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Abstract: 
International conflicts have become increasingly complex in the post-2011 era due to the 

interaction of domestic and international (intermestic) variables driven by political, 

security, economic, and technological dynamics. These developments have exposed the 

limitations of traditional state-centric diplomacy and highlighted the need for more 

flexible and multi-actor frameworks. Accordingly, this study examines the effectiveness 

of Multi-Track Diplomacy (MTD) in managing complex contemporary international 

conflicts and identifies the structural constraints that may limit its performance. 

MTD has emerged as a significant approach by extending mediation beyond official 

governmental channels to include non-state actors such as international organizations, 

civil society organizations, think tanks, and private-sector participants. The study analyzes 

the role of MTD in conflict management, with particular emphasis on the interaction 

between formal and informal diplomatic tracks in facilitating de-escalation and 

negotiation processes . 

Methodologically, the study employs an analytical framework and a comparative case-

study approach focusing on the Iranian nuclear negotiations and the Colombian peace 

process. The findings demonstrate that MTD enhances trust-building, broadens 

communication channels, and supports adaptive negotiation environments. However, its 

effectiveness ultimately depends on the degree of coordination and integration among 

participating actors. 

The study concludes that MTD plays a significant role in de-escalating conflicts through 

the integration of multiple actors and diplomatic tracks. Nevertheless, its success remains 

contingent upon effective coordination and broader structural conditions . 

Keywords: Multi-Track Diplomacy (MTD), peacebuilding, conflict Management, Track 

II diplomacy, non-state actors.

 

Asst.Prof.Dr. /Kufa University/ Faculty of Political Science/ International Studies. 

basilm.alumeiri@uokufa.edu.iq 
Corresponding author: Basil Muhsin Muhanna; email: basilm.alumeiri@uokufa.edu.iq 

https://doi.org/10.30907/jcopolicy.vi71.937 

  Copyrights: © 2026 by the author. 

The article is an open access article distributed under the terms and condition of the (CC 

By) license Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License 

 

https://orcid.org/0009-0007-2410-732X
mailto:alkwther.col@copolicy.uobaghdad.edu.iq
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


   

2 

 السياسيةُالعلومُمجلةُ 
 :912X-2521 :ISSN-E           5561-1815 ISSN                                                (6202) حزيران (17) العدد

فعاليةُالدبلوماسيةُمتعددةُالمساراتُفيُإدارةُالصراعاتُالدوليةُالمعاصرةُبعدُعامُ
 :ُدراساتُحالة2011

 باسل محسن مهنا
ُ:خصلالم

نتيجة لتفاعل المتغيرات الداخلية    2011أصبحت الصراعات الدولية أكثر تعقيداً في مرحلة ما بعد عام  
( المدفوعة بالديناميكيات السييييييييياسييييييييية وا منية والوتصييييييييا  ة والت نولو ية  وود  Intermesticوالدولية )

كشييييييييفت ورا الت وحات عن محدو  ة الد لوماسييييييييية التقليد ة المتمروأب حو  الدولةإ وأ ر ت الحا ة  ل   
أطر أكثر مرونية وتعيد اً في الفياعلين  وءنيالً عل   ليحإ تبحيا ويرا اليدحاسيييييييييييييية في فياعليية   لومياسيييييييييييييييية 

( في   احب الصيييراعات الدولية المعاصيييرب المعقدبإ وتحد  القيو  ال نيوية التي  MTDسييياحات المتعد ب )الم
 ود تحد من أ ائها 

 ر ت   لوماسيية المسياحات المتعد ب  وصيفها مقاحءة مهمة من خت  توسييا ن او الوسياطة بما يتجاو  
القنوات الحكومية الرسييييمية ليشييييمل فاعلين من لير الدو إ مثل المنومات الدوليةإ ومنومات المجتما 

الصييييييييراعاتإ ما  المدنيإ ومراكأ الف رإ والق اع الخاص  وتحلل الدحاسيييييييية  وح ورا المقاحءة في   احب
الترويأ بشييييييكل خاص عل  التفاعل  ين المسيييييياحات الد لوماسييييييية الرسييييييمية ولير الرسييييييمية في تسييييييهيل 

 عمليات خفض التصعيد والتفاوض 
منهجياًإ تعتمد الدحاسية  طاحاً تحليلياً ومنه   حاسية الحالة المقاح إ ما الترويأ عل  المفاوتيات النووية  
الإيرانية وعملية السييييييتم ال ولوم ية  وتلوهر النتائ  أ    لوماسييييييية المسيييييياحات المتعد ب تسييييييه  في  نال  

مرونة  وما  لحإ فإ  فاعليتها الثقةإ وتوسيييييييييا ونوات التصييييييييا إ و ع   ي ات تفاوتييييييييية أكثر ت يفاً و 
 تعتمد في النها ة عل  مستوى التنسيق والت امل  ين الفاعلين المشاحوين 

وتخلص الدحاسييييييييية  ل  أ    لوماسيييييييييية المسييييييييياحات المتعد ب تع د  وحاً مهماً في خفض التصيييييييييعيد في  
الصييييييييييراعات من خت   م  الفاعلين والمسيييييييييياحات الد لوماسييييييييييية المتعد بإ  ل أ  نجاحها يبق  مرووناً 

 بفعالية التنسيق والوروف ال نيوية ا وسا 
(إ  نال الستمإ   احب الصراعاتإ   لوماسية MTD  لوماسية المساحات المتعد ب )  الكلماتُالمفتاحية:

    المساح الثانيإ الفاعلو  من لير الدو 

 

 الدولية الدحاسات السياسية/ العلوم ولية  وفة/ال  امعة / وتوح ساعدم أستا  
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Introduction: 

Over the past two decades, the international system has undergone 

profound structural transformations that have reshaped the nature 

of conflicts and expanded their political, economic, security, and 

technological dimensions. Contemporary disputes increasingly 

unfold within complex environments characterized by 

transnational threats, hybrid warfare, and multidimensional 

challenges such as terrorism, energy insecurity, health crises, 

climate change, and migration. These developments have exposed 

the limitations of traditional state-centric diplomacy, which has 

historically relied on formal negotiations conducted exclusively 

through official channels. Consequently, modern conflicts require 

more adaptive and inclusive diplomatic frameworks capable of 

integrating diverse actors and instruments into conflict 

management processes . 

MTD has emerged as a significant paradigm for addressing 

contemporary disputes by expanding the range of actors involved 

in mediation and peacebuilding. While Track I diplomacy 

represents official governmental engagement, MTD incorporates 

a broader spectrum of participants, including international 

organizations, civil society actors, academic institutions, think 

tanks, private -sector representatives, and informal dialogue 

platforms. Through the interaction between formal and informal 

tracks—particularly Track II and Track 1.5 diplomacy—MTD 

facilitates communication, builds confidence, prevents escalation, 

and creates flexible negotiation environments in which policy 

options can be explored prior to formalization. In practice, the 

combination of official negotiations with informal backchannels, 

expert dialogues, and societal engagement mechanisms has proven 

effective in overcoming negotiation deadlocks and generating 

alternative pathways for conflict resolution. 

Technological advancements have further reinforced the relevance 

of MTD. The expansion of digital networks, social media 

platforms, and data-driven analytical tools has enabled faster and 

lower-cost transnational interaction, thereby enhancing informal 
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diplomacy through dialogue facilitation, narrative construction, 

and crisis communication. Moreover, the emergence of AI-based 

analytics and predictive modeling has strengthened early warning 

systems, escalation monitoring, and scenario planning. As a result, 

the international system is increasingly characterized by a 

networked diplomatic environment in which state and non-state 

actors interact through interconnected channels rather than 

hierarchical structures alone . 

The importance of this research lies in analyzing the evolving role 

of MTD in managing complex international conflicts after 2011 – 

a period marked by increasing conflict complexity and the 

growing involvement of non-state actors. This research aims to 

evaluate the effectiveness of MTD by examining how interactions 

among formal diplomacy, informal channels, and societal actors 

contribute to de-escalation, trust-building, and adaptive 

negotiation processes. 

The study addresses the central problem of assessing the extent to 

which MTD can effectively manage complex international 

conflicts in the post-2011 environment. Despite its growing 

prominence as a flexible multi-actor framework, questions remain 

regarding its actual effectiveness, the limits of its impact, and its 

sustainability in light of coordination challenges among tracks, 

competing actor agendas, and intensifying geopolitical rivalries. 

Accordingly, the study seeks to conceptualize the role of MTD, 

measure its effectiveness, and analyze the influence of multiple 

actors within contemporary conflict management.  

The study hypothesizes that MTD constitutes an effective 

approach to conflict management by integrating formal and 

informal diplomatic tracks and engaging non-state actors in 

processes of de-escalation, trust-building, and adaptive 

negotiation. However, its effectiveness is contingent upon the 

degree of coordination among tracks, the alignment of actor 

interests, institutional support, and the broader geopolitical context 

shaping conflict dynamics. 
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Methodology: 

The research adopts an analytical approach combined with a 

comparative case study design, focusing on the Iranian nuclear 

negotiations and the Colombian peace process. It systematically 

examines the mechanisms of MTD and evaluates their impact on 

negotiation dynamics. In addition, the study employs a forward-

looking analytical perspective to explore future scenarios shaped 

by technological developments, digital diplomacy, and the 

increasing complexity of conflict environments. Structurally, the 

research is organized into three main components: the conceptual 

framework, the practical application of MTD through selected 

case studies, and a critical evaluation of its effectiveness in 

contemporary conflict management. 

1 - Conceptual and Theoretical Framework of MTD 

1-1 Evolution of Diplomatic Models and the Transformation 

of Actors in the International System 

Diplomacy has undergone a structural shift from a traditional 

state-centric model—where the state functioned as the exclusive 

actor in managing international relations—to a networked, multi-

actor model driven by structural changes in the international 

environment and the growing interconnection of transnational 

issues. In the traditional model, diplomacy operated through 

closed and official channels between governments, focusing 

primarily on representation, negotiation, and the protection of 

sovereign interests. However, the end of the Cold War and the 

acceleration of globalization reshaped the diplomatic landscape, 

diminishing the state’s monopoly on international communication 

and influence (Slaughter 2004, 12-14) . 

The globalization of transnational challenges—such as energy 

insecurity, terrorism, cyberspace, climate change, health security, 

and migration—has expanded the range of actors involved in 

conflict management. These challenges require coordination 

beyond purely governmental channels. As a result, the growing 

complexity of interdependence has fostered more participatory 

diplomatic practices based on networks and multilateral 
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cooperation rather than relying exclusively on traditional bilateral 

negotiations (Scholte 2017, 25) . 

The rise of non-state actors has been particularly significant, 

encompassing international organizations, non-governmental 

organizations, multinational corporations, community groups, and 

cross-border networks and think tanks. As argued by Keohane and 

Nye (2012, 27–28), conditions of complex interdependence 

demonstrate that power and influence are no longer confined to 

military or governmental instruments but are distributed across 

multiple channels, thereby reshaping diplomatic practices and 

approaches to conflict management . 

This shift coincides with a relative erosion of the state’s monopoly 

over mediation and influence functions. Many peacebuilding and 

mediation processes are now conducted through hybrid 

arrangements that involve both official and non-official actors 

utilizing parallel non-governmental negotiation tracks. 

Contemporary mediation literature indicates that numerous post-

2000 peace processes relied on multilevel mediation structures 

involving international organizations, civil society initiatives, and 

independent experts alongside governmental actors (Crocker et al. 

2018, 9) . 

 The digital and communication revolution has played a decisive 

role in expanding diplomatic space through digital and networked 

diplomacy. Real-time communication technology, cross-border 

platforms, and data analytics have created new opportunities for 

interaction, influence, narrative-building, and crisis management. 

Consequently, this transformation has contributed to a gradual 

transition from closed diplomatic practices to more open and 

interactive environments where media, societal, and knowledge 

dimensions intersect with formal negotiation tracks (Bjola and 

Holmes 2015, 6-8). 

1-2 The Concept of MTD and Its Operational Structure 

The field of conflict resolution evolved during the 1970s and 

1980s when scholars and practitioners recognized the limitations 
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of formal diplomatic channels in addressing complex and 

protracted conflicts. Joseph Montville introduced the concept of 

"Track II Diplomacy" as a framework for informal dialogue 

among academics, experts, and non-governmental mediators, 

aimed at reducing tensions and fostering mutual understanding 

outside official constraints. This concept laid the groundwork for 

expanding diplomatic practice into a broader model that 

transcends the binary distinction between formal and informal 

diplomacy (Montville 1991, 164-170) . 

The concept evolved further with the work of Louise Diamond and 

John McDonald, who articulated MTD as an integrated system for 

conflict management and peacebuilding. Their framework extends 

beyond governments and informal mediators to include a broad 

network of social, economic, and knowledge-based actors. 

Diamond and McDonald proposed a structural model viewing 

peace as a societal process requiring the interaction of multiple, 

parallel, and integrated tracks implemented through a systems 

approach rather than narrow sectoral strategies (Diamond and 

McDonald 1996, 3-15). 

Definition: MTD is an interactive framework for conflict 

management and peacebuilding that utilizes multiple formal and 

informal channels, including governments, NGOs, the private 

sector, research institutions, local communities, and media actors. 

MTD differs from Track I diplomacy, which is limited to direct 

governmental negotiation, and from Track II diplomacy, which 

involves informal initiatives led by intellectual elites and 

nongovernmental mediators. The multi-track model integrates 

these channels within a unified operational structure based on 

functional complementarity among diverse actors and roles (Jones 

2015, 19-23). 

Operational Structure: The classical operational structure of MTD 

consists of nine interconnected tracks, each serving a distinct 

function in conflict management:  

Track I: Governments and official diplomacy. 

Track II: Informal mediation and specialized dialogues. 
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Track III: The business sector as a stabilizing economic actor. 

Track IV: Citizens and community-based organizations. 

Track V: Educational and research institutions. 

Track VI: Peace initiatives and civil movements. 

Track VII: Religious institutions. 

Track VIII: Funding and support sources. 

Track IX: Media and communication channels. 

The operational premise is that the simultaneous interaction of 

these tracks generates a more resilient peace environment than any 

single track could achieve alone (Lederach 1997, 23-24). 

 
Figure 1. Hierarchical System Model of MTD 

 
Source: Prepared by the author based on Diamond and McDonald (1996, 6–11, 29–

32) and Lederach (2005, 35–42). 

 

MTD is closely aligned with peacebuilding approaches, which 

emphasize that sustainable peace cannot be achieved solely 

through political agreements but requires the reconstruction of 

social and institutional relationships. Peacebuilding literature 

further highlights that engaging local and community actors in 

dialogue and settlement processes enhances legitimacy and 
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strengthens local ownership—an approach that constitutes the core 

operational logic of MTD (Lederach 2005, 35-42). 

MTD relies on a set of informal mechanisms, including organized 

community dialogues, nongovernmental mediations, problem- 

solving workshops, specialized dialogue platforms, and expert 

networks or think tanks that provide technical knowledge and 

policy options to support formal negotiations. These tools are 

characterized by flexibility, the ability to operate in politically 

closed or tense environments, and the potential to pilot negotiation 

approaches before transferring them to official channels (Saunders 

1999, 45-47). 

Theoretically, MTD aligns with contemporary conflict 

management approaches that adopt multilevel frameworks 

influenced by network theory and complex governance. It 

intersects with constructivist perspectives which emphasize the 

role of ideas, identities and social networks and is consistent with 

global governance approaches that recognize multiplicity of actors 

and diffusion of influence beyond the state; thus, in this sense, 

MTD represents a transition from state-centric diplomacy to a 

more systemic and socially embedded form of diplomacy that 

integrates a wide array of actors and networks in managing 

complex conflicts (Richmond 2016, 57-59). 

2- Patterns of MTD Employment in International Conflicts 

The emergence of international conflicts after 2011 has generated 

a more complex and interconnected conflict environment in terms 

of actors, instruments, and levels of influence. Military, political, 

economic, and informational dimensions have increasingly 

overlapped, while the role of non-state actors in both conflict 

dynamics and settlement processes has become more prominent. 

Consequently, this environment has exposed the limitations of 

relying exclusively on formal diplomacy for crisis management 

and highlighted the need for more flexible operational models that 

integrate formal and informal channels within the framework of 

MTD (Richmond 2016, 57-59). 



 

10 

Political Sciences Journal 

Issue (71) June (2026)       

In practice, MTD is implemented through interconnected 

interactions among formal negotiation tracks (Track I), informal 

dialogue channels (Track II), and hybrid track 1.5 mechanisms, 

which involve former officials, independent experts, and 

mediators operating in semi- formal negotiation spaces. Empirical 

experiences in contemporary conflicts demonstrated that the 

effectiveness of conflict management is closely linked to the 

functional integration of these tracks, as well as their capacity to 

distribute roles across formal negotiation, trust-building, and 

knowledge production that support political foundations of 

sustainable settlements (Jones 2015, 19-23). 

Within this context, this section aims to analyze the practical 

patterns of MTD applications in post-2011 international conflicts 

by focusing on two interrelated dimensions (Lederach 2005, 57-

59; Richmond 2016, 57-59). 

a. Mechanisms of integration between formal and informal tracks 

through applied models, which include the role of backchannel 

communications, nongovernmental mediation, and think tanks in 

supporting negotiation processes. 

b. The operational role of non-state actors —humanitarian, 

economic, media, and community-based—in shaping conflict 

management dynamics by reducing escalation and facilitating 

settlement environments. 

2-1 Integration of Formal and Informal Tracks in Conflict 

Management 

Practical experience in managing contemporary international 

conflicts demonstrates that the rigid separation between formal 

and informal diplomatic tracks no longer reflects the operational 

reality of modern negotiation processes.  Conflict management has 

increasingly shifted toward integrative models combining Track I 

(official diplomacy), Track II (informal dialogue), and Track 1.5 

mechanisms operating in semi-formal settings. This integration is 

based on a functional division of labor: Track I produces legally 

and politically binding commitments, while informal tracks 
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prepare the negotiation environment by building trust, testing 

alternative proposals, and opening communication channels free 

from formal protocol constraints. Multiparty mediation literature 

further confirms that such integrative patterns enhance negotiation 

flexibility and reduce political costs for disputing parties (Crocker 

et al. 1999, 41-45) . 

Integration models often manifest through formal negotiations that 

rely on prior or parallel informal dialogues managed by experts or 

independent institutions. In protracted conflicts, informal 

meetings frequently function as safe spaces for exchanging 

perceptions, reframing interests, and gradually shaping consensus 

formulas that can later be transferred to official negotiation tables. 

Thus, scholars of Track II diplomacy emphasize that such 

dialogues do not replace formal negotiations but act as cognitive 

and analytical accelerators by reducing stereotypes and fostering a 

shared language among adversaries (Jones 2015, 29-32) . 

Nongovernmental mediators play a pivotal role, especially in 

contexts characterized by political stalemate or the absence of 

mutual recognition, where academics, former diplomats, and 

representatives of international NGOs can engage conflicting 

parties without such engagement being interpreted as a formal 

political concession; thus, mediation studies indicate that these 

parallel channels are often used to test intentions and develop 

bridging proposals that facilitate negotiation breakthroughs 

(Montville 1991, 165-168) . 

Think tanks and academic institutions have also emerged as key 

providers of technical and analytical support in negotiation 

processes through policy papers, settlement models, scenario 

analyses, and closed dialogue platforms, as well as by fostering 

effective cooperation that reduces redundancy among initiatives. 

All these institutions contribute to the intellectual framework of 

peace processes. Consequently, Track 1.5 diplomacy—which 

brings together former or informal officials with independent 

experts—has seen increased use in complex conflicts due to its 
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ability to combine political access with informal flexibility 

(Diamond and McDonald 1996, 23-26). 

 

The Iranian nuclear negotiations culminating in the 2015 Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) provide a prominent 

example of track integration, as backchannel contacts and informal 

expert-level meetings preceded the formal multilateral 

negotiations, particularly the secret talks hosted in Muscat, Oman. 

These informal exchanges contributed to narrowing technical gaps 

and building mutual understanding before the launch of the official 

negotiation framework. Analytical studies of this case indicate that 

informal channels played a decisive preparatory role in mitigating 

accumulated mistrust (Parsi 2017, 93-96) . 

The Colombian peace agreement with the FARC illustrates 

another model of track integration. While formal negotiations 

were conducted in Havana, Cuba, parallel community dialogues 

and contributions from civil society organizations and conflict-

resolution experts expanded the negotiation knowledge base and 

addressed the social dimensions of the conflict. Analyses of the 

Colombian peace process further demonstrate that incorporating 

informal tracks facilitated inclusion of victims’ rights and local 

development issues within the formal negotiation agenda 

(Lederach 1997, 123-126) . 

Multitrack mediation patterns in complex regional conflicts often 

involve parallel roles performed by international organizations, 

research institutions, independent mediators, and governmental 

actors. These multiple channels increase the likelihood of flexible 

solutions, requiring high levels of coordination to prevent 

initiative fragmentation or competition among agendas 

(Richmond 2016, 72-77) . 

Backchannel diplomacy represents one of the most significant 

instruments of track integration. These confidential 

communication channels enable politically low-cost interaction by 

allowing parties to propose preliminary concessions or exploratory 
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ideas without public commitment; thus, diplomatic studies 

indicate that backchannels have played decisive roles in numerous 

negotiation breakthroughs by serving as testing grounds for 

potential solutions before their transfer to formal negotiation 

processes (Zartman 2007, 71-75). 
Informal tracks also contribute to trust-building through repeated 

low-sensitivity interactions such as problem-solving workshops, 

thematic dialogues, and community-level engagements, rather than 

focusing solely on resolving disputed issues. These interactions seek 

to redefine relationships between adversaries. Therefore, conflict 

transformation theorists argue that such cumulative engagement 

constitutes a necessary condition for the success and sustainability of 

formal agreements (Lederach 2014, 46-53). 

2-2 The Role of Non-State Actors in Conflict Management 

Tracks 

The multiplication of operational levels in international conflicts 

since 2011 has led to a relative decline in the state’s monopoly 

over conflict management instruments. Consequently, non-state 

actors have emerged as essential operational components within 

the MTD framework, which functions as an interactive network 

involving non-governmental organizations, humanitarian 

agencies, economic entities, community networks, and digital 

media platforms. Contemporary peacebuilding literature 

emphasizes that the inclusion of these actors broadens the sphere 

of influence, enhances information flows, and strengthens societal 

acceptance of settlement pathways (Richmond 2016, 63-71) . 

International NGOs increasingly play a prominent role in 

mediation and peacebuilding, as they facilitate informal dialogues, 

organize encounters between disputing parties, and provide 

technical expertise in designing reconciliation processes. Thus, 

their institutional flexibility and ability to operate in politically 

sensitive environments enable them to build long-term trust 

relationships with local communities. Multi-party mediation 

studies frequently indicate that NGOs function as facilitators that 
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prepare the ground for formal negotiations without substituting for 

them (Crocker et al. 2018, 9-12; Diamond and McDonald 1996, 23-31) . 

Humanitarian organizations perform a dual function within 

conflict management tracks. On the one hand, they mitigate the 

humanitarian consequences of violence; on the other hand, they 

contribute to de-escalation by opening field-level communication 

channels between adversaries. Humanitarian coordination 

mechanisms, temporary ceasefire arrangements for aid delivery, 

and humanitarian corridors often evolve into practical instruments 

of confidence-building; thus, scholarship on humanitarian action 

in conflict zones suggests that humanitarian diplomacy has 

become an influential sub-track within the broader MTD 

architecture (Slim 2015, 118-126) . 

The private sector and transnational corporations have likewise 

become significant actors in conflict environments through 

corporate social responsibility initiatives, economic leverage, and 

the protection of critical supply chains. Major corporations may 

indirectly contribute to stabilization efforts, and governance 

studies indicate that they can exert informal mediating influence 

or help consolidate local stability when their economic interests 

depend on secure environments; however, this role remains 

inherently dual as corporate involvement may either promote 

stability or generate additional pressure depending on the structure 

of their economic interests (Haufler 2001, 28-30) . 

International media and digital platforms have emerged as 

influential elements in shaping negotiation environments and 

framing conflict perceptions. Media outlets construct interpretive 

narratives, influence public opinion, and generate normative 

pressure on conflict parties. Digital platforms have created 

transnational spaces for dialogue, societal diplomacy, and 

advocacy campaigns. Communication and conflict studies 

underline that the information environment has become an integral 

structural component of conflict management rather than a 

peripheral factor (Seib 2012, 65-70) . 
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Religious and community-based networks play a critical role in 

local conflict settlements due to their social legitimacy and 

symbolic authority, as well as their capacity to influence collective 

behavior. Local peacebuilding experiences demonstrate that 

religious and community leaders can facilitate grassroots 

mediation or contain violence and rebuild social ties. 

Peacebuilding theorists argue that such actors are indispensable for 

translating political agreements into sustainable social peace 

(Lederach 1997, 145). 

The Russian-Ukrainian war offers a current example of the role 

that nongovernmental civil and economic networks play in 

conflict dynamics. Civil society organizations, humanitarian relief 

networks, and private technology actors have contributed to 

humanitarian assistance, the documentation of violations, and the 

shaping of international public opinion. Technology companies 

have also played a role in protecting communication 

infrastructure; thus, contemporary analyses indicate that such 

actors are increasingly embedded within both the structure and 

management of conflict environments (Buchanan and Imbrie 

2022, 133-142). 

Efforts to counter ISIS provide another illustration of multitrack 

coalitions where governmental measures intersect with 

community-based, religious, media, and technological initiatives 

aimed at combating extremism, countering radical narratives, and 

promoting reintegration programs. Thus, studies on countering 

violent extremism emphasize that nongovernmental approaches 

constitute a decisive complementary element to military and 

security instruments (Gerges 2017, 221-230) . 

In Middle Eastern conflicts, civil society mediations and local 

organizational initiatives have supported informal dialogue tracks 

aimed at containing localized violence and preparing negotiation 

environments. Although such initiatives may lack decisive 

political authority, they have contributed to maintaining 

communication channels and preventing broader escalation in 

certain contexts. 
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3- Evaluating the Effectiveness of MTD and Its Future 

Prospects 

3-1 Selected Case Studies: A Comparative Analytical Design 

This study adopts a comparative case study approach as an 

appropriate analytical instrument for examining complex, multi-

variable phenomena, particularly within international conflict 

settings characterized by the interaction of formal and informal 

diplomatic levels. A comparative case study methodology enables 

hypothesis testing in real-world political environments while 

preserving sensitivity to historical, institutional, and geopolitical 

contexts (Yin 2017, 15-18; George and Bennett 2005, 17-21) . 

The study employs the logic of the Most Different Systems Design 

(MDSD), given the structural, political, and geopolitical 

divergence between the two selected cases.  This design allows for 

the isolation of the independent variable—namely, the integration 

of diplomatic tracks— and the assessment of its impact on conflict 

management outcomes across distinct systemic environments 

(Landman 2008, 62-66). 

3-1-1 The Iranian Case – Track Integration in an 

Internationalized Strategic Crisis 

• Strategic Structure of the Conflict 

The Iranian nuclear crisis, which emerged in the early 2000s, 

evolved into one of the most complex proliferation disputes, 

particularly following its referral to the UN Security Council in 

2006 and the subsequent imposition of multilateral sanctions. 

Economic coercion subsequently became a key instrument of 

strategic pressure, creating a dual negotiation dynamic that 

combined pressure with diplomatic engagement (Parsi 2012, 87-92). 

Crisis management literature further notes that conflicts 

characterized by deterrence dynamics involve heightened 

sensitivity in negotiation processes, as concessions may be 

interpreted as signs of strategic weakness, thereby increasing the 

political costs of compromise. Under such conditions, parallel 



. 

17ُ

Political Sciences Journal 

Issue (71) June (2026)       

diplomatic tracks emerged as a functional necessity rather than a 

complementary option (George and Bennett 2005, 123-127). 

• Architecture of Interacting Diplomatic Tracks 

The diplomatic architecture comprises three interacting tracks: 

- Track I (Official Negotiations) 

The P5+1 framework led the official track, which operated within 

a legal-technical structure grounded in IAEA standards and non-

proliferation norms. However, it experienced prolonged 

stagnation due to deep mistrust, domestic political pressures in 

both the U.S. and Iran, and diverging priorities among major 

powers. 

- Track 1.5 (Semi-Official Engagements) 

Semi-official engagements involved former officials, policy 

advisors, and experts close to decision-making circles. These 

unofficial meetings allowed preliminary testing of ideas without 

formal commitment and contributed to the formulation of early 

settlement frameworks (Crocker et al. 2018, 112-118). 

- Backchannel Diplomacy 

Oman's secret negotiations between 2012 and 2013 marked a 

decisive turning point. These confidential exchanges reduced 

political exposure costs and enabled direct communication away 

from media and public pressure (Parsi 2012, 3-7). Mediation 

literature emphasizes that backchannels are particularly critical in 

highly polarized settings because they facilitate the gradual 

redefinition of interests without incurring public or political risks 

(Crocker et al. 2018, 28-34). 

• Effectiveness Assessment in the Iranian Case 

Effectiveness is assessed across four main dimensions: 

- Breaking Negotiation Deadlock 

Backchannel diplomacy succeeded in overcoming years of 

negotiation stagnation by reframing the core issue from a zero-sum 

debate over the right to enrich toward a focus on regulatory and 

verification mechanisms. 

- Reengineering the Negotiation Environment 
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Semiofficial tracks facilitated technical dialogue on sensitive issues 

such as enrichment levels, centrifuge numbers, and inspection 

regimes, contributing to the reduction of zero-sum dynamics (Parsi 

2017, 60-65). More broadly, the preparatory functions of informal 

tracks are usually widely recognized as core indicators of mediation 

effectiveness for reducing the dispute (Lederach 2005, 48-52; 

Diamond and McDonald 1996, 147-150). 

- Translating Informal Understandings into Institutional 

Commitments 

The transition from Muscat understandings to the formal framework 

of JCPOA illustrates the functional integration of diplomatic tracks 

and institutional consolidation of gains achieved through informal 

engagement (Crocker et al. 2018, 15-19). 

- Managing Domestic Political Costs 

Backchannels enabled both parties to test internal reactions before 

making public commitments; however, the subsequent U.S. 

withdrawal in 2018 exposed the fragility of domestic consensus, 

demonstrating that multi-track engagement cannot substitute for 

structural internal alignment. 

• Analytical Implications 

MTD can generate breakthroughs in high-sensitivity international 

crises as backchannels strategically reduce the political costs of 

concessions, while track integration constitutes a necessary condition 

for negotiation progress. However,  it remains insufficient for 

ensuring long-term sustainability. 

3-1-2 The Colombian Case – Multi-Track Engagement in a 

Protracted Internal Conflict 

The Colombian peace process provides a compelling model for 

assessing MTD within a protracted internal armed conflict 

encompassing political, social, and economic dimensions over more 

than five decades. 

• Strategic Structure of the Conflict 

The conflict is characterized by the presence of multiple domestic 

actors—including state forces, armed groups, and civil society—

alongside international facilitation by actors such as Norway and 

Cuba. It also involves deep societal challenges related to justice and 
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reintegration, which require broad social legitimacy (Mac Ginty 

2011, 78-82) . 

Contemporary mediation literature emphasizes that conflict 

resolution efforts are unlikely to succeed if confined solely to Track 

I diplomacy, thereby highlighting the necessity of multilevel 

engagement (Lederach 2005, 36-38; Diamond and McDonald 1996, 

3-5). 

• Architecture of Interacting Tracks 

The process involved two principal interacting tracks: 

- Track I: 

Official negotiations in Havana were conducted with full political 

authority to formalize agreements. 

- Track II and Track III 

Church actors and civil society organizations contributed to building 

grassroots trust while international NGOs provided technical 

mediation expertise. Facilitating states offered quasi-official 

platforms that supported dialogue processes (Lederach 1997, 123-

125). 

• Effectiveness Assessment 

Effectiveness is assessed across three main dimensions: 

- Social Legitimacy Enhancement 

Public acceptance was strengthened through broad societal inclusion 

embedded in the peace agreement (Mac Ginty 2011, 78-80). 

- Integration of Transitional Justice 

Informal tracks ensured the incorporation of victims’ rights and 

transitional justice mechanisms into the formal agreement (Lederach 

1997, 130-132). 

- Broad-Based Domestic Support 

A balanced political-social consensus was achieved through 

distributed engagement across multiple actors (Lederach 1997, 123-

126; Mac Ginty 2011, 78-80). 

• Structural Constraints 

The process faced structural constraints, including dependence on 

international facilitators, funding limitations and institutional 

sustainability challenges, and ethno-regional complexity, all of 

which required adaptive strategies (Mac Ginty 2011, 82-84). 
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• Comparative Analytical Insights 

A comparison between the Iranian and Colombian cases reveals that 

context — whether an internationalized strategic crisis or a 

protracted internal conflict — shapes track configuration and 

functional priorities. 

Backchannels and elite-level semi-official engagement are decisive 

in overcoming strategic mistrust, whereas in international conflicts, 

grassroots and societal tracks are central to legitimacy and 

sustainability in internal conflicts. 

Accordingly, the effectiveness of MTD is context-contingent. While 

track integration constitutes a necessary structural condition for 

negotiation progress, long-term sustainability depends on 

institutional resilience and domestic political alignment. 

3-1-3 Comparative Strategic Analysis between the Iranian and 

Colombian Models 

• Contextual Variation and Its Impact on the Structure of 

Tracks 

The practical application of the Most Different Systems Design 

(MDSD) logic is reflected in the two cases. Although the contexts 

are structurally divergent—one representing a highly sensitive 

international crisis and the other a protracted internal conflict—both 

demonstrate a convergent pattern underscoring the strategic 

importance of integrating official and unofficial diplomatic tracks. 

In the Iranian case, the overarching strategic objective was to manage 

a high-cost nuclear crisis without escalation into military 

confrontation within a deterrence-sensitive environment. 

Backchannel diplomacy functioned as a mechanism for reducing 

political costs of compromise and testing mutually acceptable 

concessions under controlled conditions (Crocker et al. 2018, 28-30). 

Oman's confidential negotiations provided a low-visibility space for 

recalibrating and gradually constructing a viable bargaining 

framework . 

By contrast, the Colombian case revolved around rebuilding the 

domestic social contract after decades of armed conflict. The central 

strategic challenge was reaching a negotiated settlement and 

ensuring its societal legitimacy and long-term sustainability. This 
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required the structured inclusion of civil society actors, religious 

institutions, and non-governmental organizations to anchor the peace 

process within broader social consent (Lederach 1997, 123-126). 

MTD functioned less as a secrecy-based breakthrough mechanism 

and more as an architecture for building legitimacy. 

 

• Indicators for Comparative Effectiveness Assessment 
Five analytical indicators were adopted by this study for comparative 

effectiveness evaluation : 

a. Deadlock-Breaking Capacity 

b. Confidence-Building Between Parties 

c. Domestic Legitimacy   

d. Conversion of Informal Understandings into Formal 

Agreements 

e. Sustainability Under Changing Strategic Environments . 

These indicators reveal differentiated patterns of effectiveness across 

the two cases. 

In the Iranian case, high effectiveness was demonstrated through the 

breaking of negotiation deadlocks and the achievement of the 

JCPOA under indicators (a) and (d). However, structural fragility 

became evident under indicators (c) and (e), particularly following 

the U.S. withdrawal from the agreement in 2018. 

By contrast, Colombia demonstrated stronger outcomes under 

indicators (c) and (e), as transitional justice mechanisms and societal 

engagement contributed to legitimacy and sustainability. 

Nevertheless, achieving breakthroughs under indicator (a) required a 

longer timeframe. 

• Theoretical Implications 

The analysis yields three main theoretical implications: 

- MTD is inherently adaptive and context-sensitive as it is 

shaped by the nature of the conflict and the relevant level of 

analysis. 

- Confidential backchannels play a crucial role in enabling 

strategic breakthroughs, especially in highly sensitive 

international disputes characterized by deterrence dynamics 

and mutual suspicion . 
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- Generating domestic legitimacy and embedding peace 

agreements within broader political communities are 

indispensable functions of societal tracks, especially in 

protracted internal conflicts. 

Accordingly, the concept of hybrid peace intersects with sustainable 

peace outcomes, requiring the integration of formal institutional 

frameworks with localized societal processes (Mac Ginty 2011, 78-

82). 

• Strategic Synthesis 

As a result, three structural variables govern the effectiveness of 

MTD: the nature of the conflict, the degree of political polarization, 

and the level of institutional integration among diplomatic tracks. 

While the Iranian model demonstrates the capacity of backchannel 

diplomacy to generate rapid negotiation breakthroughs, the 

Colombian model illustrates that long-term sustainability depends on 

broad-based societal legitimacy (see Table 1).  

Thus, the effectiveness of MTD is not uniform across cases; rather, 

it is contingent upon the alignment between track configurations and 

the underlying structure of the conflict. 
Table 1: Comparative Analysis of the Iranian and Colombian Models 

Criterion Iranian Model Colombian Model 

Nature of Conflict High-stakes 

international conflict 

tied to nuclear security, 

non-proliferation, and 

great-power balancing 

Protracted internal conflict with 

political, social, and socio-

economic dimensions 

Level of Analysis Systemic–Regional Domestic–Societal 

Principal Actors P5+1, Iran, and Oman as 

a regional mediator 

Colombian government, FARC, 

civil society, Church, 

Norway/Cuba as facilitators 

Track I (Official 

Diplomacy) 

Multilateral negotiations 

culminating in the 2015 

JCPOA 

Havana negotiations (2012–

2016) between the government 

and FARC 

Track 

II/Backchannels 

Secret Oman talks for 

proposal testing and 

political cost reduction 

Community mediation, 

NGO/Church involvement, and 

informal dialogues 

Logic of Track 

Integration 

Break deadlocks and 

build strategic trust in a 

high-risk environment 

Build social legitimacy and 

broaden domestic support for 

sustainable peace. 
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Deadlock-

Breaking Capacity 

High – decisive 

backchannel diplomacy 

High – decisive backchannel 

diplomacy 

Domestic 

Legitimacy 

Limited due to political 

polarization 

Highly-structured civil society 

participation and transitional 

justice mechanisms 

Sustainability Low and volatile, 

sensitive to external 

changes 

Moderate to high despite residual 

violence and implementation 

challenges 

Risk Structure Strategic shifts in the 

international 

environment and 

leadership changes 

Societal fragmentation, 

reintegration challenges, and 

transitional justice complexities 

Strategic Impact Regional power balance 

and international system 

stability 

Domestic stabilization, societal 

reconciliation, and state 

reconstruction 
Source: Author’s compilation based on (Bercovitch and Jackson 2009, 15–20, 129–132; 

Crocker et al. 2018, 3–18, 67–90; Mac Ginty 2011, 41–60, 125–130; UNEG 2023). 

 

3-2 Measuring the Effectiveness of MTD in Conflict 

Management 

Measuring the effectiveness of MTD remains methodologically 

challenging due to its networked, multi-actor nature and 

decentralized channels. Unlike Track I diplomacy, whose 

outcomes are often reflected in formal agreements, MTD’s impact 

extends across cognitive, behavioral, and institutional levels. This 

complexity necessitates the use of composite qualitative and 

quantitative indicators -such as de-escalation, trust building, 

continuity of communication, and improvements in the 

negotiation environment- while emphasizing cumulative relational 

transformations rather than the final settlement alone (Diamond 

and McDonald 1996, 147-150). 

Effectiveness indicators in MTD focus on operational outcomes, 

including the creation of alternative communication channels, the 

sustainability of dialogue, the reduction of hostile rhetoric, and the 

advancement of confidence-building measures. They also 

encompass the generation of proposals within unofficial tracks and 

their subsequent integration into formal negotiations alongside 

measurable outcomes such as reduced violence, increased 
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cooperation, and the evolution of shared perceptions. Thus, 

scholars highlight relational transformation and perception change 

as key indicators of success when formal agreements remain 

incomplete (Diamond and McDonald 1996, 29-32). 

At the empirical level, multitrack mediation has demonstrated 

tangible successes in de-escalation and trust-building, particularly 

in protracted and complex conflicts (Crocker et al. 2018, 9-12). 

Informal mechanisms -such as backchannels, problem-solving 

workshops, and closed expert dialogues- create less politicized 

environments that reduce stereotypes and enhance negotiation 

flexibility, thereby facilitating subsequent formal engagement. 

Both the Colombian and Iranian cases illustrate these dynamics. 

The Colombian peace process (2012-2016), which culminated in 

the Final Peace Agreement, demonstrated how sustained 

multitrack engagement contributed to ending decades of armed 

conflict between the state and the FARC-EP (Atlantic Council’s 

US-Colombia Advisory Group 2024). Similarly, the Iranian 

nuclear negotiations combined formal multilateral diplomacy 

(P5+1) with backchannel communication and expert-level 

engagements, paving the way for the 2015 Joint Comprehensive 

Plan of Action (JCPOA) (Parsi 2017, 94-95, 105-108) . 

These cases highlight the role of experts and unofficial 

intermediaries in narrowing gaps and formulating technical 

proposals that later crystallized into formal agreements. Informal 

tracks often function as negotiation laboratories where potential 

solutions are tested prior to official adoption. Moreover, the 

cumulative effects of trust-building within Track II and Track 1.5 

processes represent one of their most important contributions to 

conflict management  (Jones 2015, 20-23). 

The sustainability of settlement is closely linked to the diversity of 

tracks involved. Agreements supported by societal, civic, and 

economic actors tend to be more durable than elite-driven 

arrangements. The involvement of local communities, civil 

society, and knowledge institutions broadens social acceptance, 
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fosters local ownership, and transforms political agreements into 

enduring societal peace processes. Thus, peacebuilding literature 

emphasizes that sustainable peace depends on the depth of 

supportive networks, an outcome more effectively achieved 

through multitrack engagement than through formal agreements 

alone (Lederach 2005, 48-55). 

However, MTD faces structural coordination challenges arising 

from the multiplicity of initiatives with varying institutional 

mandates and divergent actor priorities. The absence of effective 

coordination mechanisms can lead to role duplication, reduced 

credibility, conflicting messages, and competition among 

initiatives. Research on multiparty mediation indicates that an 

excess of actors and tracks may become a source of fragmentation 

rather than strength if not managed within a clear coordination 

framework (Richmond 2016, 102-110). 

These challenges are compounded by conflicting agendas among 

non-governmental actors themselves. Not all non-state actors 

operate from neutral positions; some are influenced by funding 

structures, ideological orientations, or geopolitical considerations. 

Critical peacebuilding scholarship shows that external 

interventions may reproduce power asymmetries or promote 

models insufficiently grounded in local contexts, thereby 

undermining legitimacy and limiting effectiveness (Mac Ginty 

2011, 83-91). 

The influence of nongovernmental actors remains limited during 

decisive political phases, as the authority to conclude agreements, 

provide guarantees, and enforce outcomes rests with sovereign 

states. While informal tracks are effective in preparation, bridge-

building, and option generation, they rarely resolve core issues 

related to sovereignty, security arrangements, and power sharing. 

As a result, Track II cannot replace Track I but operates as a 

complement to it (Zartman 2007, 39-47). 

Finally, the degree of major-power competition significantly 

shapes the effectiveness of MTD. In highly polarized geopolitical 

environments, mediation efforts may become politicized, thereby 
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constraining informal channels and reducing their autonomy. 

Under such conditions, multi-track initiatives risk becoming 

instrumentalized, while their capacity to function as neutral 

facilitators diminishes. Studies indicate that the effectiveness of 

unofficial mediation declines as conflicts become arenas of great-

power competition rather than issues amenable to technical 

resolution (Richmond 2016, 88-96). 

Accordingly, MTD effectiveness is cumulative and facilitative -

enhancing trust, enabling negotiations, and shaping conducive 

environments- while ultimate outcomes remain contingent upon 

coordination with formal diplomacy and broader power structures 

(see Table 2). 

 
Table (2): Indicators for Measuring MTD Effectiveness in Conflict 

Management 
Dimension Core Indicator Sub-Indicators Measurement 

Tools 

Analytical 

Approach 

De-escalation Tension/violence 

reduction 

Fewer armed 

incidents, reduced 

hostile rhetoric 

ACLED/UCDP 

datasets; UN 

reports; 

discourse 

analysis 

Mixed 

quantitative–

qualitative 

Confidence- 

Building 

mutual trust Continuity of 

informal 

meetings, 

goodwill 

measures, and 

humanitarian 

agreements 

Process tracing, 

elite interviews, 

communiques 

Qualitative 

and process-

based 

Communication 

Channels 

Durability of 

dialogue 

Track II meeting 

frequency, 

institutionalized 

platforms, liaison 

mechanisms 

Mediation 

archives 

Negotiation 

records 

Mixed and 

institutional 

Negotiation 

Environment 

Enhanced 

political climate 

Agenda 

expansion, 

flexible 

bargaining 

positions, and 

reduced 

preconditions 

Draft 

agreements, 

longitudinal 

tracking 

Qualitative 

Track 

Integration 

Formal-informal 

coordination 

Adoption of 

informal 

proposals, Track 

Textual 

analysis, 

Qualitative 

and 

integrative 
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II experts in 

delegations 

participant 

interviews 

Domestic 

Legitimacy 

societal 

acceptance 

Public support, 

civil society 

participation, and 

a decline in 

opposition 

Polls, civil 

society reports, 

and event 

datasets 

Mixed 

quantitative–

qualitative 

Relational 

Transformation 

Interaction 

patterns 

Cooperative 

framing, cross-

conflict networks, 

joint initiatives 

Social network 

and discourse 

analysis, 

monitoring 

initiatives 

Qualitative 

and network-

based 

Strategic 

Sustainability 

outcomes 

resilience 

Compliance post-

agreement, 

reduced relapse, 

sustained 

communication 

Longitudinal 

tracking, peace 

indicators, and 

implementation 

reports 

Mixed and 

longitudinal 

Source: Author’s compilation based on (Diamond and McDonald 1996, 29–32, 

147–150; Lederach 2005, 48–55; Crocker et al. 2018, 9–12; Jones 2015, 20–25; 

Richmond 2016, 88–94; Zartman 2007, 39–45). 
 

MTD effectiveness should be evaluated using mixed methods that 

capture relational change, cumulative trust-building, and the 

strength of social networks, extending beyond formal agreements 

to broader perceptual, behavioral, and strategic impacts (Diamond 

and McDonald 1996, 147-150; Lederach 2005, 48-55). 

3-3 The Future of MTD in a Transforming International 

Conflict Environment 

The future of MTD will be shaped by ongoing processes of 

digitalization, the expanding role of non-state actors, and the 

convergence of cyber, informational, and traditional conflict 

instruments across hybrid physical-digital spaces. Consequently, 

MTD must adapt to more flexible, decentralized, and multi-

layered operational patterns in order to remain effective 

(Richmond 2016, 88). 

Digital diplomacy platforms and transnational networks are 

expanding the scope of informal Track II and Track 1.5 

engagement across borders while introducing new risks like 

misinformation, digital manipulation, and narrative manipulation 

(Bjola and Holmes 2015, 7-15). 



 

28 

Political Sciences Journal 

Issue (71) June (2026)       

AI is also expected to play an increasingly prominent role in 

conflict analysis and mediation support through big data analytics, 

escalation pattern monitoring, scenario modeling, and decision-

support systems. AI-based tools are already being applied in early 

warning mechanisms, hostile discourse analysis, and the 

identification of potential negotiation openings. However, existing 

research indicates that such technologies are unlikely to replace 

human mediators; rather, they enhance the analytical capacity of 

both official and unofficial diplomatic tracks (Buchanan and 

Imbrie 2022, 133-138). 

In parallel, the rise of networked multi-actor diplomacy is shifting 

from hierarchical state control to flexible multilevel coalitions 

integrating governments, international organizations, and civil 

society actors (Slaughter 2004, 12-14). 

Moreover, the integration of soft power into informal diplomatic 

tracks -through education, cultural exchange, and knowledge 

partnerships- contributes to trust-building, perceptual change, and 

the long-term reduction of conflict risks (Nye 2004, 55- 63). 

Several future scenarios for multi-level conflict management can 

be anticipated: 

1. The first scenario: High Integration 

  In this scenario, states and international institutions succeed in 

effective coordination frameworks linking official, unofficial, and 

digital diplomatic tracks. 

2. The second scenario: Uncoordinated Parallelism 

  This scenario is characterized by the proliferation of multi-track 

initiatives without structured coordination, thereby diminishing 

overall effectiveness. 

3. The third scenario: Geopolitical Containment 

   In this scenario, intensified great-power competition politicizes 

and weakens unofficial tracks. Such scenario-building approaches 

are widely used in conflict foresight literature to estimate potential 
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trajectories of international disputes (Ramirez and Wilkinson 

2016, 85-95). 

Discussion: 

The findings of this study indicate that the shift from classical 

state-centric diplomacy to MTD reflects not only an expansion in 

the procedural tools of conflict management but also a broader 

structural transformation in the governance of contemporary 

international conflicts. 

The international system has become increasingly complex, 

particularly after 2011, due to the proliferation of state and non-

state actors and the growing interconnection between domestic, 

regional, and global dimensions of conflict. Consequently, conflict 

management has progressively moved beyond formal interstate 

negotiations toward multi-layered and networked forms of 

diplomatic engagement that accommodate multiple actors and 

channels. 

The analysis of the Iranian nuclear negotiations and the Colombian 

peace process demonstrates that informal and semi-official 

channels have evolved from peripheral mechanisms into 

integrated components of broader negotiation frameworks. MTD 

appears to be particularly effective during pre-agreement phases, 

where Track II and Track 1.5 mechanisms operate as experimental 

arenas for testing negotiation strategies, exploring policy 

alternatives, building incremental trust, and reducing political 

risks. 

These tracks reduce perceptual uncertainty, expand 

communication networks, and sustain dialogue during periods of 

formal deadlock, thereby demonstrating that MTD extends beyond 

the conclusion of formal agreements to shape the relational and 

cognitive conditions necessary for successful settlements. 

This study further demonstrates that the effectiveness of MTD is 

contingent upon its integration with officially mediated 

governmental channels. Informal mechanisms tend to produce 

limited influence when operating in isolation; however, when 

linked—directly or indirectly—to formal diplomatic tracks, they 
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function as genuine instruments for narrowing negotiation gaps, 

generating technically viable compromises, and preparing the 

political environment for formal agreements. 

This reflects broader principles of network governance, whereby 

complex challenges require coordinated multilevel engagement 

among diverse actors in order to achieve meaningful outcomes. 

Non-state actors—including civil society organizations, 

independent mediators, expert networks, and private-sector 

participants—are increasingly playing significant roles in dialogue 

facilitation, agenda formation, and trust-building initiatives 

without fundamentally challenging the central authority of states. 

Legal authority and legitimacy over final agreements remain 

primarily in the hands of governments, while preparatory, 

facilitative, and confidence-building functions are largely 

performed by non-state actors. 

The concepts of Networked Diplomacy and Complex 

Interdependence are aligned with theoretical perspectives 

emphasizing the distribution of influence across societal and 

institutional levels. 

Nevertheless, MTD's effectiveness remains constrained by 

structural coordination challenges across multiple tracks. 

Competing agendas, institutional friction, and the 

instrumentalization of informal channels by external powers may 

undermine coherence and reduce overall effectiveness. 

Outcomes achieved through unofficial tracks are further restricted 

by geopolitical rivalries and strategic competition. Consequently, 

coherent coordination mechanisms, alignment of actor interests, 

and resilient trust-building processes capable of withstanding 

political and contextual pressures remain essential for the 

sustainability and strategic effectiveness of MTD. 

Finally, evaluating the effectiveness of MTD requires moving 

beyond a narrow focus on formal settlements toward broader 

processes of conflict transformation. Indicators such as 

communication continuity, de-escalation, shifts in mutual 
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perceptions, the expansion of cross-conflict networks, and the 

integration of informal proposals into negotiation agendas provide 

more comprehensive measures of strategic effectiveness. 

Employing mixed-method approaches that combine qualitative 

process tracing with relational monitoring is essential for 

capturing the multidimensional impact of MTD. 

Overall, MTD represents a significant structural evolution in 

contemporary conflict management. Through enhancing 

negotiation resilience, integrating diverse actors, and shaping 

relational and procedural conditions, MTD strengthens adaptive 

capacity, promotes strategic collaboration, and facilitates durable 

agreements in complex, hybrid, and multi-actor conflicts. In this 

sense, MTD reflects a necessary transformation in modern 

diplomatic practice. 

Conclusion: 

This study demonstrates that MTD has emerged as a structurally 

significant paradigm for managing complex international conflicts 

in the post-2011 era. Contemporary conflicts are increasingly 

characterized by the overlap of political, security, economic, 

technological, and informational dimensions, thereby exposing the 

limitations of traditional state-centric diplomacy. The comparative 

analysis of the Iranian nuclear negotiations and the Colombian 

peace process illustrates that the integration of official, semi-

official, and unofficial tracks enhances negotiation resilience, 

reduces escalation risks, and strengthens the legitimacy and 

sustainability of agreements. 

Non-state actors—including NGOs, think tanks, and technical 

mediators—play a critical role in trust-building, policy incubation, 

and the generation of transferable negotiation options. 

Nevertheless, the effectiveness of MTD depends on structured 

coordination among actors, institutionalized mechanisms for 

integrating informal outputs into formal decision-making 

processes, and the mitigation of geopolitical constraints. At the 

same time, digitalization and networked governance continue to 

expand participation while requiring careful management of 
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information integrity and strategic influence. Overall, MTD 

represents a flexible and adaptive approach capable of enhancing 

contemporary conflict resolution. 

Key Findings: 

1. MTD integrates multiple diplomatic tracks to manage 

multidimensional conflicts effectively. 

2. The integration of Tracks I, 1.5, and II enhances adaptive 

negotiation capacity and pre-agreement trust-building. 

3. Non-state actors serve as important platforms for idea 

generation, mediation support, and legitimacy-building. 

4. Informal tracks are most effective during early negotiation 

phases, whereas the formalization of agreements ultimately 

depends on official diplomatic channels. 

5. Structural coordination, agenda alignment, and institutional 

mechanisms are essential for sustaining the effectiveness of MTD. 

6. Geopolitical competition and digital transformation 

significantly influence conflict-management outcomes and 

therefore require strategic mitigation mechanisms. 
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