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Glossary 
Bunreacht na hÉireann 
 

Irish denomination for 
Constitution of Ireland: 
Referring to the 
constitution of the 
Republic of Ireland  

IGO Intergovernmental 
Organisation 
 

DFA Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade: 
Referring to the Irish 
ministry responsible 
for foreign affairs  

MFA Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs: In this research 
used to refer in 
particular to the Greek 
MFA 

GSGA General Secretariat for 
Greeks Abroad: The 
specialised unit of the 
Greek MFA for 
diaspora matters, 
sometimes also 
referred to as ‘the 
Secretariat’ 

MNC  
 

Multinational 
Corporation 

Hellenism 
 

Everything related to 
the Greeks (Hellenes): 
Referring to Greeks 
within and outside 
Greece, as well as 
Greek culture and 
ideas 

NGO Non-governmental 
Organisation 

Home-country The country where the 
respective diaspora 
originally comes from. 
Some scholars may 
refer to it as: Home 
Country, Home-state 
Country of origin or 
Sending-country 

SEESOX  
 

SOUTH EAST 
EUROPEAN STUDIES AT 
OXFORD 

Host-country The country where the 
respective diaspora 
settled, may also be 
referred to as Host 
Country, Receiving-
country, Migrant-
Receiving State 

T.D. Teachta Dála: A 
member of the lower 
house of the Irish 
Parliament 

IAU Irish Abroad Unit the 
specialised unit of the 
Irish DFA for diaspora 
matters 

WBI  
 

World Bank Institute 
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Abstract 
 

Diplomacy has been changing and evolving for some time now. Diplomacy has gone public 

and new types of diplomacy and diplomatic tools have emerged. The number of actors has 

pluralised. The emergence of new technologies, like social media, also offers a new addition 

on how diplomacy is being conducted. However, a far less discussed diplomatic tool is 

diaspora. The diaspora of a country can also be used to conduct diplomacy. “Both ‘diaspora’ 

and ‘diplomacy’ are concepts that have undergone considerable expansion in recent years, 

marking a shift away from understanding diaspora as a descriptive category and diplomacy 

as the practice of state officials respectively” (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 15).  

The study aims to gain a better understanding of how the diaspora of a country can be used 

as a diplomatic tool in the world of ‘New Diplomacy’. The theoretical framework builds upon 

the notions of New Diplomacy, Diaspora Studies and the existing pre-understanding of 

Diaspora Diplomacy. The study pursues a qualitative research approach by means of a 

Comparative Case Study conducted with the method of Most-Similar Case Comparison. The 

two cases analysed are those of Greece and Ireland, in which the former is identified as the 

case facing challenges in relation to modern-day diaspora diplomacy, while the latter is 

identified as a successful case. The research uses both primary and secondary data. The 

secondary data was collected by means of the empirical research method of Participant 

Observation.  

The researcher identified four independent variables in order to explain the dependent 

variable which is ‘Successful Diaspora Diplomacy’. Three independent variables, ‘Nature of 

their diaspora’, ‘Recent socio-economic developments’ and ‘Structure of ministry of foreign 

affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it’ were concluded to be too similar among 

the two countries in order to explain the difference in successfulness of their diaspora 

diplomacy. The analysis conducted indicated that the fourth independent variable ‘New 

Diplomacy-Culture’, however, was significantly different among the two cases and leads to 

an explanation of the difference in the outcome. 

The findings of this research indicated that a ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’ should incorporate 

the following characteristics and initiatives: a concrete diaspora strategy; individual 
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initiatives all need to be linked to the strategy, but at the same time be tailor-made for the 

different types of diaspora members; all actions need to be monitored and evaluated; and 

technology needs to be utilised. Furthermore, governments should adopt a facilitating role 

instead of an implementing role. Knowledge sharing and access to networks constitute two 

of the main benefits that a country can achieve through Diaspora Diplomacy. In general, new 

diplomacy initiatives are not sufficient for achieving successful diaspora diplomacy if foreign 

ministries do not adopt a new diplomacy mentality as a whole. Countries should focus on 

communication, cooperation and a culture of openness, flexibility and transparency.  

In New Diplomacy the notion that citizens play a more prominent role than they used to in 

the past, is central. This idea can be expanded to include diasporas as well. Furthermore, not 

only should New Diplomacy include diaspora, but also the other way around; in order for 

Diaspora Diplomacy to be successful, it should include New Diplomacy in its practices. This 

brings us to the conceptualisation of a new subfield of New Diplomacy and Diaspora 

Diplomacy, that of New Diaspora Diplomacy. New Diaspora Diplomacy is Diaspora Diplomacy 

that incorporates a high degree of elements of 21st century’s New Diplomacy, in order to 

successfully achieve diaspora engagement on contemporary issues of strategical importance. 

 

Key Words: Diaspora, Diaspora Diplomacy, Diplomacy, New Diplomacy, New Diaspora 

Diplomacy, Comparative Case Study, Greece, Ireland 
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1. Introduction  
 

1.1 Introduction of the Topic 

There is a wide variety of tools that a country can use in order to conduct diplomacy. 

Diplomacy has been changing for some time now and is not only conducted ‘behind closed 

doors’ anymore. It has become more creative and free. Some countries try to conduct 

diplomacy through the sharing of knowledge or through financial aid for example. 

Nowadays, often, a country tries to conduct public diplomacy, directly reaching the citizens 

of another country instead of officials, in order to steer public opinion in their favour. The 

emergence of new technologies, like social media, also offers a new addition on how 

diplomacy is being conducted. These are just a few examples of how diplomacy has been 

changing in recent years.  

However, a far less discussed diplomatic tool is diaspora. The diaspora of a country can also 

be used to conduct diplomacy. “Both ‘diaspora’ and ‘diplomacy’ are concepts that have 

undergone considerable expansion in recent years, marking a shift away from understanding 

diaspora as a descriptive category and diplomacy as the practice of state officials 

respectively” (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 15). “International migration is an increasingly 

important development issue” (WBI, 2006). With migration becoming more important, so 

will diaspora. There is a direct positive correlation between the two. Diasporas are an 

inseparable and inevitable part of migration and are worth to be analysed within the field of 

International Relations and Diplomacy. 

This paper will analyse in particular how a country can nurture its diaspora in order to 

conduct diplomacy in this world of modern diplomacy and how this fits within the larger 

picture of changing diplomatic practices. This will be done through a Comparative Case Study 

between Greece and Ireland. The reason why there is a slightly greater emphasis on Greece 

in the research, is the fact that Greece was identified as the case facing challenges in relation 

to modern-day diaspora diplomacy, while Ireland was identified as the successful one. By 

looking at the case of Ireland as a ‘best practice’, the problems identified in Greek diaspora 

diplomacy will be critically discussed in an effort to understand how to improve Greek 
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diaspora diplomacy. This research aims to be a contribution to the general study of modern 

diplomacy. 

 

1.2 Introduction of the Research  

The writer of this research has been working for the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, where 

he came in touch with the concept of Diaspora Diplomacy. Thus, the starting point of this 

research for the writer is Greece and its diaspora diplomacy. By observing the real-time 

issues and challenges the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs was dealing with in order to 

activate its diaspora and use it for diplomatic purposes he got interested in the reasons why 

these difficulties occurred. Having worked for the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 

having previously conducted research related to public diplomacy he was well aware of the 

theory and benefits of ‘New Diplomacy’. In his thought process, he linked the theory of ‘New 

Diplomacy’ to the practice of Diaspora Diplomacy. In order to analyse the observations 

made, the researcher investigated other countries that conduct diaspora diplomacy and 

which of those would be a suitable choice for the conduction of a Comparative Case Study 

with Greece. This is how Ireland, as a role model on diaspora diplomacy, was chosen to be 

included in this research in order to investigate where the difference in successfulness of the 

diaspora diplomacy of the two countries originates from. 

In order to make the research more reader-friendly, after presenting the problem 

formulation the paper will proceed thusly. A broad overview of modern diplomacy will be 

presented and the theory of ‘New Diplomacy’ will be introduced. This will be followed by a 

short introduction to the field of Diaspora Studies and a definition of diaspora. The 

theoretical background on which this research is built upon will close with the introduction 

of the term Diaspora Diplomacy and the pre-understanding of this concept. After this, 

Greece and Ireland will be introduced, and a Comparative Case Study will be conducted to 

gain a better understanding of the concept of Diaspora Diplomacy in the modern age.  
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2. Problem Formulation 
 

2.1 Research Problem  

Greece has a very large diaspora spread all over the world. In addition, there is a 

considerable amount of Greeks abroad who are very successful and/or wealthy and thus can 

make good advocates for their home-country. The General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad 

(hereafter GSGA) of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs (hereafter MFA) is trying to 

strengthen the ties between the Greek diaspora and their homeland. However, it is facing 

certain challenges, both regarding the changing migration patterns at the form of its 

diaspora, as well as regarding the changes in diplomacy and diplomatic practices. Ireland on 

the other hand, also a country with a considerable diaspora, is one of the most prominent 

and successful countries in the field of Diaspora Diplomacy. With a focus on the field of 

diplomacy, this research will build upon the examples of Greece and Ireland, in order to 

investigate how to conduct diaspora diplomacy in the modern era. 

 “The role of diaspora in cultural exchange, international affairs and in economic 

development is now well established. What is new is the increasing proliferation of national 

strategies to harness them actively” (Stone & Douglas, 2018, abstract). In addition, as 

previously mentioned, diplomatic practices are evolving, and governments need to adapt to 

these new ways of operating. These changes in diplomacy form what we call New 

Diplomacy, a term which will be central in this research. Diplomacy in the modern era is not 

only an elitist practice, conducted ‘behind closed doors’ anymore by high ranking diplomats. 

Diplomacy in the modern era involves multiple parties and is not exclusive to the public 

sector anymore. Nowadays, private companies and NGOs play an important role. One party 

that could play an even more important role in this new world that gives more room to non-

traditional players, is the diaspora of a country. However, it is a challenge for the home-

country to organise its diaspora and nurture it for its own goals and interests.  

Greece is a country that has been struggling with this challenge, which has only increased in 

recent years mainly due to side-effects of the economic crisis. Firstly, the funds available to 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) have shrunk significantly, making it impossible to 

finance diaspora confederations like it used to do in the past, when huge sums of money 
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were sent abroad to organise the diaspora and set up several events that helped 

strengthening the Greek identity. Secondly, the economic crises also had as a side-effect a 

new stream of Greek migrants, vastly different than the previous ones. The infamous ‘brain 

drain’ occurring in Greece in recent years had as an effect that a large number of young 

highly educated people left the country (see Appendix 2). However, as observed at the 

GSGA, these people have shown little interest in the lives and habits of the older generations 

of migrants. They most often do not join the events and festivities of the pre-existing 

diaspora and do not organise themselves in official Greek confederations. Because they are 

not officially organised, they do not have an official representative that the Ministry can 

reach out to or who can communicate their needs to the Ministry. This forms a serious 

challenge to the GSGA (General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad) as it cannot reach out to 

them in the ways it would have traditionally done.  

Ho & McConnell conducted research that bridges the fields of Diaspora Studies and 

Diplomacy Studies. Where these two fields meet, a distinct field of studies is formed that 

they call ‘diaspora diplomacy’ (2017, p. 1). This paper will draw on their research and use it 

as a theoretical framework in order to focus on the practical aspects of Diaspora Diplomacy 

from the viewpoint of the home-country. This will constitute an important contribution of 

this research to the field of International Relations and more specifically that of diplomacy 

and the loosely defined field of Diaspora Diplomacy. This research can, in turn, be used to 

strengthen the concept of Diaspora Diplomacy by offering a more practical view on the use 

of it in the modern age. 

 

2.2 Aim 

The aim of this research is to gain a better understanding of how the diaspora diplomacy of 

Greece could be improved and how the diaspora of a country in general can be used as a 

diplomatic tool in the world of ‘New Diplomacy’. The goal of this research is to provide 

contemporary insight, partly through empirical research, into the field of Diaspora 

Diplomacy. This will strengthen the case of Diaspora Diplomacy as a theory and the available 

literature on the topic and field. The underdeveloped theory of Diaspora Diplomacy will be 

used in order for this research to be of use to other researchers who specialise in the 



5 
 

development of theory. Future research will be able to use this application of the - 

incomplete - theory in order to strengthen the theory and further develop it. 

By means of analysing and comparing the cases of Greek and Irish diaspora diplomacy, this 

research aspires to be a contribution to the fields of New Diplomacy and Diaspora Diplomacy 

in general. The researcher believes that Diaspora Diplomacy, as an underreported niche of 

diplomacy, deserves to be highlighted and incorporated within the general field of IR theory 

and research.  

 

2.3 Research Questions 

For the purpose of this study, the following research questions have been formulated: 

- What parallels and differences between Greece and Ireland regarding their diaspora 

diplomacy can be identified? 

- What lessons can Greece learn from the identified best practices of Irish diaspora 

diplomacy? 

- How can the diaspora of a country be used as a diplomatic tool in the world of ‘New 

Diplomacy’ based on the findings of this research? 

 

2.4 Scope of the Research 

Concept  

Diaspora Studies can be divided into three different sections: diaspora – home-country 

relations, diaspora – host-country relations and diasporas’ independent agendas. This 

research will focus only on diaspora – home-country relations. Furthermore, the focus lies 

on the point of view of the home-country instead of the diaspora itself. The research covers 

solely how the home-country can use its diaspora and not vice versa.  
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Case  

This research will solely focus on two specific countries, based on which a Comparative Case 

Study will be conducted. The countries in question are Greece and Ireland. The reasons for 

the selection of these two countries will be analysed in the respective section. 

Time Frame 

The research will focus on Diaspora Diplomacy from 2009 onwards, which can be loosely 

characterized as the period since which the suitable environment existed (change in culture, 

technology, etc.) for the development of modern Diaspora Diplomacy. What this suitable 

environment encompasses will later be further analysed. In summary, it includes the 

existence of factors like increased migration, technology (internet and cheap travels) and the 

change in how states conduct diplomacy, with the increased popularity of public diplomacy, 

etc. Moreover, the research will focus in particular on the future possibilities for the 

development of Diaspora Diplomacy and what countries should work on in order to make 

their diaspora diplomacy effective in the years to come.  

Theoretical Scope 

The theoretical scope of this research is based on two main pillars; that of Diaspora 

Diplomacy and New Diplomacy. Diaspora Diplomacy is seen as a tool that countries with a 

significant diaspora population can use. This tool is being placed in the more general 

framework of modern diplomacy, called New Diplomacy. The research analyses how to use 

Diaspora Diplomacy within the general framework of New Diplomacy. In the ‘Theoretical 

Perspectives’ chapter, one can find further analysis and definitions of the two.  

 

2.5 Research Contribution  

The focus of this research lays on the current diplomatic aspect of this topic, as there already 

exists a lot of historical research. The contemporary problems that the Greek ministry is 

facing, observed by the researcher during his work at the Greek MFA, steered this research 

towards having a focus on how to conduct Diaspora Diplomacy in the era of ‘New Diplomacy’ 

where diplomatic practices are much more open than they used to be, there are more 
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parties engaged in diplomacy (multinational companies, NGOs, etc.) and there is the 

emergence of social media and other use of modern technology.  

There are several parallel reasons why this research is a valuable scientific contribution. To 

begin with, the field of Diaspora Diplomacy, by itself, is a rather new and underreported 

topic. The limited scientific research that is available on this topic focuses on defining 

Diaspora Diplomacy. Therefore, this research is valuable in the sense that it is one of the few 

that actually tries to apply the existing pre-understanding of Diaspora Diplomacy in practice. 

In addition, diasporas worldwide are growing, and it is evident that their role and 

importance will only increase in the years to come, making it an interesting topic, with a 

view on the future. Furthermore, Greek diplomacy in this era of change is underreported, so 

from that perspective, this research can also be seen as a contribution to existing research 

by covering an underreported topic (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 302). The General Secretariat for 

Greeks Abroad (GSGA) is trying to strengthen the ties between the Greek diaspora and their 

homeland. However, it is facing certain challenges, both regarding the changing migration 

patterns at the form of its diaspora, as well as regarding the changes in diplomacy and 

diplomatic practices. This research can contribute to shedding light on the issues faced by 

the GSGA and how to tackle them. Finally, the combined focus on diaspora and New 

Diplomacy also places this research in an interesting niche. One of the main contributions of 

this study is that it in some way bridges the fields of Diplomacy Studies and Diaspora Studies.  

Taking all the above into consideration, one can safely say, that this research is filling an 

important research gap regarding Greek diplomacy and regarding the general field of 

contemporary diplomacy. The empirical aspect of this research is amongst the most valuable 

contributions of it. This is especially the case taking into account that there is limited applied 

research regarding Diaspora Diplomacy and the fact that research on Greek diaspora 

diplomacy could practically not be executed without empirical research due to the serious 

lack of evidence and information. The research contributes to the field of diplomacy by 

empirically examining the pre-understandings available regarding modern Diaspora 

Diplomacy. This research is a contribution to the general study of modern diplomacy.  
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3. Theoretical Perspectives  
 

This research builds upon the theoretical framework of the article ‘Conceptualising ‘diaspora 

diplomacy’: Territory and populations betwixt the domestic and foreign’ by Ho & McConnell 

(2017). This will be done by using it as an understanding of diasporas as a player in 

international relations, their position in relation to the other actors (e.g. home-country, 

host-country), as well as an understanding of what constitutes Diaspora Diplomacy. This 

article bridges the fields of Diaspora Studies and Diplomacy Studies, with a special focus on 

New Diplomacy; together forming ‘Diaspora Diplomacy’ (2017, p. 1). The theoretical 

concepts and ideas outlined in this research, are in line with the researcher’s field 

experience and observations. Based on these theoretical concepts, practically oriented 

research will be conducted, focused particularly on the cases of Greece and Ireland. These 

concepts will be applied to the diaspora strategies of the prementioned countries as 

diaspora home-countries.   

Following is this research’s understanding of the concepts of diplomacy, New Diplomacy, 

Diaspora and Diaspora Diplomacy. 

 

3.1 Diplomacy 

Diplomacy, as put by Gram-Skjoldager, is one of the oldest instruments of statecraft and one 

of the longest standing institutions of the international system (2011, p. 696). However, it is 

also an institution that has undergone tremendous change during the past century. It is 

generally accepted that the Westphalian system of 1648 that codified the role of the state 

within a defined, sovereign territory as the key actor in international relations shaped 

diplomacy into its recent form (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 130). Even though 

diplomacy is still associated with the Peace of Westphalia and the emergence of the modern 

state system, Gram-Skjoldager correctly observes that in recent years it has been 

transformed by the spread of “multilateral international co-operation and the increasingly 

dense networks of economic, political, and cultural relations cutting across national 
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boundaries (2011, p. 696). The above is an opinion that the author of this report has also 

expressed in previous work (Tzirakis, 2019).  

3.1.1 Diplomacy Definition  

Management of relations between groups, and how this is articulated through practices of 

communication and representation is what constitutes diplomacy (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 

4). In mainstream IR, diplomacy is mainly portrayed as a tool of foreign policy along with 

propaganda and economic rewards (Holsti, 1967 in Constantinou & Sharp, 2016, p. 17). It is 

also associated with punishments, and the threat or use of force to crush or punish, however 

these aspects are of lesser importance for the topic and goal of this study. Diplomacy is an 

undervalued tool of foreign policy and one which, according to Morgenthau, may confer the 

advantages of a morally significant force multiplier, if used in a correct manner 

(Constantinou & Sharp, 2016, p. 17). In ‘The Oxford Handbook of Modern Diplomacy’ (2013) 

the traditional practice of diplomacy at its essence is described as:   

 “The conduct of relationships, using peaceful means, by and among international 

 actors, at least one of whom is usually governmental. The typical international actors 

 are states and  the bulk of diplomacy involves relations between states directly, or 

 between states, international organizations, and other international actors” (Cooper, 

 Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 47). 

 

3.2 New Diplomacy 

The use of Diplomacy for the academic field of international relations in general “may be 

regarded as a holdover from a time in the history of the modern state system when it was 

reasonable to claim that nearly all important international relations were undertaken by 

professional diplomats representing sovereign states” (Constantinou & Sharp, 2016, p. 17). 

However, times have changed drastically in recent years and that is by no means the case 

anymore. The number of actors engaging in diplomacy has pluralised. Nowadays, 

multinational corporations (MNCs), NGOs and even individuals partake in diplomacy. 

Moreover, not only the actors but also the activities, possibilities and tools of Diplomacy 

have pluralised. Due to this, traditional definitions of diplomacy may also be outdated.  
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It is a fact that we are living in a changing world. The way foreign policy and diplomacy is 

being conducted has been changing for a while now and it seems like it will continue to do 

so. Diplomacy in this modern era is characterized by the plurality of actors. “The continued 

rise of the non-state actor in twenty-first century international politics issues a potent 

challenge to state primacy in the area of diplomacy. Diplomacy’s statist tradition, once the 

bedrock organising institution for pursuing international politics, is ceding influence to non-

state actors” (Kelley, 2010, p. 286). NGOs, MNCs and other entities all want their share in 

what is called international diplomacy. Furthermore, technology and social media play an 

increasingly more important role in this heavily interconnected world, where diplomacy is 

being ‘taken public’.  

But it is not only the new actors in the diplomatic realm, the state-actors themselves have 

also been changing. “State centric perspectives have come under attack as forces of 

transformation woven in processes of globalisation and regionalisation, accelerated by 

information technology have entangled states in dense networks of interdependencies with 

a number of state and non-state actors” (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 64). The mysticism 

surrounding the field of diplomacy has been fading and their practices have become more 

open to the general public. The direction the state-system is taking still needs to be defined 

(Kelley, 2010, p. 302). According to Langhorne the reason for this is the fact that 

governments still have to fix the incompatibilities between the past and the future; the 

inter-state system and the globalising, interconnected environment (2010, p. 302). 

Nonetheless, Kelley points out that if, what he describes as the evolution of the revolution in 

diplomatic affairs, stays the course, the states that stand the greatest chance of political 

success in an information-driven environment will recognise these growth areas beyond the 

ministry (Kelley, 2010, p. 303). 

In this pluralised diplomatic world, the new diplomat is perceived as an active force in 

advancing national interests rather than merely gathering and transmitting information 

(Georgiadou, 2011, p. 230). The new diplomat ought to incorporate the following 

characteristics: 1. Being comfortable with the latest technologies. 2. Being at ease with 

interacting with non-governmental actors and people from a variety of backgrounds. 3. To 

be prepared for new types of assignments outside the confines of the embassy (CSIS Report, 

2007; Kummer, 2007 in Georgiadou, 2011, p. 230)”.  
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Cooper, Heine & Thakur indicate that some question the usefulness of diplomacy (2013, p. 

205). The justification for this would be the fact that the leadership role of MFAs seems to be 

fading. However, Cooper, Heine & Thakur highlight that if technology, instant 

communications, and the new players are adequately deployed, the diplomatic profession 

can actually be enhanced instead of diminished. The best tool to advance a country's 

interests remains bilateral diplomacy through ministries of foreign affairs and their 

embassies and consulates. “It can be deployed to promote trade and investment, to build up 

a country's image, to project a nation's culture, to communicate with diaspora communities, 

to kick-start negotiations, and to buttress summit diplomacy” (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 

2013, p. 205).  

3.2.1 New Diplomacy Definition 

The world described above is what some scientists describe as ‘New Diplomacy’. ‘New 

Diplomacy’ is sometimes also referred to as transformational or open diplomacy 

(Georgiadou, 2011, p. 48). However, an exact definition of New Diplomacy is difficult to 

formulate due to the wide range of changes and actions that constitute this ‘new reality’ of 

the diplomatic world. Nonetheless, following is an effort to clarify what is defined as New 

Diplomacy in the 21st century.  

‘New Diplomacy’, has a greater emphasis on publicity, summitry and all kinds of direct 

communication between domestic ministries. (Berridge, 2005; Riordan, 2003 in Georgiadou, 

2011, p. 48). One may imply that this also constitutes a decline in the authority of traditional 

diplomatic machineries and the bypassing of the foreign ministry. In addition, the scope of 

diplomacy has broadened as well, including a great range of actors, public policy issues, as 

well as several policy levels (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 84). It is essentially diplomacy 

in which citizens and technology play a greater role. “New diplomacy possesses an 

advantage in its agility, relies on grassroots mobilisation, and highlights the relevance of 

policy entrepreneurs” (Kelley, 2010, p. 294).  

Cooper, Heine & Thakur summarized the changes in the world of diplomacy in five main 

points (2013, p. 49):  
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1. An ongoing expansion of the number and types of actors engaged in diplomacy, 

including the aforementioned MNCs, NGOs, as well as, regional and 

intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). 

2. A rapid expansion to a very broad array of the different sectors of public policy and 

government activity, broadening the domain and scope of diplomacy.  

3. Diplomacy now takes place at several levels; local, domestic-national, bilateral, 

regional, global. 

4. “In the apparatus and machinery of foreign relations and diplomacy”. 

5. “In the modes, types, and techniques of diplomacy”.  

 

3.3 Diaspora  

3.3.1 Diaspora Definition 

Diaspora is a word of Greek origin which means ‘to sow over or scatter’.   

 “For the Greeks, “diaspeirein” was originally an abrupt but natural process, the 

 fruitful scattering away of seeds from the parent body that both dispersed and 

 reproduced the organism. The proto-Indoeuropean root of the term always contains 

 the triconsonantal root spr, which then takes various forms with the addition of 

 vowels, as in “spore, sperm, spread,  disperse,” or the Armenian spurk for diaspora. 

 In his history of The Peloponnesian War (II:27), Thucydides applied the Greek term to 

 the destruction of the city of Aegina, to the violent and unnatural uprooting, 

 scattering and exile of its population across the Hellenic world” (Tölölyan, 1996, p. 

 10). 

Although the word ‘diaspora’ is of Greek origin, in its classical usage, the word is considered 

historically specific to the forcible expulsion of Jewish people from Babylon (Jovenir, 2013, p. 

3). Due to this, the word traditionally carried a tragic connotation that is associated with a 

sense of loss as well as a longing to return to a homeland (2013, p. 3). In its restricted usage 

the word diaspora has been applied from antiquity to Jewish, then also to Greek and 

Armenian, social formations (Tölölyan, 1996, p. 10). These three together form the three 

classical diasporas. “Up until the late sixties, on the rare occasions when western scholars 
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thought of diasporas, they took the Jewish diaspora to be the paradigm case and the 

Armenian and Greek dispersions to be the two other noteworthy examples of it” (Tölölyan, 

1996, p. 9). 

However, in recent years this has changed. “Currently, ‘diaspora’ implies a distinct identity 

relating to a community of origin. It is increasingly common to use to refer to migrants who 

have left their countries only just recently, most probably on a temporary basis, as well as to 

refer to settled communities” (Agunias & Newland, 2012 in Jovenir, 2013, p. 3). Nowadays, 

the word diaspora is widely used to describe any concentrated immigrant settlement that 

maintains ties with the country of their historical affiliation. In its most inclusive form, it is 

defined as “the dispersion or spread of any people from their original homeland” (Oxford 

Dictionaries, n.d.).  

For the purpose of this research, the definition provided in the article Diasporas and 

International Relations Theory by Shain & Barth (2003) will be used. In this article diasporas 

are defined as: 

 “A people with a common origin who reside, more or less on a permanent basis, 

 outside the borders of their ethnic or religious homeland - whether that homeland is 

 real or symbolic, independent or under foreign control. Diaspora members identify 

 themselves, or are identified by others -inside and outside their homeland- as part 

 of the homeland's national community, and as such are often called upon to 

 participate, or are entangled, in homeland related affairs” (Cohen, Safran & Weil in 

 Shain & Barth, 2003, p. 452).  

This definition is supplemented by the clarification by PhD, Kevin Kenny that: 

“Diaspora is neither a process nor a thing to be defined, but rather an idea, a 

conceptual framework, through which people seek to make sense of the experience 

of emigration. Three overlapping elements – relocation, connection, and return – 

constitute the idea of diaspora. All three elements do not have to be present at once, 

and people do not necessarily need to use the word ‘diaspora’ to think about 

emigration as a diasporic experience” (Kenny, 2017). 
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3.3.2 Diaspora Studies 

Diaspora Studies is an academic field which is concerned with the study of diasporas. 

Although already established in the 20th century, “continual increases in the mobility of 

people, assisted by ever improving transportation and telecommunications, has intensified 

the international interest in diaspora studies” (Aikins, Sands & White, 2009, p. 9). Diaspora 

Studies as a concept is widely debated and it is difficult to come up with one specific 

definition. “Just as diplomacy studies have increasingly questioned what is meant by 

‘diplomacy’, so the core concept of diaspora has been subject to critical debate within the 

field of diaspora studies” (Ho & McConnel, 2017, p. 5).  

Moreover, “just as new diplomacy studies have started to recognize the multiple 

stakeholders and polylateral operations of diplomacy, the rise of diaspora strategies within 

critical diaspora studies has led to research that adopts governmentality as a theoretical 

perspective for understanding how diasporas are governed and govern from afar, and the 

interactions between migrant-sending and migrant-receiving states as well as a range of 

social actors (e.g. Larner, 2007; Ragazzi, 2009; Sinatti and Horst, 2014; Boyle and Ho, 2017 in 

Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 3). 

3.3.3 Why Diasporas Are Becoming Increasingly Important  

Diasporas worldwide are growing. In 1990, 150 million people were living in a country other 

than the one they were born in, in 2014, that number was 240 million (Aikins, 2014). In the 

‘Oxford Handbook of Modern Diplomacy’ migration and diasporas is stated as one of the 

main challenges of national and international affairs in the new millennium (Cooper, Heine & 

Thakur, 2013, pp. 54-55). “The movement of people in large numbers, whether seeking fresh 

opportunities in new lands through migration or escaping cycles of violence, famine, 

persecution, natural disasters, or poverty, has been a major political problem domestically in 

many countries and a major diplomatic challenge internationally” (2013, p. 55). Diasporas 

represent both a domestic and a foreign policy element (2013, p. 55). 

The benefits, however, that diasporas can offer are evident in recent years with the 

contribution of the Indian and Chinese diasporas in transforming their home countries in the 

powerhouses that they are today as some of the strongest examples of diaspora 

contributions (Aikins & White, 2011). As nicely summarised by The Economist, “Diaspora 
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networks—of Huguenots, Scots, Jews and many others—have always been a potent 

economic force, but the cheapness and ease of modern travel has made them larger and 

more numerous than ever before. There are now 215m first-generation migrants around the 

world: that's 3% of the world's population. If they were a nation, it would be a little larger 

than Brazil” (The Economist, 2011). However, the reason that diasporas are becoming 

increasingly more important is not solely their eminent growth in sheer numbers. Other 

major changes are the opportunities that these diasporas are given due to technological 

developments and the increasing freedom offered to participate in diplomatic practices. 

These three changes combined create opportunities for diasporas that were unimaginable in 

the past. Moreover, “migrants and diaspora communities are recognized for their invaluable 

role in society due to their rich cultural contributions, diverse voices, and their economic 

contributions to the countries they live in and come from, including philanthropy, 

entrepreneurship, and innovations” (IOM, n.d.). According to Shain & Barth, “diasporas are 

increasingly able to promote transnational ties, to act as bridges or as mediators between 

their home and host societies, and to transmit the values of pluralism and democracy as well 

as the "entrepreneurial spirit and skills that their home countries so sorely lack" (2003, p. 

450).  

In a highly interconnected globalising world, networks and knowledge become increasingly 

important and diasporas can offer unique opportunities in this aspect and open up a whole 

new world. Gone are the times that the main contribution of diasporas was only ‘the money 

sent back home to support their poorer relatives’. Diasporas can offer so much more than 

just financial aid. It is up to home countries, however, to find out how to nurture these 

opportunities and ensure that they get the most out of it. “Given their importance, and their 

status as a permanent feature in the imperfect nation-state system, diasporas now receive 

growing attention from decision makers around the world” (Shain & Barth, 2003, p. 450).  

 

3.4 Diaspora Diplomacy 

Diplomatic strategists must look at all of the actors that states need to work with, such as 

corporations, NGOs, universities and cultural associations (Slaughter 2012 in Stone & 

Douglas, 2018, p. 711). According to Slaughter’s analysis these are all ‘participants in an 
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ever-shifting landscape of networks’ (Stone & Douglas, 2018, p. 711). Diplomacy also 

reserves an important role for diasporas, as one of those actors that states need to work 

with. “Although often assimilated into the recipient nation's culture and society, the links 

these communities maintain in their country of origin can be a useful tool in strengthening 

bilateral ties” (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 209).  

“One does not encounter much specialist writing on the theme of diaspora diplomacy—even 

the term may appear novel to some— though the subject receives increasing attention in 

the media” (Rana, 2011, p. 94). Due to the limited available academic research on the topic, 

especially from an International Relations perspective, and the relatively new popularity of it 

in the form of concrete state-led diaspora diplomacy strategies the link between diaspora 

and diplomacy still needs to be fully and systematically explored (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 

3). However, it is expected that Diaspora Diplomacy will be increasingly important in the 

years to come (Rana, 2011, p. 109). 

“‘New diplomacy’ incorporates a proactive role for citizens and associational life in 

diplomatic activity. Non-state actors are directive. By contrast, ‘public diplomacy’ is usually 

regarded as government designed and directed, and diaspora strategies as ‘state-led’, where 

the skills and expertise of ‘expatriates’ and migrants have been re-imagined into an ‘un-

tapped’ resource to be leveraged by home states” (Larner, 2007 in Stone & Douglas, 2018, p. 

711). 

3.4.1 Understanding of Diaspora Diplomacy  

“A collective action that is driven, directed, and sustained by the energy and charisma of a 

broad range of migrants who influence another country’s culture, politics, and economics in 

a manner that is mutually beneficial for the homeland and the new home base” (Gonzales, 

2012 in Constant & Zimmermann, 2016, p. 20). This research uses Ho’s and McConnell’s 

conceptualisation of Diaspora Diplomacy, which follows critical scholarship that approaches 

diplomacy as ‘humanist aspirations’ that have the potential to bring about changes in ‘how 

we live together and in relation to others’ (Constantinou, 2013; Constantinou & Der Derian, 

2010 in Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 2). In addition, to further clarify the notion of Diaspora 

Diplomacy Ho and McConnell argued that Diaspora Diplomacy is related to transnational 

political practices but should not be conflated with them. They go on to explain that 
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Diaspora Diplomacy is a particular mode of diaspora politics that goes beyond participation 

in domestic politics, and which entails communication and mediation with multiple 

stakeholders and audiences” (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 15). All in all, Diaspora Diplomacy is 

conceptualised as “diaspora assemblages composed of states, non-state and other 

international actors that function as constituent components of assemblages, connected 

through networks and flows of people, information and resources” (Ho & McConnell, 2017, 

p. 16). In addition, Boyle, Kitchin, and Ancien, define diaspora strategy as “an explicit policy 

initiative or series of policy initiatives enacted by a state, or its peoples, aimed at managing 

and developing relationships with diaspora populations” (2016, p. 83). 

3.4.2 Diaspora Diplomacy and ‘Polylateralism’ 

Although this research is being undertaken from the viewpoint of the state, by no means is 

the state seen as the only actor in international relations or as having complete control over 

its diaspora. The researcher aligns with the viewpoint of Ho & McConnel, who state that 

they find it useful to think of this in terms of ‘polylateralism’ (2017, p. 10). This can be 

explained as incorporating a third dimension to diplomacy, in addition to bilateralism and 

multilateralism. Ho & McConnel go on to explain that ‘Polylateral diplomacy’ involves the 

conduct of relations between official entities – such as a state or intergovernmental 

organization – and at least one unofficial non-state entity (2017, p. 10).  

 “Diasporas lobby international organizations, the media, the private sector, NGOs 

 and other actors to reach out to migrant-sending states, migrant-receiving states and 

 other states deemed supportive to a ‘cause’ (Brinkenhoff, 2009; Newland, 2010). The 

 action of diasporas brings the different components of diplomacy into a diaspora 

 assemblage where diasporas forge relations with an array of social actors such as the 

 state, intergovernmental or supranational organizations, civic organizations, the 

 market, and other diaspora actors” (Ho & McConnel, 2017, p. 10). 

According to Ho & McConnel due to diasporas being an independent actor, one can 

differentiate between ‘diplomacy through diaspora’ and ‘diplomacy by diaspora’ (2017, pp. 

14-15). Diasporas can conduct diplomacy independently in order to achieve their own 

agendas; that is what is called ‘diplomacy by diaspora’. On the other hand, how states 

engage in diplomacy through diasporas with the goal to advance their national agendas, is 
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what is called ‘diplomacy through diaspora’ (2017, p. 15). In addition, one can identify two 

types of ‘diplomacy through diasporas’; ‘Receiving-state diplomacy through diaspora’ and 

‘Home-state diplomacy through diaspora’. This research will focus on the latter. 

Taking the above into consideration, this research will be conducted considering that 

diasporas are indeed not merely a tool but an actor in a ‘polylateral’ dimension and that 

states do not have complete control over their diaspora. However, it will be pursued to 

analyse how the home-state can still ‘control’ - to its best ability - this other actor - its 

diaspora - in this ‘polylateral’ world and use it to its advantage. 
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4. Methodology 
 

4.1 Research Approach  

In this study, a qualitative research approach will be pursued in order to answer the 

formulated research question. An interpretivist epistemological position will be adhered, 

stressing the understanding of the social world by means of examining the interpretation of 

that world by its participants (Bryman, 2012, p. 380). The reason for this is that the strategy 

requires the researcher to grasp the subjective meaning of social action (2012, p. 30). On the 

other hand, this research will have a constructionist ontological position. This position 

asserts that social phenomena and their meanings are accomplished by social actors while 

being in a constant state of revision (2012, p. 33).  

In particular, a Comparative Case Study will be conducted. This will be done through the 

method of Most-Similar Case Comparison, which is a type of controlled comparison. 

Although the basis for this paper is secondary data (literature review, previous research, 

official government documents), primary data (empirical) will be used to complete the 

Comparative Case Study. Thus, a multi-method research approach will be pursued combining 

secondary research with empirical research and forming a methodological triangulation. 

Empirical research will be used by taking advantage of the internship position of the 

researcher at the Greek MFA to conduct observational research. More precisely, the method 

of ‘Participant Observation’ will be used. This will be done in order to cover the information 

gap in available information regarding the Greek MFA and their diaspora diplomacy strategy. 

Thus, this research will follow an inductive approach. This particular Comparative Case Study 

will be used in order to gain a better understanding of Diaspora Diplomacy in general and to 

develop the case of Diaspora Diplomacy as a theory. All in all, one can say that this paper will 

have the form of explanatory research, as it will combine secondary research and 

observations in a Comparative Case Study research in order to investigate an issue that is not 

clearly defined yet and is still at a preliminary stage.  
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4.2 Comparative Case Study & Most-Similar Case Comparison  

A Comparative Design consists of studying two or more contrasting cases (Bryman, 2012, p. 

72). According to Bryman, it “embodies the logic of comparison, in that it implies that we can 

understand social phenomena better when they are compared in relation to two or more 

meaningfully contrasting cases or situations” (2012, p. 72). “The comparative case study is 

the systematic comparison of two or more data points (‘cases’) obtained through the use of 

case study method” (Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999, p. 373). According to Douglas Dion, 

comparative case studies often rely on selecting based on the dependent variable (Dion, 

1998, p. 127). A practice that will also be conducted in this research. The Comparative Case 

Study will be executed by means of the prementioned Most-Similar Case Comparison. A 

Most-Similar Case Comparison builds upon the logic of Mill’s ‘method of difference’ (Bennett 

& Elman, 2007, p. 174). When using a Most-Similar Case Comparison, the researcher looks 

for antecedent conditions that differ between two cases that have different outcomes 

(Bennett, 2004, p. 31). Based on this “they would judge that those antecedent conditions 

that were the same despite differing outcomes could not be sufficient to cause either 

outcome” (2004, p. 31). As explained by Bennett and Elman, the key challenge is to find 

cases that are as similar as possible in all but one independent variable and that differ in 

their outcomes (2007, p. 175). 

4.2.1 Limitations of the Comparative Case Study Method 

As is the case with any qualitative research, the data collected are subjective and there is a 

chance of researcher bias, which the writer of this paper is aware of. However, quantitative 

research was not a viable option for the purpose of this research both due to the lack of 

available information, as well as due to the inductive approach and the focus of the research 

which seeks a deeper understanding of the matter. Qualitative research was necessary due 

to the fact that the research relies heavily on experiences and observations, data that cannot 

be used in quantitative research. In addition, when conducting qualitative research, the 

research framework can be fluid and based on incoming or available data. That is ideal when 

conducting explanatory research on a topic about which there is only a limited pre-

understanding as well as limited available data.   
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This research will make use of methodological triangulation in order to enhance the 

construct validity. By combining several research methods this paper tackles the issue of 

research bias and overcomes the lack of available information faced in certain cases. In this 

way, the credibility and validity of the results of this research will be increased.  

According to Bennett, comparisons between cases are a powerful source of causal 

inferences but also a potential source of inferential errors, thus one needs to be very careful 

when implementing such a method. (Bennett, 2004, p. 30). Selecting based on the 

dependent variable, which can be done when conducting a Comparative Case Study, is ideal 

for collecting information when there is relatively little data available (Dion, 1998, p. 127).  

A common criticism of comparative case studies is the fact that if observations are selected 

based on the value of the dependent variable, this results in biased estimates. This bias 

cannot be solved with control variables and collecting more data will not tackle the issue. 

However, according to Dion, selecting based on the dependent variable is not a problem 

when analysing a small number of cases (1998, p. 127). Furthermore, for this research, two 

cases have been selected that have a different outcome related to their dependent variable. 

By comparing two cases with a variation in their dependent variable the chance of biased 

estimations is minimised. In addition, the threat to the validity of the research caused by 

selecting based on the dependent variable can be eliminated by considering the conditions 

evaluated as necessary instead of sufficient conditions. Thus this is also how this research 

will approach its findings, as necessary conditions in order to use diaspora as a diplomatic 

tool in the modern era, however, it will not exclude the possibility that there are other 

conditions that influence the use of diaspora as a diplomatic tool which are not analysed in 

this research. 

The method of Most-Similar Case Comparison has significant limitations. The main issue of 

this method is that it requires “demanding and unrealistic assumptions in order to provide 

nonspurious inferences”, something that in practice is rarely possible (Bennett, 2004, p. 30). 

However, the method is perfectly suitable if the goal is to identify potentially relevant 

variables as is the case for this paper (2004, p. 32).  



22 
 

4.2.2 Motivation for Greece Case Selection  

Historically the Greek diaspora has played an important role in the creation and 

development of the Greek state. From the wars for the Greek independence (1821-1832) up 

until today the Greek diaspora has been very important for the country. Thus, the Greek 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs has a special department the General Secretariat for Greeks 

Abroad. Furthermore, socially the Greek diaspora is also very interesting. Greece has a 

considerable large and wealthy/powerful diaspora. In addition, it is quite unique in the sense 

that Greeks all over the world generally integrated very fast in their new countries, without 

causing many problems, but at the same time they kept their traditions and contact with 

Greece firmly. Furthermore, in the older streams of Greek emigration, the majority of 

migrants were often very poor and impoverished people, who worked mostly as 

‘Gastarbeiter’ for instance in coal mines (Clogg, 1992, p. 4). At the moment, however, 

Greece is facing a totally different form of emigration, the so-called brain drain. During the 

Greek crisis many young Greeks left, but mostly high-educated Greeks with degrees and a lot 

of opportunities to work abroad (see Appendix 2). Thus, the type of Greek diaspora has been 

changing as well. Furthermore, the selection of Greece benefits from the researcher’s work 

for the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs and his personal knowledge of the country and the 

language, creating the possibility for valuable empirical contributions. Finally, Greek 

diplomacy in this era of change is underreported, so from that point of view, this research 

also has the possibility to be a contribution to existing research by covering an 

underreported topic (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 302). 

4.2.3 Motivation for Ireland Case Selection 

The small isle country of Ireland incorporates several characteristics that make it an 

excellent choice for the conduction of a Comparative Case Study with Greece. To begin with, 

from a geographic and demographic point of view Greece and Ireland share some 

similarities. Both countries are relatively small, with considerably large diasporas. Even 

though Ireland has, of course, a much higher country-size to diaspora ratio than Greece, it is 

still one of the countries most similar to Greece that one could choose for conducting a 

Comparative Case Study. In addition, both countries are surrounded by sea and are seafaring 

nations. Furthermore, their diasporas themselves also share similarities. The two diasporas 

share one very important and rare attribute. Besides their diasporas being considerably large 



23 
 

compared to their country’s population, they both have the unique benefit of being both 

very well integrated in their host-countries, as well as simultaneously still sustaining a very 

strong bond with their home-country. This, in combination with the fact that both diasporas 

are often successful in their new countries and have collected considerable wealth and 

influence, is for many what one would characterize as a successful diaspora. Historically, 

there are also similarities between the migration patterns of the two countries. They both 

not only have a large history of migration and diasporas that played an important role in the 

liberation/conflict resolution of their home countries, but were also heavily hit by the Great 

Recession in the late 2000s, which resulted in a new stream of emigration, the so-called 

brain drain. It is interesting to note, however, that after 10 years of negative migration 

numbers, in 2018 Ireland managed to reverse this trend and for the first time since 2008 see 

a higher number of people immigrating to Ireland than emigrating from the island nation, 

resulting in a net inward migration (Kenny & Burke-Kennedy, 2018). Greece, on the other 

hand, sustains a high number of people emigrating. Furthermore, both countries have a 

rather similar structure of the ministry responsible for foreign affairs and have a special unit 

for diaspora issues.  

Taking all the above into consideration, using Ireland for this case study makes it obviously a 

much better choice than other countries often analysed in Diaspora Studies like India and 

China for instance, which are geographically and demographically a ‘completely different 

animal’ than Greece and Ireland and whose huge diasporas are much more recent and very 

different in nature. Furthermore, another small country with an important historical 

diaspora is the third of the three classical diasporas, next to the Jewish and the Greek, that 

of Armenia. Although Armenia might look like an obvious choice, due to its small size, large 

diaspora, historical similarities, and shared Orthodox religion, it has some hidden drawbacks 

for those having a deeper knowledge of the situation. First of all, the Armenian diaspora, 

although achieving notable success when it comes to issues like the recognition of the 

Armenian genocide, lacks behind in terms of personal successfulness of its diaspora 

compared to the Greek and Irish immigrants. However, more importantly, the main issue is 

that it does not fit well with the home-country focus of this research, due to the fact that 

Armenia does not ‘control’ its diaspora, but it is the other way around. The strong Armenian 

diaspora has too much influence over the weak Armenian state causing it often to pursue its 
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own agenda, sometimes even against the strategical interests of their home-country (Shain 

& Barth, 2003, p. 466 - 472).  

Finally, one of the most discussed countries when talking about Diaspora Diplomacy and 

diaspora, in general, is of course Israel. Israel was not chosen for this study for two main 

reasons. Firstly, Israel is already overanalysed and there are countless comparative case 

studies involving Israel. Even the very limited library of the GSGA had some old studies 

regarding Israel’s diaspora diplomacy. However, more importantly, the main reason for 

choosing Ireland over Israel is related to the actual form that their diaspora diplomacy has 

taken. Although being able to find several historical similarities between the Greek and the 

Jewish diaspora, and the powerful nature of the Jewish diaspora and how the state of Israel 

manages it, unfortunately, it often goes accompanied with a lot of negative publicity. The 

conspiracy theories regarding the Jewish diaspora are well known and Israel is often 

presented negatively in the news. This is not the type of diaspora diplomacy that is suitable 

for Greece. It would not work in the benefit of Greece and it is not suitable for the image 

that Greece wants to portray.  

Ireland, on the other hand, is a silent power. Ireland shares the success story of Israel when 

it comes to diaspora diplomacy, without having to deal with the burden of the image and 

negative publicity that Israel faces. In collaboration with the Greek MFA it was verified that 

the Irish recipe is indeed the type of diaspora diplomacy that fits the image that Greece is 

striving for; that of a democratic country, with an important cultural heritage and an 

entrepreneurial mindset. All in all, one can say that Ireland is an ideal ‘role model’ for 

Greece’s diaspora diplomacy and an example of what Greece should strive for.  

 

4.3 Participant Observation 

As previously indicated, the method of Participant Observation will be used as a 

supplementary method for the execution of the Greek case of the Comparative Case Study. 

Bryman defines Participant Observation as: 

 “Research in which the researcher immerses him- or herself in a social setting for an 

 extended period of time, observing behaviour, listening to what is said in 
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 conversations both between others and with the fieldworker, and asking questions” 

 (Bryman, 2012, p. 714). 

The researcher observed the functions and work culture of the Greek MFA through work 

placement at the ministry’s GSGA over the course of four months. The researcher was a full 

member of the human resource of the GSGA, he worked on several projects, helped 

employees wherever needed and contributed to the day-to-day running of the Secretariat. 

In addition, the researcher functioned as an assistant to the A. General of the GSGA, 

attended meetings and joined official missions of the secretariat. The role adopted by the 

researcher for the execution of this research was that of Overt Full Member. When adopting 

such a role the researcher has full membership of the group but the researcher’s status as a 

researcher is known (Bryman, 2012, p. 441). The employees of the ministry were aware of 

the fact that the researcher was conducting research on Diaspora Diplomacy, however they 

were not informed about the specifics of the research. The researcher gathered information 

through his own functions within the GSGA as well as by observing others. The researcher 

gathered information from informants both on an unsolicited and solicited account by casual 

questioning during conversations. The observations will be discussed with a focus on their 

contributions to diplomatic theory. 

4.3.1 Limitations of the Method of Participant Observation 

The main benefit of conducting observational research is that one can collect empirical 

information that was previously unavailable and could most likely only be collected through 

this method. 

One of the main issues with Participant Observation is the problem of gaining access to 

different settings (Bryman, 2012, p. 433). This issue was overcome by the internship of the 

researcher at the Greek MFA. In addition, the good connection of the researcher with the A. 

General of the GSGA, who also functioned as an informant, contributed in the way that 

besides the insides gathered from normal employees, the researcher was also able to gather 

information from the leadership level, thus acquiring information from different hierarchical 

levels. As pointed out by Bryman, however, the researcher needs to be careful not to rely 

too heavily on the key informant and starting to view social reality through the eyes of the 

key informant (Bryman, 2012, p. 440).  
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Another issue that the researcher needs to be aware of is that of researcher bias. Especially 

when functioning as a full member of the organisation, the researcher has to be careful to 

avoid over-identification (Bryman, 2012, p. 445). It is key that the researcher retains his 

awareness of his role as a researcher and his neutrality, avoiding full assimilation in the 

organisation’s culture and ways of thinking and functioning.  

 

4.4 Variables to Be Analysed 

Based on the above information a Most-Similar Case Comparison seems to be a logical 

choice. Ireland and Greece are fairly similar in several aspects, however, the results of the 

two countries are rather different when it comes to the success of their diaspora diplomacy. 

For the correct application of the method, the two countries of choice for the case 

comparison should be similar on all aspects – independent variables, but one. This is ideal in 

order to explain the different outcome – dependent variable – which is Successful Diaspora 

Diplomacy.   

When looking at the research so far, one would say that at a first glance the two countries 

could be expected to be relatively similar when it comes to three independent variables that 

influence their diaspora diplomacy success (dependent variable): the nature of their 

diaspora, their countries’ recent socio-economic developments and the structure of their 

ministries of foreign affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it. These three 

independent variables are not expected to play a decisive role in the different outcome in 

diaspora diplomacy successfulness of the two countries, due to the expected similarity of the 

two countries in these aspects. However, the independent variable that seems different and 

could be the one influencing the result of the diaspora diplomacy efforts is what will be 

called ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’ variable. Although at first glance Ireland and Greece are 

rather similar, one major aspect that can be identified as different is the culture of the two 

countries regarding diplomacy. Further in this research, it will be demonstrated that the 

diplomatic culture of Ireland incorporates a higher degree of freedom, openness, 

transparency, etc. These aspects of Ireland’s diplomatic culture in combination with the use 

of initiatives commonly associated with New Diplomacy, like public diplomacy and the use of 

technology, are what constitute the independent variable of ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’. 
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Dependent Variable:  

Successful Diaspora Diplomacy  

Independent Variables: 

1. Nature of their diaspora 

2. Recent socio-economic developments 

3. Structure of ministry of foreign affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it 

4. New Diplomacy-Culture 

 

4.5 Sources Used for this Research 

This research will make use of a variety of sources. The two cases of Ireland and Greece will 

be based on official communication of their respective ministries, previous research 

conducted on the culture of their ministries and on their diaspora strategies. Furthermore, 

data regarding the nature of the two countries’ respective diasporas and socio-economic 

developments within the countries will be used as well. In addition, information collected 

through observations and personal communication of the researcher with employees of the 

Greek MFA and Greek diaspora members will be used by means of the previously described 

method of Participant Observation. Normally, in a comparative design, more or less identical 

methods are used for the different cases studied (Bryman, 2012, p. 72). Note that in this 

case, although the method of Participant Observation will be used only for the case of 

Greece, the researcher does not expect that the additional use of this data collection 

method on only one of the two cases analysed will create a problem in the validity of the 

research. To the contrary, the use of the researcher’s observations is expected to be a 

valuable contribution to this research mainly due to the reason that in order to properly 

analyse the diaspora diplomacy of Greece, these observations are basically a necessity due 

to the lack of secondary data. On the other hand, due to the general attitude of openness 

and transparency of the Irish Department for Foreign Affairs and Trade (hereafter DFA), as 

well as the high degree of organisation of the ministry and documentation of their work, 

personal observations are not necessary. The already available information is abundant in 

order to get a clear understanding of the DFA and its diaspora strategy, contrary to the 
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Greek MFA where there is little-to-no available information neither online nor in the private 

archives of the ministry. It is interesting to note that, despite the researcher’s personal 

connection to the Greek MFA and access to private sources, he was still able to collect more 

information regarding the Irish DFA than the Greek MFA.  

Finally, this research will also make use of literature on ‘New Diplomacy’ and Diaspora 

Studies, mainly for the creation of a well-structured theoretical framework. Furthermore, 

data collected related to the practice of diaspora diplomacy and certain diaspora diplomacy 

initiatives from specialists in the practice of diaspora diplomacy and research of the World 

Bank Institute on diaspora networks will be used as well. Further information about the 

exact sources used in this research will be provided in more detail in the following chapter. 
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5. Literature Review  
 

The literature review of this research will be rather short, due to the fact that literature 

already comprises a large part of this study and was also used in the section ‘Theoretical 

Perspectives’. Thus, this chapter will focus on providing a broad overview of the available 

literature instead of a precise analysis of specific works.  

Diplomacy 

Diplomacy is an ancient practice that has never ceased to play a role in world affairs. 

Nonetheless, in the field of IR, Diplomacy has not always received the interest one would 

expect. In recent years, however, there has been a renewed interest in the field, mainly due 

to the drastic changes that diplomacy is undergoing in the 21st century. One of the main 

reads on modern diplomacy is ‘The Oxford Handbook of Modern Diplomacy’ by Cooper, 

Heine and Thakur (2013) an excessive work on the practice of diplomacy in the 21st century. 

This book has been a significant inspiration for the writer of this study and is part of the 

theoretical framework this study has been built upon. Furthermore, the article by John 

Robert Kelly, ‘The New Diplomacy: Evolution of a Revolution’ provides a basis for this paper’s 

understanding of New Diplomacy. Other important information on diplomacy and New 

Diplomacy is provided by Constantinou, C. M., & Sharp, P. (2016). ‘Theoretical Perspectives 

in Diplomacy’ and Gram-Skjoldager, K. (2011) ‘Never Talk to Strangers? On Historians, 

Political Scientists and the Study of Diplomacy in the European Community/European 

Union’.  

Diplomacy and diaspora research in general 

There is some research on diaspora diplomacy in general, however, diaspora diplomacy is 

not clearly defined yet and is a field in which there is still a lot of room for further 

development. In addition, topic-wise one may notice that the available research is often 

focused a lot on diaspora diplomacy in the traditional sense. The focus lies mainly on high 

politics and themes like lobbying other countries’ governments on issues of war and peace, 

on issues of self-determination and establishing democracy or on reimbursements and the 

financial contributions of diasporas. Furthermore, country wise, most diaspora research is 

regarding either the famous Jewish diaspora or on the new great diasporas of China and 
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India. One of the most important researchers on diasporas is Sociology professor, Peggy 

Levitt from the Harvard University's Weatherhead Center for International Affairs. In this 

paper her work ‘Social Remittances: Migration Driven Local-Level Forms of Cultural 

Diffusion’ (1998) and ‘The transnational villagers’ (2001) are being used. One of the major 

theorists in migration/diaspora ‘brain circulation’ is Yevgeny Kuznetsov. In this research, 

‘Diaspora Networks and the International Migration of Skills: How Countries Can Draw on 

Their Talent Abroad’ a book written for The World Bank Institute of which he was the editor 

is being used. An important read on diasporas and international relations theory is the 

homonym work by Shain, Y. & Barth, A. (2003), who “placed the diasporic factor in the 

'theoretical space' shared by constructivism (with its emphasis on identity) and liberalism 

(with its focus on domestic politics)” (2003, p. 473). 

Greece 

Research on Greek diaspora diplomacy is almost non-existent. There is available research on 

the Greek diaspora, but basically not from an IR perspective. The available research is mainly 

historical or demographic. The Greek ministry’s own research is also mostly historical and 

demographic. The only research that is related to diaspora diplomacy that could be found in 

the Ministry’s library dates back to 1996 and focuses on the success the Greek diaspora in 

the USA has had in terms of lobbying the American Government. Currently a large research 

project on the Greek diaspora from the Oxford University by SEESOX (South East European 

Studies at Oxford), called ‘SEESOX Diaspora: The Greek Diaspora Project’, is in progress 

(SEESOX, n.d.). This is an extensive research on the Greek diaspora and the home-country 

relationships. One of their most challenging projects is ‘The Greek Diaspora map’, which is a 

digital map of the Greek diaspora organisations all over the world and a tool for 

communication and interaction for ‘global Hellenism’. The SEESOX project could be very 

useful for the collection of data on the Greek diaspora in general, however it is less useful 

regarding diplomatic practices. Unfortunately, the majority of their work is not published 

yet. In this research two articles from SEESOX researchers were used: Labrianidis, L. & M. 

Pratsinakis (2017), ‘Crisis Brain drain: short-term pain/long term gain?. Greece in Crisis: The 

Cultural Politics of Austerity’ and Fotiadou, K. (2017), ‘New Knowledge Comes Home: Highly-

Skilled Greek Migrants’ Aspirations for, Realities of, and Barriers to Knowledge 

Transfer’. One of the most important sources for this research regarding Greece is the work 
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of Dr. Elena Georgiadou, from Loughborough University, who has conducted field research 

on the Greek MFA. In this paper her research ‘The Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the 

Transforming World Politics: Between Isomorphism and Path Dependence’ (2013) and ‘Re-

evaluating the Greek foreign policy system in a transforming world politics’ (2011) are being 

used. 

Ireland 

Although in general there is not a lot of available information on the topic of diaspora 

diplomacy, regarding Ireland one can surprisingly find a lot of information. A key reason for 

this is the high degree of transparency of the Irish DFA and IAU who publicly share a lot of 

their plans and practices. This paper makes use of the following governmental documents: 

‘Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade: Statement of Strategy 2015-2017’, ‘Global Irish 

Ireland’s Diaspora Policy March 2015’, ‘Global Irish in Numbers - Irish Emigration Patterns 

and Citizens Abroad’ and ‘Review of Implementation of Global Irish – Ireland’s Diaspora 

Policy’. Furthermore, additional information is received from the official websites of the DFA 

and IAU. One can also find several types of research on the diaspora and diaspora diplomacy 

of Ireland mostly conducted by Irish Universities and Irish Diaspora Organisations. This 

research particularly uses ‘The Global Irish Making a Difference Together’ from ‘The Ireland 

Funds’, one of the biggest and most prestigious Irish NGOs and the ‘Global Diaspora 

Strategies Toolkit’ by ‘Diaspora Matters’ (renamed ‘The Networking Institute’) a consulting 

company created by people with experience at Irish NGOs related to diaspora diplomacy, 

philanthropy and fundraising. Researchers who have worked more on diaspora diplomacy 

topics in particular are Professors Ancien, Boyle and Kitchin, represented in this paper by 

their work ‘Ireland’s diaspora strategy’ (2016) and ‘The Scottish Diaspora and Diaspora 

Strategy: Insights and Lessons from Ireland’ (2009), written for the Scottish government 

itself. The latter is published by the Scottish government itself and is a comparison between 

their own policies and those of Ireland. Interesting is the fact that this research was 

conducted in 2009, although in 2006 the World Bank Institute was already categorising 

Scotland in the highest level of readiness in terms of diaspora capacity, together with 

Ireland. The fact that Scotland was still using Ireland as a role model in 2009 clearly indicates 

the exceptional position that Ireland has in terms of diaspora diplomacy. 
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6. Background of the Case Study 
 

6.1 The Formation of the Greek Diaspora - A Historical 

Overview 

“Countries around the globe have communities that bear witness to the waves of outward 

migration that once characterized Greece” (Kasimis & Kassimi, 2004). Greece has a 

longstanding history of migration and diaspora. Greece had a ‘diaspora’ centuries before the 

word was used for the exodus of the Jews (Tölölyan, 1996, p. 9). From ancient times Greeks 

travelled, established colonies and integrated into other societies. One prominent example is 

that of Magna Graecia. As early as the 8th century BC the Greeks settled (among other 

places) in Southern Italy, resulting in the Romans later calling the area of Sicily and the ‘foot’ 

of Italy ‘Magna Graecia’, meaning Great Greece, due to the sheer numbers of Greeks who 

populated the area (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2006). The history of Greek migration 

continued throughout history with the conquests of Alexander the Great and with inter-

empire migration during the Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman Empires’ reign. One of the 

most notable historical moments for the usage of the term Greek diaspora is the fleeing of 

Greeks after the fall of Constantinople (modern-day Istanbul) to the Ottomans. Greeks 

traditionally populated (other than the Greek peninsula) the Black Sea Region, Istanbul, Asia 

Minor, Egypt and other coastal areas of the Mediterranean Sea. 

Modern history of the Greek diaspora starts with the Greek War of Independence (1821) 

when influential diaspora Greeks (and Philhellenes; non-Greeks who love Greece and Greek 

culture) played a prominent role in the Greek Revolution (Korma, 2017). Members of the 

diaspora are the ones to be credited with bringing the ideas of the French Revolution and 

European Enlightenment back to mainland Greece (Zelepos, 2018). The diaspora helped 

finance and, in some cases, even fought in the Greek War of Independence.  

During the course of the 20th-century large scale Greek migration continued most 

prominently after World War II and the Greek Civil War (1946-1949) (Kasimis & Kassimi, 

2004). Greeks created diaspora communities all over the world, with the biggest 
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concentration of Greeks migrating to the USA, Germany, Australia, Canada, and the United 

Kingdom (Kasimis & Kassimi, 2004; Clogg, 1992, p. 4). 

In the present day, Greece still has a considerably large diaspora, however, the total number 

is uncertain. Official figures indicate about 3 million Greeks, but estimates range between 7 

and 10 million, with the number of people of Greek ancestry ranging even higher. In 

addition, it is worth mentioning that Greece and Greeks also have a considerable influence 

over other Orthodox Christian diasporas (Kotzias, 2010, p. 115).  

 

6.2 General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad 

“The Greek worldview and strategic tradition have been heavily influenced by the country’s 

relationship to the sea and the existence of a large Greek diaspora” (Lesser, Larrabee, Zanini 

& Vlachos-Dengler, 2001, p. 26). The General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad (GSGA) was 

founded in 1983. It is under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and is an 

autonomous public service under the direction of a General Secretary (GSGA, 2002). The 

GSGA is the government’s coordinating body for the implementation of state policy with 

respect to diaspora Hellenism (GSGA, 2018). “GSGA aims at supporting the interests and 

expectations of the diaspora as well as tightening diaspora to the homeland. GSGA’s goals 

include helping the diaspora preserve the national and cultural identity along with history, 

culture, and religion; promote the Greek culture through time; strengthen Greek networks 

abroad that can bridge friendship and cooperation between Greece and the other host 

countries of the diaspora; support the Greek national interests abroad; provide for Greek 

schools, youth welcoming programs at home, and use of new technologies; fund and sustain 

the operation of Greek communities, organisations, national-local associations, and clergy-

laity assemblies” (Constant & Zimmermann, 2016, p. 18). 

The Greek diaspora, settled in all five continents, is the result of historical developments, 

mainly triggered by the fall of Constantinople, continued with the conquest of Cyprus and 

Crete (16th and 17th century respectively) to finally reach the end of the 19th century and the 

dawn of the 20th (GSGA, 2015). Furthermore, it is the result of employment search driven 
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migration that took place, largely in two phases, from the 19th century through the early 70s 

(1890-1920 and 1950-1974). 

Hellenism abroad is a valuable national asset (GSGA, 2015). Greek Diaspora represents a 

substantial part of the political, economic, business, cultural and scientific potential of the 

nation and it is considered to hold a key role, particularly in today’s trying economic 

conjuncture Greece is faced with (GSGA, 2015).   

Nowadays, according to the GSGA, there are more than 5.000.000 people of Greek descent 

living outside Greece, scattered across 140 countries (GSGA, 2015). The Diaspora Hellenism 

has been self-organised, composing a total of 3.160 Organizations and Communities, 

scattered in 93 countries all over the world.  

Former Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs and Professor of Political Theories and International 

and European Studies at the University of Piraeus, Nikos Kotzias, stated in his book ‘The 

Foreign Policy of Greece in the 21st Century - For a new, active, democratic, patriotic strategy 

in the era of Globalisation’ (2010) that he believes that in the present circumstances, states 

with a national diaspora have many power advantages. He states that this is particularly true 

for the great diasporas of India and China, but also applies to the smaller ones such as the 

Greek and Armenian diasporas (Kotzias, 2010, p. 114). According to Kotzias, diasporas are 

the carriers of many cultures, economic perceptions and models, the experiences of the 

most diverse peoples who can become partakers in their ‘motherland’.  

 

6.3 What is Ireland Doing? 

Ireland amended Article 2 of its Constitution in 1998, in order to acknowledge the Irish 

diaspora. Article 2 states: “… furthermore, the Irish nation cherishes its special affinity with 

people of Irish ancestry living abroad who share its cultural identity and heritage” (Constant 

& Zimmermann, 2016). Since then Ireland has been actively engaged in diaspora diplomacy 

and a wide range of diaspora initiatives. Furthermore, Ireland has cooperated closely not 

only with Irish Diaspora NGOs, but also Irish businessman worldwide. In addition, it has 

invested in academic programs and research of the Irish diaspora and Diaspora Diplomacy 
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(DFA, 2015, pp. 37, 44). In 2015, the Minister of State for the Diaspora, launched ‘Global 

Irish’, a modern diaspora strategy.  

It is worth noting here that the Irish Government already plans to introduce a new diaspora 

policy by 2020 (DFA, n.d.-a). For this purpose, the Minister of State for the Diaspora and 

International Development, Ciarán Cannon, T.D., has launched a public consultation process 

to inform the new policy. The DFA’s website states that it is important that as many voices as 

possible are heard, from partner organisations and community bodies to individual members 

of the public at home and abroad (n.d.-a). The DFA encourages everyone who holds a view 

on the future of the Irish diaspora policy to participate. This indicates the level of openness 

of the DFA as well as their willingness to actively cooperate with multiple parties and ‘give 

things out of hands’. 

6.3.1 Ireland as a Role Model 

Ireland is a forerunner when it comes to diaspora diplomacy and diaspora strategy. Ireland 

has introduced several initiatives that are both original and innovative. However, as stated in 

the official Diaspora Policy communication of the DFA, there is still much to learn both from 

the diaspora itself as well as from other countries (DFA, 2015, p. 49). Thus, they are open 

both to learn from others and to share their own knowledge and experiences. They 

recognise that the DFA and Irish Abroad Unit (the DFA’s specialised unit for diaspora 

matters, hereafter IAU) do not have a monopoly on this knowledge, but that it is shared with 

the Irish universities, the NGOs and by private individuals (2015, p. 47). As such, they believe 

that all these players need to communicate and work together in order to broaden the 

knowledge on the topic. Finally, it is interesting to mention that the DFA states that they will 

“support efforts to use Ireland as a hub for research into the potential and reach of 

diasporas and the practical application of such research” (2015, p. 49). “On an ongoing basis 

the Irish Abroad Unit in the Department of Foreign Affairs has met with, and shares 

experience and expertise with, delegations from other countries and international 

organisations. Officers at Ireland’s Missions abroad have also briefed Governments and 

Parliaments on Ireland’s experience, policy and past and current initiatives in order to share 

with them our perspective on diaspora engagement” (IAU, 2017b). 
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7. Analysis 
 

7.1 Introduction to Analysis 

This section is structured in a way that it corresponds with the independent variables 

identified in the Methodology chapter. Thus, the Analysis chapter has four main sections: 

Nature of the diaspora, Recent socio-economic developments, Structure of ministry of 

foreign affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it and the New Diplomacy-Culture. 

The last chapter will be significantly longer than those of the other three variables, because 

this variable is expected to, at some degree, explain the outcome of the dependent variable - 

Successful Diaspora Diplomacy - and as such is of higher importance to the findings of this 

study. Due to this, the section of New Diplomacy-Culture is divided into multiple sub-

headings corresponding to the different aspects that characterize New Diplomacy and a New 

Diplomacy culture. 

 

7.2 Variable 1 – Nature of their Diaspora  

As previously explained, one of the main reasons for choosing Ireland is its similarity with 

Greece regarding the type of its diaspora. Both countries have a large and relatively wealthy 

diaspora, which is well integrated into their host-countries. One issue on which Ireland 

seemed to be different to Greece was the size of its diaspora. This is further analysed below.  

7.2.1 Irish in Numbers  

As stated earlier, diaspora is a term that is not always used in the exact same manner and 

thus it may be confusing who are considered to be part of a diaspora and who are not. Due 

to this, the oft-quoted number, 70 million, may be elusive. The Irish Abroad Unit (the Irish 

equivalent of the Secretariat for Greeks Abroad) of the Irish DFA actively uses this number, 

however, it states itself that this “does not purport to be the number of Irish emigrants 

abroad, nor the number of Irish citizens abroad. Rather it is a figure that could be seen as 

relating best to the reference in Article 2 of Bunreacht na hÉireann which states that ‘The 

Irish nation cherishes its special affinity with people of Irish ancestry living abroad who share 
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its cultural identity and heritage’” (IAU, 2017a, p. 1). The number of Irish citizens abroad is 

approximately 1.47 million (IAU, 2017a, p. 1). The way to define the Irish diaspora that 

coincides the most with the Greek one (approximately 5 million) is probably “3.601 million 

Irish citizens resident outside the State who are citizens by virtue of being born on the island 

of Ireland or as a result of a parent’s Irish citizenship, where that citizenship is from being 

born on the island of Ireland, or who have citizenship through the Foreign Births Registration 

(FBR) process” (IAU, 2017a, p. 6). Still, this number is huge considering that the island of 

Ireland only has a population of 6.6 million (4.8 million living in the Republic of Ireland and 

1.8 million living in Northern Ireland).  

Ultimately, however, it is a political choice. Although the 3.6 million seems like a much more 

logical number, the fact that the first number encountered when conducting research on the 

Irish diaspora is 70 million, says a lot about the Irish Diaspora Strategy. Not only does Ireland 

define its diaspora based on the widest possible definition, but they also actively try to reach 

out to all these people and nurture their “Irishness” (often successfully).  

However, besides the numbers above, even more important for the focus of this particular 

research is the recent similarities in emigration patterns of Ireland and Greece. In 2011, an 

average of 1000 young people were leaving Ireland per week (Aikins & White, 2011). During 

the emigration peak in 2011, 34,500 people aged between 15-24 left the country (Kenny & 

Burke-Kennedy, 2018). According to Emmanouil Pratsinakis, a researcher at Oxford 

University, from 2010 to 2018, between 350,000 and 400,000 Greeks left the country (Hope, 

2018). That is also about 900 people a week. In addition, in both cases it was mostly young, 

highly educated people who left the country. According to Pratsinakis, in the case of Greece, 

more than two-thirds of the people who left are university graduates and many have 

postgraduate qualifications (Hope, 2018). This created a new diaspora mainly composed of 

young, educated people, next to the already existing large traditional, second and third 

generation, diasporas of the two countries. As analysed in the next section, besides having 

an effect on the type of the two countries’ diasporas, it also severely affected their internal 

country demographics. 

Based on the above, although the Greek and Irish diasporas are not exactly the same, they 

are both numerous and relatively wealthy, as well as engaged enough for a successful 

diaspora strategy. All in all, they are similar enough to be used for the Most-Similar Case 
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Comparison. Regarding the variable ‘Nature of their diaspora’, one can say that the two 

countries are similar enough to conclude that the nature of their diaspora is not the reason 

for the different outcome regarding their diaspora diplomacy (dependent variable). 

 

7.3 Variable 2 – Recent Socio-Economic Developments  

7.3.1 Brain Drain 

“Over the last decade, Greece has been one of the countries hardest-hit by the global 

economic crisis (Labrianidis and Pratsinakis 2016) – a crisis which not only affected Greece 

economically, but which provoked many political and social changes. One of the major 

consequences of the crisis – and rarely discussed in-depth – is the increasing and continuous 

emigration of human capital, especially of the highly skilled. Qualified Greeks from 2008 

onwards are seeking employment in other European countries or overseas according to their 

qualifications and skills (Labrianidis 2014)” (Fotiadou, 2017, p. 2). Many of the people leaving 

the country are young graduates, which raises concerns regarding the negative impact of the 

ongoing brain drain on the country’s economy and society (Labrianidis & Pratsinakis, 2017, 

p. 1). In Greece “up to 180,000 graduates have left the country to seek work elsewhere in 

the last eight years. And surveys suggest that up to 76% of teenagers are considering 

studying or working abroad” (Bateman, 2018). This is causing serious problems to the 

development of the country, as they have lost a great number of highly educated young 

people. A loss of young, highly educated people at this numerical volume is what is 

commonly known as brain drain. This problem is even greater considering that the Greek 

state, who paid for the education of these people (schools and universities are free in 

Greece) thus seems to have a 0% return on investment rate on the people who left the 

country. This makes it evident that the state desperately needs to find a way in order for all 

this human capital and monetary investment not to be lost. Brain drain is one of the most 

serious long-term issues faced by Greece in this ongoing economic crisis of the country. 

Brain drain, however, is not a problem that only Greece faces. In this era of cheap transport 

and telecommunications to keep in contact with the home front, migration has become 

easier than ever. In addition, it is not only people leaving their home-countries out of pure 
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necessity, but also in search of better opportunities to develop and get the most out of their 

education and capabilities. As more and more people move abroad in search for a better 

future, many home-countries are plagued by their loss of human-capital, aggravated by the 

loss of young and highly educated people which is the type of citizens that this sort of 

migration is characterized by. 

The economic emigrant wave in Ireland is another example of such a brain drain. As 

previously stated, at the peak of the crisis in Ireland, on average, 1,000 young people were 

leaving every week in search of greater career prospects abroad (Aikins & White, 2011, p. 8). 

“This brain drain has been described as ‘the human capital flight’ and it is an inevitable 

consequence of emigration” (2011, p. 8). 

However, there might also be upsides. Although traditionally brain drain is associated with 

negative effects, some countries have managed to draw their benefits out of this 

unfortunate situation. “While both the existing literature on Greek brain drain and the 

media try to determine the size of this emigration, less attention has been afforded to the 

experiences of skilled emigrants and their potential contribution to development, ‘back 

home’” (Cavounidis, 2015 in Fotiadou, 2017, p. 2).  

Several scholars have stressed that, under certain circumstance, the negative aspects of 

brain drain can be reversed (Labrianidis & Pratsinakis, 2017, p. 4). “A different approach is to 

treat such overseas talent as a kind of “brain bank” on which the home country might draw 

in the future, when economic opportunities improve—this has been the experience of South 

Korea, Taiwan, India, and others” (Rana, 2011, p. 102). “Therefore, it is critical for countries 

to introduce diaspora strategies which can convert the brain drain into brain gain and brain 

circulation” (Aikins & White, 2011, p. 8). “Views about the detrimental consequences of 

international migration of professionals on the development potential of the countries of 

origin are also challenged by diaspora scholars and those studying processes of 

transnationalism, who conceive the presence of a highly educated labour force abroad as a 

mobilized asset for sending countries” (Labrianidis & Pratsinakis, 2017, p. 4). 

It used to be the case that once emigrants left the country, they belonged to the past, they 

did not easily return and their contact with their home-country was not constant and 

suffered from time delays. However, in recent years this has changed. Travelling has become 
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much cheaper and mobile phones and the internet have created the opportunity for 

diasporas to be constantly engaged with their home-countries’ affairs. 

“While most of the pre-crisis emigrants saw their migration as a significant career move and 

many planned eventually to return to Greece, only a minority of the post-2010 migrants 

view their emigration in that way. Most of them emigrate because they feel they lack any 

prospects in their home-country and due to their overall disappointment in the socio-

economic situation in Greece, feelings which often go hand in hand with a deep 

disillusionment with the Greek political establishment and with state institutions” 

(Labrianidis & Pratsinakis, 2017, p. 1). Knowing that a high percentage of the citizens who 

left will likely never return, makes it all the more important for the home-country - in this 

case, Greece - to find other ways to benefit from its diaspora. 

In recent years, Ireland has at some degree managed to restore its economy and reverse the 

flow of outwards migration compared to Greece. However, considering that this is a recent 

development, it cannot explain the difference in diaspora diplomacy effectiveness of the two 

countries which is a long-term process. Over the course of the crisis years, the socio-

economic development of the two countries was indeed similar. Both countries were hit 

hard by the economic crisis, their economies were devastated, and both had to face heavy 

social and political changes and this enormous brain drain.  

Moreover, in this analysis it was highlighted that there are different ways to deal with brain 

drain, making it possible for some countries to tackle this socio-economic development. 

However, the variable ‘Recent socio-economic developments (similar)’ was created in 

relation to the situation itself as a country characteristic and not related to the actions taken 

and the diaspora strategy of the country (This will be covered in the section New Diplomacy-

Culture, as that is the section were the actions taken by the country will be analysed). 

All in all, one can say that the similarities regarding the variable ‘recent socio-economic 

developments’ of the two countries are considerably high and thus this variable is - as 

expected - also unable to explain the difference in the outcome of the two countries’ 

diaspora diplomacy.  
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7.4 Variable 3 – Structure of Ministry of Foreign Affairs & the 

Position of the Diaspora Unit Within It  

7.4.1 The Structure of the Irish Department of Foreign Affairs & Trade and 

the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

One cannot talk about the diaspora diplomacy of a country, without talking about the 

structure of the Ministry responsible for that strategy. In Ireland, the equivalent of a ministry 

of foreign affairs is called the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, headed by the 

Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade. Just like in the case of Greece, Ireland has a special 

unit for diaspora which falls under this Department and more specifically under ‘Ireland, 

United Kingdom, and Americas Division’ (For the full organogram of the DFA, please see 

Appendix 1). The Irish equivalent of the General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad is called the 

Irish Abroad Unit (hereafter IAU). The difference is that the GSGA is a special stand-alone 

unit within the structure of the Greek MFA and does not fall under any other division.  

The DFA leadership consists of the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, the Secretary 

General of the Department and two Ministers of State, one responsible for European Affairs 

and one responsible for Diaspora and International Development. A Minister of State does 

not have a Cabinet rank, is the head of a Department of State and assists a Minister (Citizens 

Information, n.d.).  

The Greek MFA, on the other hand, is headed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs and an 

Alternate Minister of Foreign Affairs, as well as two Deputy Ministers of Foreign Affairs and a 

Secretary General. Furthermore, the MFA is divided into three General Secretariats: 

European Affairs, International Economic Relations, and the GSGA plus one Special 

Secretariat, that of Religious and Cultural Diplomacy. Each of them headed by a Secretary 

General and a Special Secretary, respectively. One of the two Deputy Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs holds the title Deputy Minister for Greeks Abroad. Note that online one cannot find 

any up-to-date organogram of the MFA or any other official information related to the 

organisation and structure of the MFA. This is indicative of the level of openness and 

transparency of the Greek MFA. 
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What is remarkable is the fact that, although the IAU is considered far more prominent than 

the GSGA, the Irish Abroad Unit was created as late as 2004, while the GSGA has already 

existed since 1983. In 1983, the GSGA was an innovative initiative, but unfortunately, it did 

not manage to sustain the success it had in its ‘early days’. In addition, although this is not 

evident from the organogram of organisational structure, diaspora, in general, seems to 

have a more prominent position overall within the DFA than at the MFA, as one will see 

when looking at their mission statements in the following chapters.   

Concluding, one can say that the structure of the two ‘Ministries’ is not that different, 

especially not regarding the position of their respective special units for diaspora. In both 

occasions, they are centrally located on the ‘Ministry’s’ organogram and are headed by a 

‘number 2’ of the ‘Ministry’. One can conclude that regarding the variable ‘Structure of 

ministry of foreign affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it’ it was correct to 

assume that the two countries are similar and thus this cannot explain the different outcome 

in the effectiveness of their diaspora strategy.  

 

7.5 Variable 4 – New Diplomacy-Culture  

This section is rather long due to the plurality of different aspects that constitute New 

Diplomacy-Culture which emerged during the course of the analysis. This section will be 

divided into six subsections. In summary, one can identify that this variable includes foreign 

policy, organisational culture, and new diplomacy practices and initiatives. The section will 

continue with three more subsections: one that ties together the findings of the analysis 

with theory, one about the preferred country conditions for diaspora diplomacy and one 

that concludes the role the variable of New Diplomacy-Culture plays in executing Successful 

Diaspora Diplomacy (dependent variable).  

7.5.1 Foreign Policy & Diaspora 

Already from the Irish DFA’s Mission Statement, the centrality of its diaspora in its general strategy 

becomes clear:   
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“The mission of the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade is to serve the Irish people, 

promote their values and advance their prosperity abroad, and to provide the 

Government with the capabilities, analysis and influence to ensure that Ireland derives 

the maximum benefit from all areas of its external engagement. The Global Island: 

Ireland’s Foreign Policy for a Changing World” (DFA, n.d.-c). 

To the contrary, not only does the Greek MFA not mention anything regarding Greeks 

abroad specifically, but it also does not even refer to its citizens and their prosperity at all to 

begin with. Moreover, one cannot find anything referred to as a mission statement. What 

comes closest to a mission statement is the following text that reads: 

 “Greek foreign policy is designed to serve the national interest. In today’s globalized 

 environment, this means that foreign policy must be developed across a broad 

 spectrum, from traditional diplomacy and the cultivation of Greece’s bilateral 

 relations to our country’s participation in the European Union and other international 

 organizations. Our country has its own perspective and develops initiatives 

 concerning all major global issues” (MFA, n.d.-b). 

Instead of focusing on its citizens and the economic aspects, the Greek MFA seems 

entangled in high politics and geopolitical issues. For Ireland, the notion of diaspora is much 

more centrally located within their general Foreign Affairs Policy than it is for Greece. 

The Irish Abroad Unit, the specialised diaspora unit of the DFA states that Ireland is lucky to 

have a diaspora who makes a meaningful contribution to the country of Ireland (DFA, n.d.-d). 

It adds certain examples of the broad variety of ways in which the diaspora can be beneficial 

to Ireland. For instance, building economic development, raising awareness of the Irish 

culture or creating a positive image of Ireland in their adopted homes. The IAU states that 

they are committed to “recognising their efforts by engaging with the diaspora both 

practically and strategically” (DFA, n.d.-d). 

It becomes clear from this statement that the Irish diaspora is a sense of proudness and a 

source of power for Ireland. This is also indicated by their effort to use the term diaspora as 

broadly as possible and to include and create engagement with all people of Irish ancestry. 

Moreover, there is a sense of continuity regarding diaspora strategy. Successive Irish 

governments have followed the same broad lines regarding diaspora. This is not the case for 
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Greece, where, when a different political party becomes the governing party, the diaspora 

strategy changes as well. 

7.5.2 Organisational Culture - Analysis of the Greek MFA & GSGA  

As previously shown the Irish DFA and IAU are characterized by a culture of transparency 

and openness. There is a sense of trust between the government and the Irish diaspora. 

Cooperation is central in the DFA’s and IAU’s culture, whether it is with the diaspora and its 

organisations or with other government agencies. Furthermore, the Irish government tries 

to engage the diaspora as much as possible both in the process of setting up as well as 

implementing diaspora strategies and is not afraid to ‘give things out of hand’. All in all, their 

relationship is characterized by trust and cooperation as ‘equal partners’. In the next section, 

the way the Greek MFA and GSGA function and their culture will be analysed.  

 The Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs as an Organisation 

It is common among EU foreign ministries and several small non-EU states to present a 

certain degree of resistance to change because of their organizational culture (Georgiadou, 

2013, p. 158). Dr. Elena Georgiadou, a Lecturer at Loughborough University who has 

conducted research on Greek foreign policy, Greek diplomacy, and the Greek MFA, found in 

one of her studies that this is also the case with the Greek MFA. This resistance to change 

has as a result that these MFAs are less flexible and adhere partly to a traditional 

understanding of foreign policy that appears disengaged from economic policies and 

associated with high politics (2013, p. 158). The Greek MFA is undergoing a process of 

adaptation, however, according to Georgiadou, it is still far from adopting an integrated 

approach to the organization and management of foreign policy (2013, p. 159). The 

reorganisation of the MFA regards both the headquarters and the overseas missions, 

including changes in both the policy of embassies and consulates (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 208). 

Furthermore, the reorganisation also included the introduction of new information 

technology tools (2011, p. 208).  

However, despite the modernization of the MFA, it sustains a hierarchical model of 

operation. The different units, strategical interests, and projects “remain insulated from one 

another because of a persistent hierarchical modus operandi” (2013, p. 158). This also causes 

a lack of communication and cooperation between departments. The writer of this paper 
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has personally observed this issue both in his own functions within the ministry as well as in 

projects of other employees. 

The MFA is, at some degree, aware that it needs to adapt to the age of New Diplomacy and 

“has been in search of a new identity, role, and functions with which to extend its reach 

towards new international policy areas, as well as an expanded and refined organizational 

structure to reflect the complexity of its international tasks”, however the field observations 

by the researcher indicate that it has succeeded in doing so only at a very limited degree 

(2013, p. 158).  

In line with this new identity, the MFA has been working on overseas development efforts 

(Georgiadou, 2011, p. 208). The MFA is organising an overseas network which includes Greek 

businessmen and nationals from all over the world (2011, p. 208). Furthermore, central in 

this new identity is openness and outwardness within the MFA (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 209). 

This renewed culture is also manifested “in the changing substance of its relationship vis-à-

vis other government departments and civil society” (2011, p. 209). In line with this new 

culture, the ministry also tries to promote openness and directness with civil society (2011, 

p. 210). They have pursued to achieve this through the intensification of collaboration with 

NGOs and with Greek nationals overseas by making the embassies and consulates more 

accessible to the public (2011, p. 210). Other initiatives in support of this goal include the 

establishment of a service for public diplomacy and information for Greek journalists, the 

creation of a citizens’ support and information centre for Greeks living abroad, a twenty-four 

hour hotline - telephone centre for Greek nationals and setting up channels for digital and 

public diplomacy through the use of social networking sites (Twitter and Facebook) (2011, p. 

210). All these initiatives indicate that the MFA increasingly prioritizes deepening its 

relations with Greek citizens at home and abroad (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 210). 

Although, according to Georgiadou the MFA is reorganizing and working on issues of 

transparency, these changes are not evident. In addition, some of the initiatives have since 

been cancelled, such as the citizens’ support and information centre and the twenty-four-

hour hotline - telephone centre for Greek diaspora members which are not operational 

anymore. However, it is a positive development that the Greek government recognises its 

flaws and is trying to tackle them. Unfortunately, it is a difficult and long-lasting process.  
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 GSGA Initiatives 

The General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad has a broad range of initiatives, ranging from 

basic obligations like attending events related to the Greek Independence Day to story 

writing competitions in Greek, by children from the Greek diaspora worldwide. The GSGA 

attends international fairs and cultural activities. The Secretariat communicates with the 

local diaspora organisations regarding the needs and the concerns of the diaspora. Greek 

schools around the world also fall under the jurisdiction of the Secretariat. Among the main 

activities of the GSGA is the ‘Philoxenia Program’ which is an annual summer camp in Greece 

for diaspora children. The aim of this program is to reinforce and stimulate Greek diaspora 

bonds with the home-country. They also organise other year around ‘exchange type’ of 

activities where children come for a few weeks to Greece to follow Greek classes, visit 

important monuments and experience ‘the Greek life’. Furthermore, the GSGA organises 

and supports thematic cultural initiatives aiming at maintaining the national and cultural 

identity of the Greeks of the diaspora. This is being combined with the support for initiatives 

in the educational field and the projection of Greek Civilization. In addition, the GSGA 

publishes books written by authors of Greek origin diaspora members. A relatively new 

initiative is the ‘Myth and culture meeting points’ events, that took place at several 

archaeological sites around Greece. During these events, the diaspora met in Greece, 

“starting a historical journey in the deep roots of Greek Mythology and Civilization, in a 

reunion at the archaeological sites” (GSGA, 2015). According to the official communication 

of the GSGA Greek mythology and history is used to leverage a collective European 

consciousness and to support the formation of a new cultural identity of Greeks (2015). 

 Issues Faced by the GSGA 

At first glance, one can see that the GSGA has a broad range of diverse initiatives and tools in 

order to strengthen the relationship with the Greek diaspora and exercise diplomacy. 

Nonetheless, in reality, as the researcher has observed, the GSGA is facing several issues. 

The problems faced by the GSGA, however, do not seem to be related to their initiatives as 

such, as they are indeed quite diverse and modern after all, with evident characteristics of 

New Diplomacy.  

Although the GSGA employs a broad range of initiatives, it lacks a clear strategy and goal. 

The initiatives are executed but are not part of a broader picture. In addition, the 
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effectiveness of their initiatives is not monitored and reviewed, like it is in the case of the 

Irish. Moreover, many of the problems of the GSGA are rather related to the bureaucratic 

nature and the internal culture of the MFA, instead of the initiatives themselves. Although 

they exercise several new diplomacy initiatives as well as make use of modern tools like 

social media, the GSGA’s culture and work ethic are not permeated by a new diplomacy 

mentality. The new diplomacy initiatives are forced upon bottom-down without being fully 

assimilated.  

Furthermore, another serious problem is that a considerable percentage of the diaspora left 

the country under poor conditions, like poverty and limited future prospects, causing them 

to have a negative image related to the Greek state and distrust in the government and the 

institutions. This has as an effect that although they ‘love the country’ and ‘want to help’, 

they are hesitant to cooperate and support the MFA. “Many countries overestimate the 

generosity of their natives abroad” (Strohecker, 2016). Strohecker wrote an article on the 

trend of countries looking to draw expatriate cash with 'diaspora bonds'. In this article, she 

uses Greece in order to indicate that not all such efforts succeed. She particularly writes 

about the initiative of Greece, which hoped to raise $3 billion from the million-strong Greek 

community in the United States at the height of its debt crisis in 2011 but miserably failed to 

do so. However, the Greeks in the USA did not lack the ability and resources to raise this 

amount, considering the fact that they are quite numerous and wealthy. In addition, 

generally speaking, American-Greeks are proud of their Greek heritage. Thus, the failure of 

this initiative seems to have its roots elsewhere. The most logical explanation is the 

previously described lack of trust in the Greek government and its institutions. In the Greek 

language, the words country and state are far from interchangeable. One can love and be 

proud of the country and ‘hate’ the state. One can have nationalistic sentiments but despise 

the Greek state. From this one can infer that although the Greek community in the USA is 

most likely both able and willing to help Greece (and mainly the Greek people), they abstain 

from doing so because they distrust the Greek state, which they characterize as a 

‘bottomless pit’. 

7.5.3 Diaspora Diplomacy in the Modern Age - Practice and Initiatives 

According to, ex-Greek Foreign Minister, Nikos Kotzias, in the age of globalization, diaspora 

is for each state a great power to lobby in the countries where it has migrated and to raise 
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capital (2010, p 114-115). It is also a great power to raise experience and know-how (2010, p 

114-115). He states that this is also the case for Greece. In the following subsections, some 

aspects and initiatives which are of importance to diaspora diplomacy in the modern age will 

be highlighted.  

 The Role of Technology 

Technology is key in modern-day diplomacy. As highlighted by Cooper, Heine and Thakur, a 

lot has been said about the changing nature of diplomacy and the associated need for 

reform of foreign ministries and foreign services (2013, p. 357). “A large part of the 

discussion about the new diplomacy has been driven by the adoption, within diplomatic 

institutions and government more generally, of digitally-based systems of data creation, 

transmission, and storage using the Internet, social media platforms, computers, and a 

variety of wireless electronic devices” (2013, p. 357). The way in which international 

relations and diplomacy are being conducted has been changed and innovated drastically 

due to technological advancements (Wallace, 2008: 23; Cooper, 2001: 114; Melissen, 1999 in 

Georgiadou, 2011, p. 24). This applies equally in the case of Diaspora Diplomacy. The 

possibilities for Diaspora Diplomacy have increased immensely due to technological 

advancements and information technology in particular. In some cases, however, they are 

not considered a benefit anymore, but a necessity for the successful execution of diaspora 

diplomacy.  

In order to cope with this new reality, governments have to re-organise and retrain their 

diplomats to anticipate the new global reality (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 169). The Ministries of 

both Greece and Ireland are aware of this need for change. However, when taking a closer 

look at how the GSGA and the IAU are in practice dealing with the situation, one can come to 

the conclusion that the IAU is more successful in operating within this new world of 

technology. 

Although the use of digital technologies has, generally speaking, become widespread within 

foreign ministries, the Greek MFA is still facing some issues in this regard (2013, p. 357). This 

is something that the researcher has also observed and is able to confirm regarding the 

GSGA in particular. The GSGA is ‘on paper’ making use of several technological 

advancements, but in reality, the situation is rather disappointing. The website of the 
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Secretariat, for instance, has not been working for at least six months. In addition, although 

the GSGA is active on social media (Facebook and Twitter), at the time of writing, their 

Facebook page only had 1.115 ‘likes’ and their Twitter page 2.401 ‘followers’, with about 5 

and 15 ‘likes’ per post respectively (GSGA Facebook, n.d.; GSGA Twitter, n.d.). The IAU’s 

Global Irish Twitter page had 14.000 ‘followers’ and on average about 55 ‘likes’ per post 

(they do not make use of Facebook). Furthermore, the GSGA has posted about 6.000 

‘tweets’ in total, compared to 25.000 ‘tweets’ by the Global Irish page (Global Ireland 

Twitter, n.d.). In addition, although the use of social media is necessary and a positive 

development, ‘a post on Twitter once in a while’ is not enough. The GSGA needs to actually, 

actively and systematically, reach out to virtual diasporic communities and engage with 

them. 

Furthermore, in the internal operations of the secretariat, a similar situation can be 

observed. In 2001, the Ministry implemented an electronic document management and 

emailing system, however, in practice, it is not being used (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 265). The 

vast majority of information is spread all over the office of the GSGA, and on some occasions 

even in different buildings, printed out and placed within several dossiers. One characteristic 

example is an occasion where the researcher asked for some specific information and in 

order to find the particular dossier, a former employee of the GSGA who had already retired 

for several years, had to be called in order to find out in which building and which filing 

cabinet the necessary information ‘might be’. In addition, in order to store contact 

information, high ranked MFA officials occasionally hand over a pack of business cards to an 

intern to store the information in a Microsoft Excel file. They do not make use of a Partner 

Relationship Management System or other specialised software as would normally be the 

case at an organisation of its size.  

The problem seems to be in line with the findings of Dr. Elena Georgiadou, who conducted 

research regarding the work-culture of the Greek MFA. Dr. Georgiadou came to the 

conclusion, that mostly senior employees and diplomats of the Ministry and bureaucracy are 

holding back innovation and change (Georgiadou, 2011, pp. 211-212). Although already 

conducted in 2011, the vast majority of the results of her empirical research is still true 

today, as the researcher of this report was able to observe and verify. In her research, she 

states that a large number of Greek MFA officials does not use emailing systems and other 
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electronic social network fora and prefer to have emails printed out for them by 

administrative staff (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 265). This is something that the researcher has 

observed in person several times. A high ranked official of the GSGA always had his secretary 

sort out which of the emails he received might interest him and printed out and placed on 

his desk before his arrival at the office.  

Dr. Georgiadou concluded in 2011 that, inter alia, the strong hierarchical culture of the MFA 

“is bound to be rendered outdated very soon and incapable of managing the increasing load 

of horizontal cross-cutting policies” (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 265). This moment seems to have 

arrived. The MFA, and the GSGA in particular will have to rapidly adapt its culture. In another 

research Georgiadou concluded that the MFA was, albeit slowly, transforming into a modern 

foreign policy actor, despite its traditional organisational culture (Georgiadou, 2013, p. 160). 

Although the interviews Dr. Georgiadou conducted indicated that the MFA was engaged in a 

process of change and adaptation, as observed in 2019 these changes are not yet evident 8 

years after the respective study was concluded (Georgiadou, 2011, p. 294).   

 Diaspora Diplomacy & Knowledge-Sharing  

One type of connection that the diaspora can bring is in the area of knowledge (Rana, 2011, 

p. 106). Direct investments and philanthropy from the diaspora communities are of course 

beneficial, however, one of the most important assets in the globalised world is knowledge 

and networks. 

As the Vice President of the World Bank Institute (hereafter WBI), Frannie A. Léautier, 

characteristically said: 

 “Transition to a knowledge-based economy creates a more integrated market for 

 skills and puts a premium on talent” (Kuznetsov, 2006, p. v). 

According to Léautier, talent and skills are becoming the most precious assets of the world 

economy (2006, p. v). 

“Transnational knowledge transfer is conceptualised as a subtype of social remittances with 

the potential to stimulate development” (Levitt 1998; Levitt and Lamba-Nieves 2011 in 

Fotiadou, 2017). In addition, it also has the potential to circulate rather than only travel back 

to the origin country, just like it is the case for other forms of social remittances (2017). 
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“Social Remittances are the ideas, behaviours, identities, and social capital that flow from 

host- to sending-country communities” (Levitt, 1998, p. 926). According to Levitt, social 

remittances might be even more important than financial remittances (2001, pp. 54-69). 

There are several ways in which this ‘sharing of knowledge’ can be realised, these include 

education, mentoring, and entrepreneurship. Knowledge-sharing could, for instance, be 

pursued via exchanges of personnel in areas of science, medicine, and professional fields, 

including business management (Rana, 2011, p. 106). According to Irish diaspora and 

networking specialist and former President and CEO of The Worldwide Ireland Funds, 

Kingsley Aikins, and another Irishmen, Nicola White a consultant on diaspora strategies, the 

diaspora can act as ‘talent accelerators’ for the home-country’s next generation (2011, p. 

65). They explain that, through mentoring, internships, and other training and educational 

opportunities a chance to ‘internationalise’ the next generation of leaders can be offered 

(Aikins & White, 2011, p. 65). 

In the field of education, what could be done, for instance, is to attract students of Greek 

descent to study for a semester in Greece. Another option, which incorporates the aspect of 

‘sharing’ even more strongly is to facilitate the exchange of academic personnel, attracting 

diaspora members that are teaching at foreign universities to give guest lectures at Greek 

universities and create the opportunity for lecturers of Greek universities to give guest 

lectures at foreign universities. This could be further developed by setting up joined research 

programs with researchers from Greece and diaspora Greeks.  

Diaspora members can also support young Greeks through the diasporas well developed 

personal networks. This could, for example, be done in the case of freelancers, merchants, 

and entrepreneurs trying to get access to a foreign market where diaspora Greeks are 

located. Ex-Foreign Minister of Greece, Nikos Kotzias, himself has highlighted that finding 

consumers/customers for the Greek products/services as well as finding foreign investment, 

needs to become a key element of the Greek Foreign Ministry. However, the vision has yet 

to be realised and has not received this central position within foreign policy (Kotzias, 2010, 

p. 153). 

Mentoring is another tool for knowledge-sharing. “The act of mentoring has a longstanding 

history dating back to the Ancient Greeks with Socrates serving as mentor and teacher to his 
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student, Plato” (Aikins & White, 2011, p. 117). Over the course of history, mentoring has 

retained its importance and has been popular in many specialised professions (2011, p. 117).  

Examples include academia, business, and the arts. According to Aikins and White, a high 

percentage of the main diaspora influencers have also had mentors and would be well 

“positioned and willing to pass on their experiences to the next generation of leaders in the 

home country” (2011, p. 117). The two Irish specialists, however, highlight that the main 

challenge with these types of programs is scalability and finding the funders and the 

resources to, as they say, “impact thousands rather than hundreds of younger members in 

the diaspora” (2011, p. 117). 

Kyriaki Fotiadou, from the Sussex Centre for Migration and one of the researchers of the 

SEESOX (South East European Studies at Oxford) Diaspora initiative, wrote in her research 

about knowledge transfer that “individuals’ trajectories and perceptions of social 

remittances are shaped by their ongoing ties to the country of origin” (Fotiadou, 2017, p. 

19). Depending on their tie with their home-country, their willingness to contribute to the 

country’s recovery after the crisis reinforces or weakens. The research indicated that the 

main issue for transferring knowledge from the diaspora to the home-country is not 

economic obstacles. One of the main findings of Fotiadou is that often the reason why 

attempts to transfer knowledge back to Greece from Greek diaspora members failed, was 

that the diaspora members found that their efforts were frustrated by bureaucratic 

obstacles or the widely-referred-to ‘Greek mentality’ (2017, p. 17-18).  

According to Vice President Léautier, actors in diaspora networks can be crucial bridges 

between global state-of-the-art in policy, technological, and managerial expertise and local 

conditions in their home countries (Kuznetsov, 2006, p. v). Furthermore, he highlighted that 

also public sector reform, innovations in education and social services, and promotion of a 

knowledge-based private sector could benefit from the cooperation between diaspora 

members, country governments and external funding agencies (2006, p. v). These are just a 

few examples of the areas in which joined effort could have significant positive outcomes for 

the home-country.  
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 The Importance of Networks 

Several scholars have highlighted the importance of expatriate networks, which can 

potentially form a significant resource when they are connected to countries of origin 

(Labrianidis & Pratsinakis, 2017, p. 4). In recent years, the role of networks as a tool of 

diplomacy has also been highlighted in international relations literature (Stone & Douglas, 

2018, p. 711). In New Diplomacy, networks play a central role. Cooper, Heine, and Thakur 

state that the key to successful foreign policy is networked diplomacy (2013, p. 60). 

According to Kelley, non-state actors - what he calls new diplomats - have shown an ability 

to spur the advancement of global initiatives by leveraging the power of their networks 

(2010, p. 301). He adds to that that without the power of these networks, governments 

would have otherwise pleaded ignorance (2010, p. 301). This is also the case when talking in 

particular about diasporas and Diaspora Diplomacy. The benefit of networks when it comes 

to diasporas is double-sided. The Ministries of Foreign Affairs and their diplomats need a 

strong network and connection with diaspora members in order to successfully reach and 

cooperate with their diasporas. However, once this connection is well established, the MFAs 

and their diplomats may also by extension draw a strong advantage from the networks of 

their respective diasporas in order to exercise and strengthen other types of diplomacy and 

diplomatic tools. “Globalization and the network state have introduced such changes into 

the dynamics of diplomacy as to make it into something very different from what it was in 

the past” (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 84). Diaspora, with its unique opportunities for 

interconnection and networking, is an ideal tool to tap into this new ‘networked’ field of 

diplomacy.  

In the light of this ‘networked world’ Ireland has set up the ‘Global Irish Network’. This is a 

network consisting of 300 of the most influential ‘Irish and Irish-connected people abroad 

who provide Ireland with valuable international expertise’ (DFA, n.d.-b). According to the 

DFA’s website, it consists of people from diverse fields, spread over almost 40 countries and 

who are ‘willing to get involved in delivering economic development in Ireland’. “The 

Network works closely with the Government and state agencies in promoting Ireland’s 

economic, cultural and tourism messages in key markets. With their reach, power, and 

influence, Ireland can gain an important competitive edge in engaging new and emerging 

markets” (DFA, n.d.-b). The Global Irish Network has a facilitation role, an advisory role and 
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works closely together with embassies, consulates and the offices of the stage agencies 

abroad. In all of this, it is evident that key is networks and cooperation. Communication 

between the coordinating body – the IAU –, their initiatives like the Global Irish Network, the 

different independent Irish diaspora organisations and of course the Embassies and 

Consulates. The IAU is not controlling what and how everything will exactly be done, instead 

it is supporting the whole process. The initiatives are coming bottom-up from the diaspora 

itself with a little steering towards the issues that the Irish government finds of strategic 

interest. In other words, Ireland clearly has a ‘facilitator role’ instead of an ‘implementor 

role’. These terms will be further analysed in the respective subsection.  

Following are some examples of the initiatives of the Global Irish Network. One of these 

initiatives is the Irish Economic Forum. According to ex-Minister for Foreign Affairs and 

Trade, Charles Flanagan, T.D., the forum focuses on areas considered of strategic interest to 

Ireland, such as research and innovation, international education, entrepreneurship and 

export (Flanagan, n.d.). Another initiative is the Global Irish Contacts Programme. This 

program has connected 120 members of the Global Irish Network to provide ongoing 

mentoring to Small and Medium Irish Enterprises (DFA, 2015, p. 44). The program was run by 

Enterprise Ireland, which is the governmental organisation responsible for the development 

and growth of Irish enterprises in world markets (Enterprise Ireland, n.d.). A final example of 

a very interesting initiative is that of the Irish Design Week. This was a series of events that 

took place in 2015 all surrounded by the theme of design. The goal was to raise the 

reputation of Irish Design worldwide while encouraging links between local and global Irish 

designers. The Irish Design week covered a wide range of disciplines ranging from the 

expected fashion, jewellery, and architecture to disciplines such as food, education and 

healthcare. The goal was to showcase the importance of design to success in business and as 

a driver of economic growth. Some numbers, just to indicate the sheer size and success of 

this event; €24.1 million in design-based exports were generated and 28.5 million people 

engaged with Irish Design 2015 through exhibitions and events (Irish Design, n.d.). This 

program was run by the national agency Design & Craft Council of Ireland on behalf of the 

Department of Jobs, Enterprise & Innovation. Another exceptionally interesting network 

initiative, that is not part of the Global Irish Network or the DFA for the matter but worth 

mentioning, is the Irish Technology Leadership Group “a venture capitalist group set up by 

Irish entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley” (ITLG, n.d.). This is an NGO, established in 2007, by 
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senior executives of World’s Leading Corporations. The goal of the organisation is to 

promote the technology connection between Ireland, Silicon Valley, and the USA. The 

network focuses on Entrepreneurship, Female Leadership, Young Innovators and Education. 

By looking at these examples one can easily see that, other than the cooperation between 

the government, the diaspora and the NGOs, there is also a lot of intra-governmental 

cooperation and joint initiatives between several Irish agencies and institutions. This is 

another aspect that to a large degree seems to be missing at GSGA, where the internal 

cooperation is not so broad and communication between the different ministries and 

institutions is also often not flawless. Furthermore, one can see that all the separate Irish 

initiatives are tied together under an umbrella, in this case that of the Irish Global Network, 

thus being part of an organised diaspora strategy and maintaining a clear focus and goal, 

contrary to the GSGA, which has interesting and promising initiatives but is missing the 

control over them and the guidance of them towards one unified direction.  

 Diaspora Diplomacy & the New Diasporas 

A major task for countries is to retain contact with the new generation of diaspora. This new 

generation includes three groups of people: the 2nd and 3rd generation of existing diasporas, 

the young adults who mostly left during the crisis for studies or work opportunities and the 

diaspora that consists of people who have previously lived in the ‘home-country’ but their 

origin is from another country and they have since returned to their country of origin. All 

three categories have in common that they often fall outside of the scope and tactics of 

diaspora strategies, especially in the case of more traditionally oriented countries. For 

simplification reasons the first two categories will be joined together under the category 

‘new diaspora generation’. The last category will be analysed separately as ‘non-traditional 

diaspora’.  

New Diaspora Generation 

As was observed during the field research, sustaining contact with the ‘youth’, as an 

employee of the Greek MFA characteristically called it, is a main challenge of Greece. In the 

past, the first thing Greeks would do as soon as they settled in a new country was to join a 

Greek Orthodox Christian church and the local, official organisation of Greeks in the area. 

These organisations were in most cases facilitated by the Greek government, making it easy 
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to retrieve data regarding the diaspora in a certain area and reach out to them. It also 

offered an official communication channel between the GSGA and the elected 

representation of the diaspora community. Young members of the diaspora, however, often do 

not organise themselves in the ways the previous generations did. This is the case with both 

the children of the old diaspora as well as recent emigrants, who often show little interest in 

the customs of the ‘old’. This makes it difficult for Greece to reach out to them.  

However, this does not mean that young diaspora members do not connect with their 

home-country at all or that they are not open to it. They just do it in other ways (Rana, 2011, 

p. 107). The new generation is not interested in titles and officialities, they rather choose 

ways to connect that suit their respective needs and interests. It goes without saying that, of 

course, social media again plays an important role here as there are countless social media 

groups. Often the groups are dedicated to a specific part of the diaspora community. This 

can be a specific area, for instance ‘Greeks in Stockholm’ or a characteristic of the group, for 

instance, students, like ‘Greek students in the Netherlands’ or even supporters of a specific 

football team, ‘F.C. OFI Crete fans in the UK’. The role of technology in modern-day diaspora 

diplomacy has already been explored in a different section and thus no further analysis is 

needed at this point. However, it is important to note that except for the use of social media 

and information technology in general, reaching out to these people also requires a certain 

degree of flexibility and informality from the foreign ministries. Characteristics, that, as 

previously analysed, the Irish DFA possesses but the Greek MFA lacks. Furthermore, another 

common trait of the ‘new’ diaspora is organising themselves in professional unions. One 

such example is the ‘Network of Greek Dentists in the Netherlands’, which has as its goal 

both the creation of a network of all Greek dentists in the country, as well as to help dentists 

who are planning to emigrate to the Netherlands in the future. One way to engage with 

these people is through facilitating separate initiatives that are specifically focused on the 

work field of a certain group of diaspora members. The foreign ministries can select these 

specialised initiatives based on the existence of specific types of diaspora groups and 

simultaneously matching them to the needs of the home-country. In this way, these 

diaspora members will be both interested in participating as well as capable of actually being 

beneficial to their home-country and their compatriots. There is a need for initiatives with 

concrete goals. The new generation is often not interested in the participation in ceremonial 

events ‘just because they are Greek or Irish’. They want to ‘spend their time on initiatives 
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where they can actually make a difference’. Some other ways in which the new generation 

connects with their home-country and compatriots is through working on social, 

educational, and other projects” (Rana, 2011, p. 107).  

Diaspora Communities of Citizens who Were Born to Non-Native Parents 

According to ‘Global Irish – Ireland’s Diaspora Policy 2015’, there is a growing number of 

people who have spent time living, studying and working in Ireland and then returned home 

(DFA, 2015, p. 53). Although these people may not fall under the traditional definition of 

diaspora, Ireland is actively including them in its diaspora strategy. According to the report, 

“New Irish diaspora communities have been formed in countries such as Poland, as Irish 

citizens who were born in Ireland to non-Irish parents, or who have become Irish citizens as 

adults, returned to their country of origin” (DFA, 2015, p. 53). The DFA states that they want 

these ‘young Irish’, as they call them, to retain their links with Ireland and have pride in their 

Irish citizenship. This is a relatively modern outlook on these people and on the meaning of 

citizenship and diaspora. More countries could take an example from this. Greece, for 

instance, has many citizens, among others of Albanian and Bulgarian descent, who left 

Greece during the crisis and returned to their countries of origin. However, these people 

speak the Greek language, know the Greek customs and traditions, went to Greek schools 

and in many cases even feel Greek. It is a lost opportunity for Greece not to keep close 

contact with these people and not to include them in their diaspora strategy. Even more so 

since, with the increased mobility that characterizes this age, the number of people of 

different backgrounds and nationalities (or mixed nationalities and citizenships) that has 

spent a part of their life/youth in a country and then moved to another, will keep increasing. 

7.5.4 Diaspora Diplomacy & Other Forms of Diplomacy - Bringing Together 

Practice and Theory 

 Diaspora Diplomacy & Public Diplomacy 

“The difference between public diplomacy aimed at overseas public opinion and at domestic 

outreach is defined by the public, but their separation can be questioned in an 

interconnected, online, and highly mobile world of global citizens, diasporas, and 

expatriates” (Cooper, Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 352). 
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According to Cooper, Heine, and Thakur, the new actors on the diplomatic stage, referring to 

non-state actors or what Kelley refers to as new diplomats, are as - or more - important to a 

diplomat than the traditional official government interlocutor (Kelley, 2010, p. 301; Cooper, 

Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 209). Cooper, Heine, and Thakur are of the opinion that since 

public diplomacy is about relationships more than about individuals, “today's well-rounded 

diplomat will find ways of partnering with as many of these as possible” (2013, p. 209). 

Subsequently, an important role is also reserved for diaspora communities, provided that a 

significant number of their members is that of the diplomat's home-country’s origin or 

nationality (2013, p. 209). 

Here the researcher would like to quote a note from Nicholas Cull, director of the master's 

program in public diplomacy at the University of Southern California, found in The Oxford 

Handbook of Modern Diplomacy:  

 “New public diplomacy refers to: a new context (more voices); new players (NGOs 

 and more powerful individuals); new methods (Internet); new directions (horizontal); 

 new challenges (one world); new vocabulary (branding); new limits (partnerships); 

 new theory (soft power). In public diplomacy, openness matters (open systems are 

 attractive); time matters; image matters; stories matter (the power of example); 

 diasporas matter (individuals carry messages), partnerships matter (no one can go 

 alone); information matters (others will fill the world); success matters (many are 

 hurt by the failure of one). Some of public diplomacy's components are: listening; 

 advocacy; and cultural diplomacy. Public diplomacy is about relationships” (Cooper, 

 Heine & Thakur, 2013, p. 215). 

From this short description of New Public Diplomacy, one can clearly see again how 

interlinked all the factors analysed in this research are; New Diplomacy, Public Diplomacy, 

Soft Power and Diasporas. All four of these are in need of the same characteristics; multiple 

players and cooperation, openness, technology. And where are all these characteristics more 

present than in the diaspora diplomacy of Ireland? Ireland has incorporated not only the 

structure and strategies for a diaspora diplomacy with an intense new public diplomacy 

aspect, but also the necessary culture and mentality.  
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 Diaspora Diplomacy & Cultural Diplomacy 

“Diaspora communities can offer unique opportunities for connection” (Cooper, Heine & 

Thakur, 2013, p. 339). This connection can be created through sharing their culture: values, 

ideas, history, music, food and whatever else this can constitute. 

The Greek MFA places particular value on cultural diplomacy. On the official website of the 

Greek MFA the ministry’s stance on Cultural Diplomacy can be found: 

 “Greece attaches particular importance to Cultural Diplomacy as a quintessential tool 

 for approaching peoples and exercising foreign policy. The universality of Hellenic 

 Culture is connective tissue in the quest for common origins and historical ties with 

 other countries, while the dialogue of cultures contributes to international peace and 

 diplomacy. Agreements and bilateral Educational and Cultural Programmes with third 

 countries are a fundamental institutional tool. The various cultural events organized 

 by our Embassies and Consulates in the countries to which they are accredited 

 contribute in the best possible manner to cultural exchange and the promotion of all 

 of our country’s forms of classical and modern culture. On a multilateral level, and 

 particularly in the context of international organizations, Greek Cultural Diplomacy is 

 aimed at pointing up, promoting and utilizing a universal value system for interstate 

 relations” (MFA, n.d.-a). 

Culture can indeed be a strong tool in diplomacy, and its strength can be multiplied by the 

correct use of a country’s diaspora. Cultural diplomacy, Public Diplomacy, and Diaspora 

Diplomacy are closely interlinked and, in some cases, it can be difficult to differentiate 

between ‘what is what’. If applied in conjunction their effects can be astonishing. However, 

just as previously stated about other initiatives, key is that they are part of a greater strategy 

and have a specified goal.  

As may, also, be implied by the above statement of the MFA, Greece seems too entangled in 

‘the greatness of its culture’. Although Greece undoubtfully has a significant cultural 

heritage, it is important that this is not presented as such, without any further goal. The MFA 

and GSGA need to involve diaspora in their cultural diplomacy and link it to other initiatives 

with a clear purpose. A role model for how this can be successfully done is, for instance, the 

Irish Design initiative, previously presented. This initiative managed to combine raising the 
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reputation of Irish design worldwide, encouraging links between local and global Irish 

designers and generate economic growth.  

 Diaspora Diplomacy & Soft Power 

Nye’s conceptualisation of soft power has been at a large degree the foundation of public 

diplomacy literature and practice in the 2000s (Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 4). Nye defined soft 

power as:  

 “The ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or 

 payments [which] . . . arises from the attractiveness of a country’s culture, political 

 ideals, and policies” (Nye, 2004 in Ho & McConnell, 2017, p. 4).  

In addition, public diplomacy is considered one of the key tools in this mode of power and 

comprises an essential instrument of statecraft (Gilboa, 2008; Melissen, 2005 in Ho & 

McConnell, 2017, p. 4). Regarding the cultural field, diasporas are considered natural 

ambassadors of the home-country, and thus can play a special role in the development of 

the home-country’s soft power in a particular host-country (Rana, 2011, p. 106). As 

previously indicated, diaspora diplomacy can be used to execute and significantly strengthen 

cultural and public diplomacy. By extension, this means that diaspora diplomacy is a 

significant addition to a country’s soft power, especially if it is characterized by a New 

Diplomacy-Culture and implemented in combination with Cultural and Public Diplomacy. 

Ireland is overall also doing better in Soft Power than Greece. This can be observed when 

looking at the ‘Global Ranking of Soft Power 2018’ compiled by Portland PR Limited 

(McClory, 2018). The list has Ireland placed on the 19th position, while Greece is 23rd. This 

difference is more significant than it may seem, since the list is in absolute terms. It does not 

take into account the difference in population and country size of the countries examined or 

the difference of their Soft Power compared to other types of power. 

7.5.5 Country Image, Role & Potential  

 The Receptivity of the Home-Country’s Government 

Here the researcher would like to introduce the term of ‘home-country’s government 

receptivity’, a concept used under several denominations by researchers specialised in 

migration and diaspora issues (Nevinskaitė, 2016; Nkongolo-Bakenda & Chrysostome, 2012; 
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Shain & Barth, 2003). This research incorporates the understanding of ‘home-country’s 

government receptivity’ as presented by Nkongolo-Bakenda and Chrysostome in ‘Engaging 

diasporas as international entrepreneurs in developing countries: In search of determinants’ 

(2012).  

“The receptivity of the home country’s government is a critical factor in the emergence of 

diaspora international entrepreneurship” (Nkongolo-Bakenda & Chrysostome, 2012, pp. 52-

53). Nkongolo-Bakenda and Chrysostome explain that there are two types of government 

receptivity; it can be proactive or reactive. Government receptivity can be indicated by the: 

general attitude of government leaders toward diaspora members, diaspora investment 

programs, government agencies for diaspora issues, simplifying and reducing administrative 

formalities related to starting a business, tackling usual hassles, such as red tape, customs 

delays and bribery, country image, effectiveness of judicial system, and infrastructures 

(Kapur 2007; Jones 1999; Agunias 2009; Tomas 2009; Newland 2010; Newland and Tanaka 

2010; Plaza and Ratha 2011 in Nkongolo-Bakenda & Chrysostome, 2012, pp. 52-53). The 

authors state as an example that it is more likely diasporas international entrepreneurship 

will be facilitated by countries that allow dual nationality to diasporas than those which do 

not. Furthermore, government leaders with international experience are more likely to have 

a favourable attitude regarding the diaspora because they do not have an inferiority 

complex (Jeon & Ahn 2004 in Nkongolo-Bakenda & Chrysostome, 2012, pp. 52-53). Finally, 

another factor that affects the propensity of diasporas to contribute to the development of 

their countries of origin is, of course, the business climate of the home-country (2012, pp. 

52-53). Nkongolo-Bakenda and Chrysostome conclude that the higher the receptivity of the 

home-country’s government, the higher the likelihood of the diaspora’s involvement in the 

creation of new international venture in the home-country (2012, p. 53). 

 Facilitating Role & the Importance of Cooperation 

According to Langhorne, the exact direction of the state-system is yet to be defined, due to 

the fact that governments still have to reconcile the incompatibilities between the interstate 

system of the past and the globalising, interconnected environment of the future (Langhorne 

in Kelley, 2010, p. 302). Kelley believes, however, that if this “evolution of the revolution in 

diplomatic affairs stays the course, the states that stand the greatest chance of political 
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success in an information-driven environment will recognise these growth areas beyond the 

ministry” (2010, p. 303). 

According to Aikins and White, the role of the government within a state’s diaspora strategy 

can be characterized by having an ‘implementer’ or a ‘facilitator’ role (2011, p. 59). When 

adopting an ‘implementer’ role the government is placed as a central force in implementing 

and accomplishing the strategy. When adopting a ‘facilitator’ role, multi-layered networks 

with diaspora members and groups are being encouraged and developed. 

Governments and diasporas should be realistic, Aikins and White emphasize (2011, p. 65). A 

facilitating role for a government in a diaspora strategy increases the opportunities for 

engaging with its diaspora. A facilitating role is more inclusive and transparent than an 

implementer framework (Aikins & White, 2011, p. 65). Thus, the authors expect it to remain 

the preferred choice of governments as “it enables them to adopt a ‘reductionist’ approach, 

particularly in terms of cost, whilst multiplying their presence within the strategy” (2011, p. 

65). The approach also acknowledges that governments are not able to drive diaspora 

engagement on their own. Diaspora engagement has to be a partnership between the 

diaspora and some actor in the home-country. Finally, they highlight that the facilitating role 

“refrains from reverting to a traditional interpretation of diaspora as an untapped pool of 

resources, and advances more progressive frameworks of equality, stakeholding and 

partnership” (Aikins & White, 2011, p. 65). 

Although the GSGA has adopted several new diplomacy practices, like open events, the use 

of social media etc., it has not adopted a new diplomacy ‘mentality’. Contrary to the IAU, the 

practices of the GSGA are at a large degree still centrally controlled and executed by the 

government, instead of ‘facilitating’ the diaspora in their own initiatives. This seems to be 

one of the main differences between the GSGA and the Irish Abroad Unit.  

Boyle, Kitchin & Ancien, propose that the future of diaspora-centred development requires a 

new generation of diaspora strategies that are predicated upon cooperation or effective 

partnerships between sending states, key stakeholders in sending states, diaspora 

populations themselves, and stakeholders in destination states (2016, p. 342). “Arguably the 

most critical agenda for the future is to create forums, mechanisms, dialogues, and 

platforms through which each constituency can negotiate its interests in diaspora 
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strategizing with an awareness of the compromises that might need to be made” (Boyle, 

Kitchin & Ancien, 2016, p. 342). However, in order for this to succeed, it should not be a 

vague, aspirational or an abstract exercise (2016, p. 342). 

 Country Potential for Diaspora Strategy 

Proof of Ireland’s success in the field of Diaspora Diplomacy can also be found in the 

extensive analysis ‘Diaspora networks and the international migration of skills: How 

countries can draw on their talent abroad’, by Yevgeny Kuznetsov a specialist in 

technological innovation and international migration of the highly skilled and knowledge-

based growth. Kuznetsov categorises a country’s potential for diaspora strategy based on the 

country conditions and the diaspora networks (see Appendix 3). He has three categories 

when it comes to the former: Unfavourable Country Conditions, Moderate Country 

Conditions, and Favourable Country Conditions. When it comes to the diaspora networks, 

countries are divided into: Sophisticated Diaspora Networks or Emerging Diaspora Networks. 

In both categories Ireland is placed in the highest position; Favourable Country Conditions 

and Sophisticated Diaspora Networks. By applying Kuznetsov’s model one would most likely 

come to the conclusion that Greece does have a Sophisticated Diaspora Network, but 

unfortunately lacks the Favourable Country Conditions which Ireland has developed. Greece 

would fit the best into the category Moderate Country Conditions. Because Greece does 

have the Sophisticated Diaspora Network, it has the opportunity to create a powerful 

diaspora strategy, by developing its Country Conditions. Although a complicated process, it is 

entirely in Greece’s hands. It is in Greece’s favour that the external factor, the diaspora 

networks, are already developed, because developing those is even a harder challenge due 

to the lack of control over them.  

7.5.6. Findings Related to the Different Variable  

Taking all the above into consideration, one can safely conclude that, firstly, the researcher 

was correct to assume that the variable ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’ is indeed a point on which 

the two countries vastly differ. Moreover, the analysis of this variable indicated that the 

importance of this variable and the different approaches of the two countries on this aspect 

are great enough to explain the different outcome of the two countries’ diaspora diplomacy. 

Nonetheless, it needs to be indicated that, although undoubtfully this variable plays a 
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prominent role and can explain the different outcomes, there might be other variables that 

were overlooked in this study that also contribute to the different outcome regarding the 

two countries’ diaspora diplomacy.  

Furthermore, the variable was much broader than initially expected and incorporated many 

different sub-categories. This does not present a problem for the purpose of this study 

considering that the main assumptions are still true; ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’ is a major 

factor in the effectiveness of modern-day diaspora diplomacy. However, for future research 

it is suggested to further analyse the different compartments of the ‘New Diplomacy-

Culture’ variable in greater detail and break it down into several smaller and easier to 

analyse variables.   
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8. Outcome 
 

Based on previous research highlighted in this paper and the Comparative Case Study, 

particularly the empirical contributions of the Participant Observation, the following 

valuable outcomes emerged. The results of this study are divided into three main sections 

and an additional section regarding the limitations of this study. The three main sections are:     

- The outcomes of the Most-Similar Case Comparison and the results related to the 

formulated research question ‘What parallels and differences between Greece and Ireland 

regarding their diaspora diplomacy can be identified?’  

- Lessons Learned and the corresponding question ‘What lessons can Greece learn from the 

identified best practices of Irish diaspora diplomacy?’  

- New Diaspora Diplomacy and the question ‘How can the diaspora of a country be used as a 

diplomatic tool in the world of ‘New Diplomacy’ based on the findings of this research?’.  

The subsection Lessons Learned provides a more practical point of view directly relating to 

the cases of Greece and Ireland, while the subsection New Diaspora Diplomacy offers a more 

theoretical viewpoint regarding the general applicability of the findings of this report to 

diaspora diplomacy. Nonetheless, these two sections are strongly interlinked. 

 

8.1 Most-Similar Case Comparison  

In this subsection the research question ‘What parallels and differences between Greece and 

Ireland regarding their diaspora diplomacy can be identified?’ will be answered and the 

results of the Most-Similar Case Comparison will be presented. 

Taking into consideration the findings of the analysis conducted, one can safely say that the 

independent variable New Diplomacy-Culture, which was identified as being the variable on 

which Greece and Ireland differ, is indeed a necessary variable for achieving the dependent 

variable – a successful diaspora diplomacy. It was correct to assume that the other 

independent variables, Nature of their diaspora, Recent socio-economic developments, 

Structure of ministry of foreign affairs & the position of the diaspora unit within it, are 

indeed similar enough between the two countries in order to conclude that they are not the 
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reason for the different outcome. Although New Diplomacy-Culture is without a doubt a 

prerequisite for successful diaspora diplomacy, it cannot be excluded that there might also 

be other variables, not identified in this research, that might play a role in achieving 

successful diaspora diplomacy. Thus, it can be concluded, that Ireland and Greece are indeed 

significantly similar on aspects regarding diaspora diplomacy, with the exception of the 

aspect of New Diaspora-Diplomacy, which is of substantial importance to the successfulness 

of their diaspora diplomacy.  

 

8.2 Lessons Learned  

In the years to come diasporas worldwide will keep growing and with them the importance 

of Diaspora Diplomacy. Following are some of the key aspects identified, based on the 

conducted comparative case study, that contribute to the successfulness of a country’s 

diaspora diplomacy. In this subsection the research question ‘What lessons can Greece learn 

from the identified best practices of Irish diaspora diplomacy?’ will be answered. Thus, the 

lessons learned from the case comparison on the diaspora diplomacy of Greece -as the case 

facing challenges- and Ireland -as the successful case- will be summarized. 

There is a need for a concrete diaspora strategy. Wanting to engage in diaspora diplomacy, 

having a strong diaspora and a special unit for diaspora diplomacy is not enough. Neither is 

having funding for it and participating in commemorations and other ceremonial events. 

There is a need for a clear long-term diaspora strategy that will be characterized by 

continuity, regardless of the change of governments. It needs to be clear what the ministry 

of foreign affairs wants to achieve, why they want to achieve that and how they are going to 

try and achieve it. Furthermore, there is a need to monitor and evaluate both the individual 

initiatives as well as the diaspora strategy as a whole.  

The different initiatives executed, all need to be part of this greater diaspora strategy and 

work towards achieving the same goal. Random, stand-alone initiatives are a waste of 

resources. In addition, the individual initiatives need to be tailor-made for specific types of 

diaspora members and correlating sub-goals of the diaspora strategy. Nowadays, sporadic 

communication has been replaced by constant and instant connectivity and technology as a 
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tool needs to be utilised to its full potential to engage in diaspora diplomacy. However, it 

remains of high importance that this is being done within the framework of the greater 

strategy.  

Governments should adopt a facilitating role instead of an implementing role. Research has 

shown that in most of the cases a facilitator role is more effective than an implementer role. 

The old binary relationship of people emigrating and money being sent home, is being 

replaced by more nuanced connections. We are moving from the vertical world of 

hierarchies to the horizontal world of networks. The key is two-way beneficiality. In the age 

of New Diplomacy and a heavily interconnected and globalised world, knowledge sharing 

and access to networks constitute two of the main benefits that a country can achieve 

through diaspora diplomacy. A strong practical example of this is brain drain. Brain drain, 

identified in this research as one of the main struggles of both Greece and Ireland, is 

something that will only increase in the years to come due to increased mobility and will 

plague (mostly, but not limited to) developing countries. This research identified, however, 

that brain drain is not irreversible and that with the right strategy and initiatives countries 

can turn this disadvantage into an advantage. Brain drain can become brain gain and brain 

circulation through the use of the knowledge and networks of diasporic communities.  

There is a lot that the Greek GSGA and diaspora diplomacy units of other countries can learn 

from the IAU. Nonetheless, one needs to keep in mind that every diaspora is unique and so 

should each country’s diaspora strategy be. Diaspora strategies have different effects on 

different diasporas. “Diaspora schemes that are transferred from pioneers to adopters often 

have more limited success” (Boyle, Kitchin & Ancien, 2016, p. 342). Countries can learn and 

be inspired by each other, however, they need to adapt the ideas that they adopt from 

others to fit their own diaspora, governmental capacity, and needs.  

 

8.3 New Diaspora Diplomacy 

Following is a summary of the findings of this report answering the research question ‘How 

can the diaspora of a country be used as a diplomatic tool in the world of ‘New Diplomacy’ 

based on the findings of this research?’. As indicated by the question itself, this will be done 
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by building upon the findings of the case study and identifying their significance to the 

concept of diaspora diplomacy as a whole. 

This research has indicated that diaspora can be a strong diplomatic tool if it is being used in 

a proper way, suitable to the contemporary era. In general, new diplomacy initiatives are not 

sufficient for achieving successful diaspora diplomacy if they are not supported by a new 

diplomacy mentality as well. The foreign ministries need to have adopted New Diplomacy as 

a mentality in its whole. The organisational culture of a foreign ministry needs to be 

modernized. It should become more flexible and transparent, the diplomats and other 

employees need to become more open-minded and approachable and the decision-making 

process needs to become faster and more responsive. Finally, countries should focus on 

communication and cooperation between the plurality of actors in Diaspora Diplomacy in 

this modern age. The general culture and all practices of the ministries of foreign affairs 

should be branded by trust, openness, and transparency. Central in New Diplomacy is the 

notion that citizens play a more prominent role than they used to in the past. This idea can 

be expanded to include diasporas as well. Furthermore, not only should New Diplomacy 

include diaspora, but also the other way around; in order for Diaspora Diplomacy to be 

successful it should include New Diplomacy in its practices. 

Taking all the above into consideration, one can safely say that Diaspora Diplomacy and New 

Diplomacy are highly interlinked. Diaspora Diplomacy is a good addition to a country’s toolkit 

for exercising New Diplomacy. More importantly, however, as this research has shown, in 

order for Diaspora Diplomacy to be effective and efficient, a country should strive for a high 

degree of new diplomacy aspects in their diaspora diplomacy so that it fits within the needs 

of the contemporary world of New Diplomacy. This brings us to the conceptualisation of a 

new subfield of New Diplomacy and Diaspora Diplomacy, that of New Diaspora Diplomacy. 

New Diaspora Diplomacy is Diaspora Diplomacy that incorporates a high degree of elements 

of 21st century’s New Diplomacy, in order to successfully achieve diaspora engagement on 

contemporary issues of strategical importance. 

In this world of ‘New Diplomacy’ where non-state actors play an increasingly more active 

role in diplomacy, diaspora as an independent actor will also play a more active and 

unrestrained role. Consequently, it becomes even more important for the home-country 

how it will manage its state-diaspora relationship. 
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8.4 Limitations & Notes for Future Studies 

Diaspora Diplomacy as a concept turned out to be much broader than initially expected. 

Even though the research was particularly focused on the cases of Greece and Ireland and 

written based on the aspects that are interesting regarding the modern era, the range of 

issues to be covered was still relatively broad for one single research. This had as a result 

that the research took the form of an overview of the different characteristics that play an 

important role in today’s Diaspora Diplomacy, without being able to thoroughly analyse all 

the different aspects. This does not form a problem for the current research, due to the fact 

that previously there was only a limited understanding of the concept of Diaspora Diplomacy 

as a diplomatic tool in the era of New Diplomacy. However, it is advised that future research 

breaks down the variable ‘New Diplomacy-Culture’ and focuses more deeply on its different 

characteristics identified in this paper.  

Furthermore, this research established the concept of ‘New Diaspora Diplomacy’. This 

cannot yet be defined as a new theory on its own and its acknowledgement might feel a bit 

rushed. Nonetheless, the researcher believes that this is an interesting concept worth future 

conceptualisation.  
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10. Appendices 
 

10.1 Appendix 1 
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10.2 Appendix 2 

Graph indicating percentage of Greek emigrants with a postgraduate degree 
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10.3 Appendix 3 

Table categorising countries based on Kuznetsov’s model for indicating a country’s potential 

for diaspora strategy 
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