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Abstract

This article aims to research the reasons necessitating new methods in diplo-
macy. Diplomacy is evolving and its language and methods are changing 
due to new fluctuations in global politics compounded by the Covid-19 
pandemic. The study argues that the evolving nature of international soci-
ety and its current agenda generate a symbiotic environment in diplomacy, 
requiring the adoption of new methods and approaches. In this context, the 
Antalya Diplomacy Forum, established as a platform where various experts, 
stakeholders and decisionmakers have an opportunity to discuss significant 
global and regional challenges, find solutions and exchange ideas, may be 
considered one of the best examples of innovative diplomatic methods in the 
new global era. 
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Introduction
Diplomacy is one of the most important and well-known foreign policy 
tools used by states to implement their foreign policy decisions. All of 
the specific actions and methods of any international legal actor regard-
ing its foreign policy are defined as diplomacy.1 The concept has never 
diminished in importance due to the fact that interstate relations, the 
international system and global politics are constantly evolving into 
new dimensions and confronting new issues and challenges.

The phenomenon of “globalization” forced many to think intently 
about the links and dependencies between the actors of global politics.2 
In the 21st century, particularly in the wake of the Covid-19 pandem-
ic, radical changes in the paradigm of global politics have multiplied. 
Although international politics was based on the interaction between 
states and international organizations until the middle of the 20th cen-
tury, individuals, multi-national corporations (MNCs) and Non-Gov-
ernment Organizations (NGOs) are now accepted as actors in inter-
national politics.3 It would not be correct to claim that international 
actors themselves have changed today. However, relationships between 
actors and intra-actor relations have become almost indistinguishable 
and international relations are more integrated than ever before.4

Integration, which was hailed at the beginning of the globalization pro-
cess, has occurred significantly in economics, finance and technology 
as of the time of this writing, but it has not been realized at the level 
of institutions and ideas. Indeed, for some, the integration process has 
increased resistance against globalization. While the global economic 
“cake” has expanded, carelessness in distribution has been remarkable, 
triggering the reflex of nation-states to protect their sovereignty against 
a globally integrated world economy. International economic arrange-
ments, which were not debated much in the early periods following the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, have been increasingly discussed, espe-
cially among civilians, and have even been accepted in certain political 
circles as the cause of many problems, from terrorism to immigration, 
from poverty to unemployment.5

Since the dissolution of the bipolar system, civil society has increasing-
ly moved toward the center of politics in an environment of striking 



A New Era in Diplomacy: The Case of the Antalya Diplomacy Forum

199

inequality in global income distribution, and indeed may find itself 
charged with an important mission for global democracy. Even in the 
U.S., it is noteworthy that Democrat and Republican politicians alike 
have affirmed the attitudes of civil society toward state power and agree 
that this would enrich democracy—that civil society would succeed 
where politics could not. There is a large amount of data confirming 
that this idea is frequently discussed and accepted by American univer-
sities. Perhaps it is best illustrated by President Bill Clinton’s statement: 
“the era of great governments is over.”6

But despite civil society’s increasing importance, sovereign states have 
not disappeared. Moreover, they can no longer be isolated, nor can 
their border walls remain high. Although the international system has 
an anarchic appearance, the existence of a global order cannot be de-
nied. Areas of cooperation, juxtaposed with the use of high technology 
in arms and the defense industry have created an environment where 
global harmony and conflict are intertwined.

The intertwined relations of states may be seen in every field from con-
flict to joint work. States no longer experience bloc-type disconnections. 
The fact that two states may cooperate in one field while enmeshed in 
conflict in another is not surprising. In such a context, it is inevitable 
for diplomacy to develop new methods.

The present study hypothesizes that the evolving nature of international 
society and its current agenda create a symbiotic environment in diplo-
macy, requiring the adoption of new methods and approaches in diplo-
macy. In the first part of the study, international society and diplomatic 
actors are discussed. The second part debates the diplomatic symbiosis 
that dominates the evolving international system. In the last part of the 
study, the Antalya Diplomacy Forum (ADF) is analyzed as an example 
of new approaches in the diplomatic, symbiotic environment. 

International Society and Global World Order
In his lectures at the London School of Economics, Martin Wight plac-
es the English School on a “rationalist” or “Grotian” ground. Hugo de 
Grotius criticizes realists and pacifists in his study titled “De Jure Belli 
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Although states (mostly) control 
war tools and equipment, the 
simultaneous development of 
peaceful mechanisms for interac-
tion between states and a peaceful 
international environment corre-
sponding to the interests of states 
has created the phenomenon of 
“international society

ac Pacis”, claiming that the notion that everything is permissible in 
war, as well as the view that those who use force will never be justified 
are not acceptable, and instead highlights a “middle way” (via media) 
between both approaches. Thus, according to the English School, the 
international system is more “civilized” than realists claim. It is not pos-
sible to expect conflicts to simply disappear, as idealized by utopians. 
The expectations of this school have never been to achieve the level of 
stability of national societies in international relations. The divergence 
of thought between the realists and idealists, which is called the “first 
debate” in terms of the history of international thought, poses the con-
cepts of a cosmopolitan administration, morality and trust against those 
of state-centered power, interest and security in interstate relations.7

International liberal and utopian politicians consider the realists pessi-
mistic and lacking in political imagination regarding the development 
of a cosmopolitan morality and the creation of a global climate of peace 
and security. However, the strained atmosphere of the bipolar system 
between the two world wars and in the post-WW II period has re-
vealed many reasons justifying the realists. According to Hedley Bull, 
the observations of realists about the actions of hostile parties to control 
and neutralize each other, at times by cheating, in an anarchic state is 
an irrefutable finding. However, this is not the only dimension of the 
essence of world politics. Although states (mostly) control war tools 

and equipment, the simultaneous 
development of peaceful mech-
anisms for interaction between 
states and a peaceful internation-
al environment corresponding to 
the interests of states has created 
the phenomenon of “internation-
al society”.8

The idea of   an international soci-
ety presumes the existence of an 
international environment where 
common rules have developed to 

a great extent. Yet a paradox is inherent in the environment itself: the 
powerful states of the international system will not support something 
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contrary to their interests as global values and rules develop, and thus, 
the strong ones will gain an unfair advantage over the others. Although 
the scholars of the English School are continuing to study options to 
improve the problematic areas of international society, it is not possible 
to claim that they do not expect a radical change in this sphere. Still, 
there is an expectation that a system of states interconnected with each 
other will expand the field of their “common interests”, which will pro-
duce common values   and institutions.

Bull states that it is not necessary for states interconnected on the ba-
sis of common interest to have common civil roots; rather, states with 
different cultural backgrounds can be included in an equitable society 
in the context of “common interest”.9 Additionally, it can be expected 
that states developing common institutions and rules, and meeting in a 
partnership of interests will put their own interests in second place from 
time to time in favor of the continuation of the system. The capacity 
of such a system to benefit each unit depends on its “sustainability” 
and the “predictability” of developments within the system.10 However, 
since the continuation of the system and the interests of the states will 
overlap within the process, states will not have to manage any conflict.

With the development of international society, debates on institutions 
that can become partners began. For example, Bull conceives of five 
institutions of international (interstate) society: war, balance of pow-
er, concert of the great powers, diplomacy and international law. Bar-
ry Buzan and Cornelia Navari add the institution of sovereignty and 
Nicolas Terradas adds the institution of trade. As the level of adoption 
of these institutions by the states increases, it is possible to discuss pos-
itive development in terms of an international social order. However, 
these institutions may not always lead international society to balance 
and unity. These institutions sometimes have unifying and sometimes 
dividing characteristics. For example, besides the destruction of order, 
wars also have the feature of developing a new order and institutions.11 
It is not always possible for the order to be accepted and approved by 
each state. If the existing order is not accepted by a group of states, it 
will not only make the construction of international society difficult, 
but will hinder cooperation and common achievements. For this rea-
son, implementable agreements with common denominators should be 
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sought after wars. Bull notes that states can benefit from the advantages 
of international society without transferring their sovereign rights to a 
higher authority. According to Bull, the legitimate use of force, respect 
for each other’s borders and mutual trust (pacta sunt servanda) are the 
basic rules that are considered to be more important than the common 
culture and lifestyle among states.12

A similar approach is argued by John Rawls in his study titled, “The 
Law of Peoples”. Rawls emphasizes that political, economic and cultur-
al differences in the international arena are acceptable if states comply 
with common principles. According to Rawls, these common princi-
ples are: states’ respect for each other’s political sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity, adherence to treaties and the law of war, openness to 
cooperation in order to reduce injustices such as poverty among states 
to reach a more fair socio-political global structure and avoidance of the 
use of force except for the purposes of self-defense and humanitarian 
intervention. It is claimed that all states that adhere to these principles 
deserve global justice and that states and different cultural structures 
can coexist.13 States and societies that agree on the minimum common 
principles can form a part of the international community and respect 
each other’s differences. States cannot exist in isolation from each oth-
er within the global structure. The environment, climate change, the 
pandemic, international trade, terrorism, drug trafficking, migration 
and refugees are issues that states can only deal with effectively through 
cooperation and coordination. The globalization process has both ac-
celerated the development of common institutions and required the 
revision of existing institutions.14 

Globalization emerged as a concept expressing and affirming economic 
integration in the 1970s. It came to be considered an irreversible glob-
al process in the 1980s and ‘90s, and began to appear in politics and 
law. It may be argued that opinions about globalization have become 
more realistic since the end of the first quarter of the 2000s. Those who 
define globalization as a danger and those who evaluate it as an oppor-
tunity exist together. And many of those who supported nation-states’ 
integration under the great economic umbrella of globalization in the 
1980s and 90s now argue that nation-states should be stronger against 
international military instabilities. 
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A chaotic atmosphere now prevails in the international arena, where 
contradictions and differences continue to coexist. Maybe the most 
distinctive feature of the new period is disorder—the intertwining of 
contradictory tendencies that seem doomed to a constant consumption 
of energy to outdo each other. Choices and decisions about the global 
future must be formulated within 
this common environment. Per-
haps the current situation can be 
considered a key that can turn this 
uncertainty into an opportunity. 
From now on, states will decide 
by reflecting their will, or play 
their roles passively according to 
the decisions of a great power—or 
the process will proceed entirely based on luck without any interven-
tion. The last of these three options seems unlikely; it is obvious that 
even in an uncertain environment, states and alliances strive constantly 
to produce projects for the future. 

Global problems are too complex to be controlled by hard power—
arms and economy—alone. Recourse to soft power elements is seen as 
inevitable in most cases. According to Nye, a country’s soft power can 
come from three resources: its attractive culture to others, its political 
values admired by others and its foreign policies accepted as legitimate 
and having moral authority.15 Soft power relies on generally accepted 
rules and conditions. Regardless of its ideology, culture or economic 
structure, a state must respect the minimum common ground of the 
international community in order to remain a member of international 
society. 

A state should not intervene in the sovereign rights and borders of an-
other state. This would be a violation of international law, and would 
consequently reduce the effectiveness of the state’s soft power. Using 
diplomatic methods is of crucial importance in international relations, 
so much so that establishing dominance with hard power will lead to 
the loss of soft power instruments.

Today, it is impossible to discuss a complete and perfect global struc-
ture. Although the existence of global powers is not denied, the inter-

Global problems are too complex 
to be controlled by hard power—
arms and economy—alone. Re-
course to soft power elements is 
seen as inevitable in most cases.
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nal dynamics of regional subsystems have an indisputable influence on 
global politics. In their study titled, “Regions and Powers: The Struc-
ture of International Security”, Barry Buzan and Ole Wæver draw at-
tention to the fact that regional powers were not allowed to act under 
the hegemonic pressure of the two superpowers during the Cold War. 
However, the areas of action of regional powers expanded with the end 
of the bipolar system.16

Global Issues and Diplomatic Symbiosis
Interaction among regional powers has gained a more important di-
mension that should be taken into account in the analysis of global 
politics. Regional states’ perception of threats from neighbors, the 
intra-regional securitization processes and relations between intra-re-
gional states began to be examined from different aspects, forming the 
basis for the development of Regional Security Complex Theory. The 
concept of a regional security complex was introduced by Barry Buzan 
in 1983. Later it was developed as one of the security theories of the 
Copenhagen School in a joint study by Ole Wæver and Barry Buzan.17 

To thoughtfully consider global problems and address them in any 
meaningful way, regional issues must be focused on. Understanding 
regional dynamics and cooperating with regional powers has become 
more important than ever before. Global powers are expected to under-
stand the regional dimension and develop communication in this direc-
tion. However, Regional Security Complex Theory emphasizes possible 
disconnections in communication channels due to the “securitization” 
of regional states against each other. Additionally, the fact that states 
of the same region generally define the “other” from their immediate 
surroundings while constructing their national identities constitutes 
an important obstacle to the development of regional relations. When 
working to establish or manage regional relations, a government’s di-
rect contact with such an “other” involves an effort that needs to be 
meticulously explained in order to be legitimized and accepted by the 
domestic public. 

The globalization process has increased the interaction of societies with 
each other, and student exchanges, labor circulation and migration 
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The Covid-19 pandemic revealed 
the inevitability of international 
interaction and the active role of 
nation-states in the implementa-
tion of global decisions.

have increased contact among citizens of different cultures. Between 
1990 and 2008, the proportion of international migrants increased by 
36%.18 While we tend to think of such contact as occurring simply 
between members of two different cultures, this is not always the case: 
interactions can occur between members of more than two communi-
ties. A person who interacts within many societies may develop a sense 
of multidimensional belongings. For example, a person with a Polish 
mother and a Turkish father who settles in England is affected by all 
three identities, but will not be able to fully represent all three, as he/she 
is a foreigner in England, an expatriate in Türkiye and a Turk in Poland. 
Although such multinational connections may seem like a disadvantage 
at first glance, multifaceted affiliations have the ability to form bridges 
between societies.19 

The global structure, which has 
been called the “new world order” 
in the last 30 years, has not been 
clarified in terms of content. It 
has developed features close to a 
“universal system” or “hierarchical 
system”. Such structures will give 
priority to the international system in decision-making processes. At 
the same time, states cannot ignore the requirements of their nation-
al processes. As a result, many states find themselves adopting an in-
tertwined form of domestic and foreign policy. In fact, it has become 
impossible for states to deal with their domestic and foreign policies 
separately from each other.

The Covid-19 pandemic revealed the inevitability of international in-
teraction and the active role of nation-states in the implementation of 
global decisions. Despite all the deficiencies in the management of the 
process, it has been observed that civil society is an important actor 
too.20 

As Edmund Burke III states, the first quarter of the 21st century wit-
nessed important breaks and innovations in international relations and 
world history. These developments were to some extent intellectual rev-
olutions with the acceptance of the global interdependence of societies. 
The multifaceted, multicultural and variable structure of international 
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relations has emerged as a reality. In such a structure, to define diploma-
cy merely as “the process of transferring the thoughts of a government 
on certain issues to another government” places the all other factors af-
fecting the diplomatic process in a secondary position, including global 
politics, civil society, internal and external shareholders, climate-related 
shareholders, global health policies, migration movements, historical 
background and the idea of   global justice. 

The multi-actor understanding of diplomatic activity, characteristic of 
the new diplomatic era, posits that foreign policy is an amorphous phe-
nomenon, devoid of strict institutional markers. Thus, socio-cultural 
aspects of the activities of diplomacy in the new era are extended to in-
clude such topics as the symbolic language of diplomacy, the role of art, 
the daily working life of a diplomat, the informal channels of diploma-
cy, reflections of diplomats, etc.21 Levy explains this situation as a crisis 
of confidence in inter-state relations that makes the intensification of 
diplomacy one of the key factors in building bridges for the future and 
requires new, more effective methods of diplomacy.22 In other words, 
as the threats and challenges of today show, the efforts of classical dip-
lomats are not sufficient; that is, employees of state bodies engaged in 
foreign relations are not enough to avoid a catastrophe. This circum-
stance determines and legitimizes the development of so-called public, 
civil, or people’s diplomacy to a certain extent. The role of participants 
in diplomatic processes, participants who are increasingly the subjects 
of international contacts, is played by new institutions consolidating 
the interests of various social groups: businesses, academic society, civil 
society organizations, religious associations and finally, private individ-
uals. In the 21st century, it is possible to fight effectively for peace only 
with the whole world, that is, the whole human race. 

In this sense, a wide range of protagonists are actively involved in 
peacekeeping activities, and any individual is not only homo sapiens 
but also homo diplomaticus.23 The monopoly of the state and of special-
ized actors—diplomats—to formulate and lead foreign affairs has been 
eroded, highlighting “the increasing symbiosis between the activities of 
state and non-state representatives through multiple interactions taking 
place between the actors concerned by the foreign action of state.”24 
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The globality of today’s problems 
and the necessity of seeking solu-
tions in interconnected relations 
have made participatory demo-
cratic diplomatic platforms on a 
global scale absolutely crucial.

In other words, the international system is now dominated by diplo-
matic symbiosis. Lexically, “symbiosis” expresses any of various living 
arrangements between members of two different types, including mu-
tualism, commensalism and parasitism, where both positive (benefi-
cial) and negative (unfavorable/harmful) associations are involved. 
The members are identified as symbionts. Any relationship between 
two species populations that live together is symbiotic, whether the 
relationship benefits, harms or has no impact on the populations.25 In 
other words, symbiosis is a state of relationship between two species in 
which each creates the required environment for the other for its con-
tinued existence. 26 Diplomatic symbiosis can be defined as a relation-
ship between all shareholders, partners, actors or organizations that de-
pend on each other equally within international society. 

As mentioned above, diplomacy in the current international system 
experience is subject to fundamental changes at an unexpected rate.27 
Considering that diplomacy means to establish relations at various lev-
els and with several actors, it is necessary to bring together the attempts 
of the social, private and public sectors within the evolving nature of in-
ternational society. There is a close symbiosis: diplomacy between states 
cannot be conducted only through their respective executive depart-
ments of foreign affairs. Diplomatic symbiosis between shareholders 
is determinant of serving the overall national interests of states. The 
liberalizing and globalizing economy requires diplomatic support. So, 
diplomacy has to be relevant to the changing definition of national 
interests and priorities.

The globality of today’s problems and the necessity of seeking solu-
tions in interconnected relations have made participatory democratic 
diplomatic platforms on a global scale absolutely crucial. In their 2019 
study titled “Participatory Democracy”, Roussopoulos and Benello 
attach importance to “choosing 
a collective path” as the primary 
effort structuring the concept of 
“participatory democracy”. Rest-
ing their analyses on a “human” 
basis, they state that people desire 
a community where it is possible 
to control the decisions taken on 
issues concerning themselves.28 
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The dominant actors of global politics no longer possess the capacity to 
securitize the other elements or factors of global politics for their uni-
lateral interests. The world has perceived the importance and necessity 
of collective effort. Trump, for example, as a president evaluating global 
politics from a unilateralist perspective, grounded his politics on the 
motto, “America first”, reflected in his immigration and trade policies. 
He exhibited the same attitudes during the Covid-19 pandemic and 
attempted to manage the process of addressing the crisis unilaterally 
instead of through global coordination. In other words, Trump tried to 
solve a global problem with a nationalist attitude, nicknaming Covid 
the “Chinese Virus”.29 This approach did garner reactions in both for-
eign policy and domestic policy; many criticized Trump for failing in 
the fight against Covid-19 and for his uncooperative position.30 

Granted, societies sometimes prefer security in the “security-freedom” 
dilemma,31 which may give rise to nationalist impulses. Yet security can 
also be gained by expanding community. Societies’ attention to global 
problems increases due to the role of developing communication net-
works and civil society organizations. It may be argued that the rate of 
governments’ involvement in cooperation on global problems affects 
the rate of domestic support more than in previous eras. Due to the 
intertwining of domestic and global issues, it is not possible to under-
stand diplomatic interactions between states only on a bilateral level. 
Moreover, the number of issues that concern only two states is gradu-
ally decreasing. Almost all problems have a global dimension. The de-
pendency of states in global politics, their attempts to survive and their 
integration with each other form a complete “symbiotic” relationship 
model. Such an intricate style of global politics has made the develop-
ment of new methods in diplomatic relations inevitable.

Diplomacy in a Symbiotic Atmosphere: the Antalya Diplo-
macy Forum
As mentioned above, the need for diplomacy is greater than ever before 
across a broad spectrum of global and regional concerns; the pains of 
reshaping the global economy and conducting international politics are 
increasing, and regional and global tensions are escalating.32
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Recent developments in interna-
tional relations have triggered the 
revival of the “forum” style meet-
ings observed in ancient Rome 
with a contemporary interpreta-
tion, allowing the various parties 
to come together.

In this new era of an evolving international order, more innovative 
methods, and regional and global initiatives are observed in Turkish 
foreign policy. Diplomatic practices such as education diplomacy, 
sports diplomacy, science diplomacy, public diplomacy and trilateral 
cooperation mechanisms aim to serve Türkiye’s role as a game-maker 
on a regional and global scale. In this context, the ADF deserves par-
ticular attention.

Encyclopedia Britannica defines ‘forum’ in its origin as a place: “in Ro-
man cities in antiquity, a multipurpose, centrally located open area that 
was surrounded by public buildings and colonnades and that served 
as a public gathering place. It was an orderly spatial adaptation of the 
Greek agora, or marketplace, and acropolis.”33 The forum was the place 
in ancient Rome and other cities where people gathered to talk about 
public affairs and take decisions on the main issues affecting the popu-
lace. Public issues were discussed 
there with the broad participation 
of all relevant parties. 

Today a large number of inter-
ested parties can take part in the 
diplomatic process in addition 
to official diplomats. In fact, it 
has been observed in recent years 
that politicians generally appear 
in diplomatic negotiations rather 
than diplomats. As emphasized above, both the field of diplomacy and 
the partners of diplomatic processes have expanded with increases in 
digitalized technology.34 Recent developments in international relations 
have triggered the revival of the “forum” style meetings observed in an-
cient Rome with a contemporary interpretation, allowing the various 
parties to come together. Since these meetings are not bilateral, the 
participation of parties in conflict at the same platform is not consid-
ered strange, and domestic political reaction is minimal. Indeed, it is 
easier for parties for whom it is difficult to establish bilateral contacts 
to meet in a forum. Such parties are often able to find opportunities to 
negotiate there.
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The determination of the right location for forum diplomacy is vital, 
as it needs to be at a central point of global politics, at a reasonable 
distance from most of the participants in terms of transportation, and 
security must be considered. Climate, time zone and topographic suit-
ability can be added to these criteria. The number and quality of partic-
ipants are factors that directly affect the success of the forum.

The ADF can be considered as the application of an old method of 
diplomacy in a new format. Antalya, on Türkiye’s southern Mediterra-
nean coast, is one of the leading tourism centers in the world. The re-
gion’s suitable location in terms of transportation is in perfect harmony 
with its climate, which makes the tourism sector active in all seasons. 
Most importantly, the ancient city of Patara, which served as the capital 
of the Lycian League, one of the oldest republics in history, is located 
within the provincial borders of Antalya. It would be appropriate to 
remember Montesquieu de L’Esprit des Lois’s statement in 1748: “If 
I had to give a perfect example of a confederation republic, I would 
show Lycia. It would be correct to call this parliament building, Lycian 
Union Parliament Building.”35 

Similarly, an article in the New York Times titled, “Patara Journal; A 
Congress, Buried in the Sand, Inspired One on a Hill”, recalls that the 
administrative structure of the Lycians, which was established in Patara 
and hosted the oldest parliament building in the world 3,000 years ago, 
formed the basis of the U.S. federative system. The newspaper drew at-
tention to the fact that the Lycian League, which consisted of 23 cities 
connected to a central administration with a federative structure, was 
one of the rare examples of representative democracy in ancient times 
and that a similar model was observed in the U.S. federative system.36 
Because of its rich history and present-day amenities, Antalya was a 
right choice for the ADF forum location. Its founders aim to institu-
tionalize the ADF as a global platform brand that brings together offi-
cial and non-governmental actors to discuss global and regional issues.

Organized under the auspices of the President of the Republic of Tür-
kiye, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, and hosted by the Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs, H.E. Mevlüt Çavuşoğlu, the first forum was held on June 18–20, 
2021 at the NEST Congress Center in Antalya. The first Forum ex-
plored the horizons of diplomacy across a range of key regional, glob-
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al and thematic issues under the theme, “Innovative Diplomacy: New 
Era, New Approaches”. In his inauguration speech, Foreign Minister 
Çavuşoğlu emphasized the importance of Antalya: “We organized the 
Antalya Diplomacy Forum in this city, which was home to Patara, the 
first parliament of the world, where the tradition of seeking solutions 
to problems by talking and negotiating began.”37 Underlining the ben-
efits of international cooperation, Minister Çavuşoğlu stressed that no 
solitary country can find solutions to the problems facing humanity 
without acting together.38 Eleven Heads of State and government, 45 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs and minister-level representatives attended 
the Forum; this meant that one out of every five Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs in the world participated in the ADF.39 Additionally, three for-
mer heads of state and government, approximately 52 representatives 
of international organizations, former government officials, represen-
tatives of the business world, opinion leaders and academicians, media 
representatives, youth organizations and university students attended 
the ADF. In addition to two sessions of “Global Governance: New Ap-
proaches for Global Solutions” and “How Can We Strengthen Region-
al Solidarity in View of Lessons Learned?” attended by leaders, several 
sessions, panels and talks were held at the ADF on regional, global and 
thematic topics (see Table 1).40
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Table 1. The ADF 2021

Panels -A New Era in Transatlantic Relations
-Partnership with Africa: Mutual Gains
-Infodemic and Fake News in the Virtual World
-Southern Caucasus: New Opportunities for Regional Peace and Cooperation
-Innovative Mediation Regional Cooperation in Asia
-Humanitarian Approach towards Refugees and Migrants
-The Middle East and North Africa: Towards a Sustainable Agenda
-Women’s Contribution to the Search for Peace
-Tackling Extremism and Discrimination
-A Regional Conference for Eastern Mediterranean 
-The Business Sector and Economic Diplomacy 
-Terrorism Threat Transforming 
-Energy: What Future Awaits Us?
-Neighbors SEE Together: Future of Europe
-How to Increase the Effectiveness of Regional Organizations?
-Youth Forum

#ADFTalks -Innovative Mediation
-The Way Forward for a Realistic Settlement in Cyprus 
-Iran’s Neighborhood Doctrine 

#ADFRound -The Increasing Importance of Parliamentary Diplomacy 
-From Theory to Practice: Innovative Ways for a more Effective Diplomacy

#ADFRound/
SideEvent 

-Türkiye-Africa Opportunities for Cooperation
-A New Diplomacy for A New World

#ADFYouth -Night Talks

The Forum brought in innovations in line with its main theme, includ-
ing a “Diplomacy Tunnel” from Kadesh to the present, and a digital ex-
hibition organized with photos by world-renowned photographer Ara 
Güler and painter Osman Hamdi.41

The second Forum was held on March 11–13, 2022. Participants ad-
dressed a wide range of topics in international relations under the over-
arching theme, “Recoding Diplomacy”. 17 Heads of State and Govern-
ment, 80 Ministers and 39 international organization representatives 
attended the second ADF. Three leaders’ sessions on “Price of Peace or 
Cost of War”, “Regional and Global Pathways to Peace and Prosperity” 
and “Representing Change”, as well as 27 panels, four interviews, three 
roundtable meetings and three side events were organized throughout 
the Forum (see Table 2);42 212 bilateral meetings were held between the 
participating delegations.
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Table 2. The ADF 2022 

Panels - Strengthening solidarity and promoting peace through soft power
- Afghanistan: How to cope with new realities?
- A vision for development in Africa
- Cooperation and competition in the Asia-Pacific
- Searching for a common ground in the Middle East
- Climate change and energy transition
- Energy security in turmoil
- A green economy for an inclusive and sustainable growth
- Combating disinformation in the Post-Truth age
- AI, Metaverse and all else
- What does strategic autonomy entail for Europe?
- Peaceful resolution of maritime boundary disputes
- Addressing irregular migration: A holistic approach
- Countering terrorism: What is missing?
- Revitalizing multilateralism: UN and beyond
- Women empower humanity
- Fighting racism and discrimination
- Democratic governance and security
- Reconciliatory dialogue in the Balkans
- Post-pandemic recovery, livelihoods and localities
- Effective global governance
- Prospects for an inclusive peace in the South Caucasus
- Re-energizing the dynamism in Latin America and the Caribbean
- Food security & Transforming agriculture
- Equity in global health
- Preserving cultural heritage in a digital age
- Justice, reforms and stronger institutions

#ADFTalks - Bridging diversity
- Europe’s neighbors, Europe as a neighbor
- Multilateralism for Peace and Stability
- The future of Bosnia and Herzegovina
- Cyprus settlement: Reaffirming inherent rights

#ADFRound - Asia Anew: For a sustained regional growth
- Recording diplomacy

#ADFRound/SideEvent - Parliamentary diplomacy

#ADFYouth - Sports

The ADF is designed as a dialogue platform that enables leaders, politi-
cians, academicians, opinion leaders, diplomats, businesspeople, youth 
and the media sector to come together every year to address global 
and regional issues with a visionary perspective and offer solutions to 
contemporary problems. The Forum seeks to contribute to the forma-
tion of new ideas and trends regarding the future of the region and the 
world, and to shape the global agenda and discourse. Different but 
complementary views are brought together in the panels, and tested 
through interactions with the audience. The participation of young 
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people and students in the ADF 
is notable in the context of shar-
ing experience and constructing 
the future. More than 2,000 par-
ticipants attended the first Forum 
and more than 3,000 the second, 
from different sectors involved in 
diplomatic processes in some way. 
The successful use of digital inno-
vations in events, the up-to-dat-
edness of the ADF’s social media 
accounts and the number of fol-
lowers are significant features for 

its transformation into a global brand in the category of an informal 
diplomatic platform and a respected think-tank. The casual dress code 
of the forum aimed to provide solutions to the problems of the partici-
pants in a comfortable, stress-free environment in the best holiday spots 
of Antalya. 

The ADF continues its activities in the digital environment as #AD-
FTalks, #ADF120Sec, #ADFOpinion and #ADFVisitorsCorner 
throughout the year. On these platforms, the ADF hosts virtual events, 
attended by distinguished speakers that address global and regional is-
sues in collaboration with leading international think-tanks. These fea-
tures make the ADF unique among its peers.

Conclusion
Diplomacy as a foreign policy tool has evolved in parallel with the 
transformation of the global system throughout the ages. Recently, the 
globalization process has caused international relations to gain new 
features and involve new actors and shareholders beyond those of the 
previous periods. Technological innovations, the intertwining of com-
mercial and economic relations and the transparency of today’s borders 
increase human mobility and expand states’ classical sovereignty areas. 
These changes, which entail shifts in the relationship between state and 
individual, require attention. 

The ADF is designed as a dialogue 
platform that enables leaders, 
politicians, academicians, opin-
ion leaders, diplomats, business-
people, youth and the media sec-
tor to come together every year to 
address global and regional issues 
with a visionary perspective and 
offer solutions to contemporary 
problems.
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Today, there is a lack of decisive central authority in international pol-
itics. Regional security complexes must be considered in order to un-
derstand the international system as a significant phenomenon that 
reveals the importance of the nation-state structure. To manage such 
a structure requires states to develop common denominators among 
themselves. Thus, states have found ways to cooperate in many areas, 
even while some of their old conflict issues remain unresolved. To fail to 
do so would risk being excluded from the global community. 

Participation in the global community is of the essence in areas that 
require global efforts, such as the pandemic, migration, drug traffick-
ing and terrorism. In the present global political atmosphere, not only 
states but all stakeholders play important roles; states are seeking co-
operation opportunities in such a symbiotic environment. Thus, the 
practice of diplomacy, including its language and methods, is trans-
forming due to new fluctuations in global politics compounded by the 
Covid-19 pandemic. Individuals, societies and states need robust diplo-
macy to resolve conflicts, manage crises, ease adaptation to changes and 
encourage cooperation and partnerships. To this end, diplomacy needs 
innovative, efficient and effective methods with renewed language and 
unconventional digital capabilities. It must be rapidly responsive, atten-
tive and adaptive to the demands of the day. Forum diplomacy provides 
an ideal opportunity for diplomatic contacts in this sense. It provides a 
platform where even parties in conflict, who cannot come into contact 
on bilateral ground, can come together peacefully. Fora offer crucial 
opportunities for parties whose bilateral diplomatic dialogue channels 
have been broken. 

In this context, the ADF was established as a platform where various 
experts, stakeholders and decisionmakers address important global and 
regional challenges and exchange intellectual ideas. Aiming to create a 
conciliatory dialogue environment where opposing views can be aired 
and discussed productively, the ADF actively served to support peace 
and diplomacy by hosting the first high-level contact between the Min-
isters of Foreign Affairs of Russia and Ukraine. The ADF forms a roof 
under which everyone who seeks creative solutions to global issues can 
take part, offering a new environment and a new diplomatic, symbiotic 
atmosphere as an effective foreign policy instrument of the future. 
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