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Abstract 

The complexity of intrastate and interstate conflicts has become a big challenge to the 

African continent. Conflicts in Africa have been triggered by many issues, ranging from 

ethnic differences, natural resource-use, to differences in political perceptions. Various 

actors, both internal and international have put in place many strategies towards the 

realization of peace in the continent; however, this has been quite elusive in many instances. 

Various diplomatic strategies have been employed in order to arrive at a solution to these 

recurrent conflicts in Africa. The article therefore examines the concept of tracks of 

diplomacy, and its theory. It specifically focuses on two widely applied tracks, track one and 

track two. The article has also introduced another track of diplomacy, which has not been 

much explored in the field of diplomacy, that is, track three.  Besides the tracks, it has also 

addressed the theories and the theorists behind these tracks. The article finally assesses the 

application of these tracks of diplomacy to African conflict management and the challenges 

the tracks face in trying to resolve these conflicts. The article adopted a descriptive research 

design which enabled secondary data to be analyzed qualitatively.   
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Introduction 

Diplomacy is broadly described as the art of conducting negotiations, agreements and 

relations between two or more parties in a sensitive way. This art of conducting negotiations 

is done through several means, which are referred to as tracks of diplomacy. Diplomacy 

forms the basis for peace-making, economies, culture, trade, etc (Nan, 2003). 

Tracks are nothing but the channels that states use as a means of resolving issues of 

contention through peaceful methods.  They can be also defined as diplomatic initiatives by 

outside state or non-state parties to transform a dispute by communicating information, 

proposing new solutions, and directly influencing the crisis using carrots and sticks that can 

help generate movement towards potentially overlapping bargaining positions (Bercovitch 

and Jackson, 1997). The leverage and resources of tracks of diplomacy determine effective 

outcomes. The more leverage is available and the more resources are invested by a specific 

track, the more effective a track intervention is likely to be (Chigas, 2003).Tracks of 

diplomacy that have more resources and leverage than other interveners are more likely to 

apply more enforcing strategies. This also yields more effective outcomes (Beardsley et al. 

2006). If official Track One Diplomacy is facilitated by unofficial approaches, then mediation 

effectiveness is likely to be higher, as it helps actors pooling their individual resources, 

decreases uncertainty and ensures support at the grassroots level. 

McDonald expanded tracks one and two into five tracks in 1989. The term Track Two 

Diplomacy was coined by Joseph Montville, who distinguished traditional diplomatic 

activities, track one, from unofficial interaction between members of adversarial groups or 

nations with the goals of developing strategies, influencing public opinions and organizing 

human and material resources in ways that might help resolve the conflict. These new tracks 

included government, conflict-resolution professionals, business, private citizens, and the 

media. In 1991, these tracks were further expanded into nine tracks, and the term for all these 

tracks was coined to the term, multi-track diplomacy (McDonald, 2003). Thus, the tracks of 

diplomacy concept has the advantage of providing a coherent and parsimonious framework to 

consider variation in mediator characteristics, their resources and strategies. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

The sub-field of diplomacy has always been studied in a general form. However, it is 

imperative to recognize that diplomacy cannot be effectively studied or written about without 

appreciating and comprehending its tracks. The tracks of diplomacy are the ones which 

guide, especially from a theoretical perspective, how to proceed. These theories include 

traditional diplomatic theory, nascent diplomatic theory, and innovative theory of diplomacy. 

These theories are also relevant in understanding the concept of conflict management, 

generally and particularly in Africa. This is because diplomacy and conflict management are 

inseparable in the science of international relations. Hence, the importance of studying the 

tracks of diplomacy and how they relate to conflict management in Africa which has for 

many decades experienced various types of conflicts, which have continued to attract 

scholarly attention.   
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The Concept of Tracks of Diplomacy 

Tracks of diplomacy are likely to lead to a more effective outcome compared to a situation 

without third-party engagement (Dixon, 1996). First, intervening actors can help show 

disputing parties alternatives more beneficial than continued fighting by creating turning 

points and providing incentives (Beardsley et al, 2006). Secondly, third parties can decrease 

uncertainty and provide security guarantees (Walter, 1997). Finally, interveners can help 

overcome commitment and cooperation problems by imposing order, either by directly 

implementing peace agreements or raising the costs of defection (Walter, 1997). 

There are cases without a peaceful settlement and the warring parties continue 

fighting. This includes disputes where no conflict management took place, where mediation 

has been offered but not accepted and failed attempts of track mediation. Second, we have 

cases where formal agreements have been negotiated and signed by actors. However, an 

agreement by itself does not necessarily imply that the conflict will not re-emerge in the near 

future. Third, there have been conflicts that have been partially settled and seen some 

improvements or adjustment of the actors. But even if actors are better off after the 

involvement of tracks of diplomacy elicits cooperation, there may be uncertainty over 

whether the disputing parties will comply with the obligations (Dixon, 1996). 

The development of several tracks of diplomacy demonstrates that conflict is a 

complicated phenomenon, requiring a multi-dimensional approach if it is to be effectively 

managed and resolved. Since each track of diplomacy has its own strength and weaknesses, it 

is important to find a way by which the weaknesses of each can be reduced in order to 

improve the chances of resolving conflicts without loss of life and material (Nan,1999). 

However, in practice not all institutions or organizations have the capacity to apply all forms 

of diplomacy in resolving conflicts .This then calls for the complementarity of conflict 

resolution efforts (Nan, 1999). 

The need for joint efforts using different types of diplomacy has been frequently 

noted in recent conflict resolution literature. The track one actors include the UN, regional 

organizations, heads of state, and governmental representatives. The major task of these 

actors is to facilitate negotiations at the top level leadership in order to influence change or 

the resolution of a conflict. The reason for working with top leadership is that these actors 

believe that problems emanating from a faulty political structure can best be resolved if those 

in political power are involved at the negotiation table. It is those people at the highest 

political level that have the power and authority to change the political structures and bring 

peace to the nation. This is the world of official diplomacy, policymaking, and peace 

building, as expressed through formal aspects of the governmental process (Nan, 2003). 

According to Nan (2003), the importance of this type of track is that there is a direct 

communication between the involved states’ governments. If there is a third party present to 

mediate between the main parties, the bilateral meeting becomes trilateral and so on, 

depending on the number of parties involved. Besides, track one actors are more likely to 

have resources and status. They may have powerful carrots and sticks in terms of their ability 

to intervene militarily, support peace processes/ agreements with monitors and peace keepers, 

and give or withhold legitimacy, aid, trade, loans, etc. (Nan, 2003).  

Track One Diplomacy varies according to the different roles states play, but also 

according to the manner in which these track-one roles are carried out. Official interactions 

may be at the senior head of state level, ministerial level, or involve lower-level officials. At 

each level of interaction, the types of interactions range from written communication, to 

formal meetings, to casual conversations. Many of these negotiations involve a combination 

of forms of interaction (Nan, 2003). 
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As stated by Nan (2003), the purpose and intentions of Track One Diplomacy may 

vary greatly. It may be used coercively and may involve sanctions, ultimatums, and 

psychological intimidation. It may be used persuasively and involve argumentation and/or 

compromise.  It may be used as a means of adjusting states’ relationship to and views of one 

another. Besides, Nan (2003) also notes that it may be a tool for reaching mutual agreements, 

which may themselves reflect elements of coercion. States may engage in Track One 

Diplomacy as direct participants in negotiations, as supporters of one or another party to the 

negotiations or as third party mediators. Some of the track one activities include informal 

consultations, good offices, special envoys, mediation, negotiations, international 

condemnations, fact-finding missions and diplomatic and economic sanctions (Nan, 2003). 

In addition, this form of track may escalate or de-escalate a conflict. Through this 

form of track, governments may try to prevent conflicts, resolve them, and support 

reconstruction and reconciliation activities. Track One Diplomacy has its own challenges. 

Sometimes, diplomats are committed to representing their state’s interests, which may not 

always include a strong interest in quickly resolving a conflict. Besides, it is not always 

easily applied for successful conflict resolution (Nan, 2003). 

Track One Diplomacy’s application to conflict resolution is shaped by the interwoven 

web of international relationships that form the context for international conflicts. In this 

context, track one diplomats take on many roles and utilize diverse techniques. Diplomats 

can be engaged in negotiations as direct parties who seek to further their own country’s 

interests by influencing other direct participants in negotiations, influencing mediators and 

also the international community. For instance, in the conflict between Russia and Chechnya, 

Russia can be seen as a direct party in the conflict (Nan, 2003). 

As cited by Nan (2003), states may involve their diplomats in a conflict in order to 

support one or more of the direct parties in the conflict. For example, at different points in 

time, Russia has been seen as supportive of one or the other side in the Georgian-Abkhaz 

conflict. States can offer influence and prestige and shift the power structure of the conflict, 

thus shaping the negotiations. States will unite or unilaterally act to provide international 

support for a group or party in the conflict in the form of political, military or financial 

support. Besides, supporters act as the go-between for the conflicting sides (Nan, 2003). 

States, according to Nan (2003), may intervene in conflicts as third parties to help 

seek a resolution. For example, Russia serves as one of the official mediators intervening in 

the Moldovan-Transdniestrian conflict. Some Track One mediators represent states that have 

a strong vested interest in a conflict settlement. For example, the former south-African 

president Nelson Mandela served as third-party mediator for conflict resolution in Burundi, 

and relied primarily on his significant prestige and personal influence to shape the peace 

processes. In addition, these track one diplomats can also explicitly seek to support victims. 

They have influence in the international community and can provide a voice for victims in an 

internal conflict. For instance, they may support the establishment of ceasefires, as well as 

argue against human rights abuses, genocide, rape, and other forms of violence. Their role is 

basically to aid in the resolution of a stalemate and the attainment of a peace settlement. 

Their involvement often helps diffuse tensions (Hopmann, 1996). 

As noted by Hopmann (1996), in many intra-states conflicts today, where one party is 

an internationally recognized state and another party is not, negotiations take the form of 

Track One Diplomacy, for example in conflicts that are secessionist or self-determination 

conflicts. The conflicts over Abkhazia, South Ossetia, and Transdhiestria are examples of 

secessionist conflicts. 
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The advantage of Track One Diplomacy is that it has the ability to use political power 

to influence the direction of negotiations and outcomes (Saunders, 1991). This power might 

include using the threat of military force if a party decides to go against international treaties. 

However, in most cases, such military power has escalated instead of de-escalating conflicts. 

Secondly, Track One Diplomacy has the capacity to access material and financial resources 

that give high leverage and flexibility in negotiations (Bercovitch and Houston, 2000). Track 

One Diplomacy also has the advantage of employing in-depth knowledge about the parties’ 

interests because of the use of various intelligence sources (Stein and Lewis, 1996).  But 

contrary to this citation by Stein and Lewis, in spite of information from the intelligence 

personnel, some governments ignore the information relayed to them by the intelligence. It is 

for this reason that insecurity issues in certain countries persist. Lastly, Track One Diplomacy 

mediators have the competence to use broad knowledge of their states’ foreign policies, and 

also the policies of the conflicting parties. However, there are instances when diplomatic 

missions are normally closed down at the peak of conflicts between countries. This thus 

reduces communication when it is most needed.  

The purpose and intentions of Track One Diplomacy efforts may vary greatly. It may 

be used coercively and may involve sanctions, ultimatums and psychological intimidation. It 

may be used persuasively and involve argumentation and/or compromise. It may also be used 

as a means of adjusting states’ relationship to and views of one another and it may be a tool 

for reaching mutual agreements which may themselves reflect elements of persuasion or 

coercion (Nan, 2003).  

Track One varies not only according to the different roles states play but also 

according to the manner in which these Track One roles are carried out. The types of Track 

One interactions range from written communication, to formal meetings, to casual 

conversations. For example, when the US president Jimmy Carter negotiated the Camp David 

Accords with Israeli Prime Minister, Menachem Begin and Egyptian President Anwar Sadat 

in 1978, a written document resulted from a combination of formal meetings and significant 

informal personal discussions that Carter held with Begin and Sadat (Nan, 2003). 

Track One Diplomacy takes place as part of the regular interactions of states and also 

throughout the life cycle of conflicts. It may escalate or de-escalate a conflict. However, the 

conflict resolution consortium of the University of Colorado offers a critique of conventional 

Track One Diplomacy on the basis that it emerges from a win-lose view of diplomatic 

success, thereby encouraging competitiveness and positional bargaining (Nan, 2003). 

Besides, Track One Diplomacy may include substantial positive incentives (carrots) such as 

humanitarian aid, weapons sales and trade relations. However, Nan (2003) fails to mention 

the fact that Track One Diplomacy can also include significant negative incentives such as 

sanctions, expulsion from international organizations and even military force.  

International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia is a Track One Diplomacy 

initiative to bring to justice those who committed war crimes in former Yugoslavia. This 

implies that Track One diplomats often have the power to bring issues to light through 

commissions or tribunals that may formally designate responsibility to ensure justice is 

served. Track One Diplomacy brings both strengths and weaknesses to conflict resolution. It 

is multifaceted and is conducted by so many different parts of governments. Various actors 

involved in Track One Diplomacy find it useful and sometimes difficult to coordinate with 

each other (Nan, 2003). As stated by Nan, the difficulty in coordination by actors is a big 

hindrance to enhancing security relations between countries. 

Besides track one, track two has also been widely applied in resolving conflicts in the 

world. At a track two level, we have two major groups of actors, those that deal directly with 
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conflict resolution and those that deal with humanitarian issues. Private and public 

organizations that deal with conflict resolution commonly operate at a track two level where 

they facilitate negotiations or workshops for mid-level leadership people such as religious, 

tribal, political and business leaders (Lederach, 1997). These are people who have the trust of 

their groups and who can influence the top leadership. The track two players at this level aim 

at influencing the attitudes of the conflicting parties by focusing not only on the substantive 

issues of the conflict, but also on the day-to-day socio-economic issues affecting the 

population as a result of the conflict (Lederach, 1997). 

Organizations that provide humanitarian assistance to people affected by conflict form 

the second group of track two players and operate at the grassroots level (Lederach, 1997). 

The aim of these organizations is to save lives and restore hope in the communities 

devastated by violent conflict, or by poverty. Where there is no war, the organizations help to 

improve people’s socio-economic lives through a variety of projects, such as agricultural and 

entrepreneurial projects. These organizations can provide an early warning function by 

providing organizations that specialize in conflict resolution with information about 

indicators of parental conflict such as unfair distribution of resources, corruption and 

systematic injustices (Lederach, 1997). 

When the actors involved are not government officials but non-state actors, such as 

NGOs, citizens, business parties, conflict resolution specialists, media persons, etc., it is 

called Track Two Diplomacy. This is the realm of professional non-governmental action 

attempting to analyze, prevent, resolve, and manage international conflicts by state actors. 

These unofficial contacts can include dialogues and exchanges between influential non-

governmental actors from different countries designed to build trust and increase 

communication. 

The significance of this track is that the parties often find it easier to work flexibly, 

unofficially, and off-the-record, and have less to be concerned about in terms of conveying 

official/ legal recognition. As stated by (Lederach, 1997), lacking geopolitical interests and 

stakes in the conflict, they may also be more impartial, forming relationships with a wider 

variety of actors in the conflict, and hearing things official actors do not. Nevertheless, on the 

other hand, the fact that they lack the capacity to compel or coerce parties, can make them 

have a harder time gaining entry to a conflict, and cannot provide the same incentives and 

guarantees as a track one actor. Importantly, they often lack resources and funding, especially 

for their more long-term work (Lederach, 1997). 

This form of diplomacy seeks to change the attitudes and relationships of adversary 

groups, in order to provide an environment that will allow peace processes to go on. The 

track serves to transform intractable conflicts, thus building capacity for the parties to work 

together cooperatively in order to develop peaceful means for resolution. The intermediaries 

try to break down negative stereotypes and generalizations of the other side. Participants 

develop a deep understanding of the other’s intentions and rationale for policies and 

behavior, their political culture and decision-making context. In many cases, participants note 

that workshops clarify misinformation about the other side, and help them understand that the 

other community, like their own, has suffered in the conflict (Lederach, 1997). 

The actors involved have made a significant contribution in opening channels of 

communication between parties who otherwise would find it difficult to meet and improve 

the quality of communication and understanding across conflict lines. For instance, at a time 

when there was no official contacts between the US and the PLO, Dr. Landrum Bolling, 

former president of Earlham College and a Quaker peacemaker, served as an unofficial 

liaison between Yasir Arafat and former president Jimmy Carter. In addition, track two 
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dialogues have constituted one of the few forums in which Israelis have been able to meet 

with Iranians or Syrians (Nan, 2003). 

In this unofficial intermediation, participants exchange personal stories about their 

experiences with the conflict. They begin to analyze the conflict in a structured way, delving 

beneath positions and arguments in order to understand interests, needs, fears, concerns, 

priorities, constraints, and values. They develop a de-escalatory language that contributes to 

creating an environment in which they can communicate and solve problems more 

effectively. This is the basis for development of a working trust between the sides that permit 

joint analysis and joint problem solving to overcome barriers to settlement (Chigas, Ganson, 

2003). 

The intermediaries try to nurture cadres able to negotiate effectively with the others 

and resolve intractable issues when the opportunity opens; they do this by building 

relationships and trust among adversary groups (Rothman, Olson, 2001). The intermediaries 

also help participants transform their perceptions of the conflict in ways that open space for 

negotiation. This is achieved through the facilitation of mutual understanding and acceptance 

of concerns about survival and identity and this transforms people’s win-lose outlook on the 

conflict (Rothman, Olson, 2001). In addition, this form of intervention can generate creative 

ideas for settlement of a conflict (Chufrin, Saunders, 1993). 

The challenge with this form of diplomacy is that first, it cannot completely insulate 

itself from the political environment in which negotiations are taking place. Spoilers 

therefore actively try to undermine and marginalize efforts to build bridges across conflict 

lines. Participants are thus subject to direct harassment, intimidation, and sometimes violence 

from rejectionists, hardliners, and their own governments (Abu-Nimer, 1999).  Besides, the 

interventions are not secret thus vulnerable to negative media exposure caused by leaks or 

media commentary (Abu-Nimer, 1999). These constant and unrelenting attacks can have a 

harsh effect on morale and deter all and intrepid participants. In addition, the hostile context 

also makes it hard to maintain attitude changes (Chigas and Ganson, 2003). Besides, 

differences in power or resources between the parties are often reflected in the views of the 

participants and their attitudes towards Track Two Diplomacy. For instance, in the Israel-

Palestinian conflict, Palestinians often come to groups with the purpose of fostering changes 

in Israel political views, while Jewish participants tend to be more concerned with 

establishing lines of communication and building social connections (Abu-Nimer, 1999). 

The success of intermediaries depends to a large extent on their ability to develop and 

maintain a wide network of contacts, generate respect and trust in the intermediary and the 

intermediation process, provide a neutral and safe setting, and to promote and facilitate 

ongoing interaction and joint activity. Additionally adequate investment is often required in 

processes and structures that allow participants to maintain their coalition and to develop 

strategies and activities that have a meaningful impact in their societies. This commitment 

requires extensive resources over an extended period of time (Chigas, Ganson, 2003). 

Track Two generally, involves grassroots and middle leadership who are in direct 

contact with the conflict. It is not affected by electoral cycles. However, in spite of the 

strengths of this Track mentioned by Nan (2003), it is contested that this Track has failed to 

manage conflicts since they are still a pertinent issue in the world. Besides, the actors of this 

track have limited ability to influence political powers structures because of their lack of 

political power and their interventions take too long to yield results.  This type of track does 

not have the ability to influence change during war. The actors also rarely have resources 

necessary to sustain leverage during negotiations and for the implementation of agreements. 

This track cannot be effective in countries where leaders do not have any regard for the lower 
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level leaders. Besides, some mediators within this track make wrong decisions and it is not 

easy to hold them accountable and just like Track One actors, actors involved in Track Two 

Diplomacy lack coordination. 

According to Montville (1991), there are two basic processes in Track Two 

Diplomacy. The first consists of facilitated workshops that bring members of conflicting 

groups together to develop personal relationships, understand the conflict from the 

perspective of others, and develop joint strategies for solving the conflict. The second process 

involves working to shift public opinion. However, methods for conducting these activities 

are still evolving.  

One of the successful Track Two dialogue processes were the Oslo Accords of 1993 

between Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), which achieved some 

remarkable breakthroughs in the Israel-Palestinian relationship. The contacts began as a 

Track Two Diplomacy, with an unofficial initiative by a Norwegian scholar but had 

transitioned into Track One Diplomacy by the time it was finished (Montville, 1991).  

Another form of track of diplomacy is Track Three Diplomacy. This is a form of 

diplomacy that has been ignored in the high diplomatic circles yet it has been applied towards 

the resolution of a significant number of conflicts in the world. According to Iginio and 

Stremlau (2008), Track Three Diplomacy is also referred to as people to people peace-

making since it is diplomacy at the grassroots level, which creates better understanding of the 

other, promotes tolerance and feeds a culture of peace among citizens. However, the lack of 

people’s involvement in the struggle to build a new social order makes any peace-making 

process unstable, fragile and vulnerable.  

Track Three Diplomacy is an initiative that operates and mediates in the field within a 

divided society, trying to reconcile it. It does not aim specifically to resolve the wider conflict 

but instead focuses on the concepts of contact and understanding as a way of setting the table 

for resolution (Thornton, 2003).  In other words, it is not designed to change the very nature 

of the troublesome conflictual relationships. It is also not designed to bring together 

contending parties to negotiate for equal pieces of the pie. Rather, participants probe the 

dynamics of contentious relationships that cause problems. The participants then gradually 

develop a capacity for designing actions to change those relationships (Saunders, 1999).  

This form of diplomacy represents the most profound force in promoting security. For 

instance, security relations between the US and Taiwan has improved and Track Three 

Diplomacy has played a stronger role in enhancing overall ties (Lederach, 2003). Besides, 

Track Three Diplomacy played an important role in the US-Soviet relations when the 

American business executive Arm and Hammer played an important role by encouraging 

trade relations between the US and the former Soviet Union during the Cold War era 

(McDonald, 1991). Track Three actors represent a dense array of grass roots groups, 

enlightened persons, cultural minorities, networks and popular movements who have 

marginal clout on decision making power and are unable to achieve requisite social change 

without external help. This track tries to influence indirectly by transitional media advocacy, 

lobbying and citizen activism. Conflict transformation at the grassroots level lies with the 

peoples and communities directly affected by it (Lederach, 2003).    

Track Three Diplomacy has been embraced by a few countries. For instance, in the 

India-Pakistan cross-border security relations Track Three Diplomacy was initiated by 

individuals and groups within the civil society. The objective was to promote mutual 

understanding through people to people contacts, to diffuse existing and latent tensions by 

creating an informed public opinion and to use public pressure on governments to restructure 

their relations (Ahmed, 1998). It should thus be noted that when cross-border security 
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relations at the top remain lukewarm, at best Track Three Diplomacy initiatives are essential. 

People exchange at the grassroots and after all, it is the ordinary people that form the 

foundation of a strong and rather durable cross-border security relationship between countries 

(Ahmed, 1998). Nevertheless, it is worth noting that as much as Track Three is essential in 

restoring relations, it really needs the government’s support especially in terms of funding  

and also in instances that involve the signing of pacts between adversary groups. As such the 

participation of the government in Track Three interventions cannot be ignored.  

Track Three initiatives are partly responsible for the extensive enhanced cross-border 

security relations between the U.S and Mexico (Bosworth et, al., 1997). The close 

interactions between the local people and local governments from the two sides of the border 

has enabled the two countries resolve some of the security issues  between the two countries 

ranging from combating narcotics trafficking to protecting the shared environment (Bosworth 

et al. 1997). However in the Japan-China security relations, the power of Track Three 

Diplomacy is woefully under-utilized. The two countries assume that only their national 

leaders and politicians matter in international relations. Such perspectives overlook the power 

of Track Three Diplomacy and are therefore detrimental to improving their cross-border 

security relations (Zhu, 2015). Nevertheless, contrary to Zhu, the two countries have now 

realized the importance of enhancing Track Three Diplomacy, especially among the young. 

For instance, early 2016, the Japanese embassy in Beijing co-sponsored Japanese speaking 

and writing contests in China and invited young Chinese to visit Japan. In addition, paintings 

of artists from both states were on display early 2016. Therefore, more such cultural activities 

at the local levels are needed so as to enhance security relations between the two countries.  

Actors in Track Three engage in various activities and do not engage with any 

government. The rich mix of ideas among people offers new opportunities, synergies and 

formulas for addressing global problems (Handelman, 2012). Track Three initiatives are 

often ignored or given minor coverage by the official press which often dominates the media 

landscape (Payne and Sarah, 2006). In addition, apart from the official press, other alternative 

media channels that are less controlled by the government and the dominant discourse such 

as blogs, Short Message Service (SMS), social networks, just to mention a few, have been 

used by a majority of people as a means of communication and they provide a lot of essential 

information as regards Track Three Diplomacy.  

Track Three requires people to people interactions involving creativity, compromises 

and innovation of brave individuals and groups who have refused to surrender in their 

struggle for peace. Its efforts are manifested through different structures, initiatives and 

programs seeking to bring people together in order to give a human face to the other and 

hopefully generate sufficient momentum and pressure from below to bring about the long 

overdue political will to move forward towards a peace agreement (Shemesh, 2012).  For 

example, the signing of the Oslo Peace Accords gave scope to a multitude of Track Three 

initiatives which sought to encourage ordinary Israelis and Palestinians to better understand 

one another and thereby to initiate processes of mutual reconciliation (Atieh, et al, 2004).  

According to Atieh et al (2004), Track Three Diplomacy’s role in facilitating real 

change is undeniable and irreplaceable. As much as every peace agreement that lacks the 

genuine support of people on each side is bound to run foul of continued resistance and thus 

sooner or later to fail it should be noted that Track Three has not been totally successful in 

facilitating change. If these were true, then there would be no security issues between 

countries.  Atieh et al (2004) further note that this track is indispensable since mutual 

reconciliation is crucial to a peaceful settlement of the conflict, and such reconciliation can 

only be achieved through the people themselves. Since peace requires a profound mental shift 



 Journal of African Interdisciplinary Studies (JAIS): ISSN 2523-6725 (online)  
                                                               March, 2021 Vol. 5, No. 3 
Citation: Okoth, P. G. (2021). Tracks of Diplomacy and their Application to Conflict Management in Africa.. 

Journal of African Interdisciplinary Studies, 5(3), 134 – 155. 

  

143 
 

on both sides, the deliberate, concrete efforts of groups and individuals working together to 

reshape the society are necessary (Atieh et al, 2004).  Nevertheless, people’s efforts have not 

always led to reconciliation. There are several instances when Track Three initiatives have 

been employed in the reconciliation process but this has been unsuccessful. For instance, in 

spite of the interventions by Track Three in the security relations between Chad and Sudan 

border, this border is still considered as one of the insecure borders in Africa. 

According to McHale (2009), engaging with people ensures the stability and security 

of the world. In addition, connecting between people and establishing dialogue is the key to 

influencing relationships, for example, through the use of social media platforms where the 

people lead the Track Three Diplomacy efforts. This formula was proven to be productive 

and highly successful during the last round of violence along the Gaza border and has since 

become the foundation of Track Three Diplomacy in major national public operations. These 

platforms represent the voice of the people (McHale, 2009).  

Before deciding to engage Track Three processes in any problem, the facilitators first 

map and name the problems and relations. It is after this that they decide to reach out to 

people (Rouhana, 1995). The processes are focused at the grassroots levels and they often 

involve organizing meetings and conferences, generating media exposure, and political and 

legal advocacy for marginalized people and communities. Music is also used to bring people 

together and foster greater understanding, that is, connect with people through music, public 

concerts, and interactive performances with local musicians. There is also the use of a wide 

range of academic, culture, professional and sports exchange programs. The programs engage 

the youth, students, educators, artists, athletes and emerging leaders in many fields 

(Missbach, 2009). 

According to Rouhana (1995) Track Three processes are basically interactive and 

problem solving.  He further states that there are five steps that need to be followed before 

the Track Three actors decide to act in order to transform the relationships. First, during 

meetings, participants are encouraged to openly express themselves and try to define and 

name the problems and tensions in their relationships. Participants get involved in in-depth 

analysis of their problems and weigh the options that they can adopt for changing their 

conflictual relationships. The participants then internalize the possibility of change and try to 

develop interactive steps for changing their conflictual relationships. Participants  act 

together to make change happen. Participants then make their final assessments about their 

capabilities and the political and social environment at hand and decide about taking practical 

steps for making change happen.  

Different countries have employed different processes in Track Three Diplomacy. In 

Australia-Indonesia security relations, education and exchange programs have been initiated. 

These programs have enabled Australian students to study in Indonesia thus enriching them 

with the understanding of the culture of the Indonesian people. This interaction has provided 

good will in the personal, business and political relationships for the two countries 

(Missbach, 2009). 

There have been discussion forums and visits between people of different nationalities 

or ethnicities that have been employed as track three processes. For instance, as noted by Nan 

(2010), since the mid-1990s, tens of thousands of people in the South Caucasus have directly 

participated in one form or another of people’s diplomacy. Armenians and Azeris gathered in 

West Virginian Mountains to learn each other’s views of their shared conflict. Other 

Armenians and Azeris travelled repeatedly to Tbilisi to make the contact. Georgians and 

Abkhaz together made a film about Karabakh. Ossetian women reunited with their former 
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Georgian neighbors in Baku and then again in Yerevan. Multiple individual business people 

joined forces to develop a Caucasus cheese brand and Caucasus tea.  

Multi-track diplomacy is a conceptual way to view the process of international 

peacemaking as a living system. It looks at the webof interconnected activities, individuals, 

institutions and communities that operate together for a common goal, which is a world at 

peace. It is an expansion of Track One and Track Two paradigms. It originated due to the 

inefficiency of pure government mediation. Moreover, increases in intrastate conflict in the 

1990s confirmed that Track One Diplomacy was not an effective method of securing 

international cooperation or resolving conflicts. Rather, there needed to be a more 

interpersonal approach in addition to government mediation. For that reason, Montville 

(2006) invented Track Two Diplomacy in order to incorporate citizens with diversity and 

skills into the mediation process. Still, Diamond (1991) recognized that putting all Track 

Two activities under one label did not capture the complexity or breadth of unofficial 

diplomacy. Therefore, she coined the phrase multi-track diplomacy, in order to incorporate 

all aspects of mediation from the ground-level work of private citizens to the top level 

meetings of state heads.  

Diamond (1991), therefore, expanded the number of tracks to nine. Tracks Two 

through to Nine help prepare an environment that welcomes positive change carried out by 

Track One or government. At the same time, they can make sure that government decisions 

are carried out and implemented properly. 

According to Diamond and McDonald (1996), Track Four diplomacy involves private 

citizens or peacemaking through personal involvement. This includes the various ways that 

individual citizens become involved in peace and development activities through citizen 

diplomacy, exchange programs, private voluntary organizations, NGOs and special interest 

groups. Track Five on the other hand deals with research, training and education, or 

peacemaking through learning. Other forms of multi-track diplomacy are Track Six 

diplomacy which refers to activism or peacemaking through advocacy. It covers the field of 

peace and environmental activism on such issues as disarmament, Human Rights, social and 

economic justice and advocacy of special interest groups regarding specific governmental 

policies. In addition, Track Seven is religion or peacemaking through faith in action. It 

examines the beliefs and peace-oriented actions of spiritual and religious communities and 

such morality-based movements as pacifism, sanctuary and nonviolence. Track Eight is the 

funding or peacemaking through providing resources. This refers to the funding community, 

which refers to those foundations and individuals’ philanthropists that provide the financial 

support for many of the activities undertaken by other tracks. Lastly, it is Track Nine which 

involves communications and the media, or peacemaking through information. This is the 

realm of the voice of the people that is how public opinion gets shaped and expressed by the 

media, for instance, print, film, video, radio, electronic system and the arts (Diamond and 

McDonald, 1996). 

Generally speaking, different track efforts may each influence the likelihood and 

effectiveness of other activities in an interactive manner. Interacting tracks of diplomacy are 

more likely to establish a stable peace agreement and increase effectiveness (Creig and Diehl, 

2006). First, combined tracks of diplomacy can create obligations and expectations that help 

to enforce compliance (Ward, 2006). Owing to the intervention of unofficial tracks, 

compliance is likely to be enforced at the grassroots levels as well. Second, since non-

cooperating actors can be excluded from other forms of reciprocity, interaction increases the 

likelihood that track parties will pursue shared goals through complementary means. Third, 

the connection of issues and interest establishes trust, a crucial element for overcoming 
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collective action problems. Finally, track interaction enables communication among actors, 

which facilitates coordination and decreases uncertainty (Frazier and Dixon, 2006). 

 

Theories and Theorists behind the Different Tracks of Diplomacy 

Various theories have been put forth to try and explain the different forms of diplomacy. The 

first type is the traditional diplomatic theory, which tries to explain track one form of 

diplomacy. Some of the theorists responsible for this theory are De Callieres (1716) and 

Berridge (2002). This is the type of diplomacy that traditionalist theorists refer to as state-

qua-state diplomacy, a practice that is influenced by historical tradition. There are certain 

fundamental tenets of this form of diplomacy. According to Bull (1977), what is inherent to 

traditionalist theorists is a belief in the centrality and omnipotence of the state and the 

diplomatic institution to this theory. Hence, they endorse, advocate and relate the historical 

and modern omnipotence of the state to the diplomatic theory. These traditionalists contend 

that the states, and consequently the diplomatic institution, remain the most important 

political units in modern diplomatic environment. In addition, a strong relation to the 

Westphalia state principles of territoriality, authority, sovereignty, power and legitimacy, 

underlies much of the traditionalist’s theory, and consolidates their argument that states are 

the primary actors in the modern diplomatic environment. 

There are certain assumptions that qualify diplomatic theorists as traditionalists. The 

first assumption is that traditionalists describe diplomacy as an exclusive state function. They 

infer that diplomacy is the privileged domain of professional diplomats, conducted almost 

exclusively by Foreign Service personnel and officials from foreign ministries (Berridge, 

2001). Secondly, traditionalists interpret diplomacy as the study of international realm of 

sovereign states, with the central purpose of diplomacy being to overcome the anarchical 

nature of that system and facilitate peaceful relationships amongst sovereign states (Bull, 

1977). They also focus on diplomacy’s role in relation to classic political-military agenda. 

Thus foreign affairs among states is fundamentally concerned with war and peace, and the 

employment of state power vis-à-vis other states. These traditional political-military concerns 

include issues such as force balance, demarcation of territories; arms control negotiations and 

alliance cohesion (Cooper, 2002). 

In addition, traditionalists consider diplomatic theory central to their theory (Craig, 

1983).  Besides, traditionalists consider diplomatic history central to their theory. They argue 

that the study of diplomacy demands an embracing of the distant as well as the recent past. 

They thus endorse historical continuity in diplomatic theory, which suggests a reluctance to 

incorporate innovation and originality to concepts of diplomatic theory (Harold, 

1957).Traditionalists convey a view of diplomacy as a specialized skill of negotiation, the 

vocation of the select few and are beneficial for the novice entering the profession.  They also 

have a sentimental view of diplomacy. They describe diplomacy as an art, the vocation of the 

privileged and select few and portray the traditional diplomatic institution in a nepotistic 

fashion. The traditionalists therefore endorse a classical view of diplomacy, heavily 

influenced by the historical refinement of diplomacy since the 17
th

 century (Reychier, 1996). 

The second theory explaining Track Two Diplomacy is known as the nascent 

diplomatic theory. There are central tenets to this theory. First, the emergence of non-state 

actors practicing Track Two Diplomacy has contributed to a positive shift from a statist focus 

on diplomacy. The theorists nevertheless do not ignore the state altogether. Instead their 

focus is on non-state diplomatic actors. This theory therefore, postulates on non-state actors 

who practice alternate or unconventional diplomacy. In other words, the theorists distance 

their theory from the traditional diplomatic institution. It can be classified as an ideal, moral 
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approach that promotes an international society, which does not endorse the state as the only 

significant actor engaged in international diplomacy. One central tenet therefore is the 

premise that the diplomatic expertise for dealing successfully with conflict and peacemaking 

does not reside solely within government personnel or procedures (Diamond and McDonald, 

1996). The theory also has a transformational aspect, advocating a change in understanding 

of a modern diplomatic environment dominated by states and the diplomatic theory that 

interprets the system as such (Diamond and McDonald, 1996). Centrally, the nascent 

diplomatic theory advocates for an alternative worldview, one where traditional power 

politics are bypassed, that is to say, non-state actors unite if not replace state as the loci of 

power. 

The theory emphasizes the human, humane, non-violent, relational, interactive, shared 

and mutually empowered aspects of resolving conflicts and building relationships (Diamond 

and McDonald, 1996). The theory is essentially reflective of the interdependent, multi-polar 

and transnational nature of the modern international relations system. In addition, the nascent 

theoretical approach to diplomacy is a departure from Traditional diplomacy theory. For 

nascent theorists, the complexity of international relations system since 1989 has induced a 

diplomatic revolution where the incumbent state is undermined and effectively destroyed by 

complex political, economic, military and ideological developments that have destroyed its 

homogeneity and effectiveness (Hocking, 1996).  

The nascent theorists have certain assumptions. First, these theorists challenge the 

dominant assumption that diplomacy be interpreted in a rigid, precise or authoritative 

fashion, concentrating exclusively on the role of the state. They argue that to understand 

modern diplomacy, the theoretical focus on the state must be lessened. The lessening of the 

state focus requires a reinvention of diplomatic theory. Hoffman (2003) further states that the 

concept of diplomacy must be reconstructed, and this  is only possible if theory on diplomacy 

is detached from the state. 

The theorists secondly view the state as blocking change to a more pacific 

international relations system. The Nascent theorists can thus be described as those who 

regard the state as an obstacle to world order. To them, the development of an alternative 

diplomacy, embracing NGOs and transnational movements, offers the prospect of an 

international order transcending the state system (Hocking, 1996). Unless the diplomatic 

institution can reinvent itself as being receptive to change, nascent theorists critically 

implicate it as one of the culprits held responsible for contemporary global problems, through 

its inability to act proactively rather than reactively (Hocking, 1996).  

Several nascent theorists argue that the traditional diplomatic institution is in a period 

of crisis. Riordan (2003) has stated that there is a continuing fragmentation of traditional 

diplomacy where no country, however powerful, will be immune from such fragmentation. 

Langhorne (1998) adds that there has been a decline, since the First World War, in the role 

played in international politics by professional diplomacy. The Nascent theorists believe that 

the traditional professional diplomacy cannot cope with the 21
st
 century problems, and that 

this type of diplomacy both as a vacation and an area of theoretical focus is defunct. The 

theorists also have another assumption that the traditional diplomatic institution is perhaps 

obsolete. They propose that it is irrelevant, redundant and rapidly losing the ability to 

influence an increasingly complex international relations system. They portray the traditional 

institution of diplomacy as unresponsive to change, archaic and capable only of providing 

outdated solutions to outdated problems. Eayrs (1999), for example, describes traditional 

diplomacy as melting away into nothingness. The theorists also assume that modern 

diplomatic environment has provided the opportunity for non-state actors to engage in 
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diplomacy through channels, which replace those employed by governments (Hocking, 

1996).  

To construct sound diplomatic theory, the Nascent theorists claim that first there is 

need to acknowledge the multi-actor nature of the international relations system and 

secondly, to theorize on the diplomacy that unconventional actors practice within that system. 

The last assumption is that the theorists are unsure of the value of history to their brand of 

diplomatic theory. Their reluctance to embrace the distant as well as recent past is 

understandable as they focus on post-cold war developments in diplomacy and international 

relations, and are keen to distance their work from the historical obsession of the 

traditionalists. For these theorists relying heavily on the distant past is superfluous when 

theorizing on modern diplomacy (Hunt, 1992). 

The third theory explaining tracks of diplomacy is the innovative diplomatic theory 

(Der, 1987). This theory emerged as a result of different theoretical perceptions within the 

diplomatic studies field, since various types of diplomatic theorists interpreted the post-Cold 

war diplomatic environment, in particular the relationship between the incumbent state and 

emerging non-state actors. The innovative diplomatic theory serves as the middle ground 

between the state (traditionalist theory) and the non-state (Nascent theory).According to 

Melissen (1999), the innovators work is intended to supplement the analysis of more familiar 

topics in the diplomatic studies literature that is traditional diplomacy and unconventional 

diplomacy. The value of the innovators is supplementary; their contribution is valuable when 

theorizing on modern diplomacy. When building the initial profile of the innovators, it is 

impossible to ignore the relationship between the state and the non-state. The 

acknowledgement and ultimate realignment of this relationship is central to the strength of 

the innovative diplomatic theory (Melissen, 1999). 

According to innovative theory, the competition between the traditionalist and 

Nascent theories, fuels an antagonistic relationship between the different actors and 

diplomatic theorists (Martin,1966, ).In addition, the innovators state that theory on modern 

diplomacy adheres to one view or the other, either statist or non-statist. For the innovators, 

acknowledging this either/ or split is important because diplomatic theorists and students are 

forced into making a choice between which view is most applicable to the modern diplomatic 

environment. Within innovative diplomatic theory, both the state and the non-state are given 

equal weighing. Similarly, both traditional and nascent diplomatic theories are given 

impartial consideration by the innovators. They believe that the modern diplomatic 

environment is best understood not in either/or terms but from an approach that values both 

statist and non-statist diplomatic theory. 

Sharp, Lee, Melissen, Hocking, Kurbalinga and Cooper are examples of innovative 

diplomatic theorists. These theorists are all in agreement with their theoretical approach to 

diplomacy. They believe that the traditionalist and Nascent theories encourage competition of 

opinion at the expense of accuracy. This competition, according to innovators, means that a 

body of diplomatic theory truly reflective of the modern diplomatic environment has yet to 

emerge (Hocking, 1996). Thirdly, innovators perform an arbitrary or mediating role within 

the diplomatic studies field. They also demonstrate a similar balance on postulations on the 

practical diplomatic environment. They also argue that state/ non-state diplomatic 

relationships are distinctly non-adversarial, symbiotic and complementary. They also focus 

exclusively on the shape of modern diplomacy. The end of the cold war appears to have been 

the catalyst for their unique line of enquiry. This environmental change is significant to the 

innovators. 
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The innovators argue that the rise of non-traditional actors can be analyzed as an 

environmental change that states and diplomacy, which evolve slowly, are reluctant to 

embrace but are being forced to do so. They stress that the relationship between traditional 

and nascent forms of diplomacy is not adversarial but complementary. They further stress a 

symbiosis between traditional state actors and IGOs. According to innovators, IGOs cannot 

be considered as independent diplomatic actors. Innovators acknowledge that IGOs have 

designs on diplomacy but by conventional standards are not fully-fledged diplomatic actors, 

because they are not recognized as such by states, which are the most dominant actors in 

international relations (Michael, 1999). This undiplomatic nature of IGOs is further 

compounded by their lack of ultimate participation in the decision-making process. They 

however claim that it is unrealistic for traditionalists to maintain that states are the only 

significant actors at IGOs. For the innovators, the relationship between states and IGOs 

becomes productive when there is a confluence of interests. 

For the innovators, the development of NGOs within the modern diplomatic 

environment, alongside an amicable bondage with the state, has enhanced the relationship 

between state and societal actors. They also argue that commerce is central to diplomacy. 

According to them, governments have restructured their diplomatic institutions to integrate 

commerce departments (Cooper and Hocking, 2000). For the innovators, not only do official 

government statements tell about the role of commerce, but diplomats, practitioners and 

ambassadors also testify to the inextricable bondage between diplomacy and commerce (Lee 

and Hudson, 2004). The innovators agree that the evolution in information is improving 

communications, providing a broader agenda which incorporates high as well as low politics 

and facilitating a more representative international relations system. 

 

Application of Tracks of Diplomacy to Conflict Management in Africa 

Africa is a continent that has been marred by many conflicts since the era of decolonization. 

Most importantly, ethnic conflicts are a major threat to peace in the continent today 

(McDonald, 2000). This is also the basis for internal and international terrorism. Ethnic 

conflicts in Africa have been as a result of the collapse of empires, disregard of non-

negotiable issues, such as language, religion, and culture (McDonald, 2000). Some of the 

countries that have been affected by conflicts in Africa include DRC, Sudan, Somalia, Sudan, 

Rwanda and Burundi. 

In the Democratic Republic of Congo., at the outbreak of the conflict in 1998, Track 

One Diplomacy was accorded great importance. There were several summits, heads of state 

meetings and shuttle missions between governments and special envoys, to try and solve the 

crisis in the republic. They made significant gains in advancing the peace process, which 

included the signing of the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement (LA), the appointment of a mediator 

for the inter-Congolese dialogue and the implementation of the United Nations Observer 

Mission to Congo (Naidoo, 2000). 

However, since official Track One Diplomacy focused solely on the belligerents, 

track two efforts provided the Congolese civil society and unarmed opposition with a 

platform to articulate a presence and negotiate an inclusion into the peace process. It served 

as a reconciliatory effort at the civil society level. This was achieved by providing an 

opportunity for the Congolese unarmed actors to present their position and thinking on the 

conflict. As a result, track two diplomatic initiatives in the DRC conflict led to frank and 

constructive discussions between the different civil society groups that served to harmonize 

relations amongst themselves. In addition the various efforts or activities that could be 

defined as Track Two Diplomacy, contributed substantially to a global awareness on the 
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issues and dynamics of the conflict. In other words, track two resulted in the dissemination of 

information on the DRC crisis through dialogues, conferences and public meetings, which 

changed uninformed perceptions of the problem (Naidoo, 2000). 

Unofficial track two diplomatic efforts conducted outside the DRC served to provide 

civil society groups with a platform of interaction and engagement. These exercises allowed 

the unarmed forces to achieve greater co-ordination of their programmes and an opportunity 

to organize themselves into a stronger voice (Naidoo, 2000). 

Burundi has been a land of prolonged political violence since her independence in 

1962. This has taken different forms ranging from military coups, targeted assassinations of 

prominent politicians, mass massacres, refugees, internal displacement and lack of 

meaningful development. The violence in Burundi was overshadowed by the civil war in the 

neighboring Rwanda. Track One Diplomacy was used to restore peace in the country. This 

was done through the intervention of regional organizations, the UN and the AU. There were 

also track one efforts by the then president of Tanzania, Julius Nyerere. He managed to bring 

together 19 Burundian delegates representing diverse political parties for talks in the northern 

Tanzania town of Arusha in 1998. He adopted the strategy used by the UN that recognized 

the formal political parties which had participated in the 1993 elections as the major 

protagonists who should be included in the negotiations which would eventually lead to 

power sharing arrangements. In spite of his efforts, the war still continued (Ayebare, 2015). 

Another track one effort in Burundi was by Nelson Mandela, the former president of 

South Africa in 1999. He adopted a more public and forceful position vis-à-vis the parties 

approach, and he also injected financial and diplomatic resources from the South African 

government into the peacemaking process. His effort led to the signing of the Arusha Peace 

and reconciliation Agreement on 28 August 2000. This agreement directly addressed the 

issue of ethnicity in Burundi and devised a power-sharing arrangement that guaranteed 

security to the minority Tutsi and democracy to the majority Hutus (Ayebare, 2015). 

In early 2002, President Jacob Zuma took up the role of a track one mediator in the 

Burundi conflict.  He was more discrete in his mediation efforts and he also directly involved 

the African Union and the UN envoys to Burundi into the talks. He also formed a technical 

committee of intelligence officials from Uganda, Tanzania, and South Africa to provide him 

with strategic information on the motivation of the parties and the regional security dynamics 

that impacted on the talks. His main achievement was to bring the Council for the Defense of 

Democracy (CNDD-FDD), the largest armed group into the talks. This created a real 

possibility of ending the civil war. On 3 December 2002, a comprehensive cease-fire was 

signed (Ayebare, 2015). 

The civil war in Somalia among clan and sub-clan factions from early 1991, was 

destructive in terms of its material cost and the loss of life. These chaos and loss of life 

received regional and international attention. Various tracks of diplomacy have been 

employed towards the realization of peace. Several track one initiatives have been made, 

such as the involvement of IGAD, the UN and regional governments such as Kenya, Ethiopia 

and Djibouti. However, the track one efforts have failed to take root   in the long-term. The 

outcome of every peace effort has generated new and worse conflicts (Roy, 2001). 

The engagement and intervention of Kenya between 2002 and 2012, was a track one 

diplomatic effort. In addition, the involvement of the UN, the USA, AU, IGAD, and the 

European Commission, are track one initiatives in resolving the Somali conflict. Track Two 

Diplomacy through religion has been applied in resolving conflicts in Africa. The impact of 

church leaders on the conflict dynamics in several African countries cannot be ignored. Not 

only in South Africa with Desmond Tutu or Allan Boesak but also in Sudan, Mozambique 
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and Zaire (Assefa, 1990). Mgr Jaime Goncalves, the archbishop of Beira played an important 

role in the realization of a peace agreement in Mozambique on 4 October 1992. This ended a 

glory war in which a million lives were wasted and half of the population were on the run for 

safety. In Zaire, Monseigneur Lauret Monsengwo was elected as chairman of the High 

Council of the Republic and played a central role in the difficult negotiations between 

president Mobutu and his opponents. The Burundian catholic bishops, representing half of 

the population, are now mediating towards the development of a more collegial government 

to prevent further violence (Assefa, 1990). 

In the Sudan north-south civil war, the earliest significant Track Two Diplomacy was 

that of the Carter Center, founded by former US president Jimmy Carter. The center has been 

involved in health and agricultural development work in Sudan since 1986 and has 

consequently built up contacts and relationships. President Carter became involved in the 

mediation between the Sudanese government and the Sudan’s people’s liberation movement 

in Kenya in November-December 1989. The intervention however failed to secure an 

agreement.in 1995, his continued intervention enabled him broker the six-month Guinea 

worm ceasefire, allowing health work by the carter center and others to go ahead in Sudan. 

Another track two intervention in Sudan has been by a UK-based NGO in 1999 in 

partnership with the south African-based African renaissance institute. The aim was to use 

low-profile inclusive consultations both to build relationships between key players and to 

provide a space for them to develop constructive solutions to long-term conflict causes. The 

dialogue brought those at the negotiating table into informal contact with the broader society 

and each other (Dixon and Simmons, 2006).  

In Africa, Track Three Diplomacy has been employed in Sudan. After the separation 

of Sudan and South Sudan due to the continuous hostilities between the two states, the 

traditional administration was changed into a semi-military structure on both sides. 

Conferences were used in order to calm the violence in the region. The two pastoral 

communities, the Malual Dinka on one side and Messenya and Rizaighat on the other 

managed to conduct a series of ethnic conferences during 2011, culminating in the signing of 

a joint protocol, stipulating in details how they should share natural resources over the river 

system. This is a Track Three process in a pastoral system (Ali, 2013). 

Another process can be through the co-owning and co-managing of joint projects. 

Ethiopia and Egypt used this Track Three process of a joint project to strengthen relations 

between them in order to narrow their differences. This was through the construction of a 

multi-billion hydro-electric dam on the Nile (Zehabesha, 2014). In addition, media is also 

another process of Track Three initiatives. For instance, the Talking Drum Studio based in 

Saniquellie, Liberia, holds peace building and reconciliation workshops throughout Liberia 

and Cote d’Ivoire. The studio also holds a radio programme focused on peace building 

(Tapson, 2002). The Talking Drum Studio brings together community leaders, elders from 

both countries, women, youth, government officials and security personnel and encourages 

open dialogue to promote peace and reconciliation (Tapson, 2002). The studio also provides 

community education on topics like trauma and recovery, communication skills and the role 

of local government in peace building (Tapson, 2002). In addition through social media such 

as internet blogs, chats and online publications such as analytic on, people are connected with 

the views of others beyond ceasefire lines.  

In the case of the protracted conflicts between Kenya and Somalia, Track Three 

processes were employed when women in Wajir negotiated for peace between border clans 

from both Somalia and Kenya between 1992 and 1993. This intervention by the local women 

from Wajir culminated in durable peace in the region. This thus is an indication that people to 
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people interaction is capable of giving results. It can improve and enhance security relations 

between the two states.  

In Africa, diplomacy also faces many challenges. First, there is lack of efficient 

regional and organizational structures and inefficient early warning mechanisms for 

diplomats, which is the intelligence. Secondly, poor infrastructural development and 

impassable roads especially during the rainy weather have remained a key challenge in 

making border counter-terrorism strategies a success (Opon, 2015) and as such this thus 

hampers any efforts of diplomacy from being effective due to inaccessibility. In addition, 

there is a non-existence of a strong diplomatic leadership for mediation and also the foreign 

policy objectives of countries are unclear on the role of diplomacy in resolving conflicts. For 

instance, the role and impact of Track Two Diplomacy in achieving a ceasefire in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo was however minimal. First the nature of the conflict 

required that track one efforts be given first priority. Secondly, the complexity of the war did 

not allow for a speedy, track one or track two, diplomatic solution. Thirdly, given the scale of 

the conflict, an intensive track one process proceeded without any coordination with a track 

two process. Track two initiatives did not however enjoy the support of the official track one 

level. In addition, co-ordination among the various track two efforts could have produced a 

greater impact. As a result many NGOs directed resources to the same objective. Finally, the 

capacity of non-state actors to undertake a track two process is still undeveloped (Naidoo, 

2000). 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations  

In conclusion, Tracks of diplomacy normally lead to a positive outcome, as compared to a 

situation where there is no engagement of any form of diplomacy. The involvement of the 

various tracks may escalate or de-escalate a conflict; however, it is important to find a way 

by which the weaknesses of each track of diplomacy can be reduced in order to improve the 

chances of resolving conflicts without loss of life and material. 

In addition, the leverage and resources of tracks of diplomacy determine effective 

outcomes. The more leverage is available and the more resources are invested by a specific 

track, the more effective a track intervention is  likely to be tracks of diplomacy that have 

more resources and leverage than other interveners are more likely to apply more enforcing 

strategies. This also yields more effective outcomes. 

In Africa, peace, security and good governance are pre-requisites for development and 

social cohesion. Resolving the continent’s many conflicts should therefore be a top priority. 

In the recent past, due to the intervention of the various diplomatic tracks, there has been a 

reduction in the number of conflicts in the continent. Many actors have now been brought 

aboard towards the realization of peace in Africa. 

The article recommends that in a situation where there is a conflict, all tracks need to 

complete towards a realization of lasting peace. This thus implies that all actors must be 

incorporated in resolving a conflict since each track has its own tactic of approaching conflict 

resolution. In relation to Africa, in view of the still protracted conflicts in certain countries, 

several diplomatic efforts need to be consolidated towards a peaceful Africa. 
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