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Abstract: 

Communication technologies have acted as key catalysts for change since the invention of the 

telegraph and telephone in the 19th century, facilitating faster communication between governments 

and establishing the foundation for modern diplomatic exchanges. Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICTs) have undergone numerous transformations, impacting various facets of 

diplomacy at different levels.  

Drawing on interviews with former ambassadors, this thesis examines the extent to which the 

evolution of communication technologies has impacted diplomatic strategies and structures, 

providing a practitioner-focused perspective on the implementation of technology. The interviews 

were analyzed through the lens of Actor-Network Theory, which allowed for communication 

technologies to be considered alongside other diplomatic actors in the diplomatic network. By 

conducting a thematic analysis of the interviews, five main themes were identified, analyzed, and 

discussed.  

The overall takeaway from the five themes was that the various technological actants that 

evolved throughout their careers in diplomacy have influenced many aspects of the diplomatic field, 

particularly the normative and operational factors. This included both the values and expectations of 

the diplomats, as well as the practical aspects of their roles.  However, the interviewees strongly 

asserted that while many of their diplomatic tools have been affected, the main goals of diplomacy 

have remained unchanged – resulting in some structural aspects simply adapting to the new 

technologies rather than being completely reconstructed. This includes the removal or addition of 

actors to the structure, resulting in reconfigurations of the hierarchy. 

Since the empirical data is based on individual experiences – at the micro level – it has 

collectively offered insights into changes within diplomatic structures – at the meso level – which, in 

turn, facilitate reflection on the broader paradigms shaping diplomacy – at the meta level. Therefore, 

to argue for a complete paradigm shift, all aspects of diplomacy would need to have undergone 

fundamental change as a result – something not identified through this research. However, since ICTs 

have broadly influenced diplomatic strategies – such as transparency, accessibility, and immediacy – 

and have compelled established structures to evolve, a partial paradigm shift is proposed instead.  

 

 

Key Words: Diplomacy, Technological Change, Diplomatic practices, Actor-Network Theory, 

Paradigm shift, Information and Communication Technologies, Digital Diplomacy. 
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1. Introduction: 

Throughout history, technological advancements have supported societies, enabling them to adapt, 

evolve, and interact with the world around them in entirely new ways. They have redefined how the 

world interacts, governs, and communicates with one another. New technologies, from the printing 

press to the internet, have served as catalysts for societal change, enabling structures and institutions 

to evolve beyond previously established geographical, traditional, and natural boundaries.1 Besides 

medical and constructional technologies, it is especially Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICTs) that have had an impact on our daily routines over the last century; from the 

earliest forms of long-distance communication to the rapid exchange of information in today’s digital 

age, technology has played a pivotal role in facilitating global cooperation and competition.  

Technological advancements have therefore created the foundation that has reshaped the way nations 

interact over the past century, breaking down geographical barriers and transforming international 

diplomatic practices.  ICTs have had a significant impact on the everyday communication of society, 

potentially connecting most people on earth through the internet, social media, and news feeds. This 

interconnectedness has created bridges all over the world, allowing cultures, traditions, and opinions 

to intermingle and expand the scope for international cooperation through diplomacy.  

Diplomacy has for centuries been an essential tool for achieving international collaboration and 

peace through traditional, in-person meetings conducted behind closed doors. It is particularly over 

the last century and a half that the development of technologies such as the telephone, telegraph, fax, 

and social media has accelerated the changes made to traditional diplomatic practices. Although new 

technologies have introduced both new opportunities for engagement and new challenges, they have 

significantly altered the diplomatic processes by making diplomacy more transparent, accessible, and 

immediate – though the extent of this change remains a topic of debate. Even with modern 

communication technologies embedded in diplomatic practices for some time, there remains a limited 

scholarly consensus on the extent to which these new tools have impacted diplomacy on a structural 

level. Much of the existing research has focused more on observable change – such as the rise of 

social media or the digitalization of communication technologies – without exploring how these 

developments have transformed the dynamics of diplomatic networks. This thesis aims to close that 

gap in the literature by examining how former diplomats have experienced the impact of the 

 
1  Rudi Volti, Society and Technological Change. (8th Edition. New York, NY: Worth Publishers, 2009), 29.  
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advancements in communication technologies and whether those changes are enough to indicate a 

structural shift within the practice of diplomacy. Thus, to guide this investigation, the following 

research question was employed:   

 

➢ From the perspective of former diplomats, how have communication technologies 

fundamentally transformed diplomatic strategies and/or structures?  

 

To ensure the main research question was thoroughly explored, two supporting questions were used 

to investigate different aspects of it. The first supporting question considered the experiences of the 

former ambassadors regarding the impact of communication technologies on diplomacy, and 

therefore states: 

 

➢ How have former diplomats experienced the development of communication technologies and 

their impact on diplomatic practices? 

 

This question was addressed using Actor-Network Theory (ANT) as the primary theoretical lens to 

guide a thematic analysis of interviews with former ambassadors, aiming to gain insights into their 

practical experiences of how technological advancements – from the telegraph to digital platforms – 

have influenced diplomatic strategies. This approach helped identify themes in the interactions 

between human and non-human actors over the last century, particularly regarding the transition 

between the Cold War and the contemporary digital era. The findings of this analysis will be presented 

in the analysis section of the thesis. The second supporting question explores whether these 

advancements have been employed pragmatically in diplomatic practices – it therefore more 

specifically states:  

 

➢ To what extent do the new technological practices represent a new paradigm in the diplomatic 

field? 

 

This question helped assess the importance of technological advancements in the field of diplomacy 

in terms of impact and will be explored in the discussion section of the thesis, alongside other topics 

that require more thorough discussion. 

Since diplomacy has traditionally been studied with a focus on human actors, this research topic 

offers a new and essential perspective by providing insights into how new technology has impacted 
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the well-established field of diplomacy and the evolving nature of international relations. This 

research will not only shed light on how former diplomats have experienced the evolution of 

diplomatic practices over time but will also examine whether technology has influenced the power 

dynamics of diplomacy, potentially revealing changing roles or new influential actors essential for 

understanding modern diplomacy. Additionally, this research provides a foundation for future 

inquiries aimed at gaining a more comprehensive understanding of the impact of technology on 

diplomatic systems. 

This thesis will be structured as follows: Chapter 1 provides the context of this research as well 

as its problem formulation and research question. Chapter 2 outlines the methodological approach. 

Chapter 3 presents the overall themes in existing literature in a literature review. Chapter 4 outlines 

the theoretical framework of this thesis. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the analysis, which will 

then be discussed in Chapter 6. The thesis is then concluded in Chapter 7 by reflecting on the 

implications of the findings as well as their impact on diplomatic practices and the study of diplomacy. 
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2. Methodology: 

This section presents and discusses the methodological approach used to examine how technology 

has influenced diplomatic practices over time. It outlines the thesis’s qualitative research design, 

focusing on semi-structured interviews with former ambassadors and the rationale behind the choice 

of participants, the interview process, and the thematic analysis applied to interpret the data. Lastly, 

the ethical considerations and limitations of the research will be addressed. 

 

2.1. Philosophy of Science: 

When conducting any research, it is essential to clarify the researcher’s epistemological and 

ontological choices to understand how the data are interpreted, utilized, and questioned within the 

context of this thesis. This helps explain why certain decisions and approaches were taken and how 

these may have influenced the knowledge produced throughout the analysis. Before presenting the 

chosen ontology and epistemology, we must first define each of these terms. Firstly, ontology is the 

concept that establishes the nature of the reality upon which the research is based whether the 

researcher believes the world to be static – objectively unchanging – or more dynamic – constantly 

evolving.2 The ontological choices also impact the epistemological approach that guides the 

researcher’s strategies for obtaining and interpreting data. Epistemology, seen as the theory of 

knowledge, is concerned with how and why something should be regarded as acceptable knowledge 

within research.3 For example, a static understanding of reality may support a more positivist research 

approach, focusing on quantifiable and objective data. In contrast, a dynamic understanding might 

lean towards interpretivist or constructivist methods, which emphasize the subjective and evolving 

nature of social reality. Ultimately, the ontological and epistemological positions a researcher adopts 

shape the research questions, methods, and the way findings are understood, as it determines whether 

reality is seen as fixed or subject to change 

The research conducted in this thesis will be based on post-constructivism, a variety of the main 

ontology, constructivism. Like the epistemological counterpart, the ontology of constructivism 

positions that knowledge is a result of human creation – based on an individual’s experiences and 

interactions – rather than reality being objective.4 However, for this thesis – given its heavy focus on 

 
2 Alan Bryman: Social Research Methods (5th ed., London: Oxford University Press. 2016.), 29-30. 
3 Ibid., 24-28. 
4 L. Pretorius, Demystifying research paradigms: Navigating ontology, epistemology, and axiology in  

research. (The Qualitative Report, 29(10), 2024.  2698-2715.) 
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technology and the belief that technology has an impact on its own – post-constructivism will be a 

better fit, as it too proposes – like Actor-Network Theory – that non-human actors, such as technology, 

have an impact on the reality that it appears within.5 In addition, it also presents the idea that 

knowledge and practices are constantly changing and evolving through interactions, both between 

humans and non-human actors. In terms of this thesis, this ontological stance allows me to investigate 

the shifts and evolution in technologies and their impact on diplomatic practices, interpreting these 

changes not as a linear progression but as a dynamic process shaped by the complex interactions 

between human actors and non-human actors, within a specific context. 

The epistemological approach of this thesis is interpretivism. Interpretivism establishes that 

knowledge created is subjective and represents one’s interpretation of reality – one’s “common-sense” 

that shapes knowledge and behaviors. This epistemological stance encourages the researcher to 

understand the subjective meanings and experiences of individuals within their social context.6 The 

goal is therefore to interpret how others understand and make sense of their experiences within a 

specific context. In this thesis, the experiences and reflections of former ambassadors are analyzed 

through different theoretical lenses to address the research question and sub-questions. These 

interpretations are inherently subjective, shaped by both the individual ambassadors' perspectives and 

the researcher's analytical framing. The findings are thus not intended to be generalizable; instead, 

they are situated and context-dependent, reflecting the interpretivist nature of the study. The research 

conducted in this thesis provides insight into how specific individuals have experienced technological 

advances and their impact, which cannot be generalized to all former ambassadors. 

Both my ontological and epistemological choices facilitate the interpretation of data, as they 

suggest that reality and the knowledge within it are subjective and vary from person to person. This 

fits perfectly for the interviews, as it is believed that even if one informant holds a particular view, it 

does not invalidate their opinion if others disagree. That, however, does not mean that natural facts 

or overarching truths do not exist. Rather, a post-constructivist ontology and an interpretivist 

epistemology emphasize that our understandings of reality are not purely objective, but are shaped 

through human interpretation, social processes, and the creation of contextual meaning. This allows 

for the coexistence of different perspectives among the informants, making it possible to interpret 

their varied experiences as equally meaningful within the analysis.  

 
5 Maaike Knol, Constructivism and Post-constructivism: The Methodological Implications of Employing a Post-

constructivist Research Approach (Trial Lecture, University of Tromsø, March 25, 2011). 
6 Alan Bryman and Edward Bell, Social Research Methods (5th Canadian ed. Oxford University Press, 2019), 10. 
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2.2. Research Design: 

As mentioned above, this thesis is based on qualitative research methods, including interviews and 

supporting document-based research, which employ interpretive methods of analysis. Qualitative 

research is a type of research that focuses on non-numeric data, relying on words, meanings, and 

experiences rather than measurable or quantifiable variables, as is often utilized in quantitative 

research.7 Additionally, the research conducted in this thesis follows an abductive research approach. 

This means that it neither aims to generate an entirely new theory – like in inductive research – nor 

to test an already existing theory – like in deductive research. Instead, it seeks to develop the most 

plausible explanation based on the available data, through a process that involves using real-life 

observations and refining a theoretical concept based on those observations.8 This type of abductive 

reasoning aligns well with the scope of this thesis, as it is through interviews that include personal 

experiences of former ambassadors that will be held up against Actor-Network Theory (ANT). It is 

from this comparison that the most plausible conclusions to my research question will be formulated. 

An abductive approach is also based on an existing interest or curiosity within a field, and often, the 

researcher already has reasons behind the choice of topic they are researching. And because of 

technology's impact in other areas of society, that was where the initial interest and motivation for 

this thesis’ topic originated, which was later refined and specified throughout the process.  

As mentioned in the introduction, the analysis focuses on the technological transition between 

the Cold War era and the contemporary digital era. With the help of the theoretical lens of ANT, a 

thematic analysis was carried out that assisted in identifying themes and patterns within the 

interviews. This structure will help explore whether technology has fundamentally changed 

diplomatic practices or evolved existing techniques to fit the contemporary technological world. 

 

2.2.1. Data Collection: 

Interviews: 

As mentioned above, my primary data was collected through interviews with former Danish 

ambassadors. Four Danish ambassadors were interviewed through semi-structured interviews, each 

lasting between 40 and 90 minutes. The broader range of interview lengths was caused by either direct 

 
7 Alan Bryman: Social Research Methods, 31-34. 
8 Luis Vila-Henninger, et. al. "Abductive Coding: Theory Building and Qualitative (Re)Analysis." (Sociological 

Methods & Research 53, no. 2, 2024: 968–1001) 
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and concise answers or flowing conversations and interesting topics – there was therefore no reason 

to keep them going or cut them short. The interviewees were identified through official Danish 

websites that listed ambassadors, as well as through LinkedIn searches and personal connections on 

the platform. Because the consensus from the interviews was that participants were to remain 

anonymous, the specific sites will not be linked to ensure that no conclusions could be drawn about 

who participated.  

The selection criteria were generally extensive; they needed to have experience in the field of 

diplomacy during both the Cold War and the early 21st century to provide informed insights into both 

technological eras properly. In addition to that, the informants also had to be Danish, to ensure that 

all had the same diplomatic orders when representing their country in the international sphere, and 

therefore might have an equal amount of responsibility and orders. It is important to note, however, 

that depending on the time and the state to which the ambassadors were sent, their orders might have 

differed, as different priorities might have been emphasized. The ages of the participants ranged from 

69 to 82 years old, with between 39 and 44 years of experience in the field of diplomacy, and their 

careers spanned from the 1970s to the 2010s, which aligns well with the criteria.  

The messages were sent to 10 former ambassadors, and due to the lack of response from the 

initial messaging, only four former ambassadors participated in my interviews. Three out of the four 

interviews were conducted in person, while the last one was conducted online due to the interviewee 

residing outside the country. The interviews were conducted in Danish and recorded on both a digital 

recorder and a phone as a backup in case the digital recorder stopped working. Later, the interviews 

were transcribed and analyzed, which will be explored more in a later section. Before the interviews, 

the participants were given a consent form which was read through and signed – more on that in a 

later section. 

The questions asked throughout the interviews were designed to gather a wide range of 

information about their experiences with technology and its evolution throughout their careers. The 

questions were also created based on the concepts of actor-network theory, such as ‘how big of a role 

they found newer technology has had in decisions and situations’ or ‘whether they believed that social 

media should be a part of diplomatic practices’ in their experience. General questions about 

technology were also asked to gain foundational knowledge about the types of technologies used and 

their evolution. The interviews were transcribed manually, by listening to the audio files and writing 

down what was heard. This was done to ensure proper documentation and to get reacquainted with 

the contents of the interviews. 
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Document-based research: 

The document-based secondary sources will be used to support the claims and themes found in the 

analysis, as well as the primary data for historical contextualization. The type of document-based data 

utilized was primarily research articles, books, or articles from websites relevant to the specific topics 

required. The sources were evaluated for relevance and to ensure the quality of each source. 

The document-based data was mainly collected through searches in academic search engines, 

such as the AAU library and Google Scholar, as well as through references in the literature itself. For 

additional contextual searches, general search engines such as Google were used to create a 

foundational understanding of the topic and field. Both the academic and contextual searches included 

keywords or phrases about each context. This also depended on which section of the thesis the 

literature belonged to, as literature for the literature review was obtained through searches like 

‘“Communication studies” AND “Diplomacy”’, while general research on diplomacy was through 

plainer searches such as “Diplomacy”, “Digital Diplomacy”, or “Diplomatic Practices”. However, it 

was often the case that one article could lead to additional articles through the references.  

 

2.2.2. Analytical Framework: 

The data drawn from both the interviews and the documents will be analyzed through the theoretical 

lens of Actor-Network Theory (ANT), which enables the tracing of how diplomacy is practiced by 

examining the evolving roles of participating actors – both human and non-human – and the 

relationships between them. Additionally, supporting conceptual lenses such as diplomacy and digital 

diplomacy will help gain insight into how technologies have shaped diplomatic practices throughout 

their evolution. Actor-Network Theory will guide the analytical approach by helping to identify key 

actors in diplomacy, organizing the connections between them, and analyzing how technologies have 

influenced the evolution of diplomatic practices over time. ANT, therefore, enables technologies to 

be studied as more than just tools, but rather as active components in diplomatic practices.  

The document-based data used in this thesis is mainly used for the historical contextualization 

and to support the analysis of the interviews.  The document-based data was utilized to fill historical 

gaps and support other discussed topics throughout the analysis. While the thematic analysis provided 

insight into the themes of the lived experiences and personal reflections on how technological 

advances have impacted diplomacy, the documents offered a more structural and historical 

perspective. It allowed for the identification of the contextualization of the technological 
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advancements, actors, tools, and communicative practices – especially in the pre-Cold War era – 

which could not be accessed through interviews. 

The approach used to compare the different periods of technological advances – and the shifts 

between them – aimed to examine the possible changes in the central actors, practices, and 

technologies present in each period. This was made possible through the theoretical lenses of Actor-

Network Theory (ANT) and diplomacy. Both the theory of diplomacy and ANT will be presented in 

more detail as theoretical frameworks in the theoretical section of this thesis. 

 

2.2.3. Method of Analysis: 

The primary analytical approach used to analyze the interviews was a thematic analysis, which 

involved identifying and refining themes and patterns from the experiences of the former ambassadors 

in the interviews. A thematic analysis is a qualitative research method that codes – or indexes – data 

into groups with similar characteristics or similar opinions, which are then later interpreted and used 

in the analysis.9 The initial stage of theme identification began during the interviews, as interesting 

points or perspectives were recorded in a notebook to be explored later in the process, which 

continued during the transcription of the interviews. To organize the coding of themes, ideas, and 

patterns identified through thematic analysis, the program NVivo was used. This software helped 

visually arrange the findings into manageable folders, providing a clear overview of the overarching 

analysis. The thematic analysis of the interviews was used to gain insight into how the former 

ambassadors perceived the changes occurring in the field of diplomatic practices, the implementation 

of technologies in their diplomatic work, and how this impacted their daily practices. 

When the themes were identified through a thorough examination of the interview transcript, 

they were described and examined through the lens of ANT, which provided insight into the actual 

impacts that ITCs have had on the diplomatic network. The key ideas were then collected and 

presented in the summary, where a visualization of the network's key changes is available. 

Subsequently, the findings from the analysis were then discussed in relation to the second supporting 

question. 

 

 
9 Muhammad Naeem, et. al. A Step-by-Step Process of Thematic Analysis to Develop a Conceptual Model in Qualitative 

Research. (International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 22. 2023) https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069231205789 
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2.2.4. Ethical considerations: 

Since the research involved human subjects through interviews, several ethical criteria must be met 

and considered. First, and most importantly, all interviewees were presented with a consent form that 

outlined the study’s purpose, scope, and their role in it before agreeing to participate, as well as 

confirming they took part in the study voluntarily. The consent form also presented them with their 

rights, which included the right to withdraw their consent at any time before submitting the thesis. 

Their consent was obtained in writing.  

The participants’ identities will be anonymous; therefore, each of the four participants will be 

presented with pseudonyms: “Martin”, “Ove”, “Laurits”, and “Uffe”, which are also how they will 

be referred to in the transcript. Identifying details will also be removed from the transcript to ensure 

the privacy of the informants further. Because the informants had long careers in the diplomatic field 

and had acquired knowledge that they might not feel comfortable sharing, no questions were pushed, 

and they always had the option to skip any question. If told in the moment that something had to be 

excluded from the transcripts and the analysis, it was removed. The original recordings and transcripts 

were stored securely, in accordance with the GDPR, and were accessed only by the researcher. The 

data will be deleted following the completion of the exam.  

In terms of reflexivity, it is important to acknowledge that a qualitative and interpretive study, 

such as this one, is often biased to some degree by the researcher's own understanding, experiences, 

and perspectives – regardless of how objective they attempt to remain. As a student with limited 

experience in the field of diplomacy, the way the questions were asked and how the answers were 

interpreted may have been influenced by my outsider perspective. However, it also created room for 

me to fully immerse myself in their understandings and experiences without being influenced by 

personal experiences and knowledge. Additionally, it allows for a clear, academically grounded 

approach, but it might also overlook more nuanced and implicit details of diplomatic practices. My 

status as an ‘outsider’ might limit my knowledge of specific diplomatic norms and practices, but it 

also allows for a certain amount of analytical distance that might lead to the exposure of assumptions 

that ‘insiders’ might take for granted. Although this type of analysis is inherently interpretive and 

cannot be entirely objective, I have made a deliberate effort to analyze the data independently of my 

personal assumptions, and by prioritizing the data itself, I aimed to ensure that the analysis was guided 

by the data rather than preconceived notions.  

Another aspect of reflexivity could be power dynamics. Unsurprisingly, there was a power 

difference between the informant and the interviewer, as these informants, in this case, all held 
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prestigious careers, which enabled them to acquire more knowledge and prestige, something I was 

aware of as a young academic. This, however, only affected the interview atmosphere to a minor 

extent as both parties always conversed respectfully, and I – the researcher – never felt inadequate 

because of the difference in the power relationship, and I ensured to create a space where both parties 

felt comfortable. Three out of four interviews took place in person, which generally allowed for more 

naturally flowing conversations, more effective rapport-building, and made it easier to interpret and 

adjust to non-verbal cues on the spot, thereby adjusting the conversation accordingly. Although the 

interview that took place online because of logistical reasons went great and seemingly was not 

impacted by the lack of physical appearance, it might have impacted opportunities for spontaneous 

dialogue and rapport. 

 

2.2.5. Limitations and Transferability: 

This research – like any other – is subject to several limitations that should be acknowledged as they 

have impacted the research’s scope and transferability. One of the main ones is that it would have 

been incredible to have insight into this topic from before the Cold War, to understand the beginning 

of modern-day technologies further. However, since no one is alive who experienced and worked in 

diplomacy at that time is left for interviewing, everyone is limited to the information documented 

throughout time, which alone would not fit into the thesis ‘methodological approach of interviews. 

In addition to that, even if you chose to do an analysis purely on documents, some of the more official 

historical data – as well as other document-based data – might also be inaccessible to the public, 

which also limits the scope and accuracy of the thesis.  

Another limitation is the number of interviews that were conducted to support the analysis. As 

only four former diplomats were able to participate in this study, it limits the scope of experiences 

regarding the impact of technologies on diplomacy across different times, countries, and areas. More 

participants would have ensured a broader range of experience that might have enlightened more 

areas of interest or presented various perspectives on the questions. Because the interviews reflect the 

diplomats’ personal experiences in the context in which they worked, memory biases might have 

influenced the information shared, their subjective interpretation of the events, or even evolving 

perspectives on the topic. As a result, the transferability of these findings to other contexts may be 

limited. This, however, does not diminish the value of the insights; instead, this thesis offers context-

specific insights that could be relevant to other cases with similar institutional or historical settings 

and are likely to reflect the experiences of all other diplomats. In addition to that, the interviewed 
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diplomats were all Danish and therefore only highlight the experiences and perspectives of a small 

section of the world. With a more diverse set of interviewees, this study would be more transferable, 

as it would reflect a broader range of international perspectives rather than a smaller subset of the 

world's diplomats. In addition to being a small kingdom, Denmark is part of the Western democratic 

world, which may shape its diplomatic priorities and influence its access to emerging technologies – 

potentially setting Danish diplomats apart from those in countries with different political systems or 

global positions.  

Another possible limitation of this research is that only one type of diplomatic actor was 

interviewed, which may limit the information gained on how technologies have impacted diplomatic 

processes, as actors such as NGOs, International Organizations, and civil society were not 

represented. The findings of this study, therefore, reflect only the priorities and experiences of state-

based diplomacy, which may differ from the approaches and technological involvement of non-state 

actors. However, a thesis with such a broad research scope would require significantly more pages 

and time than was feasible within the constraints of this master’s thesis. 
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3. Literature review: 

In this section, I will present existing literature on three key areas related to this thesis’s central theme 

– the technological impact on diplomatic practices through the last century – to provide context for 

my research within the existing body of work and identify any possible gaps in the literature. The 

first area of interest is Communication Studies, which is both an essential aspect of the practice of 

diplomacy and one of the main sectors impacted by the advancement of technology. The second area 

of interest is Network Theory, which serves as the thesis’ primary theoretical and analytical lens; 

therefore, it is crucial to examine the existing literature within this field of study. The final area of 

interest is Digital Diplomacy, which is a highly interconnected subfield of public diplomacy and a 

central focus of this thesis. By reviewing these areas, I will be positioning my research to address the 

gaps in the existing literature on how technological advancements have influenced diplomatic 

practices over time. 

 

3.1. Communication Studies: 

In its essence, diplomacy is about communication – an exchange of messages to represent interests, 

negotiate, and maintain international relations. Communication studies is an interdisciplinary field 

that studies how humans create, receive, send, and interpret messages in varying contexts and how 

those interactions evolve. This section will explore the field’s two main schools of thought, the 

transmission model and interpretative/semiotic approaches, while considering how they help explain 

diplomatic communications – both past and present. The first school of thought defines 

communication as the ‘transmission of a message’ that is formulated by senders and interpreted by 

receivers and through specific channels.10 This idea is rooted in the work of scholars Shannon and 

Weaver’s ‘Transmission Model of Communication,’ which focuses on the efficiency and accuracy of 

message transmissions – specifically, how clear a message is when sent and received in one-way 

communication.11 This method is used to study how and where, if communication were to fail, the 

failure occurred and why. Originally developed to optimize wartime telephonic and radio systems 

during World War II, the model was later adapted for use in fields such as media studies, political 

communication, and diplomacy.  

 
10 John Fiske, Ron Becker, and Henry Jenkins. Introduction to Communication Studies. (Third edition. New York: 

Routledge, 2011.), 2. 
11 Ibid. 
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In the context of diplomacy, precision and clarity are crucial aspects of getting it right, as precise 

message delivery is critical to the efficiency of diplomatic practices’ agendas without creating 

diplomatic tension, misunderstandings, or unintended escalations. Scholar Christer Jönsson directly 

states that “Without communication, there is no diplomacy” and further that diplomacy is often 

presented hand-in-hand with communication.12 This can be seen through speeches, diplomatic 

negotiations, and diplomatic statements in Twitter posts – nothing should be misinterpreted and lead 

to misunderstandings.  

Although the transmission model holds historical importance, it has faced considerable 

criticism, particularly with the rise of digital communication technologies that have led to more 

interactive aspects of diplomatic communication. This model has largely been criticized by 

communication scholars over the last couple of decades, as one-way models of communication, such 

as the transmission model, only view communication as one-dimensional. Jensen and Neuman argue 

that in today’s highly globalized and interconnected world – where communication flows in multiple 

directions and often crosses national borders – these models now seem outdated and insufficient.13 In 

addition to being one-sided and obsolete, this type of model also seems mechanical, and it assumes 

that the one-way information flow comes from “the singular voice of the propagandist, [to] the 

passive and atomistic audience (…)”.14 The transmission model is, therefore, insufficient to stand on 

its own, as digital communication is no longer one-sided as audiences can now engage, respond, 

reinterpret, and even challenge diplomatic narratives in real-time. This shift is central to my thesis, as 

it underscores the necessity of analyzing diplomatic strategies across different technological periods 

to gain a proper understanding of the impacts of the developments. While the transmission model 

may have sufficed in historical contexts, today’s diplomatic communication demands adaptability. 

As a result of the limitations of the earlier model, this school of thought focuses on the creation 

and interpretation of meanings, as well as how people interact with these texts to construct meanings 

within their own context. It is argued that a text could be interpreted in many ways depending on who 

reads it and their understanding of the world. The sender is, therefore, no longer as important, and the 

importance here lies in how the text is read and understood.15 The study of semiotics explores ‘signs’ 

in messages that signify something specific, ensuring the reader understands the message. However, 

 
12 Christer Jönsson, ‘Diplomacy, Communication and Signaling’, (in Costas M. Constantinou, 

Pauline Kerr and Paul Sharp (eds), SAGE Handbook of Diplomacy, London: SAGE, 2016), p. 79 
13 K.B. Jensen and W.R. Neuman. Evolving paradigms of communication research. (International Journal of 

Communication, 7, 2013. 230–248), 231. 
14 Ibid. 
15 John Fiske, Introduction to Communication Studies, 3. 
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the cultural context of the reader impacts on how the signs in the messages are received. For instance, 

while an owl may symbolize wisdom in Western contexts, in other cultures, it is often interpreted as 

a symbol of misfortune or death. So, contrary to the first school, a message is not just a transmission 

of information from A to B; this school defines it as a dynamic interaction of signs, context, and 

cultural experience, which continuously shifts as people engage with it. 

One example of research in communication semiotics comes from scholar Ilan Manor, who 

studied how diplomats used visuals in their social media posts to communicate messages and 

narratives.16 He discovered that these visuals not only helped simplify complex issues but also carried 

strong ideological messages. Manor found that the visuals were strategically crafted to influence 

public perception and advance diplomatic goals, highlighting their power to shape people’s views. 

So, diplomats use visuals strategically on social media to shape narratives and influence public 

opinion, which directly impacts public diplomacy objectives. However, some scholars, such as Pierre 

Jacob, have criticized this interpretative approach to messaging. They argue that placing too much 

emphasis on semiotics and the reader’s interpretation can diminish the importance of the author’s 

original intent. As a result, the meaning of a message may be altered or completely detached from 

what the author originally intended to communicate.17 This, in the context of diplomacy, could be 

seen as inefficient, as the precision of messages, as well as the intentions behind them, is crucial for 

a proper understanding of negotiations between parties. This connects to my thesis by highlighting a 

key tension in diplomatic communication: While technological advancements have expanded the 

reach and immediacy of diplomatic messaging, they have also introduced new challenges in ensuring 

clarity and controlling the intended interpretation. This is relevant to my study, which specifically 

explores how former diplomats have experienced changes in diplomatic communication resulting 

from technological advancements. These changes include the growing influence of public opinion in 

diplomatic practices and shift in communication strategies – both internal and external – particularly 

in balancing the need for precision with the demands of faster and broader message dissemination. 

It is also important to note that, due to these technological advances, the mediation between 

government officials and their audiences has diminished as they no longer need to bypass traditional 

media filters or official channels. This means that creating narratives and framing problems in a 

specific way is easier to present through social media sites, as well as being able to react in real time. 

A 2013 report by Glassman and Straus studied the American congressional use of social media and 

 
16 Ilan Manor, Exploring the Semiotics of Public Diplomacy. (Los Angeles: Figueroa Press, 2022) 
17 Pierre Jacob. Meaning, intentionality and communication. (In Claudia Maienborn, Klaus von Heusinger & Paul 

Portner. Semantics: An International Handbook of Natural Language Meaning, De Gruyter Mouton, pp.11-25, 2011) 
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highlighted how American lawmakers expand their political reach by bypassing traditional media 

filters. They argue that without having to rely on the narratives or framing of conventional media, the 

congress members can directly shape discourse and amplify issues they deem important through 

social media such as X. This aligns with the broader themes of this thesis as technological 

advancements in communication, have reshaped diplomatic strategies by reducing mediation and 

enabling real-time, unfiltered messaging. This new control of framing and narrative is central to my 

thesis, as it emphasizes how new communication tools enable more dynamic, real-time interaction. 

Just as in diplomacy, where the direct interaction between diplomats and the public has increased, 

this transformation highlights the changing nature of message control and framing. 

These two different schools give insight into the evolution of diplomatic communication – from 

a one-way model to a more public, interpretive, and interactive technologically mediated practice. 

These shifts underscore the need for a multifaceted analytical approach – one that considers not only 

how communication technologies function but also how they transform diplomatic strategies by 

altering the way messages are constructed, received, and interpreted across cultural and digital 

contexts. 

 

3.2. Network Studies: 

Network Studies is a field that examines the connections and relationships between actors in 

networks, focusing on how these relationships interact and shape structures, power dynamics, 

behavior, and outcomes. 

Network theory originated as a framework that would enable sociologists to explain the 

dynamics between different social groups through mathematical equations but has since evolved into 

a broader theory that can also investigate aspects such as organizational behavior, communication 

patterns, and information flow.18 There are many variations of the traditional network theory used 

within each of these fields. However, scholar Mark Newman presents four different types of 

networks: social, technological, biological, and information networks.19 Within the field of sociology, 

the leading form of network theory is Social Network Theory (SNT), which allows for the 

investigation of social networks. SNT focuses on the interactions and relationships – links – between 

actors, or nodes, in a network, primarily emphasizing the relationships between people, groups, and 

 
18 Reed Kalso, Network Theory. (EBSCO. 2024.) 
19 Mark Newman, Networks (Oxford University Press, 2018.), 1-7. 
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their social structures. Technological networks generally refer to the physical systems or 

infrastructure of equipment, devices, and technologies that are connected to each other to perform a 

certain function.20 Biological networks refer to the study of all the structures and their patterns within 

biological structures.21 And lastly, information networks. These networks are constructed through 

nodes of data – such as webpages or documents – that are interconnected in one way or another, which 

creates links of information. However, one of the main points is that these information networks are 

manufactured and would not exist on their own. Social network analysis is one of the most widely 

used versions of network theory, and in terms of diplomacy specifically, it has been applied to 

examine various relationship-based topics. One example of its use in diplomacy can be found in the 

research article from Ingenhoff, Calamai, and Sevi, who examined who was the most influential 

opinion leaders who played significant roles in shaping the public image of their countries – Belgium, 

the Netherlands, and Switzerland – on X.22 These popular opinion leaders were identified through the 

number of links they had with other users and this research helped to unveil a more networked, 

decentralized digital influence in modern diplomatic practices. This type of research highlights 

different aspects of change in diplomatic activities as it examines how digital platforms have 

influenced the practice of public diplomacy – and how they disseminate messages to a much broader 

and more influential audience. 

Network theory can also be applied in the field of International Relations (IR), where it is used 

to analyze concepts such as power dynamics, relations, and crises between states.23 In research done 

by Hafner-Burton, Kahler, and Montgomery, they define that the nodes within IR could be anything 

from states, organizations, or terror groups and that network theory could help provide a methodology 

for capturing the complexity of state relationships in International Relations (IR), offering insights 

into how diplomatic ties shape state behavior and influence power dynamics.24 Although this version 

of network theory appears to be the closest to the topic of this thesis, the analytical and theoretical 

framework for this thesis deviates from the traditional theory by allowing technology to be a central 

factor in diplomatic outcomes. 

 
20 Ibid., 1-3. 
21 Ibid., 7. 
22 Diana Ingenhoff, Giada Calamai, and Efe Sevin, "Key Influencers in Public Diplomacy 2.0: A Country-Based Social 

Network Analysis," (Social Media + Society. January-March 2021: 1-12) 
23 Hafner-Burton, Emilie M., Miles Kahler and Alexander H. Montgomery Network Analysis for International 

Relations. (International Organization, 63, 2009. pp 559-592 doi:10.1017/S0020818309090195) 
24 Ibid., 561-563. 
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When examining literature that directly connects network studies and diplomacy, one of the 

primary concepts employed is Network Diplomacy. In the book Network Diplomacy: Contributing 

to Peace in the 21st century from 2022, Morozov presents the term’ network diplomacy’ a concept 

that recognizes that diplomacy has changed from some of the traditional aspects – like negotiations 

only happening between nation-states behind closed doors – to existing in a world that is 

interconnected through globalization, technology, and shared problems.25 It further expands the range 

of actors involved in diplomatic practices, which were previously limited to negotiations between 

state representatives. Today, these practices also involve other international organizations, such as 

NGOs, that influence one another and collaborate to make progress. Network diplomacy, therefore, 

underscores the importance of digital networks in diplomatic practices, as they have become deeply 

integrated into the communicative aspects that diplomacy can no longer be adequately conducted 

without them. In relation to this thesis, the concept of network diplomacy contextualizes diplomatic 

practices as an interconnected dynamic that no longer occurs only bilaterally but on a significantly 

larger scale. 

 

3.3. Digital Diplomacy: 

Research has increasingly focused on social media and other technologies, highlighting how public 

diplomacy is evolving and adapting to the digital age. This evolution has recently been presented 

under the subfield of public diplomacy, digital diplomacy, or sometimes even presented as the newest 

evolution of public diplomacy, while others simply view it as a subfield that collects all the digital 

diplomatic tools under one umbrella to understand how public diplomacy is conducted online. Some 

scholars, such as Melissen, present the idea that digital diplomacy – or as he calls it, “the new public 

diplomacy” – is simply a new, modernized version of public diplomacy, which involves two-way 

communication with foreign audiences, as opposed to the traditional, one-way messaging from 

governments through international campaigns and similar methods.26 However, other recent scholars 

– such as Bjola and Holmes – do not particularly agree with digital diplomacy simply being a subset 

of digital tools of public diplomacy; they believe that digital diplomacy – although interlinked with 

public diplomacy – should be seen as a separate diplomatic mechanism that was created through the 

 
25 Vladimir M. Morozov, Network Diplomacy: Contributing to Peace in the 21st Century (Singapore: Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2023) 
26 Jan Melissen, The New Public Diplomacy: Soft Power in Public Relations. (Basingstoke: Palgrave, Macmillan. 2005.), 

13-14. 
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process of diplomacy becoming digitized.27 An example of this is how they, through interviews with 

diplomats, found that traditional face-to-face diplomacy remains the most effective when it comes to 

“top-down exogenous shocks” – an external, sudden crisis – while digital diplomacy can better assist 

in managing incremental changes in the international setting.28 Building on these two perspectives, 

my study will explore whether digital diplomacy represents a more profound structural shift in 

diplomatic practices or if it primarily serves as a complementary tool within existing frameworks. By 

examining transitions and diplomat interviews, I aim to explore whether technological advancements 

have fundamentally changed how diplomacy operates or if they have simply modified long-standing 

diplomatic strategies. 

In addition to helping us understand the evolution and adaptation of diplomatic practices, recent 

research concerning digital diplomacy also sheds light on how social media and other sites on the 

internet have impacted diplomatic strategies, both in the context of traditional diplomacy as well as 

public diplomacy. As mentioned earlier, scholarly literature has presented a strong consensus that 

social media has carved the way for two-way communication within the field of public diplomacy. It 

created a direct line between diplomats, officials, and the people they are meant to influence – the 

diplomats could react to feedback and track the opinions of the foreign populations.29 One of the most 

widely used and researched social media platforms for reaching both foreign and domestic audiences 

is X – formerly known as Twitter. There is a consensus within the scholarly literature that X is used 

as a tool by governments and representatives to further their foreign policy agendas through public 

interactions with other international bodies and the general public. However, like other scholars, 

Constance Duncombe also argues that X is a place where both non-government parties and 

government officials can easily post negatively charged political narratives that could further escalate 

already strained diplomatic relations between states.30 Additionally, it is acknowledged that X’s 

enormous public reach also serves as a breeding ground for both misinformation and disinformation. 

One of the leading scholars within public and digital diplomacy, Corneliu Bjola, explains that:  

“Algorithmic dissemination of content and the circumvention of traditional media filters and 

opinion-formation gatekeepers, make disinformation spread faster, reach deeper, be more 

 
27 Corneliu Bjola and Marcus Holmes. Digital Diplomacy. (1st ed. Routledge, 2015), 30. 
28 Ibid. 
29 Nicholas J. Cull, Public Diplomacy: Foundations for Global Engagement in the Digital Age.(Cambridge, UK: Polity 

Press, 2019), 63. 
30 Constance Duncombe, “Twitter and the Challenges of Digital Diplomacy.” (The SAIS Review of International Affairs 

38, no. 2 (2018): 91–100), 95-96. 
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emotionally charged, and most importantly, be more resilient due to the confirmation bias that 

online echo-chambers enable and reinforce.”31 

Since environments for the spread of disinformation are easily created by platforms such as X, and 

the emotional charge and resilience of disinformation are significant, it becomes more challenging to 

correct or counteract such propaganda, further complicating diplomatic efforts and public diplomacy 

strategies. 

Outside of the specifics of social media, one of the main things that has been discussed within 

the field of public and digital diplomacy is whether the introduction and implementation of 

Information and Communication Technologies (ITCs) has created this new field different from 

traditional diplomacy, or if the diplomatic processes have just been transferred online while still 

holding on to the original meaning and significance of the practice.32 Most scholars, however, argue 

that the internet’s ability to interconnect the world in entirely new ways makes it almost inevitable 

that both traditional and public diplomacy must evolve or adapt to some degree in the digital 

environment.33  Hocking and Melissen also present the argument that diplomacy must exist both 

online and offline as a form of ‘hybrid,’ as the roles and tools from traditional diplomacy will still be 

needed simultaneously with the ever-changing tools of the internet. In addition, they argue that 

foreign ministries must evolve their digital tools to remain valuable for their national diplomatic 

systems, ensuring a better understanding and exploitation of new ITCs.34 

 

3.4. Summary: 

Throughout this literature review, I have presented three categories, ranging from broad to more 

specific in terms of relevance and topics, which all include literature that has contributed to creating 

the literary maps of the different aspects of technological evolution within diplomacy. Although many 

issues and factors have been explored by other scholars, and in addition to giving this research a 

proper literal context, all three categories present gaps in preexisting literature. Communication 

studies have been a part of human communication since its inception, long before significant 

technological advances, and throughout the last century, several new communication technologies 

 
31 Bjola, Corneliu. “Propaganda in the Digital Age.” (Global Affairs 3 (3.). 2017: 189–91.), 1. 
32 Bjola, Corneliu and Marcus Holmes. Digital Diplomacy. 14-15. 
33 Brian Hocking and Jan Melissen. Diplomacy in the Digital Age. (Netherlands Institute of International Relations. 

Clingendael. 2015.) 
34 Ibid.  
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and models have emerged to navigate the ever-evolving landscape. However, there appears to be 

limited research on the personal experiences of the historical evolution of diplomatic strategies as 

they adapted to new media technologies, particularly in terms of the shift from traditional media 

communication to digital platforms, which has impacted public opinion. The literature presented for 

network theory has contextualized this research within the existing literature on the application of 

network theory in a diplomatic context. In digital diplomacy, much contemporary research focuses 

on the use of social media as a tool of public diplomacy rather than examining the experience of 

technological transitions through the lens of diplomats.  

Collectively, these three categories provide a contextual foundation for situating this thesis’s 

research. Generally, scholarly literature focuses on the observable and quantifiable aspects of 

diplomacy through various means, concentrating on specific topics. Consequently, this literature 

presents a gap in the knowledge that highlights the lack of exploration surrounding the actual 

experiences of diplomatic practitioners who experienced the boom in technological inventions 

throughout their careers. By interviewing experienced diplomats and experts, my contributions to the 

field of diplomatic communication and its evolution, this research will bring a historical overview of 

the transitional periods between the eras, as well as explore the challenges and opportunities that 

emerge through these significant transitions of technologies and therefore how these shifts reshaped 

diplomatic practices over time. 
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4. Theoretical Framework: 

This section outlines the theoretical framework that guides this study, focusing on key concepts and 

models relevant to diplomatic practices and technological change. By integrating theories from 

diplomacy, communication studies, and international relations, this framework provides a foundation 

for analyzing how technological transitions have shaped diplomatic strategies over time. 

 

4.1 Theory of Diplomacy: 

Diplomacy has evolved over time, influenced by shifts in global politics, advancements in 

information and communication technology, and changing international relations. Diplomacy is the 

executive part of foreign affairs policies in which a nation interacts and manages relations with other 

countries. One of the most widely used definitions of diplomacy is that of Hedley Bull, who defines 

it as “the conduct of relations between states and other entities with standing in world politics by 

official agents and by peaceful means.”35 Diplomacy has evolved and been redefined continuously 

over time in response to political, cultural, and technological changes. Traditional diplomacy has 

often been defined as state-to-state negotiations conducted behind closed doors, where diplomats play 

a central role as intermediaries, managing affairs through persuasion and negotiation. 

One of the oldest referenced diplomat and political thinkers was Niccolo Machiavelli – an 

Italian diplomat born in 1469 – who laid the foundation for what we now consider modern diplomacy. 

His political philosophy focused on distancing himself from the typical, medieval, theological 

justifications for politics and instead argued that national interests and strategy should serve as 

justifications. He focused heavily on power politics and even went so far as to believe that morality 

should be kept separate from politics, as rulers must prioritize power, stability, and national interests 

over ethical concerns – even if it meant lying and manipulating their way to achieve these goals. His 

philosophy is, therefore, considered the beginning of modern-day Realpolitik or Realism.36 

In the late 1930s, Sir Harold Nicolson, a renowned scholar of modern diplomacy, famously 

defined diplomacy as “the management of international relations by negotiation.”37 Throughout his 

famous work ‘Diplomacy’ from 1939, Nicolson argued that there were several different concepts that 

were confused and used interchangeably as understandings of diplomacy. An example of this is that 

 
35 Hedly Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics. (2nd ed. Houndmills, UK: Macmillan.1997), 

156. 
36 Sabri Kiçmari, Introduction into Diplomacy. (1st ed. Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore, 2024) 
37 Harold Nicolson, "Diplomacy". (Oxford University Press. London. 1939), 15. 
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diplomacy was often used as a synonym for ‘foreign policy,’ which was problematic because people 

confused ‘policy’ – the legislative aspect – with ‘negotiations’ – the executive aspect – arguing that 

these were separate aspects of the process of international relations.38 He, therefore, saw and 

presented negotiations as one of the core practices of diplomacy. As a former diplomat himself, he 

had practical experience and knowledge of the importance of resolving problems through negotiation 

rather than warfare. He primarily explores this in his book ‘Peacemaking, 1919’, a collection of diary 

entries from his time participating in the 1919 Paris Peace Conference in Versailles. Later editions 

also included his thoughts on the Treaty of Versailles in retrospect.39  

Another vital aspect of Nicolson’s work on diplomacy was the description of the distinctions 

between what he called ‘old diplomacy’ – which he stated was present before World War One – and 

‘new diplomacy,’ which came after former American President Woodrow Wilson’s focus on 

international collaboration following WWI. When addressing ‘old diplomacy,’ Nicolson argues that 

diplomacy had three factors that influenced the development of diplomatic theory, from ‘old’ to ‘new’ 

– primarily throughout the 19th century. These three factors were the increasing awareness of the 

global community, a greater recognition of the influence of public opinion, and the rapid advancement 

of communication technologies.40 Firstly, the increased focus on multilateral collaboration – instead 

of solely doing it to pursue one’s own interest, then doing it to further common international interests. 

Nicolson presents the example of the “Concert of Europe,” which was a collaboration between the 

main five powers – Great Britain, France, Austria, Russia, and Prussia – in Vienna in 1815, which 

included a set of rules and principles between these major powers to avert and settle conflicts which 

ended in 1914 before WWI.41 This is often referred to as one of the first multilateral collaborations 

of this magnitude, and it opened the doors to future multilateral collaborations, which is the first factor 

in the change from ‘old’ to ‘new’ diplomacy. The second factor described how, throughout the 19th 

century, public opinion could suddenly have significant importance in diplomatic practices. This 

discussion examined how diplomacy was evolving from being elite-driven, with minimal public 

involvement, and how transparency in diplomatic practices was essential for maintaining public trust 

and ensuring accountability in diplomatic interactions. However, some scholars and diplomats do not 

share the same sentiment. Older diplomats, such as George Canning, believed that diplomacy was an 

elite domain and that diplomatic practices should be kept confidential, as public pressure and opinion 

 
38 Ibid., 12-13. 
39 Harold Nicolson, “Peacemaking, 1919”. (Methuen & Co. LTD London. 1943) 
40 Harold Nicolson, "Diplomacy", 71. 
41 Stanislas Jeannesson, The Concert of Europe, (Digital Encyclopedia of European History, 2020. Updated in 2025)  
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could compromise sensitive negotiations and strategies. Diplomats also believed that the public was 

not only ill-informed but also unable to offer objective opinions, thereby bringing instability to 

diplomatic decisions.42 In addition to that, Nicolson also presented that concepts such as transparency 

can be challenging to uphold while also trying to ensure that trust and motives between diplomats 

still get upheld, as some discussions should be held in the dark to execute them fully. Therefore, it is 

often seen that the public should know what they need to know – no more, no less.43 The third and 

last factor was the evolution of communication technologies. Nicolson presents that, even though all 

shapes of technological advancements have impacted diplomacy from the ‘old’ to the ‘new,’ it is 

primarily the improvement of faster communications – like the telephone and telegraph – have 

ensured more precise and adequate actions from dispatched diplomats as they suddenly could 

converse with their home state for which course of action to take. Before the development of these 

communication technologies, ambassadors had to rely on pre-established notes and strategies to guide 

their actions. Once they arrived in their host country, they would attempt to carry out these tasks to 

the best of their ability. However, due to their isolation from their government and the need to navigate 

without direct guidance, they often felt unsure and sometimes hesitant to take action on behalf of their 

government, opting instead for inaction.44 Through the development of these initial communication 

technologies, diplomacy has evolved to a point where interconnectivity ensures that not only is action 

taken but also that the actions are thoroughly discussed and approved before any decision is made. 

Before moving on, it is crucial to establish and define what is meant by ‘diplomatic practices’ 

as a concept, as well as some of the other terms used throughout this thesis. First, diplomatic practice 

is an umbrella term encompassing all the key aspects that contribute to the conduct of diplomacy. 

Diplomatic practices encompass the methods, routines, procedures, and strategies employed within 

the realm of diplomacy to advance a state’s best interests through interaction and cooperation with 

other states. Many scholars have presented different aspects that they find essential to include when 

discussing diplomatic practices – most of these aspects, however, overlap. In scholar Geoff Berridge’s 

book “Diplomacy: Theory and Practice,” he presents various aspects of the diplomatic sphere and, 

more specifically, outlines the key elements of diplomatic practice, which include negotiations, 

representation, protocols and ceremonies, correspondence and reporting, and public diplomacy.45 

Negotiations encompass any form of discussion or negotiation between various diplomatic parties – 

 
42 Harold Nicolson, "Diplomacy", 72-74 
43 Ibid., Chapter 4. 
44 Ibid., 74-76. 
45 Geoff. R. Berridge, Diplomacy: Theory and Practice. (Cham: Springer International Publishing AG, 2022. 
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including bilateral and multilateral negotiations – involving states, NGOs, international organizations, 

and other entities. This entails discussions of treaties, peace or trade agreements, humanitarian 

negotiations, as well as crisis negotiations. Ambassadors and other diplomats represent their state, its 

interests, and its people when deployed in other states and are, therefore, their state’s representation 

outward. Ceremonial rituals and protocols – such as state visits, official events, or meetings – are 

used to establish and build rapport with foreign actors, thereby facilitating negotiations and fostering 

trust. Correspondence and reporting are essential aspects of diplomacy, as they facilitate clear and 

consistent communication between diplomats and their respective governments, ensuring both parties 

stay informed about key developments and actions locally and internationally. These four elements 

are generally – and throughout this thesis – referred to as ‘Traditional Diplomacy.’ The concept of 

modern aspects of diplomacy mainly includes the concept of Public Diplomacy, which also includes 

Digital Diplomacy. 

 

4.1.1 Public Diplomacy: 

Public diplomacy, as a branch, is relatively new in terms of its longevity compared to traditional 

diplomacy, as the term “public diplomacy” was first coined in the mid-1960s by Edmund Gullion. 

Public diplomacy, as a concept within international relations, is widely defined as the process that 

“inform and influence audiences overseas for the purpose of promoting the national interest and 

advancing foreign policy goals.”46 The term was coined to establish a counter to the negative 

connotations associated with the term “propaganda” – often used throughout the Cold War – which 

essentially followed some of the same concepts.47 However, since then, most scholars have agreed 

that there is a stark difference between political persuasion, which is essentially what public 

diplomacy is, and propaganda. Persuasion is an interactive communication process in which a 

communicator attempts to influence another to accept the communicator’s opinions and viewpoints.48 

At the same time, propaganda is a “single-meaning, usually half-true communication, designed to 

 
46 USC Center on Public Diplomacy. "What is PD?" (https://uscpublicdiplomacy.org/page/what-is-pd.") 
47 Ibid. 
48 France Vreg, Politično komuniciranje in prepričevanje (Political Communication and Persuasion). Ljubljana: 
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convince the public opinion.”49 In more modern times, the European Commission has defined public 

diplomacy as:  

“(…) the process whereby a country [or an entity] seeks to build trust and understanding by 

engaging with a broader foreign public beyond the governmental relations that, customarily, have 

been the focus of diplomatic effort”50 

 

This definition underscores the growing importance of engaging foreign publics directly, therefore 

moving beyond what has been seen as the traditional diplomatic channels.  

Public diplomacy has evolved significantly since the 1960s, as various forms of Information 

and Communication Technologies (ICTs) have developed since then and, consequently, influenced 

thoughts and practices within the sphere of public diplomacy. Around the 1980s, public diplomacy 

was primarily carried out through information programs, which – in addition to physical exchange 

programs – aimed to facilitate cultural exchange through translated books, radio broadcasts, and 

television broadcasts as technology allowed. Up until that point, there had been debates on whether 

the focus on public diplomacy was worth the effort in contrast to a sole focus on foreign affairs. 

Scholars, such as Gifford D. Malone, argued that the concept of public diplomacy had a broader scope 

than traditional foreign affairs policies, as it recognized both a communicative technological 

evolution and the importance of public opinion on governmental bodies.51 This perspective supports 

the idea that technological advancements have significantly influenced diplomacy, notably by 

expanding its scope to include public engagement and the influence of media. While this argument 

examines how public opinion influences foreign affairs, this study focuses on how diplomats adjust 

their strategies in response to evolving information and communication technologies. Instead of 

examining external influences, such as public sentiment, this thesis focuses on how technological 

advancements alter the way diplomacy operates – whether they completely transform diplomatic 

structures or merely refine existing practices. Using Actor-Network Theory (ANT), it explores how 

both human actors, such as diplomats and non-human actors, including telegraphs, emails, and digital 

platforms, shape diplomacy over time. 
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However, it is particularly since the 1990s, with the emergence of the internet, that literature 

connecting technology and public diplomacy has emerged. Since the early 2000s, research articles 

have largely agreed that public diplomacy has significantly expanded its reach due to technological 

advances over the last two decades.52 Scholar Nicholas Cull has presented a well-respected and 

straightforward taxonomy of public diplomacy, which includes listening, advocacy, cultural 

diplomacy, exchange diplomacy, and international broadcasting.53 Technology has created instant 

connections between governments and the public, creating an environment where state officials can 

react to global events almost immediately. It is through these communicative channels that diplomats 

can interact publicly and declare or allude to diplomatic agendas, alignments, or demonstrations of 

their support for others. In addition to that, access to these massively interactive social media 

platforms has also created a method of data gathering that, when analyzed, can help bureaucracies 

gain insight into the opinions and attitudes of foreign audiences. In a recent work by Cull, which 

presents research on navigating public diplomacy in the digital era, he highlights the importance of 

the internet in opening the door to a more informed way of listening and, therefore, actively working 

to improve their policies or nation branding.54  

One of the leading scholars and contributors to public diplomacy is Joseph S. Nye, who 

introduced the concepts of ‘hard power’ and ‘soft power.’ Nye presented that a state can influence 

others’ power through three types of power strategies: threats of force, economic sanctions, and 

cultivating motivation in others to align their goals with one’s own.55 The first two belong in the 

category of ‘hard power,’ which is often connected to military or economic strength, while the last 

one belongs in the category of ‘soft power.’ Soft power is the ability to influence others through 

attraction and persuasion rather than force or coercion – which is often done through promoting 

cultural, political, or social norms. Soft power is a concept closely linked to public diplomacy since 

its inception, as public diplomacy is fundamentally about persuasion and trust-building. Trust 

between states is established through continuous interaction and diplomatic engagement, including 

state visits and official ceremonies. These practices help build diplomatic rapport, thereby increasing 

 
52 Such as: Maha Putra, Putu. “Digital Diplomacy: The Influence of Social Media in Forming a Country’s Image in the 

Era of Globalization”,1. and in Corneliu Bjola, Jennifer Cassidy, and Ilan Manor. "Public Diplomacy in the Digital 

Age", 86. 
53 Nicholas J. Cull, "Public Diplomacy: Taxonomies and Histories." (The Annals of the American Academy of Political 

and Social Science. 616, no. 1, 2008: 31–54.) 
54 Nicholas J. Cull, Public Diplomacy: Foundations for Global Engagement in the Digital Age. 
55 Joseph S. Nye, "Public Diplomacy and Soft Power." (The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 

Science. 616, no. 1 (2008): 94–109.) 
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the likelihood that other nations will offer support or cooperation if needed. Therefore, instead of 

forcing other states to assist, soft power seeks to ensure that they choose to do so voluntarily.56 

 

4.1.2 Digital Diplomacy: 

Digital diplomacy is one of the more modern additions to the field of diplomacy as it – in simple 

terms – incorporates and utilizes digital tools and online platforms to further diplomatic ambitions.57 

The concept of digital diplomacy is known by various names, depending on the context, scholar, or 

state. Alternative terms could include e-diplomacy, cyber-diplomacy, and virtual diplomacy. It is, 

however, also important to note that the term used to describe this extension of public diplomacy is 

up to each state, and some – including the Danish parliament with ‘TechPlomacy’ 58 – have created 

their own terms for it.  

The field of digital diplomacy evolved at the beginning of the 2000s, as the internet, along with 

social media platforms and other digital communication tools, developed. Examples of what could be 

included in this bracket of digital diplomacy are social media presence, having official websites or 

blogs, or utilizing digital communication channels – such as emails or video conference apps. These 

digital tools have created platforms for direct and almost instantaneous communication between 

actors in the international system, thereby accelerating the pace of diplomatic engagement and 

broadening the reach of diplomatic efforts. 

As mentioned earlier, digital diplomacy has been closely connected to public diplomacy since 

its inception, as the digitized world has opened up opportunities to advance the interests of public 

diplomacy through platforms such as X, LinkedIn, or Facebook. It created opportunities to engage 

with foreign audiences, promote their culture, collect foreign data for analysis, and respond more 

quickly to ongoing crises.59 One prominent example of this is the use of digital platforms to campaign 

for and promote specific policies, encouraging people to care about them and motivating them to 

spread the word. This is why digital diplomacy is often viewed as a subfield of public diplomacy, as 

issues are often first promoted and shared by the public through social media platforms and then 

addressed by the government later. Examples of this include the #BlackLivesMatter movement, 
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which advocated for racial justice, police reform, and equality, and the #ClimateActionNow 

movement, which promoted more effective policies addressing climate change. So, while all states 

use digital tools to engage and influence public audiences – both domestic and foreign – the public 

often uses these tools to influence government decisions, aiming to impact their choices through 

digital two-way communication, which is also a key aspect of digital diplomacy. 

In short, digital diplomacy leverages the interconnectedness of tools enabled by the evolution 

of the internet and other technological advancements to expand the reach of diplomacy.  

 

4.2 Network Theory: 

Before delving into the specific version of this theory, it is essential to provide an overview of the 

traditional theory. This will help lay the groundwork for understanding other variations, as many key 

concepts are shared across different versions.  

Network theory is a vast and multidisciplinary field that studies the structure and dynamics of 

networks through mapping and analysis. Network theory has been applied in various contexts and 

fields, including mathematics – where it is used to analyze graphs – biology – where it is used to 

analyze biological systems – and psychology – where it can be used to explore cognitive networks 

and social psychology – among many others. However, all of them share a common understanding of 

the fundamental building blocks that comprise a network. Firstly, a network comprises actors – or 

nodes – that are connected through links, edges, or ties, depending on the field of study, which places 

them within the structure of a network.60 It is these structures of the networks, how the networks 

function, and how the nodes are connected that are traditionally investigated utilizing network theory. 

However, it is important to note that the actors within traditional reiterations of network theory are 

only human actors. The theory was originally a reiteration of graph theory, and as a result, ‘edges’ are 

most commonly used in that context, while ‘links’ and ‘ties’ are more commonly used in fields 

connected to sociology. For this thesis, these connections will be referred to as ‘links.’ These networks 

have often been viewed as static entities that rarely change, and when they do, the changes are 

minimal. However, over time, more scholars argue that networks are far more dynamic and ever-

changing as nodes within networks interact. 

 
60 Stephen P. Borgatti and Daniel S. Halgin. “On Network Theory.” (Organization Science 22, no. 5. 2011: 1168–81), 
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Some of the key concepts and methods for measuring a network within network theory include 

centrality measures, the distinction between strong ties and weak ties, as well as clusters and 

communities. Centrality measures evaluate the importance and influence of each node within the 

network. There are multiple ways to quantify this, but the most common method is to measure the 

‘degree,’ which is the number of links connected to the node – thereby making it more or less 

important and centralized in the network.61 An example of this is that in a network of email 

communication, each person is a node, and an email sent between two people represents a link.62 The 

‘degree’ of a person in this network is the number of different people with whom they have exchanged 

emails. Therefore, a node that sends and receives many emails has a high degree, while one with few 

emails has a low degree. Strong vs. weak ties refer to the quality of the relations between nodes. 

Strong ties are measured by the number of trusted, close, and frequent connections each node has, 

such as family, friends, or close colleagues. In contrast, weak ties can be measured by how their ties 

and relationships are less important, sparser, and looser.63 Clusters and communities refer to different-

sized groups of nodes that are more interconnected than the rest of the network. Clusters are smaller, 

tight-knit, and heavily interconnected groups of nodes that often interact and share similar goals and 

topics. An example of these in academia could be a small group of scholars that often interact or cite 

each other. Communities, on the other hand, are larger, less connected, more loosely defined groups 

of nodes that might include multiple clusters. Not everyone in these communities needs to be directly 

connected, but they do share some common goals, interests, or topics.64 An example of this in 

academia might be an entire field of study, such as communications studies, that encompasses 

multiple smaller, more specific research clusters, including political communication studies or 

interpersonal communication studies. 

 

4.2.1 Actor-Network Theory: 

Actor-network theory (ANT) is a sub-theory of network theory as it deviates from some of the main 

concepts of traditional network theory. ANT was developed in the 1980s and has since been further 

developed by scholars such as Bruno Latour, John Law, and Michel Callon, who are often regarded 

as central figures within the field. The deviations this theory has from the traditional theory – although 
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seemingly small – have a significant impact on the way structures and changes within networks are 

studied.  

One of the main differences between them is the definition of actors. In Network Theory, only 

humans are considered to have agency – being nodes – within a network. In contrast, ANT recognizes 

both human and non-human entities as having agency and the ability to influence the network – 

thereby recognizing them as nodes. Therefore, both human and non-human entities are referred to as 

‘actants’ rather than actors in ANT.65 These non-human actants could be anything from weather, 

animals, or norms – or, as they will mainly be in this thesis – information and communication 

technologies (ICTs), as they all influence actions, interactions, and outcomes. Similar to Network 

Theory, Actor-Network Theory examines the relationships and interactions between nodes (or actors) 

and the resulting outcomes. However, ANT introduces an additional dimension by also including non-

human actors, such as technologies, objects, and ideas, which, alongside human actors, interact and 

co-construct outcomes within networks. This inclusion of non-human actants highlights how the 

agency of all involved elements shapes and evolves networks. Latour further explains that ANT does 

not examine social relationships in the same way as Social Network Theory does because those kinds 

of relationships typically occur between human actors and not non-human actors.66 It is, therefore, all 

the interactions between both types of actants that change the structures and relations within a network 

in ANT. To contextualize it within this thesis, we specifically examine which actants – technologies, 

diplomats, and so on – might have influenced the context in which it is part of: diplomatic practices. 

So, technologies are therefore not passive tools but active participants in shaping diplomatic practices. 

As a consequence of the added dimension of non-human actants, the network becomes more 

dynamic and unpredictable as it undergoes constant change due to the added agency of non-human 

actants, such as technology. In comparison to traditional network theory, where changes occur only 

because of human decisions or actions, non-human actants influence the outcome and change in ways 

that are rarely entirely predictable. Therefore, taking them into account helps to understand the more 

complex dynamics of network evolution.67 This is what is meant when talking about agency. Instead 

of seeing non-human actants – such as technology – as a simple tool used by humans to achieve their 

goals, ANT believes that they have agency to a certain degree themselves. Scholar Damian O’Doherty 

argues that rather than viewing the human actant as simply using the non-human actant, “agency 
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emerges as a collective and relational phenomenon” and then further explains that “one dimension of 

this is the symmetry accorded to the contribution of human and non-human; hence to take a simple 

example, it is neither the gun nor the man holding the gun that shoots the deer, it is both; or rather it 

is the properties that emerge out of their relation or assemblage that are responsible.”68 The idea of 

symmetry between both human and non-human actants ensures that both actants are treated as equal 

contributors to the outcome, rather than one actant using the other. This concept is closely tied to the 

idea of translation, which examines how and why both types of actants come together to interact, 

influence one another, and collectively create network discourse. The properties and actions that 

emerge from these relationships then shape the outcomes in the network they are a part of.69 The 

concept of translation is, therefore, one of the key terms used to examine how technologies and human 

actors create and interact in networks – an aspect that will be examined in this thesis. 

Lastly, intermediaries and mediators. Latour presents intermediaries as entities that transport 

meaning without altering it – they simply convey messages without affecting how it is received.70 

Mediators, in Latour’s terms, are those who “transforms, translates, distorts, and modifies the 

meaning or the elements they are supposed to carry,”71 therefore highlighting that these technologies 

actively impact the dynamic of information within the diplomatic system – therefore making these 

technologies actants, as they influence outcomes.  

 

4.3. Defining Technology: 

For this thesis, it is essential to thoroughly define the type of technological actant that will be 

examined in this thesis, as without a definition, there would be too many actants to account for within 

diplomacy as a field. The type of technologies that is the main focal point of this thesis is what others 

have defined as Information and Communication Technologies – also known as ICTs. ICTs are 

defined by UNESCO as: 

“a diverse set of technological tools and resources used to transmit, store, create, share or 

exchange information. These technological tools and resources include computers, the Internet 

(websites, blogs and emails), live broadcasting technologies (radio, television and webcasting), 
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recorded broadcasting technologies (podcasting, audio and video players, and storage devices) 

and telephony (fixed or mobile, satellite, visio/video-conferencing, etc.).”72 

 

This definition encompasses a wide range of technological tools that, in one way or another, create 

or facilitate the sharing of any type of communication. Examples of this include phones, emails, 

computers, radios, televisions, and others. Through the experiences of diplomats and the application 

of ANT, we can observe the extent to which the integration of ITCs into society has progressed, with 

a particular focus on their impact on diplomatic processes. This process is also known as 

mediatization, which more specifically describes how media and communication technologies 

increasingly shape and impact social interactions, institutions, and cultural practices.73 

 

4.4. Paradigm shifts: 

The concept of paradigm shifts is generally attributed to Thomas Kuhn, who explored the term in 

scientific contexts, but it has later been applied to other fields. Kuhn defines paradigms in terms of 

the societal aspects as: “the entire constellation of beliefs, values, techniques, and so on shared by the 

members of a given community.”74 He then presents the idea that a shift in paradigms occurs when 

enough anomalies – problems that the old paradigm cannot handle – lead to a scientific revolution, 

bringing new methods, concepts, and standards that can. In an article by Simsek and Louis on 

organizational change, they present the idea that it is the organization’s structure, its core beliefs and 

values, and the day-to-day practices that collectively need to change to be classified as a paradigm 

shift.75 Regarding this thesis, the three classifications will be adopted and labeled as structural, 

normative, and operational aspects when discussed in the discussion chapter. 

 

4.5. Summary: 

In this chapter, several concepts and theories are presented, which will be utilized throughout the 

subsequent chapters. The theory and concept of diplomacy are presented to establish a foundational 
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understanding of diplomatic terms before they are used throughout the analysis and discussion. 

Different elements of diplomacy, such as public and digital diplomacy, have been explored to create 

the context in which most discussions and themes are situated. The three factors that Nicholson 

presented in the 1930s will help us explore the extent of the technological impact on diplomacy. 

Comparing those three factors to the ones presented in this research will provide a historical 

perspective on the extent of the changes, as the changes that Nicholson found back then were enough 

for him to present a shift from ‘old’ to ‘new’ diplomacy in his time. 

Actor-network theory has been introduced to provide a framework for interpreting and 

discussing the data gathered through the interviews. These insights will illuminate the changes ITCs 

have made in the networks, as well as the extent of these changes.  

Collectively, this theoretical framework will serve as the backbone of the interpretations, 

analysis, and conclusions presented throughout this thesis. 
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5. Analysis: 

In the analysis, the findings of the thematic analysis of interviews with former diplomats will be 

presented, aiming to address the first of the supporting questions that examined how former diplomats 

have experienced the development of communication technologies and their impact on diplomatic 

practices. 

To achieve this, Actor-Network Theory was employed as a theoretical lens to identify and 

analyze the prevalent themes that emerged from the interviews. Subsequently, an overview of how 

the specific networks appear to have changed will then be presented, followed by a chapter summary 

that concludes the section. However, before going into the analysis, a historical contextualization will 

be presented to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the interview context and the development 

of information and communication technologies. It is critical to contextualize earlier periods, as no 

individuals from those times could be interviewed for this thesis; therefore, historical context is 

essential to understand the developments that shaped the experiences discussed here 

 

5.1. Historical contextualization: 

To contextualize the diplomatic experiences explored in this thesis, it is beneficial to frame them 

within a broader historical context. This section outlines the parallel evolution of information and 

communication technologies and significant geopolitical developments - from early signaling 

methods to the digital era - highlighting key milestones that have shaped the conditions under which 

modern diplomacy has evolved. 

Many scholars agree that the first piece of technology to impact the evolution of communication 

technologies significantly was the printing press, created by Johann Gutenberg around 1440, which 

enabled the mass printing of church indulgences. This also allowed for a broader and faster sharing 

of information outside of the church, which could not compare to how fast books, letters, and other 

information were written by hand. It was, however, limited who could receive the information as it 

was estimated that only between 4-5% of people at the time of its invention were literate compared 

to the present 87% of the world’s adults.7677 This, of course, limited the reach of the messages to the 

few who were literate. Outside of the production of the information, the method of sending and 
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receiving these messages mainly involved letters delivered through courier systems or pigeons, which 

made the process slow. 

However, it is essential to note that there were other methods of delivering messages in the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries besides written communications, such as letters or spoken 

words. One prominent example of this is Claude Chappe’s mechanical optical telegraph, which 

originated in France in 1794.78 The optical telegraph was utilized during the French Revolutionary 

and Napoleonic Wars to send encoded messages across Europe through a network of lines linked by 

towers every 10-15 kilometers, which connected some of the most prominent European cities at the 

time. The network spanned approximately 5,000 km and could transmit messages at speeds of up to 

500 km/h by positioning movable arms on tall posts to send specific coded messages. This led to 

Napoleon being able to strategize with commanders during battle quickly and effectively, thereby 

often having the upper hand.79 Germany and Britain established similar mechanical telegraph 

networks, which were predominantly used for military purposes. After the Napoleonic Wars ended in 

1815, the semaphoric optical telegraph was continuously used for official state affairs until its 

retirement in 1855, when it was replaced by the electric telegraph due to its high operating costs.  

The first practical electric telegraph is often associated with Samuel F. B. Morse; however, 

numerous predecessors contributed to the research and made similar inventions. One of the main 

reasons it is attributed to him is, however, that he was the first inventor to send a long-distance 

message over 40 miles, from Washington, D.C. to Baltimore, with the message: “What hath God 

wrought” in 1844.80 Additionally, Morse also created the system that was used to encode messages 

on the electric telegraph: Morse code. The creation of the electric telegraph opened the world – 

America especially – to the possibility of long-distance communication for the first time, as well as 

a far more reliable system in terms of message transmission. What is now known simply as ‘the 

telegraph’ became a cornerstone of global interaction and communication when, in 1858, the first 

transatlantic submarine cables connected Newfoundland in Canada and Ireland, both of which were 

under British control at the time. Although the first transatlantic telegraph cable only lasted a couple 

of weeks before a new one was established in 1866, it sparked an international rush to connect to the 

rest of the world.81 This direct line of communication led to the creation of the first international 
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newspapers – such as Reuters in London, established in 1851 – that reported on international news 

and translated it into various languages, thereby reaching a wider audience and laying the foundation 

for public interest in foreign politics and affairs.82  

It is credited that the first patent of what we know today as the telephone was taken out by 

Alexander Graham Bell in 1876 as an “apparatus for transmitting vocal or other sounds 

telegraphically.”83 There is, however, a significant disagreement in the scholarly literature on who 

invented the telephone, as other inventors developed similar devices within the same timeframe. 

Although it is Bell to whom the actual patent has been accredited.84 The invention of the telephone 

had a profound impact on the world – mostly locally at first – as it created fast, direct lines for people 

to communicate with each other instead of relying on encoded messages. The number of telephones 

in use skyrocketed over the next couple of decades, and with World War I (1914-1918) on the rise at 

the beginning of the 20th century, field phones were used to communicate in an instant between 

military branches and countries during the war – which then enabled more effective and strategic 

communication.  

However, a couple of decades after the invention of the telephone, the first wireless telegraph 

using radio waves was invented by the Italian inventor Guglielmo Marconi in 1901, which would 

evolve into what we know today as radio.85 However, it started as the wireless transmission of morse 

code that was transmitted over 2000 miles across the Atlantic Ocean and became the first wireless, 

transatlantic communication. Based on Marconi’s wireless design, radio telephony – the transmission 

of voice, not just Morse code – was developed in the decades following its creation. The first 

transatlantic wireless call was made in 1927 using shortwave radio, which could only be achieved 

between large ground-based radio stations and was, therefore, not commercially available until later.86 

This development in communication technologies was significant, as it laid the groundwork for direct 

international communication, cooperation, and influence for many decades to come. Throughout 

World War II (1939-1945), both radio and the telephone underwent further advancements that 

impacted their time and the future. The radio was used to communicate the events of the war to the 

rest of the world, informing people of airstrikes, strategies, and, ultimately, the progress toward peace. 

 
82 Ibid., 150-152. 
83 Alexander Graham Bell, The First Bell Patent: 174,465. United States Patent Office, 1876. (In University of 

Virginia’s archive) 
84 Science Reference Section, Library of Congress. "Who Is Credited with Inventing the Telephone?" (Library of 

Congress, February 22, 2022.) 
85 Sungook Hong, “Marconi’s Error: The First Transatlantic Wireless Telegraphy in 1901.” (Social Research 72, no. 1 

2005: 107–24.) 
86 Cary O’Dell, "First Official Transatlantic Telephone Call." (Library of Congress. 2005.) 



Svensson, 38 

 

Similarly, the phone was used to facilitate direct, fast, and reliable communication between nations, 

as it was not yet a common household item. However, with the creation of portable radios, the 

everyday person was able to stay informed and follow along when needed. It is, however, important 

not to forget that other existing mediums, such as newspapers and flyers, were – and still are – present 

at every step of history alongside the other ITCs. Another consideration was that each of these 

technologies was not particularly secure in terms of interception, which posed a security risk but was 

deemed worth taking during the initial years.87 These security concerns were addressed throughout 

the development of these technologies at each stage; however, it seems that every time one was 

addressed, a new one would emerge. 

 The use of the radio became one of the first platforms on which organizations broadcast 

opinions, events, and information throughout the next many decades, alongside the creation of 

television in the 1920s and its growing popularity in the 1950s – it slowly overtook the radio as the 

dominant broadcast medium.88 As a result of these advancements in what would become mass media, 

information could be shared more widely, therefore creating some of the first waves of well-informed 

individuals. Not only did it transform the way people interacted with current events, but it also created 

the foundation for a more public sphere that influenced democratic participation, global awareness, 

and education.  

Throughout the Cold War (1947-1991), new communication technologies were developed and 

utilized during a tense period marked by frequent nuclear standoffs and international espionage. A 

couple of examples of these ICTs include telefax, satellites, supercomputers, and specific encrypted 

systems for secure communication.89 This period is primarily characterized by the constant rivalry 

between the US and the Soviet Union, which, in various aspects of technology, fueled the world’s 

desire for faster technological advancement – both in the field of communication technologies and in 

terms of space travel and nuclear weapons. During this period, the widespread use of communication 

technologies such as television and radio contributed to the immense spread of propaganda between 

the US and the Soviet Union, as both nations were locked in a tense nuclear stalemate. Because 

information was more readily available to the public through the media, information warfare became 

one of the main strategies for both sides of the war, as both wanted to control the narrative. This is 
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also the reason why the term “public diplomacy” was coined, as it sounded more positive to the public 

than propaganda.90 

In the 1980s and the 1990s – with the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the Soviet Union in 

1991 – even larger developments happened in terms of the telephone – which had evolved into the 

first handheld phones – and the computer, which evolved closer into what we know today with its use 

of ‘the World Wide Web.’ Since the beginning of the 21st century, the development of computers, 

phones, and television has created a completely different society, one that is immensely 

interconnected through the internet and the immediate communication possibilities these technologies 

have brought. Social media and relevant apps – such as from news agencies – have made it easier 

than ever for people to stay informed about geopolitics and global events – so much so that physical 

newspapers and TV news are no longer in high demand. However, as mentioned earlier, new 

developments also bring new security risks, which will be explored – among other things, from the 

Cold War era and present times – later in the analysis. 

Thus, each stage in the evolution of information and communication technologies has impacted 

and revolutionized the available communicative strategies, enabling communication to occur more 

rapidly and reliably at each stage. The following analysis will examine how former Danish 

ambassadors have experienced these changes in diplomacy, highlighting the extent to which these 

developments have influenced modern diplomatic practices. 

 

5.2. Thematic Analysis: 

The following themes emerged across all four interviews, reflecting both positive and negative 

perspectives on each topic. While all themes were central to the conversations and opinions shared, 

some appeared more prominently in certain interviews than in others. To explore the impact of these 

themes on the existing diplomatic networks, concepts from Actor-Network Theory will be employed. 

 

5.2.1. New Tools for an Old Job? 

The idea that ‘technology changes the tools but not the task’ was one of the central themes that 

emerged from interviews. All interviewees reflected on how, while the diplomatic landscape has been 

more technologically advanced, the essence of diplomatic work has remained almost unchanged. 
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That, however, did not mean that there were no disagreements on the extent to which technologies 

have impacted the actual executions of those tasks.  

Throughout the interviews, there was generally a consensus that ICTs have created new tools 

to execute some of the more traditional diplomatic tasks, such as sharing diplomatic reports, 

collecting information, and interacting with counterparts, rather than altering the intentions of 

diplomacy. As Ove explained:  

“We haven’t changed our priorities – neither politically nor in our work – but we have been given 

more tools to a greater extent and broader access to information. This means that in some 

situations, we’re better prepared and more well-equipped.”91 

 

This illustrates the general tone of all the interviewees and serves as a great example of how the 

diplomats perceive technological advancements since the Cold War as practical enhancements rather 

than as elements that have fundamentally altered established diplomatic practices. Additionally, this 

also reflects a broader understanding that the core functions of diplomacy – advancing national 

interests and fostering international relationships – have remained intact. Instead, what has changed, 

according to the interviewees, is the speed, accessibility, and variety of tools available to support 

those aims; “The diplomatic profession is the same, but things probably moved a bit more slowly and 

with more personal contact.”92  

However, they were not in complete agreement on the impact that ICTs have had on those 

practices and whether these new technologies have had any effect at all. Laurits presented ideas that 

presented that no real technologies have impacted diplomatic practices since the creation of the 

telegraph in the 1840s. Contrasting the other interviewees, he presented the idea that “the messages 

always came through”93  even before the technological advancements of the last century and that what 

is said now is “too much and (…) unnecessary.”94 The other interviewees, as mentioned above, 

expressed that although new communication technologies are not necessarily a core change in the 

essence of diplomacy, they have still altered the practicality of diplomacy. In contrast, Laurits 

emphasized that many of the newer technologies used in diplomacy were simply redesigns of already 

existing systems, thereby stressing that no actual change had occurred during the last century.  
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The general perception among the interviewees, however, was that new technologies have 

primarily increased the efficiency of existing diplomatic tasks rather than disrupting the system itself. 

This suggests a level of stability within diplomatic networks, where older tools are simply replaced 

by newer, more advanced ones. From this perspective, the human actors – diplomats, officials, and 

institutions – have remained largely unchanged, while the non-human actors, such as ICTs, have 

integrated into the network without fundamentally reshaping it. In other words, it suggests that 

technology has modernized how diplomacy is practiced in its structures without altering its core 

structure. However, when examining these networks and structures on a deeper level through the lens 

of ANT, it suggests that even smaller non-human actors – such as encrypted emails or real-time 

information feeds – as nodes in the network have altered how diplomats interact and operate within 

these older structures. So, while it can be said that the essence of the diplomatic goals, in general, has 

remained the same for human actors, the non-human actors have altered the approach to achieve those 

goals. Thus, the network’s nodes have been rearranged with additions, swaps, and removals, while 

the network as a whole has continued to appear and act stable.  

When examining how these actants – or nodes – have been specifically swapped, added, or 

removed, we can see that it is not only the technical actants that have changed as a result of 

technological advances. Generally, it was agreed that the responsibilities of human actors in 

diplomacy have evolved over the years – whether it was the specific internal tasks assigned to 

ambassadors themselves or any of the other staff within the diplomatic structure. A great example of 

this can be found when Martin discusses the differences he observed when the newer technology was 

introduced. He initially discusses stenographers – a prominent example throughout all four interviews 

– and how they were responsible for writing down all the documents from the office. He provided the 

content – either by dictation or through notes – and she transcribed it into a document to be handed 

to an officer, known as a ‘floater,’ who came by five or six times a day: 

“(…) with a little plastic folder. And in that plastic folder were copies of all the notes that I and 

my colleagues had written. I mean, today, you would have written an email, and then you would 

have added a CC, and people would instantly know that I had written to that department and 

asked them to prepare for the Secretary-General’s visit to Turkey, or something like that. Back 

then, you would simply have CC’d your email.” 

This is a clear example of how even some of the human actors – such as the stenographers and ‘the 

floaters’ – roles have changed and evolved, and maybe even replaced by or used some of the newer 

technologies, such as email. This quote highlights a specific moment of transition in the network, 
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where human actors shifted from being essential in the physical circulation of information to having 

their tasks delegated to non-human actors. The human actors had earlier been active mediators – 

individuals who shaped how information was moved, accessed, and when – to be relocated to interact 

with the technologies that took over that role. Therefore, when these new communication 

technologies took over those roles – the email server replacing the floater or digital attachments 

replacing the plastic folder – they became the mediators in the network rather than intermediaries. 

When information is shared, mediators impact the way messages are received – both in terms of 

formatting and how meaning is interpreted and acted upon. The information in diplomacy is, 

therefore, still shared, but just through different actors. 

Another example of role-changing could be the actual tasks of the ambassadors. There was a 

consensus throughout all interviews that, although the essence of diplomacy remained the same, they 

had experienced a change in what was expected of them. Martin explains that the expectation to 

compile information in the host country to send home in a fully fledged report is not needed to the 

same degree because of the broad and fast reach of modern media; “Well, diplomats can no longer 

compete with the media.”95 He further stated that instead of simply compiling ongoing proceedings 

in their host country, they had to focus more on analyzing those proceedings. Uffe stated that back in 

the day, ‘dépêches’ – an official, formal diplomatic dispatch sent through official channels – were 

used by ambassadors to report important occurrences in the host country. 

Furthermore, he states that when the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs discontinued the use 

of dépêches, a new type of communication called an ‘ambassador analysis’ was less formal and more 

factual.96 In terms of ANT, these examples of change present several different interesting 

perspectives. Like the example preceding this one, this example illustrates how changes in media 

have reconfigured certain aspects of diplomatic networks, as well as altered the agency within these 

networks. Communicative tools that were once seen as formal and ritualized – such as the dépêches 

– were simply replaced by less formal and more efficient tools – like the ambassador analysis. 

Traditionally, the dépêche served as a key mediator within the diplomatic system, shaping what, how, 

and when of communication. Dépêches brought a sense of seriousness, structure, and predictability 

that impacted the format, pace, and formality that the ambassadors had to work within. This means 

that the introduction of newer communication tools, such as the ambassador analysis, allowed non-

human actants to reshape roles within the diplomatic network. With the speed of the internet and other 
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technologies, the ambassador’s role shifted – from merely reporting proceedings to being expected 

to add value through analysis. This shift in speed and formality underscores how time and urgency 

are reconfigured within diplomatic networks – dynamics that were previously governed by slower, 

more formal modes of communication – which will be explored in a later theme. This is just one 

example of how advancements in communication technologies have reshaped the roles of 

ambassadors, altering the scope and nature of their responsibilities. 

So, based on the experiences of diplomats, while the traditional goal of diplomacy remains 

intact, the jobs within diplomacy have been altered by technological tools – thereby reconfiguring the 

networks rather than fundamentally changing them. 

 

5.2.2. Valuing Traditional Aspects of Diplomacy: 

The significance of the traditional aspects of diplomacy has been a common denominator for each of 

the interviewees – who also share a common fear that some of these important traditional practices 

are getting lost with the implementation of new technologies. It is primarily the importance of the 

physical aspects of the practices that they fear getting lost, and Martin explains that classic, traditional 

diplomacy – where negotiation takes place in person – is essential to achieving national interests, 

even if newer technologies are available. He states that during the COVID-19 pandemic, he: “(…) sat 

for hours in Teams meetings – or whatever all those different systems are called. You can’t really see 

or sense people, can you? You can’t see their body language.”97 These physical aspects of diplomacy 

are highlighted by several interviewees as a key tool for successful negotiations and reporting 

building with diplomatic counterparts. Martin further explains that: 

“And it’s not enough to have a network via email and phone. You need to have met people; you 

need to have shaken hands – and then you can sanitize your hands afterward. You need to have 

had a cup of coffee, maybe shared a pizza, maybe had a glass of red wine, or maybe even gone 

out in the evening and had a good dinner. Because when the shit hits the fan, it’s too late if you 

don’t know people well enough. (...) So the network has to be established, and then you can use 

all kinds of communication tools afterward, like fast communication and things like that. But that 

initial contact has to be in person.”98 

 
97 Appendix. p. 19. [51:48] 
98 Appendix. p. 19. [54:09] & [56:54]. 



Svensson, 44 

 

Therefore, the interviewees agree that although diplomacy is a hybrid of physical and technological 

communications – and although it is possible to conduct diplomacy online as a means to an emergency 

– the physical attributes of diplomacy that establish real connections are crucial to the inner workings 

of the diplomatic network. Uffe adds that although digital aspects can be a positive addition to the 

toolkit, he believes that no matter what the extent of the developments in technology: “I think – no, I 

know – that the bigger decisions are made around a table, though it is possible that if a single minister 

is absent, you can have them join via Zoom through a secure line (…)”.99 This means that instead of 

discarding the traditional, important aspects – such as the physical elements of interaction – the 

practices should simply be adapted to include new digital tools when necessary. The former 

diplomats’ experiences and opinions on the protection of traditional, physical aspects of diplomacy 

suggest that both human and non-human actors should coexist rather than compete, as each plays a 

distinct role within the diplomatic network. The physical connections and interpersonal dynamics, in 

terms of ANT, can be viewed as individual actors that still hold significant importance for the structure 

and functioning of the network. In contrast, the technological actants, according to the interviewees, 

should be seen as extensions rather than substitutes. This suggests that ITCs should be used when 

necessary, but not as the default, when engaging in traditional diplomatic activities – such as 

negotiations, discussions, or meetings. 

In addition to establishing connections, Laurits also highlights the importance of physical 

attendance in terms of confidentiality and security. He states that when something important is shared 

online – even when encrypted – it should still be considered a publication of that information due to 

the risks associated with the internet. Instead, he believes that physical contact is essential to an 

effective diplomat and a secure line of communication:  

“(…) confidentiality arises if you talk to the other party while walking in a park, where 

surveillance – with directional microphones – cannot manage to focus on a moving target. And 

that’s how I myself have had to do it at times. (…) Successful negotiations are always personal. 

Something essential gets lost when it’s done online – unless, of course, a foundation of trust has 

already been built beforehand.”100 

Any kind of physical meeting – as Martin mentioned earlier – is therefore necessary to establish trust 

and ensure that the information shared remains confidential. However, some of the other interviewees 
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highlight that although technologies such as the internet have introduced more complicated security 

concerns, most of those concerns have been addressed to a certain extent. Examples of these could 

include how they were monitored, wiretapped, or how information was intercepted. Since the 

introduction of new technologies during the Cold War period, secure lines were developed, which, of 

course, only improved with time. All interviewees agreed that, like today, these secure lines existed 

to the extent that the development of the technologies allowed them to – which enabled them to feel 

safe when it came to communication. Uffe highlighted that: “yeah, of course, there’s a fear of being 

hacked and things like that, but when it comes to diplomacy, it’s kind of assumed that the intelligence 

services are handling it”, which also underscores that in terms of security, they always felt protected 

by protocols – no matter the time period.101 However, several have also highlighted that, even with 

encrypted Zoom calls and similar technologies, some things should always be communicated in 

person – both to establish confidentiality and foster interpersonal connections.  

Another security aspect highlighted through the interviews was the change in archival methods 

resulting from new technologies that facilitate the storage of information in online databases rather 

than storing it physically. Ove especially underscores how different it has become in terms of 

archiving information, as modern technologies are not as detailed and comprehensive. He states that:  

“In many cases, people communicate without thinking about recording it in the official files. 

Sometimes they do, but often, there’s a lot of informal communication that never makes it into the 

records. And if I understand correctly, after about six months, that information gets deleted 

because the system becomes overloaded. So, I can’t document it, I can’t quantify it – but I’m quite 

certain that something gets lost. And when historians look back in ten years and try to piece 

together what actually happened in specific cases, they’ll be missing key parts of the story.”102 

This reflection highlights that while digital tools have made diplomacy more accessible and 

immediate, they may also have contributed to a lack of proper documentation. As communication has 

become more constant and informal, especially compared to the slower and more formal exchanges 

before the 1990s, important records may be lost. The importance of documenting and preserving 

information emerged as a recurring theme throughout the interviews, as recording events related to 

their work is seen as one of the diplomats’ most vital responsibilities. However, while online databases 

might be hacked or deleted in modern times, there was also the risk of losing documents in physical 
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archives through fires or floods – although this is rare. So, the chance of losing important information 

for future research has always been a possibility, but through entirely different means.  

While the interviewees acknowledge the advantages brought by digital tools, they also 

emphasize the enduring value of physical, traditional aspects of diplomacy. Through the lens of ANT, 

face-to-face interactions, physical presence, and informal corridor talks can be viewed as non-human 

actors that have consistently shaped and stabilized diplomatic relations by fostering trust, nuance, and 

mutual comprehension. The former ambassadors emphasized that the current diplomatic landscape is 

– and should be – a hybrid of traditional practices and new digital practices, where new digital tools 

should be utilized as extensions of traditional practices rather than substitutes within the diplomatic 

network. These traditional elements are, therefore, actively maintained by human actors as what they 

believe to be irreplaceable roles in diplomatic practice. 

 

5.2.3. Public Diplomacy as a Network Expansion: 

Contrasting the previous theme, which focused on former ambassadors’ experiences of technology’s 

influence on internal communications, this theme will focus on their experiences in external 

communications – specifically, their experiences with public diplomacy. As mentioned before, the 

term’ public diplomacy’ was coined as a positively charged counter-term to propaganda that ran 

rampant during the Cold War. However, it is essential to note that the application of the practice varied 

by country, and both Laurits and Uffe explained that it was at the beginning of the 2000s that the 

Danish government properly utilized it. Public diplomacy was a diplomatic strategy created to shape 

favorable public opinion abroad, made possible by the emergence of communication technologies 

such as radio and television.103 

Three out of four interviewees reflected positively on the emergence of and the impact of public 

diplomacy on diplomacy, as they found it important to present oneself in a positive light outwardly 

and interact with foreign publics to understand their opinions and influence such opinions to align 

with one’s interests through the use of communication technologies. Through the interviews, the 

ambassadors emphasized that public diplomacy is important to the goal of diplomacy, and Uffe 

further explains that although he believes that traditional diplomacy’s: 

“(…) core functions are the same – I actually believe that public diplomacy is a core function 

today, right? (…) There’s still something old – the traditional – which is important, of course. But 
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public diplomacy, along with other things beyond public diplomacy, is something a diplomat is 

expected to be able to use today.”104 

Therefore, viewing public diplomacy as an expansion and as a primary tool for achieving the 

diplomatic goals in modern times. Moreover, Martin agrees that public diplomacy “is one tool among 

the many tools in the diplomat’s toolbox.”105 This view suggests that public diplomacy has become 

yet another crucial task or tool for diplomats, one that is essential in a modern, deeply interconnected 

world and can be perceived as a new subcategory within the field of diplomacy. However, they all 

made it clear that public diplomacy is still closely connected to the main goals of traditional 

diplomacy and is simply an additional set of tasks and focuses that have been added to traditional 

diplomatic traditions, now forming a separate field. This means that, due to the interconnectedness of 

the world, it is seen as crucial to win the approval of foreign populations in order to practice traditional 

tasks properly within those nations.  

When viewed from the perspective of public diplomacy as a tool of diplomacy, through the lens 

of ANT, public diplomacy is presented as an active actant within the network of diplomacy, actively 

transforming how diplomats interact with foreign audiences. This naturally also extends the 

boundaries of the original network to include the foreign audiences as new nodes in the network. 

Moreover, new non-human actors – such as social media and mass media – have become integral 

nodes within the diplomatic network. This means that traditional diplomatic tasks have evolved to 

include the management of foreign public opinion and the maintenance of Denmark’s international 

image – carried out through new platforms and from new angles – thereby reshaping traditional 

diplomatic roles within the broader network. Furthermore, through the collective experiences of the 

former diplomats, they have expressed that these new components have not fundamentally changed 

the traditional diplomatic practices – although they may have added additional aspects in terms of 

execution. Thus reconfiguring and adding to the networks instead of fundamentally changing them. 

As the name suggests, public diplomacy was developed to influence public opinion and 

interests, prompting diplomacy to open its processes to public scrutiny gradually. It also enabled both 

domestic and foreign audiences to gain insight into – and even influence – diplomatic affairs that had 

traditionally taken place behind closed doors. Because of this, Laurits shared the perspective that, in 

his view, public diplomacy actually does more harm than good to diplomatic practices and networks. 

He describes public diplomacy “(…) as a completely terrible invention” that makes countries present 
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themselves as brands whose image they need to uphold – therefore holding themselves back from 

being able to fully engage in traditional diplomatic practices.106 Consequently, making public 

diplomacy an inconvenience – or a blockage – that makes it hard for the network to achieve its goals: 

“It becomes counterproductive, as you end up being held back – not by external constraints, but 

by the very expectations and roles imposed on yourself.”107 

This perspective specifically presents public diplomacy as a disruptive actant that hinders rather than 

enhances as Laurits believes that core elements, such as discretion and negotiation, are needed to 

advance national interests, which he presents as the only purpose of diplomacy – not by polishing 

one’s own image.108 This critical view stands in contrast to other perspectives from the interviews, 

where public diplomacy is seen not as a hindrance but as a strategic adaptation to evolving 

communication landscapes. The fact that Laurits presents countries as brands as a result of the 

integration of public diplomacy would also suggest that the ambassadors’ roles have suddenly 

expanded to become brand managers to the world outside of diplomacy, needing to ensure that 

everyone likes them rather than focusing on the fundamental interests of diplomacy. Additionally, he 

also highlights that the focus on the public of one’s host country is not an entirely new thing, as 

cultural exchange has always been a part of diplomatic work to a certain degree - although it 

previously lacked the interactable aspects we see today. 

Conversely, as presented earlier, Uffe views public diplomacy as a positive development, seeing 

it as a means of creating new roles within diplomatic networks to manage civilian opinion shaped by 

mass media – a shift he believes enhances rather than disrupts traditional diplomatic functions. As an 

example, Uffe presents the Danish approach to incorporating public diplomacy in the beginning as 

an outstanding example of how new roles are integrated within networks. Uffe explains that it was 

during the Muhammad cartoon crisis in 2005–2006 that public diplomacy was first adequately 

adopted as an approach by the Danish government. The Muhammad cartoons crisis was a controversy 

sparked by the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten, which published cartoons depicting the Prophet 

Muhammad. These depictions were widely perceived as mocking and disrespectful by Muslim 

communities around the world. Uffe noted that the extreme reaction did not come from governments 

but rather from religious and civilian Muslim communities, mainly due to the extensive coverage in 

regional media outlets such as Al Jazeera and Al Arabiya. Since the strong reaction originated among 
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civilians, Uffe remarked that “it didn’t help to discuss the situation with the governments because that 

didn’t lead to anything”109 – as an official discussion would fail to ease the public’s extreme response 

and attitude. He further explains that he – while working in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs – worked 

with the Danish prime ministers to push the approach of public diplomacy to make the local Danish 

ambassadors in the Middle East physically go out and interact with the public, with the religious 

communities, as well as local newspapers and TV stations, to alter how they perceived the situation 

and Denmark as a whole.110 Uffe believes that the focus on public diplomacy shaped;  

“(…) a completely new role that they took on, and one they handled fantastically well, and it 

essentially convinced the political level – which is, of course, important – namely Per Stig Møller 

and Anders Fogh Rasmussen, that this was the path to take in the future. It was a supplement that 

ran parallel to what they were doing and what I was doing.”111 

In addition, it took some time before active public diplomacy became a regular practice in Danish 

diplomacy following this first major example. When examining the concept of public diplomacy 

creating additional roles to the existing ones that follow traditional diplomatic practices, it again 

highlights the fact that, although public diplomacy has added new nodes and roles to the network, the 

network has simply been reconfigured rather than completely changed. This is because the new 

additions and changes modify – but do not erase or replace – the existing diplomatic network. Instead, 

room has been made for new tools and roles to manage the outcomes of modern communication 

technologies, particularly the broader spread of information and the reactions it generates.  

This shift sets the stage for understanding how technologies are no longer neutral tools but 

active mediators within the diplomatic network. Technologies have become the primary mediators of 

information – through mass media, satellite broadcasting, and, more recently, social media platforms 

– due to the need to disseminate information to the public rather than keeping it internal and 

confidential, which was common before the introduction of public diplomacy. As key actors in the 

performance of public diplomacy, new communication technologies have influenced not only the 

distribution of messages but also the framing and reception of diplomatic narratives since the 1960s, 

thereby shaping how relationships and reactions unfold. Marin further states that:  
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“(…) public diplomacy has become an important element in modern diplomacy. And new 

technology has, of course, supported public diplomacy – step by step. I can’t say anything other 

than that it has become an important part of it.”112 

The ambassadors’ roles then expanded to uphold a positive image and fight negative perspectives. In 

Laurits’ view, this expansion is seen as an unnecessary obstacle to the effectiveness and necessity of 

the diplomatic network, while others present it as a core aspect of contemporary diplomatic work.  

Due to public diplomacy, information about diplomacy has been able to spread and is constantly 

discussed by the public, creating an openness between diplomatic actors and civilian actors. This 

openness was viewed as both positive and negative by the ambassadors, as they recognized that 

sharing information with the public created both advantages and disadvantages. Uffe explains that 

this openness is important for the way that they operate as diplomatic actors in the public sphere:  

“Because if a diplomat is to act, it’s important that they operate within some kind of framework 

that they are familiar with. The more transparent that framework is, the easier it is to act. This 

doesn’t mean that the diplomat is constantly participating in the public sphere, but rather that 

they understand what it is, and that they interact with their surroundings and also hear their 

reactions – which don’t just disappear.” 113 

This insight underscores the importance of listening to the public when it comes to opinions and 

reactions, as they influence their work environment and tasks. If those aspects are not taken into 

account, the ambassador can no longer fulfill their responsibilities to the extent required. However, 

some of the interviewees also emphasized that although it is an important aspect, transparency has 

also made it harder for those important, traditional aspects of diplomacy to operate in confidentiality: 

“On one hand, it’s good that there is more transparency and openness and that the public has a 

better understanding of what’s going on. On the other hand, it’s almost in the very essence of 

diplomacy that it exists primarily to prevent war, if we put it bluntly. And in that sense, if more 

could be done confidentially, diplomacy might be more effective.”114 

This, additionally, highlights the fact that some diplomatic practices need to be conducted behind 

closed doors in confidentiality, which is a prevalent viewpoint among the interviewees. Laurits further 

adds that public opinion and public diplomacy often seem to become more than just negotiating things 
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to completion – which is essential to the actual diplomatic work itself and “negotiating things to 

completion requires confidentiality.”115 

Like earlier aspects of this theme, the openness of diplomatic practices due to the spread of 

information through various technological mediums has added additional non-human actants – such 

as public opinion, the media, and transparency – to the diplomatic networks. These actants have 

reshaped diplomatic practices by adding layers of complexity and new obstacles that diplomats must 

navigate. Though not technologies, some interviewees even suggest that these forces, particularly 

public opinion, may hinder their ability to perform effectively. As a result, the relationship between 

ambassadors and their practices has been reconfigured – not only through changes to the 

ambassador’s role but also by complicating the network with additional nodes and mediators that 

demand attention. These new elements, including public sentiment, create tensions within the 

network, as modern diplomacy must now balance the need for confidentiality with growing demands 

for transparency 

 

5.2.4. Social Media and the Spread of Information: 

While the previous theme examined how public diplomacy has added new roles within the diplomatic 

network, another key change brought about by technological advancements is the sheer volume and 

accessibility of information that diplomats now must navigate. This expansion has developed due to 

the growth of online networks – and even before that, through the satellite broadcasting of radio and 

television. However, the amount of information has exponentially increased since the development 

of the internet, as information became available to everyone instantly through various means. It is 

especially through social media platforms – such as X, Reddit, and TikTok – and online news agencies 

where information and opinions are spread. Even news agencies have social media accounts that now 

share news stories and livestream important events to reach even younger audiences. As mentioned 

earlier, social media has particularly strengthened transparency between civilians and official 

organizations, as everyone has the ability to share their own perspective on the situation – which is 

quite different from the available sources of information during the Cold War. However, several of 

the interviewees also underscored that although more information ensures transparency and 

understanding – both between the civilians and the geopolitical happenings, and ambassadors and the 
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political landscape of their host country – it also creates a larger breeding ground for both mis- and 

disinformation than before:  

“One could argue that, in principle, it may not matter whether something is shared in a newspaper 

or on social media. (…) Though it spreads differently – incredibly fast. And it can be harder to 

figure out what’s true and what’s false.”116 

This quote from Uffe highlights how the reach of the internet affects what is perceived as true and 

false, as well as the difficulty in distinguishing between the two – not just within the network of 

diplomacy but in all contexts. However, Uffe, among others, also highlights that it is not the first time 

mis- and disinformation has been spread, as many of the patterns found today were just as present – 

or even more so – during the Cold War. However, Throughout the Cold War, propaganda was 

widespread between the United States and its allies on one side and the Soviet Union on the other, as 

both blocs waged an information war to influence global opinions and beliefs. Ove states that in 

modern times: “you have to fight against falsehoods more than you used to in the past. Because back 

then, the falsehoods weren’t spread in the same way and as widely as they are today” – because of 

the development of digital media.117 However, as Uffe stated, it was harder to fight the spread of 

Soviet propaganda back then: “It was difficult for them to spread [information], and also difficult for 

us in ‘Radio Free Europe,’ which we were a part of.”118 Radio Free Europe (RFE) is an organization 

that initially broadcast information into the Soviet Union to counter Soviet propaganda within its own 

borders – an effort that continues to this day, as it actively fights for and provides accurate and 

uncensored news in areas where misinformation thrives and press freedom falters – opposed to today, 

where social media facilitates the same type of information warfare just in a much more 

interconnected world where news spread in an instant.119 Uffe describes the change as “(…) way more 

sophisticated today”, because of the many avenues that can be taken because of new technologies.120 

The amount of information generated today, due to the large databases online and the accessibility of 

that information to most of the world, still creates right and wrong information, much like the Cold 

War era, but on a completely different scale. Martin states that although information is more 

accessible to people and “more democratic, the risk is that, on the one hand, you become addicted [to 

getting information], and on the other hand, you experience information overflow. Soon, you won’t 
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be able to tell what is true and what is false”, meaning that people suddenly have access to copious 

amounts of information, which does not necessarily lead to better understanding but rather confusion 

and uncertainty.121 Additionally, while Ove expressed his positive attitude toward digital diplomacy 

throughout the interview, he also highlighted how this change in the reach of information can be 

harmful in situations where information is wrong and harmful ideas and opinions are spread. In the 

context of what is happening in the US with Trump, Ove expresses that: “It’s terrible – that’s where 

the press really has influence.”122  

A key takeaway from this is that the type of actant – and mediator of the shared information in 

the diplomatic network – has changed immensely between the Cold War period and contemporary 

times. As mediators of information, organizations such as Radio Free Europe or Voice of America 

were run by or with the support of the government, which meant that the narratives shared were 

heavily controlled and were one-way – the audiences had only a select number of sources and had no 

way of interacting with what was shared. Because of that, these older communication technologies 

can be presented more as intermediaries – actants that carry the information without changing it – 

than mediators, as the information was simply shared and not directly interacted with by the audience. 

Additionally, the information moved extremely slowly, and it was not always accessible due to the 

lack of broadcasting ability or the blocking thereof. Conversely, the control of social media platforms 

and other internet platforms over the narrative is generally argued to be decentralized – depending on 

the country – and many different information outputs are available to choose from. Social media also 

allows the audience to interact with the information by sharing, liking, or responding to it through 

messages, comments, or videos – which allows for the messages to be interpreted, resisted, and 

amplified. Other types of technologies, such as artificial intelligence (AI), have also influenced the 

information being shared on social media. There are now versions of AI that can create fake images 

or videos of influential people, which could easily be mistaken for real, potentially resulting in 

international consequences. The topic of AI arose with some of the interviewees, who were all 

skeptical of any specific positive aspects of AI, but understood that some of its elements might be 

useful in terms of summarizing documents and speeches, albeit to a limited extent. 

The way social media shares information is also completely different, as these platforms rely 

on algorithms to disseminate it, which are influenced by the way audiences interact with it. Modern 

platforms, therefore, create fast-moving aspects of the network, which has created an environment 
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where narratives are more complicated to maintain, as audiences are no longer shackled to a singular 

news source. Social events – which were previously only broadcast on television or summarized in 

the newspaper the day after – are now streamed live on these social media platforms for everyone to 

see. A recent example of this was the livestreaming of the papal conclave, which news agencies 

broadcasted on platforms such as TikTok, where thousands of people watched and interacted live.  

When examining the level of agency these different types of mediators have in shaping the 

information shared and received, a stark contrast emerges between the two periods. Centralized and 

state-run or state-supported media organizations, such as Radio Free Europe, had significantly less 

agency in terms of how information was disseminated, as they operated without interaction from their 

audiences – making them function more like intermediaries. In contrast, social media platforms act 

as mediators, constantly translating information through audience interaction, which reshapes 

meanings, opinions, and interpretations of news content. The information landscape that diplomats 

have had to work within has, therefore, changed immensely and has reconfigured the diplomatic 

network through the development of the internet and social networks since the end of the Cold War 

in the 1990s. 

As mentioned earlier, public diplomacy also requires diplomats to engage with and combat mis- 

and disinformation in order to uphold their nation’s image. In modern times, such false information 

is much easier to spread and far more difficult to eliminate due to the rapid pace and sheer volume of 

content online. Laurits points out that misinformation – inaccurate information shared with no 

intention to deceive – in comparison to disinformation, which is deliberately shared to mislead and 

deceive, often is shared through communities that do not know better. He explains that, due to the 

internet, individuals who might once have been seen as the ‘village idiots’ and dismissed by those 

more knowledgeable now have access to global networks of like-minded individuals. As he puts it:  

“Today, he can talk to other idiots in other countries, and they can agree that their own nonsense 

is valuable and should be promoted. That’s completely new, isn’t it? The international impact of 

idiocy.”123 

And then follows it up by giving the example of Trump’s methods of “twitplomacy,” where he uses 

his Twitter – now X – to complain and influence his followers. He states that: “(…) that’s exactly what 

Trump taps into – the fact that it’s now possible to bring together truly modest intellects on a global 
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scale”. 124 Laurits then makes it clear that he believes that the type of spread that has followed the 

introduction of social media and portable devices – such as mobile phones – has mainly impacted 

diplomacy through the spread of idiocy, while he does not believe that the spread of proper, 

intellectual information has changed alt too much – besides having to filter all the idiocy away. He 

does, however, still acknowledge that one could hope that social media and other modern technologies 

could be used to positively impact opinions internationally but believes that “(…) it’s a long process. 

Like most things in politics, it can take a long time to build up, and it can be lost in a second with a 

wrong word. As Trump has done regarding Greenland.”125 This suggests that Laurits believes that the 

network has mainly been affected by adding the ‘idiots’ and even their opinions as active actors in 

the diplomatic network. Moreover, the internet has reshaped the key mediators - such as social media 

platforms - and restructured the networks surrounding individuals who were once excluded. These 

previously disconnected actors now have access to information and like-minded communities, as they 

have been established in the network and can now participate in shaping public discourse. This, again, 

suggests that the network has been reconfigured to include new actors – both human and non-human 

– who were previously not considered worthy of being a node in the system rather than creating a 

completely separate network. 

A key takeaway is that social media and other online platforms have become tools in diplomacy 

to control and share information, influencing opinions and manipulating the global discourse to serve 

national interests. It has also created a landscape where the public can interact with information and 

share their opinions on the events happening in the diplomatic world that were once not available for 

them to react to. The public has become an integral part of the diplomatic network, which in turn 

influences the way diplomats act and interact in the modern diplomatic landscape – a topic that will 

be explored in the following section. 

 

5.2.5. Adapting to Technologies and Tempos: 

The introduction of modern technologies has not only provided new tools but also introduced new 

expectations. Compared to earlier periods – when diplomatic communication was slower, more 

deliberate, and conducted in private – digital tools have accelerated the pace of diplomacy. This shift 

demands constant adaptation to rapidly changing tempos and technological requirements and 

developments. Over the past 25 years, the rise of digital diplomacy has brought new priorities and 
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expectations, compelling diplomats to engage and interact differently with both one another and the 

public. As previously discussed, online platforms bring both benefits and drawbacks to everyone who 

interacts with them – both the public and diplomats, although on quite different levels. However, the 

amount of information has also impacted on the expectations of the internal communications. 

Communication technologies, such as emails, cellphones, and social media, have also created an 

environment where it is hard not to answer – and completely be offline: “You just send out information 

because you have to prove that you’re active and that you’re able to work early mornings and late 

evenings.”126 Martin further explains that because information sharing is instant and constant, the 

quality of the responses might not always be as thought through anymore:  

“I also think that sometimes things move too fast – that because everything happens so quickly 

when you get an email, you respond quickly. But you might respond so quickly that you don’t 

really have time to think it through. If you had actually had an hour or two more, you might have 

thought, ‘I don’t actually need to respond to this.’ And without saying that something stupid, you 

might instead respond two hours later and say that ‘with everything considered’ – it should be 

answered in a specific way. So, I think that new technology also creates some problems and 

challenges in the sense that, on one hand, you have information overflow, and on the other, a 

tendency to react too quickly and to everything. So, you kind of need to have self-discipline.”127 

This insight highlights how digital communication technologies not only accelerate information 

exchange but also reduce the time available for diplomatic decision-making, potentially undermining 

the quality of the decisions made. However, Ove counters this by saying that the things you do answer 

quickly are typically not that important and adds that officials are media-trained, so it is rare that 

people do not think twice before sending an email or posting on X.128  In terms of ANT, social media 

introduces new temporal pressures into the diplomatic network, where actants – such as email and 

smartphones – contribute to a heightened sense of urgency. However, Laurits counters that it has not 

been since the creation of the telephone in the 1840s that the time factor has properly been impacted. 

He states that, yes, it has become faster, but not enough to significantly impact diplomatic practices, 

as it already has. He does, however, still acknowledge that newer technologies, such as online 

platforms, have impacted some aspects – just not the time factor. 
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Another aspect is that because of the accessibility that technologies – such as the smartphone 

or a laptop – brings, it is easier for diplomats or politicians to share statements or responses without 

a second thought, and as Uffe expresses: “But once you’ve sent it, it’s basically done – you can’t take 

it back. And that’s where things can go wrong – saying something you can’t take back, and suddenly 

you find yourself in a conflict.”129 Several of the interviewees underscore that most of the time, the 

messages sent from social media are carefully thought out and crafted by a team of people who have 

given it considerable thought. However, they also noted that things are not always that controlled; all 

of them referred to Trump as a clear example. Additionally, as a result of the large amount of 

information shared in an instant and the constant reporting of the news through these online platforms, 

Martin explains that:  

“(…) it’s a 24-hour race, and that has changed everything. It has changed the way politicians 

behave, it has changed the way journalists behave, but it has also changed the way diplomats 

behave. It has meant that, with this fast-paced communication, diplomats can no longer compete 

with the news flow.”130 

This rise in tempo has impacted not only external diplomatic communication but also internal 

communication among the various human actors within the diplomatic network. In addition, the 

ability to communicate instantly at any hour creates an implicit expectation that diplomats will remain 

available – even outside of regular working hours. As mentioned in an earlier section, the availability 

of technological features such as CC’ing others on email has also increased the amount of unnecessary 

information sent to each other internally in diplomacy. Ove explains that because it has become so 

easy to simply CC others: “Much of it [information] lacks clear relevance, reflecting a broader 

tendency to either overshare or withhold information. This can sometimes complicate matters, as it 

requires time and effort to sift through the information – distinguishing what is relevant from what is 

not.”131 This has naturally reconfigured the tasks and expectations of diplomats, making their 

processes more complicated as a result. This is a good example of how technologies have intensified 

the roles of both human and non-human actants as the boundaries between human agency and 

technological mediation become progressively more interconnected in the coordination, decision-

making, and pace of diplomatic work. Moreover, due to the extension of these technologies, more 

information is created, shared, and received, which makes diplomatic practices more complicated for 
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human actors. Nevertheless, there is broad agreement that the increased ease of accessing information 

and reaching others is a major benefit – particularly when weighed against the presented drawbacks. 

Ove stated that the ability to keep up to date with the happenings back home, as well as getting instant 

information on the situation in their host country, is incredible and worth the downsides.  

Another aspect pertains to how several interviewees emphasized that the practice of interacting 

with the press has undergone significant changes over the last 50 years or so, mainly due to the 

introduction of mass and social media. In earlier periods, strict rules were in place to ensure that only 

specific individuals interacted with the press, as well as to dictate what should be shared and what 

should not. Martin emphasized that:  

“No diplomats, practically none, no matter how high up in the system, were supposed to speak to 

the press. We were told in our training courses when we started in 1982: that if a journalist calls 

you, you should say, ‘please contact the press office,’ and then hang up. And the only one who 

was allowed to make statements was the minister.”132 

In comparison, Martin then explains that he experienced that officials now are expected to be active 

on social media and be in the loop on what takes place on sites such as X or BlueSky – which means 

that being offline is way less of an option now than what it was pre-internet; “It’s a completely 

different existence from the one we had a few decades ago.”133 However, it is important to note that 

governments have provided diplomats with training in social media on what should or should not be 

disclosed – whether those teachings get upheld is a different thing. Laurits adds to this point by 

explaining that the approach that diplomats and other officials had when interacting with the press 

before bilateral or multilateral negotiations has completely changed. Before the internet, nothing was 

discussed about the meeting beforehand – neither expectations nor plans of action – and the press was 

instructed to wait until after the meeting. Laurits then presents how, in modern times, the speech 

before meetings almost becomes self-promotional and propaganda-like as they – instead of focusing 

on the meeting – speak about what they plan to do to support their own or their audience’s interests 

before even starting the conversation. Laurits states: 
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“The objective used to be to keep the opposing party at the table and compel cooperation. 

However, this is no longer the case. Today, the focus has shifted toward sidelining the opponent 

and directing the message inward, toward one’s own audience.”134 

He connects this development to the avid use of social media and the practice of public diplomacy as 

it allows for the audience to have opinions and influence the negotiation – which they earlier would 

be excluded from: “And who is he speaking to? He is no longer primarily addressing the foreign 

counterpart. Instead, he is speaking to his domestic audience – to his own constituency.”135 He adds 

that instead of negotiation being the most important aspect of diplomatic relations, it has become 

more important to promote one’s own person to a like-minded audience, which completely shifts the 

power in the diplomatic network. This suggests a shift in the goals and structure of the diplomatic 

network, as the primary focus appears to be moving away from negotiation with foreign counterparts 

toward managing one’s domestic image, as nodes – such as domestic audiences – are introduced to 

the network. Speeches serve as mediators that translate diplomatic messaging into narratives aimed 

at enhancing domestic credibility. This changes diplomatic communication to prioritize domestic 

influence over bilateral or multilateral cooperation. As a result of this perspective, the actants and 

their relationships within the network are evolving, with diplomacy becoming increasingly 

performative rather than deliberative. It is important to note that although some of the others also 

present doubt surrounding diplomats’ ability to present themselves negatively online and the change 

in how the press is addressed, they do not seem to fully agree with Laurits’ perspective. 

 

5.3. Summary: 

With decades of experience, former ambassadors have witnessed many different stages of 

technological development and its impact on their diplomatic duties. Their general reflections suggest 

that technological advances have significantly impacted diplomatic practices throughout their 

development. From their perspective, these changes have not entirely replaced traditional diplomatic 

practices but rather expanded and reconfigured them. They presented the general idea that information 

and communication technologies – such as email, video conferencing, and social media – have 

created new actors, tools, and expectations in the diplomatic sphere, thereby influencing how, when, 

and with whom communication takes place. An example of this is that modern, near-instant 
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communication technologies, such as email or social media platforms, have created an expectation 

for diplomats to be available promptly at any time. Technologies have made it easier to reach 

colleagues, the public, and decision-makers across time zones and borders, increasing the speed and 

volume of diplomatic communication. Additionally, public diplomacy has created the need to 

communicate to domestic or global audiences – rather than just foreign counterparts – which 

illustrates how the diplomatic network has expanded and become more complex. To illustrate the 

expansion of the diplomatic network, two simple graphs were created. They depict human and non-

human actors from the Cold War era, shown in blue and green, respectively. Additions resulting from 

technological advancements since 1991 are highlighted in red: 

 

     

 

 

These graphs do not include all nodes or connections in the diplomatic network; however, the main 

human actors – ambassadors, governments, or NATO – and non-human communication actors – such 

as social media, the internet, or email – were included. The first image provides a general visualization 

of the main actors – or nodes – and their connections with other actors during the Cold War period, 

spanning from 1947 to 1991.136 The second graph illustrates the significant impact of key 

communication technologies on the diplomatic network, not only by adding new nodes but also by 

establishing new connections and relationships. 

 
136 The list of data used in these graphs – actors and connections – was created by me and then input into the AI, Copilot, 

to help visualize the graphs. These graphs are therefore intended only to provide a general visualization of changes in the 

networks and should not be considered a complete representation of the actual, entire diplomatic network, as some nodes 

and links might not have been included. 

Actors in the Diplomatic network (1947-1991) Actors in the Diplomatic Network (1947-1925) Actors in the Diplomatic Network (1947-1991) 
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While many technological developments were viewed as beneficial, some were perceived as 

complicating existing practices and undermining traditional diplomatic customs. Most interviewees 

welcomed these changes but stressed the importance of preserving rituals they considered essential 

to diplomatic interests. Ultimately, they viewed technology not as a replacement but as a set of tools 

to support the enduring values of diplomacy. As Martin states, the diplomatic goal is: 

“Well, avoiding war – that’s the ultimate goal. That is still the task of diplomacy. But it sure has 

changed. When I think back to how it was when I started in 1982 and how it is today. When you 

add it all up – written communication, telephone communication, video communication, and the 

press – how it has developed into 24-hour TV and social media, it’s a completely different toolbox 

than the one we had at the beginning”137 

Highlighting that although the diplomatic toolbox has evolved as a result of technological advances, 

the diplomatic aim has been – and still is – ensuring peace. 
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6. Discussion: 
In this section, multiple different aspects of the findings will be discussed. Mainly, this chapter aims 

to reflect on the second supporting question, “To what extent do the new technological practices 

represent a new paradigm in the diplomatic field?” followed by reflections on the research process. 

Before examining the extent to which technological advancements have impacted the 

diplomatic paradigm, it is essential first to define what a paradigm shift means in this context. A new 

diplomatic paradigm is defined as a fundamental change in the tools and methods used but also 

encompasses core diplomatic values, practices, and structures. Therefore, a new diplomatic paradigm 

would encompass fundamental changes in diplomatic structures, norms, operations, as well as core 

values and goals.  

 

6.1. Continuity vs. Change in Diplomacy: 

When examining all the various aspects of diplomacy that have been influenced by the introduction 

of technology over the last 80 years, it becomes clear that a substantial shift has occurred in diplomatic 

practices. The three different aspects – structures, norms, and practices – that were explored earlier 

highlighted numerous reconfigurations that have occurred in the diplomatic network as a result of 

technological advances, both in terms of additional actors and significant changes in tools to achieve 

the necessary objectives. However, it was mainly the normative and operational aspects that were 

impacted by ICTs. 

Several structural changes have been identified throughout the analysis, one of which is the 

adaptation of the structural hierarchy to the new technological actants. Generally, it was observed that 

the new actors were technological actants that were either added as additional actants in the network 

or sometimes served as substitutes for earlier jobs performed by human actors – such as the mailman 

being replaced by emails. However, the interviews made it clear that the only actors displaced by 

communication technologies were those who lacked real power within the network. These individuals 

were typically intermediaries or mediators – roles that were easily replaced by technologies capable 

of performing the same functions more efficiently. Additionally, it never seemed to be the main actors 

of the diplomatic network that were removed or replaced – which seemed to be a common agreement 

that the human aspect of diplomacy is what makes it possible. Another structural change is the 

introduction of public diplomacy as a branch of diplomacy. Not only has it added a new focus to the 

practice, but it has also introduced and created new departments and actors to focus on that new field, 
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which did not exist traditionally. In addition to that, the evolution in technology has also resulted in 

several nations creating and implementing new agencies and ministers to ensure the development in 

those areas. One example is the Danish government’s creation of a specific focus on ‘Tech 

Diplomacy’ by appointing a Tech Minister to “assist Denmark [in] navigating a new geopolitical and 

technological reality.”138 So, while the overall network remains intact, it has been reconfigured by 

new actors and focuses due to the incremental changes that have occurred throughout the Cold War 

and into modern times. In addition to these new political institutions, the interviews also highlighted 

other institutions that were established to teach and prepare both new ambassadors and working 

diplomats for the proper use of the internet and social media. It is, of course, important to highlight 

that diplomats were media-trained before the advent of social media; however, it now includes how 

to act online when in direct correspondence with the public, not just when interacting with traditional 

media. The creation of social media training further underscores how powerful those in authority 

perceive social media – not just as a tool, but as an actant that must be approached with caution since 

it requires formal instruction to use effectively. However, what is presented here is more the existing 

structures adapting to the new changes rather than being completely reconstructed. 

When examining the normative changes highlighted in the interviews, the primary one is the 

evolution of transparency, where the expectations of diplomacy have shifted from total secrecy and 

exclusivity to the expectation of transparency and inclusion. This has been facilitated through the 

implementation of public diplomacy and transparency, driven by the evolution of mass media – from 

radio and television broadcasts to the constant distribution on social media. The expectation of 

transparency has enabled the public to follow along in processes that were once kept behind closed 

doors. However, it could also be argued that the other side of this expectation is that the core essence 

and value were to be kept somewhat traditional and unchanged and, therefore, have not changed much 

in the eyes of the former ambassadors. All interviewees underscored that while some aspects have 

become more transparent – whether for better or worse – the important aspects of expectations and 

values have remained unchanged and confidential. Therefore, this normative change has not 

fundamentally altered the expectations and values of diplomacy; instead, it has reconfigured and 

adapted traditional ideas to accommodate the affected expectations within the modernized diplomatic 

sphere. Another type of normative change has specifically affected ambassadors and other diplomats 

as individual actors rather than the institution of diplomacy itself as a result of the immediacy and 
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availability that have come with the creation and evolution of the internet and other modern 

technologies. Some of the interviewees describe new expectations of needing to act and react faster 

when something geopolitical occurs or as soon as an email arrives in their inbox. Earlier, diplomacy 

– and the expectations of the individual – were perceived as a slow but precise process that would 

take place in confidentiality and with well-thought-out plans of action, which had been worked out 

long before the meeting between the ambassador and the home government. 

Additionally, the introduction of digital diplomacy tools, such as social media platforms like X, 

has also created a new expectation of needing to uphold a public image as an individual – both on 

social media and as a political figure. People now expect diplomats to speak out on issues and their 

plans to tackle them before any negotiations have begun. Some of the interviewees also expressed 

that participating in social media as a diplomatic figure is expected in today’s society, not only to 

influence but also to gain a proper understanding of geopolitical events – both as news and to gain 

insight into the audience’s reactions to that news. However, it is also expected that diplomats – 

including ambassadors – will react if something significant does occur; silence is no longer seen as 

neutral as it has been in the past. This also aligns with the evolution of communication, which was 

discussed in the literature review. It was presented that before and during World War II, the primary 

type of communication was only one-way, as technologies – such as the telephone – were not yet 

used in the larger operations of diplomacy. With the introduction of mass media and public diplomacy, 

two-way communication became a part of the expectations of diplomacy, as diplomats could suddenly 

engage with their audience and receive responses in return – creating a circle of meaning-making that 

was not feasible beforehand. Whether they found the changes positive or not, all interviewees noted 

that the expectations of the ambassadors have changed significantly as a result of technological 

implementations while still maintaining that core values and goals have remained unchanged – just 

achieved through different means.  

Lastly, when it comes to the operational aspects, things have also shifted. As mentioned earlier, 

while the core elements of diplomacy may have remained unchanged, the tools and approaches to 

achieving those goals have evolved in tandem with the advancement of communication technologies. 

The different ways internal diplomatic practices have been carried out can generally be seen as 

evolved rather than changed, as most of the technologies are continuations or evolutions of existing 

technologies – of course, with some exceptions. Emails can be seen as the evolution of letters, while 

phone calls and messages on smartphones are evolutions of the original telephone and telegraphs – 

which, in many ways, can be interpreted as reconfigurations of those tools rather than entirely new 
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ones. The approaches used to communicate internally have been presented as hybrids between 

technologies – such as communication platforms like Zoom or messaging apps – and physical, face-

to-face communication, which have been more utilized since the 2020 Covid-19 pandemic. While 

still underscoring the importance of the physical attributes of diplomatic roles, the normalization of 

these technologies has, however, impacted how diplomatic work is executed – thereby transforming 

diplomatic practices to be more rooted in technological approaches. This also underlines the changes 

made to the diplomatic network, as communicative links between actors have extended far beyond 

what was possible in the Cold War era – even if some of the newer technologies are simply evolutions 

of existing actants. The emergence of modern communication technologies has, therefore, expanded 

the scope and reach of global connections, making it possible to influence and understand foreign 

publics to a new extent.  

Social media has – alongside creating new expectations – also introduced new aspects to their 

roles as diplomats, as it has been implemented as a tool to handle the modern aspects of public 

diplomacy. Not only has social media been added as a new actant to the existing set of diplomatic 

tools, but public diplomacy on its own has also impacted how diplomacy is carried out – as it has 

become important to follow and influence the opinions of foreign publics, playing a central role for 

diplomats. Public diplomacy has, therefore, become an essential element – and actant – of diplomatic 

practices that have introduced completely new roles and expectations to diplomats. 

Additionally, the internet and the widespread availability of information have significantly 

impacted the role of diplomats on assignment, as ambassadors can no longer be expected to rely solely 

on keeping up with modern media to collect intelligence on happenings in their host country. In earlier 

times, the ambassador’s role was to collect information about local happenings in an official report, 

which they then sent back home to inform their government. This work was regarded as prestigious 

and important, as the information was crucial to the government’s future dealings with that country. 

However, due to the rapid spread and speed of the internet, the interviewees emphasized that they 

could no longer keep up with the dissemination of news through modern media. Information is no 

longer centralized through a few state-supported news agencies that control the collection and 

dissemination of information. The information is now collected and disseminated through many 

different channels, which allows for various interpretations and a significantly larger amount of 

information – making that aspect of the ambassador’s role inconsequential, as the media can do it 

more efficiently. Instead of simply collecting information as they had previously, the interviewees 

presented themselves as ambassadors who were now expected to conduct a deeper analysis and 
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interpretation of the circumstances that would aid future proceedings. The role of the ambassador has, 

therefore, changed from being an information gatherer to an analyst of information. This example is 

one of many that underscores the changes made to the role of diplomats, and it – yet again – highlights 

that the roles have been reconfigured rather than fundamentally changed. More dimensions might 

have been added to the roles of some of the diplomatic actants, which in this case is a way to ensure 

that the information sent home is quality rather than quantity 

When comparing these different aspects of change to Sir Harold Nicolson’s observed three 

factors from the 1930s, we can see a clear overlap of ideas between the two periods. His first presented 

factor regarded the international interest in more multilateral diplomatic collaboration. While more 

multilateral collaborations have occurred throughout the period discussed in this thesis, the formation 

of international bodies, such as the EU, UN, or NATO, has not been driven by technological evolution; 

therefore, this factor is not particularly relevant in this context. His second factor focused on the 

growing importance of public opinion in diplomacy. This has been one of the main themes throughout 

the analysis, as the evolution in modern technology has created an environment that enables public 

engagement in diplomatic affairs, which has affected the transparency of diplomatic practices as a 

whole. His third factor focused on how new technologies at the time had impacted diplomatic work 

– both in terms of effectiveness and expectations. The same rings true in terms of this thesis, as ICTs 

have provided diplomacy with more effective communication with other actors, as well as enabled 

near-instant information sharing, which has changed the expectations of diplomatic roles. Applying 

Nicolson’s three factors to modern diplomacy reveals a similar shift to what he observed in the 1930s. 

However, not all changes stem from technological advancements, as explored in this thesis, so these 

factors alone cannot definitively suggest a paradigm shift in a technological context. Still, the 

framework highlights that diplomacy today operates under significantly different technological 

conditions, including faster, more interactive communication, broader audiences, and new digital 

platforms. When comparing today’s changes to Nicolson’s factors, it becomes apparent that while 

some diplomatic changes are recurring, the role of ICTs has structurally altered how diplomacy 

functions. These changes can, therefore, suggest a transformation that is not just evolutionary but, in 

some respects, paradigmatic. 

As seen in the application of Nicolson’s framework, although not completely mirroring the 

changes he observed back then, new areas of focus have reshaped the actors involved and the 

diplomatic needs within the network. This has transformed diplomatic practices and modes of 

engagement while still preserving the core goals of maintaining international peace, fostering 
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dialogue, and upholding state interests. Many of these reconfigurations have evolved from existing 

concepts and tools, merely upgrading them rather than introducing entirely new versions – thereby 

upgrading the network and its efficiency rather than fundamentally changing it. However, because 

the core aspirations of diplomacy – avoiding war and ensuring peace through international 

collaboration – have remained unchanged and are still pursued through familiar negotiations, rituals, 

and traditions, what has shifted is the context in which these practices are carried out.  

So, how can my data offer enough insight to enable me to reflect on paradigm changes? By 

grounding this research in micro-level empirical data – the individual’s experiences – it becomes 

possible to reflect on the implications that technological changes have had on meso-level structures 

and strategies, such as the diplomatic aspects of bureaucracy. This, in turn, provides enough 

information to explore potential shifts on the meta-level, such as paradigms. Based on the findings, I 

would argue that there has not been a complete paradigm shift in diplomacy. As the interviewees have 

stated multiple times, although the tools of diplomacy have changed, the job itself remains the same. 

However, since the evolution of these tools has gradually forced many structural, normative, and 

operational aspects to adapt in order to achieve the core goals effectively, I would suggest that a partial 

paradigm shift has occurred, developing gradually from the Cold War to the present. Therefore, rather 

than diplomatic practices being fundamentally transformed, it is the context in which diplomacy is 

practiced that has undergone significant changes due to technological advancements. 

 

6.2. Methodological Reflections: 

When reflecting on the methodological choices made throughout this research process, several factors 

may have influenced its outcome. One of the main methodological aspects that have influenced my 

data is the number of interviews done to gather my empirical data. The number of interviews ended 

up being much lower than anticipated and hoped for, which limited the scope and the variety of 

answers. This might, therefore, have impacted the identified themes and the conclusions drawn from 

them, potentially altering the outcome of this thesis. However, I would argue that because of the 

length of the interviews, the information gathered from those interviews emerged from the continuous 

conversation, which – to some degree – made those answers more insightful than what I could have 

gathered from 10 or 20-minute-long interviews. It would also have been ideal to have contacted some 

embassies and worked with them to gain insights into how technologies have influenced the work of 

other, smaller diplomatic actors – thereby painting a broader picture. Additionally, the questions asked 

during the interviews also influenced the answers I received and the themes I identified. Therefore, it 
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is possible that if other questions had been asked, a completely different outcome might have been 

achieved. Moreover, the interviews were conducted early in the process, and it was only through the 

'back-and-forth' nature of the abductive research approach that the most interesting and relevant 

themes began to emerge and shape the study's direction. 

Another aspect to consider is how the national context of the interviewees – which was Danish 

– has influenced the experiences and opinions explored throughout my analysis. Although not all of 

the interviewees came from the same academic or professional background, they all represented – at 

one time or another – the same government, which generally shared the same interests and practices. 

Although incredibly insightful, this has, therefore, only shared perspectives from one Western 

democracy instead of including former ambassadors from multiple countries and cultures. Even 

though these experiences, collected through the interviews, are subjective and therefore not 

generalizable, they still share some of the same perspectives and opinions because they all worked 

under the same cultural norms and context – although, of course, in different countries. Therefore, 

bringing in former ambassadors from multiple countries might have highlighted a variety of answers 

that could have revealed different experiences of the technological impact on diplomatic practices on 

a global scale. 
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7. Conclusion: 

As we draw closer to the conclusion of this thesis, many different aspects of diplomacy have been 

presented and discussed throughout, which have moved us closer to get closer to the aim that was set 

out for this thesis: to explore how former diplomats have experienced the impact of the advancements 

in communication technologies and whether those changes are enough to indicate a structural shift 

within the practice of diplomacy. This aimed to address the knowledge gap highlighted in the 

literature review, which lacked literature that included the lived experiences of actors in the 

diplomatic field and how they perceived the impact of these technological advancements.  

To ensure that this was explored to its full capacity, two supportive questions were created and 

explored in both the analysis and the discussion. The first question focused on highlighting the 

experiences of former diplomats and their specific perspectives on how technological changes have 

impacted the pre-existing diplomatic network. This was achieved by examining their experiences 

through the lens of Actor-Network Theory, which emphasizes a reconfiguration of the diplomatic 

network by adding, removing, and evolving the roles of the actors present in the network. Their 

experiences collectively suggest that they believe technology has influenced various aspects of 

diplomatic practice – including its structural, normative, and operational dimensions – throughout the 

evolution of information and communication technologies during their careers. However, they all 

strongly affirmed that while they had experienced many changes, these changes mainly affected the 

tools of diplomacy, not the fundamental goals of diplomacy, which have remained unchanged. The 

second question then investigated these changes and whether the new technological practices had 

influenced the diplomatic network enough to be considered a paradigm shift. While primarily the 

normative and operational elements of diplomacy have significantly evolved as a result of 

technological developments, some of the most important structural aspects, such as the main goals 

and values, have remained unchanged, which therefore suggests that there has not induced a complete 

paradigm shift in diplomacy – though a partial paradigm shift would be a fitting description.  

Collectively, these two supporting questions have established a sturdy foundation to answer the 

thesis’ main research question: 

➢ From the perspective of former diplomats, how have communication technologies 

fundamentally transformed diplomatic strategies and/or structures?  

This thesis finds that, from the perspective of former diplomats, communication technologies have 

fundamentally transformed diplomatic strategies since the Cold War by increasing speed, 
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accessibility, and the public nature of diplomacy – primarily through digital platforms and social 

media. Although operational practices and normative expectations have changed, the underlying 

structures – institutions, roles, and hierarchies – have shown resilience, adapting rather than being 

replaced. In this sense, the transformation is substantial but not absolute, which indicates an evolution 

within the already established practices rather than a fundamental restructuring. 

However, it is essential to note that the context of the gathered empirical data is limited to a 

specific Danish context – although it still provides insight into how democratic and diplomatic 

networks function and evolve in response to external technological inputs. However, future research 

could expand the scope of this paper by including former diplomats from other countries, cultures, 

and governmental systems to achieve a more generalizable and comprehensive result. This could 

provide a better understanding of the overarching changes in diplomatic practices and how diplomats 

from diverse cultural, political, and social contexts have experienced these changes. 

Although the empirical data in this study are grounded in a Danish context, they offer valuable 

insights into how diplomatic practices adapt to technological change – particularly in both external 

and internal communication. By emphasizing the lived experiences of former ambassadors, the study 

contributes nuanced reflections on the transformative impact of communication technologies, 

enriching the broader field of diplomatic studies. This contribution is, therefore, significant as it offers 

a grounded, empirical perspective that contrasts with the predominantly theoretical and forward-

looking discourse on digital diplomacy, highlighting insights that theoretical speculation alone may 

overlook. Focusing on experienced diplomatic practitioners – who have navigated both traditional 

and digital eras – has provided insight into the practical challenges and adjustments that diplomats 

have faced over time when integrating new communication technologies, thus bridging the gap in the 

literature. 

This thesis has illustrated that while the evolution in communication technologies has 

substantially reshaped diplomatic norms and practices, it has also challenged traditional structures 

and forced them to adapt to the new digital tools. Additionally, these technological developments 

have created a foundation on which diplomacy now interacts with the public, not only allowing 

cooperation with international counterparts but also the people they are working to protect. 

Technology has, therefore, interconnected the world with stronger connections and more robust 

interpersonal ties. 
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