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Introduction
In this document, I aim to summarize the contents of the chapter about Harold Nicolson from the book “Diplomatic Theory from Machiavelli to Kissinger” by G. R. Berridge, Maruce Keens-Soper and T. G. Otte. This document is also the basis for my presentation about Harold Nicolson.
Harold Nicolson played an important role in the course and development of modern-day diplomacy. He was a British politician, diplomat, and writer, born in 1886 into a wealthy, minor patrician family, whose family members had already established political roles and careers, who also proved to be able role models to Nicolson in his early years.
In the following paragraphs, I will summarize different subchapters, each relating to an important aspect of Mr. Nicolson’s career and political and diplomatic opinions: I will mention briefly his early career, his relationship with foreign policy, the concept of diplomacy, the transition from old to new diplomacy, his take on the professional diplomatist and his political guidance, what the “ideal diplomatist” meant to him and those he cherished, and finally, what his thoughts were on the then-newly practiced diplomacy by conference.
Early life
 He was educated at Wellington and Balliol and entered diplomatic service in 1909 at similar postings to his father; stationing at Madrid and Constantinople, then the Foreign Office where he remained during World War I. After the war ended, at the Paris Peace Conference he was part of the British delegation, and after the conference he took the position of private secretary to Sir Eric Drummond, who happened to be the first secretary general of the then-newly established League of Nations. Nicolson, around the time, was an advocate of the league, believing that it could be an able solution to the problems of international politics, though later – due to possible influence by Sir Eyre Crowe – he became more sceptical of its efficiency and returned to a more traditional concept of foreign policy focusing on the balance of power. He is an advocate of U.S. links.
During the mid-1920s he is counsellor at the Tehran legation. In September of 1926, Nicolson sends a despatch to the Foreign Office in which he is critical of Britain’s Persian policy. In 1927 he receives a demotion to the rank of secretary. This left a bad feeling in him, and he felt like his career was going downhill. His diplomatic career ended when in September of 1929, he accepted an offer and became a journalist for the Beaverbrook press.
Foreign Policy
Two of his important works in writing include Diplomacy (1939) and The Evolution of Diplomatic Method (1954) which both are a high point of Nicolson’s writings when it comes to diplomacy. Overall, he talks in detail of how diplomacy has changed because of and after World War I. He was sceptical of international law and its efficiency. He had realist ideas with moral and human dimensions; some called him a “displaced liberal”. He wrote no foreign policy “can ever be reliable unless it be based upon national egoism. The main difference between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ foreign policy is that, whereas the former is based upon enlightened egoism, the latter is based upon egoism of the ‘sacred’ variety”. Ultimately, Nicolson believed balance of power to be the ideal method to preserve peace on an international scale.
Concept of Diplomacy
Nicolson admired Ernest Satow and his definition of diplomacy, which said that diplomacy “is the application of intelligence and tact to the conduct of official relations between the governments of independent states.” Nicolson intended to create his own definition of diplomacy, and wrote quite a few:
· "Diplomacy essentially is the organised system of negotiation between sovereign states”.
· "… diplomacy is neither the invention or the pastime of some particular political system, but is an essential element in any reasonable relation between man and man and between nation and nation”.
· “Diplomacy [is]… the ordered conduct of relations between one group of human beings and another group alien to themselves".
· “[D]iplomacy… designate[s]… the art of negotiation”.
· “The aim of sound diplomacy… is the maintenance of amicable relations between sovereign states. Once diplomacy is employed to provoke international animosity, it ceases to be diplomacy and becomes its opposite, namely war by another name”.
All these definitions have certain ideas in common: an existing alienation between different groups, diplomacy’s necessity in terms of relations between groups, the conclusion that there must be an agreed framework or code of conduct to work within, and that diplomacy, essentially, is a system of negotiation.
Old & New Diplomacy
When it comes to Nicolson’s career, new diplomacy is one such topic that affected his work throughout all his lifetime. Much of World War I can be blamed for its arrival, among other factors, and whilst Nicolson agreed with some of its elements, all-in-all he talked of and wrote about certain ideas and elements that which he despised and resented. 
Nicolson expanded his definition of diplomacy, and it was as follows:
· "Diplomacy… [is the] method of international procedure which commends itself to sensible persons of any given epoch, as the most 'representative' and the most 'efficient' for conducting negotiations between States."
In Nicolson’s writings, there are 2 main points when it comes to the transition from “old” to “new” diplomacy:
1. The impact of modern policymaking on diplomacy, and
2. Diplomacy by personal contact between political leaders.
In the first point, he talks about the importance of the public’s involvement, as in contrast to the 17th and 18th centuries, the people of the public had been involved in diplomacy. To Nicolson, whilst the public opinion’s importance was undeniable, its impact was not necessarily beneficial, since the public is less well-informed than trained diplomats and are far more emotional, lacking constancy and firmness. He also notes how “opinion in democratic countries move slowly” whereas “in foreign affairs events move rapidly”, and he also warns about the dangers of the difficulty to avoid misunderstandings and misrepresentations towards the public. 
In the second point, Nicolson expresses his opinion and insists that diplomacy “is negotiation by the exchange of written documents: it is not the art of conversation” as it can lead to several and severe miscommunication, lack of details and overall misunderstandings.
Political Guidance
Nicolson was aware of the complexities between diplomacy and foreign policy. He noted that the two were albeit similar but not the same, as in foreign policy was its own branch of politics. He also believed that the diplomatist himself was not enough to have the full context of a given situation, therefore political guidance was indispensable to achieve success in diplomacy.
Nicolson suggested 4 principles as general foreign policy guidelines:
1. „Foreign policy should always be straight-forward, open and precise.”
2. „No Government should make promises which they cannot perform.”
3. The government was required to „have a clear conception of [the country's] relative strength”.
4. Foreign policy „should never be influenced by such emotions as prestige, party prejudice, sentiment of adventure".
To him „Diplomacy … is not an end but a means; not a purpose but a method”.
The „ideal diplomatist”
In the interwar years – between the two world wars – the diplomatic profession has lost some respect in the eyes of the people. Nicolson aimed to restore its reputation. According to him, diplomacy required “a combination of certain qualities which are not always found in the ordinary politician, nor even in the ordinary man”.
Nicolson expressed admiration for François de Callières. Among other qualities, Nicolson described the ideal diplomatist to represent truth, accuracy, calmness, patience, good temper, modesty, loyalty, intelligence, knowledge, discernment, prudence, hospitality, charm, industry, courage, and tact. To him, the ideal diplomatist was Sir Horace Rumbold, since in him, Nicolson had found not even the trace of any guile. Other than this, Nicolson also concluded the following:
· „The business of the diplomatist is to represent his own government in a foreign country.”
Diplomacy by Conference
Throughout his career, Nicolson had attended 3 major conferences:
· The Paris Peace Conference in 1919,
· the Lausanne Conference in 1923, and
· the Paris Peace Conference in 1946.
Starting with the first one, the act of practicing diplomacy by conference was a new, and to some, one of the most important changes in diplomacy. Nicolson, however, was not a supporter of this, in fact, quite the contrary – he would go as far as to say that diplomacy by conference was „perhaps the most unfortunate diplomatic method ever conceived”. Despite this, however, Nicolson agreed that under certain circumstances, „… international agreement can only be achieved by oral discussion between plenipotentiaries.”
Conclusion
In conclusion, Sir Harold Nicolson was a significant character in diplomacy with significant works and accessible writings. Whenever he criticized certain developments or ideas, he would do so with arguments based on reason and conclusions, and his writings were tainted with both realistic and humane ideas. In terms of his career, he had „a slightly quixotic professional career”, and ultimately, he had failed to fulfil his political ambitions. 
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