference of this
past spring which ended so disastrously,

One factor of great importance in such meetings
which does not seem to get the attention it deserves is the
time involved. As Nicolson says "The time at:the disposal
of these visitors (the heads of government) is not always
sufficient to allow for patient and calm deliberations. The
honors which are paid to a minister in a foreign capital may
tire his physigue, excite his vanity, or bewilder his judg-
ment". It is expected of a head of state that he review
honor guards, lay wreaths, attend state dinners; but when
does he negotiate? Other problems, domestic, pelitical,
personai, do not vanish because the head of state must attend
a summit conference. How long can these problems be let go?

As long as he is away from his copital the decisien
making process is inevitably impaired. Subordinates must

handle these matters without direction and counsel; but “he
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and bils governmernit myst beay the bleome tor-any failures,
It might also be said that summit meetings are

doomed to failure because of the glare of publicity in
which théy are helds® They are attended by scores of reporters
and photographers armed with rfape recorders and cameras.
Movie and television films are made of every possible event.
Every seeslon is covered, every publiec statement recorded,
every frown or smile photograpned, ewvery shade of eXxpression
analyeoed, To cuch an eXtent have wWe carried the principle
@f open covenents openly ancived ol thal Lthere is Jiftile
flexibility allowed the negotiatérss

. This actually is the crux of the matter; tor if
sueh elircumstances It Is impossible o negotiate. Negallation
iniplies discussion, disagrecement, the resolving of differ~
ences, -concession ana compromise, 1t involves in most cases
the working out of solutions thei are less than desired
but alil that can be realized, The ambassador in the privacy
of ohisrcellery op fotcich efflce can do all of [hdse thinegs
but 2 head of government cannol.  The head of government is
the embodieﬁent of officiegl ‘pesition, of forciaon policy,
whether it is good pr bad policy, right or Wighy, practical
or impractical. His administration has developed it, pre=-
secuted it and the persorel nrestlge of Lhe head of goOverne
ment is involved'in it; When a head of government attends
a summit conference he lays his; personal prestige on. the
line, both at home.and abreoad. To compromise, to accept
less than what has been announced as our due is difficult if

not impossible té explainiito theselectorate,
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The representative of a democracy runs the risk
of repudiation of his agreement by the people as was the
éase witheMr, Wilson, " The League of Nations plan, had it
been promoted through normal channels most likely would have
been accepted by the Congress, Presented as it was, involved
with Presidential prestige, it is net surprising that it
was defeated.

What are the effect though when heads of state
cannot come to terms at all; when they are publicly forced
to acknowledge their disagreement how can situations lielp
but be worsened?

In an earlier age the failure of a summit conference
would have resulted in war., A hundred, fifty, even thirty
years ago, the treatment accorded President Eisenhower at
the hands of Mr. Kruschchev in Paris would have meant the
declaration of war within—foptywcicht—hours, Only. the. fears
¢f the atomic age preserved us,

Perhaps they will continue to do so even longer
and thus permit us to engage in summitry to our hearts!
content; but we should be aware of one final consideration,
Lependence upon personal diplomacy will dry up the normal
channels of contact between nations. When these are replaced
for any extended reriod by personal contacts between heads of
government the machinery of foréign relations rapidly rusts
away, When the personal contact ends a vacuum remains,

The world does not need any more vacuums than are
Created by normal failure in communication and understanding.
The successful conduct of foreign relations depends upon the

efforts of tralned brofessionals, 1t is & contintous task
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dav in and dayv out. An experienced diplomat of fthe
Fifteenth Century once said, "Two great princes who

wish to establish goeod relations should never meet

each other face to face but ought to communicate through
good and wise ambassadors". This advice has never been

betitered:

December 20, 1960
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