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Process Peace: 

A New Evaluation Framework for Track II Diplomacy 
 

Abstract 

Track II diplomacy, or unofficial interaction designed to assist or place pressure on 

official leaders, has become a supplement – and sometimes an alternative – to official diplomacy.  

Yet practitioners and scholars still debate its effectiveness. Many practitioners claim that Track II 

promotes peace but insist that its contributions are intangible and therefore difficult to assess 

empirically.  However, some scholars maintain that empirical assessments are critical to better 

understanding the impact the Track II diplomacy has on conflict outcomes.   This paper seeks to 

break this impasse in two ways.  First, it provides a more comprehensive explanation of why 

Track II practitioners object to evaluation, drawing on personal interviews conducted in eight 

countries.  Second, it proposes a new evaluation framework, which we call the “Process Peace” 

approach, which better balances practitioner and academic equities.  Our framework should 

attract the interest of readers interested in bridging the gap between the practice and theory of 

negotiation. 
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Introduction 

 

Since the early 1990s, when Harvard psychologist Herbert Kelman’s unofficial dialogue 

group helped foster the Oslo Accords, Track II diplomacy1 has proliferated around the world 

(Montville 2006: 15-16; Kaye 2007: 1-2; Babbitt 2009: 544-546; Greig and Diehl 2012: 63; 

Hellman 2012: 591; Themnér and Wallensteen 2013).2  Track II practitioners have attempted 

thousands of mediations since 1945 (Bohmelt 2010: 172).  Governments and foundations have 

spent millions on these activities.  During the 2002-2011 period, for example, U.S. non-

governmental foundations together spent from $1.2 million to $3.9 million per year on Track II 

programs (Sharp 2013).  Today, perhaps for the first time in history, Track II diplomacy has 

become a standard instrument in the peacemaker’s repertoire. 

The ascendance of Track II diplomacy is puzzling in light of one central fact: no one is 

sure whether it succeeds consistently in influencing conflict outcomes.  Many longtime 

practitioners believe ardently in its efficacy.  However, they have resisted using standard 

evaluation3 methods to determine the conditions under which it works (Ball, Milner, and Taylor 

2006: 182).  As Track II pioneer Herbert Kelman puts it, “[T]he standard model of program 

evaluation, which seeks to examine the effects of an intervention on various relevant outcome 

measures, is neither appropriate nor feasible” (Kelman 2008: 30).  Stephen Del Rosso, director of 

                                                           
1 The standard definition of Track II diplomacy comes from Joseph Montville, who called it “non-structured, 

unofficial interaction […] which can therefore make its contribution as a supplement to the understandable 

shortcomings of official relations” (Montville & Davidson 1981: 155). We expound on our understanding of the 

concept in Section 3. 
2 The success of the Oslo accords popularized Track II diplomacy, but it was built on “interactive problem solving 

methods” pioneered by scholars such as Ronald Fisher, John Burton, Edward Azar, and Chris Mitchell in the late 

1960s and 1970s. They first applied insights from social psychology to international conflict. For an excellent 

review of the historical development of the field, see Fisher (2002, 2005).  
3 We adopt the definition of evaluation used by Rossi et al. (1999: 16): “an evaluation is a systematic assessment of 

policies, programs, or institutions with respect to their conception and implementation as well as the impact and 

utilization of their results.” 
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international peace and security at the Carnegie Corporation, a major funder of Track II projects, 

describes Track II as “impervious to standard metrics of program evaluation” (Jones 2015). 

Some scholars and funders have tried to overcome practitioners’ concerns by arguing that 

the lack of serious evaluation slows the progression of Track II (Kaye 2013; Fisher 2002: 76; 

Rouhana 1995: 265; Jones 2015: 164).  A number of recent empirical studies have conducted more 

systematic, comparative analyses (Bercovitch and Gartner 2006a; Böhmelt 2010; Capie 2010; 

Kellen, Bekerman, and Maoz 2012).  However, in their comprehensive review of the field, 

Wallensteen and Svensson (2014) conclude that “the particular conditions under which mediation 

is effective are still debated […] There is […] no consensus among researchers and practitioners 

as to which strategy is used the most and which is most effective” (315, 319).   

In short, the practitioner’s ambition to build peace, the scholar’s ambition to search for 

empirical evidence, and the funder’s ambition to achieve efficiency are at odds over the issue of 

Track II’s effectiveness.4  This impasse has inhibited progress because both practitioners and 

scholars need each other.  Scholars cannot analyze Track II’s effectiveness without the rich 

information supplied by practitioners, and practitioners cannot allocate their time and resources 

wisely without feedback on effectiveness from scholars.  

In this paper, we attempt to break the practitioner-academic deadlock in two ways.  First, 

we provide a more comprehensive explanation of why Track II practitioners view evaluation 

methods skeptically.  Based on a review of the secondary literature, interviews conducted with 

Track II participants in the United States, Norway, Sweden, Israel, the United Kingdom, Turkey, 

Qatar, and Japan, and experience as participant-observers at the U.S. Department of State and U.S. 

                                                           
4 We recognize that the distinction between a practitioner and a scholar may be illusory, particularly since Track II 

diplomacy features so many practitioner-scholars. We use the distinction here as a heuristic device. 
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Department of Defense in 2013, we identify seven principal objections to evaluation.  These 

include conceptual objections about 1) measurement, 2) cross-case comparability, and 3) isolating 

effects; organizational concerns about 4) curtailed practitioner autonomy, 5) limited institutional 

capacity, and 6) the lack of information about costs; and ethical concerns over 7) the release of 

participant identities.   

Our second contribution to breaking the deadlock is the creation of a new evaluation 

framework, the “Process Peace” approach, which better balances practitioner and academic 

equities.  Unlike existing frameworks in the literature, which do not address several of the 

practitioner objections listed above, our framework addresses all seven.  As a result, practitioners 

should be more likely to use our framework, which will advance practitioners and scholars’ shared 

goals of peacemaking and truth-seeking.  

This essay belongs solidly in the middle position between practitioners skeptical of 

measurement efforts and methodologically-inclined scholars.  Previous studies have debated 

whether Track II evaluations can systematically measure and compare across cases (Saunders 

2000; Rouhana 2000). Our position is similar to the one Jones (2015) stakes out in his new book, 

which will likely become the definitive text on Track II.  Jones argues that “there must be some 

basic tools and concepts with which the field can measure its activities,” but that evaluators must 

use “common sense” and recognize that “no two projects are exactly comparable” (137, 163). Our 

paper advances Jones work by exploring these “basic tools and concepts” in greater detail.  

By proposing a new framework, we do not wish to imply that ours is the last word on Track 

II evaluation. We hope our framework will contribute to, but certainly not decide, important 

debates concerning how to define, measure, conceptualize, and evaluate Track II diplomacy. Nor 

do we believe that our framework provides a unifying, cross-cutting methodology for evaluating 
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every kind of Track II activity, though we do argue that it goes further than existing frameworks 

in specifying what types of evaluation strategies are most appropriate for typical Track II scenarios. 

Rather, our objective in proposing this framework is twofold. First, we seek to demonstrate that 

there is a greater role for external evaluation of Track II diplomacy than many believe. Second, 

more collaboration between Track II practitioners and skilled evaluators will help generate broader 

insights into how to resolve tragic conflicts.   

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows.  Section 1 summarizes the debate 

surrounding the effectiveness of Track II.  Section 2 outlines seven principal challenges to the 

effective evaluation of Track II.  Drawing on this analysis, Section 3 reconciles these concerns 

with the requirements of rigorous evaluation.  We present the results of this reconciliation, our 

new “Process Peace” framework, in Section 4.  Finally, a brief conclusion summarizes the 

implications for future research. 

Section 1. Debating the Effectiveness of Track II 

 

Practitioners have accumulated a large and growing body of evidence that Track II 

promotes peace.  Though the evidence tends to be case-specific, it is impressive nonetheless 

(Lieberfeld 2002; Fisher 2005).  The groundwork for the Oslo Accords was laid by Track II 

problem-solving workshops among influential Palestinians and Israelis, who eventually became 

official negotiators (Egeland 2009; Cuhadar and Dayton 2012).5  Harold Saunders’s (2003) Inter-

Tajik Dialogue facilitated negotiated resolution to a civil war in Tajikistan.  The Conflict 

Management Group’s “brain-storming sessions” helped end conflict between the Republic of 

Georgia and the breakaway province of South Ossetia (Fitzgerald 1998: 6).  The Catholic 

                                                           
5 Some scholars disagree with this standard narrative (Waage 2013), but there is little dispute that Track II mediation 

went mainstream in the aftermath of Oslo. 
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Community of Sant’Egidio mediated the end to a civil war in Mozambique (Bartoli 1999). More 

recently, unofficial talks between senior Iranian and U.S. officials facilitated the agreement 

between the United States and Iran concerning the Iranian nuclear program (Allen, Sharp et al. 

2014: 7-8; Jones 2014). 

Though striking, many of these case studies share a common limitation: they only 

examine Track II successes.  By omitting examples of failure, they do not provide the type of 

analytical leverage traditionally required to draw broader conclusions (King, Keohane, and 

Verba 1994).6  Moreover, by not analyzing failure, these case studies miss an important 

opportunity to provide future scholars and practitioners with lessons learned.7  

To address this issue, analysts have employed more structured methods to evaluate 

mediation – though relatively few have assessed Track II per se (Beardsley 2008b: 647).8  

Several studies have used the comparative method to analyze Track II’s successes and failures 

(Lieberfeld 1999, 2007; Agha et al. 2003; Kaye 2007; Cuhadar 2009; Hirschfeld 2014).  

Malhotra and Liyanage (2005) use a pre- and post-treatment survey to show that Track II 

participants exhibit more empathy for their interlocutors a full year after the dialogue.  Capie 

(2010) compares the ASEAN-Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ASEAN-ISIS) and 

the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP).  He finds that “track two may 

require an unusual window of opportunity to have influence on policy makers” (307).  In another 

                                                           
6 For an alternative view, see Goertz and Mahoney (2012). 
7 Though less common, some scholar-practitioners have made admirable attempts to review the negative as well as 

positive aspects of their interventions. Leonard Doob and William Foltz’s discussion of the defection of their 

deputies during the 1972 Belfast workshops illuminates the challenges inherent in communicating with foreign 

intermediaries and preparing Track II participants (Doob and Foltz 1973, 508-510).    
8 In the broader mediation literature not focused specifically on Track II, scholars have evaluated how mediation 

outcomes are affected by: 1) culture (Bakaki, Bohmelt, and Bove 2015); 2) the intensity of the conflict and the 

strategy employed (Bercovitch and Langley 1993; Wilkenfeld et al. 2003; Bercovitch and Gartner 2006b); 3) 

indirect social ties (Bohmelt 2009); 4) the nature of the mediation coalition, including bias, coordination, and insider 

status (Bohmelt 2011; Svensson and Lindgren 2013; Lundgren and Svensson 2014; Svensson 2015); and 5) the 

“ripeness” of the dispute (Zartman 1985; Haas 1990; Stedman 1991). 
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important paper, Bohmelt (2010) finds that mediation combining Tracks I and II are more highly 

correlated with successful conflict resolution efforts than mediation efforts using only one 

mediation strategy, a result that echoes Fisher (2006).  Kellen, Bekerman, and Maoz (2012) take 

another step forward by using transcript analysis to demonstrate that Track II diplomacy can 

create a shared identity among Israeli and Palestinian participants. However, that shared identity 

can hinder peacemaking later if the participants are perceived as outsiders by their countrymen, a 

problem known as re-entry (Walton 1970; Mitchell 1980; Azar and Burton 1986; Kelman 2000; 

Oetzel and Ting-Toomey 2006; Jones 2015). 

The literature on Track II’s effectiveness clearly continues to make progress.  Yet a rift 

remains between the detailed success stories shared by practitioners and the more contingent 

generalizations produced by scholars.  Wallensteen and Svensson (2014: 324) acknowledge this 

disconnect, noting the “need for more bridge-building between practitioners and researchers to 

make [mediation] research useful in a world which is still full of significant conflicts of different 

types.”  This paper aims to help build that bridge, and we start in the next section by exploring 

practitioners’ concerns about evaluation.  

Section 2. Understanding Skepticism about Evaluation 

 Drawing on interviews in eight countries, experience as participant-observers in the U.S. 

government, and a review of the literature, we find seven principal objections to Track II 

diplomacy evaluation efforts.  Three conceptual objections, which are evident from the existing 

scholarship and commonly cited by Track II practitioners, include the extent to which Track II 

efforts are measurable, comparable across cases, and possess observable effects.  Scholars and 

practitioners have previously discussed these objections and potential ways to address them.  In 

addition, our interviews and participant observations revealed three organizational objections 
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consistently mentioned by Track II participants but virtually absent from the scholarly debate.  

These include that demands for evaluation can impose inappropriate constraints on creativity and 

risk-taking, that the costs of undertaking evaluation are often prohibitive, and, from the 

perspective of funders, that insufficient information exists on the costs and benefits of Track II.  

A final objection raised by both scholars and practitioners concerns the extent to which Track II 

evaluation efforts can be ethically implemented.   

Figure 1 summarizes how these three types of objections vary in terms of their previous 

articulation by scholars and practitioners, intended audiences, and tractability using standard 

evaluation techniques.  Conceptual objections are raised both by scholars and practitioners, are 

treated in detail in the literature, and are at least partially addressed by standard evaluation 

techniques. Organizational objections have not to our knowledge been raised publicly either by 

scholars or practitioners, but were a frequent theme in our interviews with participants. Because 

they are not as widely known, standard evaluation methods do little to address these concerns. 

Ethical objections concerning protecting the confidentiality and safety of participants were 

primarily raised by practitioners as well, and are only partially dealt with in standard evaluation 

practice. We now address each of these three kinds of objections in greater detail, discuss the 

extent to which standard evaluation methods address them, and advance several arguments for 

how to address them more comprehensively. 
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Figure 1. Practitioners’ Objections to Evaluation: Conceptual, Organizational, and Ethical  

Objection Type 

Articulated 

publicly by Track 

II facilitators? 

Appeals primarily 

to? 

Tractable with 

standard 

evaluation 

methods? 

Conceptual Yes Scholars Partially 

Organizational  No 
Other Track II 

facilitators 

No 

Ethical  Yes Track II participants Partially 

 

Conceptual Objections: Measurement, Comparability, Isolating Effects 

 Skeptics express three conceptual objections about the evaluability of Track II.  The first 

and most frequent objection is that the outcomes of Track II are difficult to measure.  Saunders 

asserts that most Track II projects do not lead to specific outcomes (Saunders 2000, 2013).  “It’s 

devilishly difficult to measure the results,” Saunders notes, adding that Track II amounts to “the 

production of ideas” which are valuable because “Policy is rarely made on paper.  Instead, it’s a 

continuously changing mix of people and ideas.”  Bruce Koepke, a senior researcher at SIPRI 

with years of experience in Afghanistan, maintains that Track II activities “are very expensive 

and do not demonstrate progress like projects do, for example, building schools” (Koepke 2013).  

Determining the right time to measure outcomes has also proven problematic.  Peter Jones 

observes: “Those funding Track II should not expect projects which seek to ‘change’ policy in a 

short time frame, but rather those which seek to lay the groundwork for rapid progress when 

change happens” (Jones 2013).  Bolstering this distinction between short- and long-term effects, 

a pair of important studies by Beardsley (2008a, 2011) showed how mediation can succeed today 

but fail tomorrow if the two sides prioritize agreement over resolution. 

Measuring Track II is a challenging endeavor. Nevertheless, standard evaluation methods 

do offer some promising tools and techniques. First, though Track II dialogues can lead to a 
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variety of results, more systematic attempts could be made to define and measure some of the 

more common results or outcomes. In addition to the “production of ideas” cited by Saunders, 

our interviewees cited conducting effective mediation, building relationships, and changing 

perceptions as the most common immediate results of Track II. These outcomes could provide a 

starting point for future discussions of measurement, a point we return to later.  

Standard evaluation approaches tend to distinguish between outcomes achieved and how 

those outcomes lead to the results, impacts, or objectives desired (Bass et al. 2012; NORAD 

1999).  Scholars such as Rouhana (2000) have made similar contrasts between “micro-

objectives” and “macro-goals” in Track II diplomacy. Such distinctions allow researchers to 

differentiate between the immediate results of a Track II dialogue and Track II’s longer-term 

effects. Even when Track II dialogues do influence conflict outcomes directly, the dialogues 

often work in concert with other factors such as a conflict’s “ripeness” or a political transition 

(Zartman 1985). Differentiating between Track II outcomes and impacts gives the researcher 

flexibility in defining what constitutes success and evaluating the contribution of a particular 

Track II process to a larger conflict.  

 A second conceptual objection is that each Track II activity is unique, making it difficult 

to compare across cases.9  Jon Pedersen, managing director of Norway’s Fafo Institute for 

Applied International Studies, which helped facilitate the negotiations that led to the Oslo 

Accords, remarked, “It’s difficult to go back and reconstruct” how decisions are made, which 

makes it challenging to conduct effectiveness studies (Pedersen 2013).  Jones’s (2015: 161) 

central argument about evaluation is that “As a practitioner I have found it critical to evaluate 

each project on its own terms.”  Track II’s apparent lack of comparability is worsened by the 

                                                           
9 This is the problem of unit homogeneity (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994). 
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conceptual and definitional ambiguities which pervade the field and make it hard to perform 

controlled comparisons (Jones 2015: 12-24). 

 Since these ambiguities are a problem, better defining Track II’s key outputs and 

distinguishing between outcomes and impacts will help improve comparability. Moreover, as 

with much social science research, scholars and practitioners evaluating Track II face a trade-off 

between parsimony and explanatory power. Generalized comparative methods may explain a 

broader class of cases but fail to capture all the factors present in every case (Van Evera 1997: 

18-19). So long as researchers are clear about their goals, the field should pursue generalized and 

particularized explanations simultaneously, since the two approaches are complementary. 

 Several extant studies employ quantitative and qualitative comparative methods to 

evaluate the effectiveness of conflict resolution efforts, including Track II dialogue (Lieberfeld 

1999, 2007; Agha et al. 2003; Kaye 2007; Cuhadar 2009; Bohmelt 2010; Hirschfeld 2014). More 

of this type of research is needed. Future large-N studies, for example, might examine the extent 

to which the effectiveness of mediation efforts depends on ripeness, which would require the 

prospective analyst to wade through the history of past conflicts to define and code precisely 

when they became ripe. Analysts could use general comparative methods or experiments to test 

the effectiveness of different mediators or mediation techniques. As Rouhana points out, though 

it would be unethical to implement experiments by randomly assigning mediators to various 

Track II dialogues, or participants to various mediators, scholars might simulate these techniques 

in a college setting with university students (Rouhana 2000: 319-321).  

 A third conceptual objection is that only intractable conflicts attract Track II diplomacy, 

so any failure to observe a positive outcome may mean only that the dispute was intense, not that 
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Track II was worthless.10  Conversely, because Track II participants are often politically-active 

elites within their societies, they often engage in multiple activities that could affect their 

thinking about a conflict.  For this reason, any observed positive outcome may be attributable to 

something other than Track II (Kelman 2008: 40).  

 Standard evaluation methods can help researchers isolate causal effects. Certain statistical 

models can, for example, control for the “selection effects” problem of sampling only intractable 

conflicts (Beber 2012). However, no software program can solve the thorny problem of 

separating multiple Track II outcomes into reasonable comparison groups. Researchers who seek 

to isolate the effects of Track II dialogues will have to focus on particular outcomes, rely on 

interviews with participants, and use careful process tracing to make their case.  

 In sum, standard evaluation methods only partially address these three conceptual 

objections. We have suggested a few areas for improvement. Yet standard evaluation methods 

will neither elucidate a “grand” theory of Track II nor quantify all the diverse mechanisms, 

conditions, and circumstances through which Track II succeeds or fails in influencing conflict 

outcomes. These methods can, however, improve our knowledge of these factors.  

Organizational Objections: Autonomy, Institutional Capacity, Costs 

 Practitioners almost never publicly articulate their organizational obstacles to evaluation.  

Yet our personal experience working in government and think tanks has taught us the importance 

of these factors.  We use the term organizational here to mean objections related to the practical 

implementation of Track II such as conditionality on the part of funders, limited resources, and 

lack of information about costs and benefits.  

                                                           
10 This is the problem of selection effects (Fearon 1994). 
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Behind closed doors, practitioners voice several organizational objections to evaluation.  

The first relates to funding, the lifeblood of Track II dialogues.  Many practitioners feel that 

funders impose evaluation in ways that are inappropriate.  Reflecting this sentiment, practitioners 

tend to discuss evaluation in the context of obtaining funding, a juxtaposition which implies that 

their interest in evaluation is instrumental and involuntary.  To his credit, Kelman (2008: 37) 

admits this explicitly: “Evaluation […] should not be a condition for the practice of interactive 

conflict resolution. It becomes necessary, however, when practitioners seek to persuade funding 

agencies to support their efforts.”  Jones (2015: 162) remarks that the Canadian government’s 

use of results-based evaluation when reviewing grant applications has “stultified the creativity 

and risk-taking which are the hallmarks of Track Two” and is generally “frustrating and 

distorting.”  One can sympathize with these concerns about future funding. More contenders 

seek Track II funding today than ever before, governments and foundations face budgetary 

constraints due to the troubled economy, and funders often demand “results-based” evidence.  

Definitional and measurement ambiguities have caused confusion over what “results-based” 

evidence should look like in the case of Track II diplomacy. 

A second organizational objection concerns the ability of Track II facilitators to conduct 

evaluation, given their limited resources and conflicts of interest.  Again, Kelman (2008: 39) is 

explicit: “The time has come for me to confess that, in the more than 30 years that I have been 

engaged in developing interactive problem solving, building its theoretical foundations, and 

practicing it, I have not engaged in systematic research designed to evaluate its effectiveness.”  

He characterizes his failure to conduct evaluation – even though he is trained to do so – as a 

function of conceptual and ethical objections, plus his judgment that running high-quality Track 

II dialogues took so much time, effort, and money that there was little left over for evaluation.  
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This sentiment of limited organizational capacity is common among practitioners, who also 

doubt the ability of third-party evaluators to assess the contributions of Track II without 

immersing themselves in the dialogues (Saunders 2000). 

These concerns are valid but not insurmountable obstacles to evaluation. One central 

issue is the standard for “success,” which lies at the heart of practitioners’ concern about how 

evaluation could impinge on their risk-taking and creativity. Though some funders might wish to 

evaluate Track II dialogues based solely on whether they resolve conflicts, this is unreasonable 

because, as discussed earlier, Track II initiatives often take time to work and require other 

supporting conditions to succeed. What practitioners should be held accountable for are the 

dialogue’s immediate outcomes, such as the generation of new ideas, building relationships, and 

changing perceptions.  

Likewise, limited organizational capacity need not impede fair, transparent and effective 

evaluation.  For example, practitioners can fix evaluation expenses at a percentage of overall 

program expenses. In international development, most donors recommend that 5 to 10 percent of 

a program’s budget should support monitoring and evaluation. Other evaluation approaches 

could minimize the demands on a facilitator’s time. For example, an outside evaluator, funded by 

Track II grant makers, could work with a facilitator to design a relatively short questionnaire to 

be administered over the course of the workshop. We have included an example of such a 

questionnaire as Appendix 1.  

Of course, as Saunders (2000) points out, practitioners face a trade-off between the 

overall expense of the evaluation and the level of immersion of a potential evaluator. He implies 

that facilitators might consider embedding an evaluator in the Track II process as an observer. 

This would alleviate facilitators of the burden of administering evaluation. However, the politics 
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of adding an embedded evaluator would have to be handled deftly. More rigorous evaluations 

might involve multiple surveys and longer questionnaires. Those specially trained on data entry 

and collection could implement these techniques. 

In principle, both facilitator-led and outsider-led evaluation seem plausible. In practice, 

however, the former probably represents the best option since practitioners dislike bringing in 

outsiders. Collaboration between evaluation specialists and Track II facilitators on questionnaire 

design should mitigate Saunders’ concern about the need for evaluators to be “immersed” in the 

dialogue. Practitioners could even design the first draft of questionnaires themselves.  

Track II funders often raise a third and final organizational objection to evaluation: the 

absence of reliable data on Track II costs, which precludes performing basic cost-effectiveness 

calculations which might offer a fairer basis for evaluation.  U.S. governmental and non-

governmental organizations serve as a case in point.  The government agencies most likely to 

fund Track II projects – the State Department, USAID, and the Department of Defense (DoD) – 

do not tabulate Track II spending in their budget request documents or outlay databases (Sharp 

2013).  The State Department and USAID recently unveiled the Foreign Assistance Dashboard, 

an online database of government-wide foreign assistance spending, but even this powerful tool 

excludes systematic Track II data.  “It would be practically impossible to put a dollar amount on 

‘Track II’ funds,” observes Lori Groves Rowley, a former senior staff member on the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee who oversaw U.S. foreign assistance policy.  “I wonder if you 

could even get agreement on what activities would specifically fall under the definition,” she 

adds (Groves Rowley 2013).  For example, the U.S. Department of Commerce sometimes helps 

train foreign small business owners how to trade in U.S. markets, a Track II-style activity that 

the department might not report or classify as Track II.  Likewise, in their publicly available 
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Internal Revenue Service disclosures, U.S. foundations and NGOs tend to report their spending 

by program or project, not by activity, so Track II figures do not appear systematically. 

Any concerted effort to generate better data about Track II spending will have to start 

with major funders, not with practitioners. Given their lack of transparency about costs, funders 

are being disingenuous when they criticize Track II dialogues for lacking cost-benefit 

calculations. The only attempt we are aware of to estimate overall spending on Track II by major 

U.S. foundations yielded a figure of between $1 and $4 million annually (Allen, Sharp et al 

2013: 25-26).  Compared to spending on other major diplomatic or defense initiatives, which can 

cost hundreds of millions or billions of dollars, the potential benefits of Track II appear to be 

well worth the relatively small costs.  

Ethical Objections: Protecting Participants 

 A final objection commonly raised by practitioners and infrequently cited in the literature 

concerns whether Track II can be ethically evaluated. Practitioners sometimes argue publicly that 

evaluation threatens their need to protect identities and activities within a Track II dialogue.  As 

Kelman (2008: 33) writes “confidentiality was particularly important for the protection of the 

participants, because the mere fact that they were meeting with the enemy was controversial and 

exposed them to political, legal, and even physical risks.”  Some Track II participants are wary 

of leaving written records because they may face reprisals in their home countries, which raises 

the question of how to protect participants while still evaluating efficacy (D’Estrée et al. 2001).  

Ethical objections appeal primarily to Track II participants whose personal safety will be at risk 

should things go wrong. 

 Despite practitioners’ misgivings, standard evaluation methods do provide extensive 

confidentiality and secrecy to participants (D’Estrée 2001: 108-109; Church and Shouldice 2003: 
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15-16).  Track II evaluations should comply with the guidelines already used in research on 

human subjects, which include obtaining the informed consent of participants, carefully 

weighing the benefits versus the risks of potential research, and keeping data secret through 

encryption or other methods (Wood 2006; Belmont Report 1978).  All research involving Track 

II should be subject to the approval of Institutional Review Boards (IRBs), independent 

reviewers who work with researchers to ensure that subjects are treated ethically and who 

specialize in assessing the potential harm to human subjects.    

Nevertheless, given the sensitive nature of Track II diplomacy and the high-stakes nature 

of the work, standard methods might not be good enough for some Track II participants. To 

further alleviate these concerns, some have suggested establishing a code of conduct that clarifies 

the responsibilities of conflict resolution evaluators, which could be developed by an umbrella 

organization of such evaluators (Church and Shouldice 2003: 16). Track II practitioners could 

also learn from the practices of researchers who work interviewing subjects in active conflict 

zones. To protect the confidentiality of her subjects, who were participants of an active 

insurgency in El Salvador, Elizabeth Wood relied on an oral informed consent procedure, and at 

times did not record either her interviews nor the names of her subjects in order to ensure their 

safety (Wood 2006: 381). With close collaboration between practitioners and researchers, it 

should be possible to devise evaluation procedures, which might differ from dialogue to 

dialogue, that adequately address practitioners’ concerns regarding the safety of their 

participants.  

Section 3. Building a Practitioner-Friendly Framework 

In the previous section, we identified seven conceptual, organizational, and ethical 

objections that comprise the main arguments against evaluation.  Having suggested ways to 
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address the ethical objection, we devote the rest of the paper to addressing the conceptual and 

organizational concerns.  This leaves us with six “core” objections:  

1. Difficulty of measurement (conceptual objection) 

2. Lack of comparability across cases (conceptual objection) 

3. Difficulty of isolating effects (conceptual objection) 

4. Skepticism about third-party evaluators (organizational objection) 

5. Limited institutional capacity to conduct evaluation (organizational objection) 

6. Lack of data on costs (organizational objection) 

 

In this section, we analyze in greater detail how three existing evaluation frameworks – 

Multi-Step, Action Evaluation, and the D’Estrée Framework – accommodate these six core 

objections.  We find numerous areas for improvement, which we then incorporate into our new 

“Process Peace” framework in Section 4.  We selected the three existing frameworks to include 

based on a review of the most developed models in the field (Gurkaynak, Dayton, Paffenholz 

2009; Paffenholz and Reychler 2005; Fast and Neufeldt 2005; Corell and Betsill 2008).  We only 

considered what Gurkaynak et al. call “overall frameworks and methodologies,” which focus on 

general methods for assessing peacebuilding initiatives (Gurkaynak, Dayton, Paffenholz 2009: 

292).  

Existing Frameworks 

Multi-Step Evaluation: Kelman, Saunders, and Fisher have all developed similar 

evaluation frameworks which involve breaking Track II interventions into distinct phases and 

then assessing the effectiveness of each phase (Kelman 2008; Saunders 2011; Fisher 2014).  We 

call this the “Multi-Step” framework.  Kelman’s framework features nine phases, while 

Saunders’s offers five and Fisher’s includes eight (Jones 2015: 160).  While we will not compare 

and contrast these frameworks at length since readers can consult the original works, we find that 

each offers a unique and worthwhile way to conceptualize the process through which Track II 
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dialogues may help resolve conflicts. These scholars agree that the purpose of Track II dialogues 

is transfer, which Fisher (2005: 3) defines as “how effects (e.g. attitudinal changes, new 

realizations) and outcomes (e.g. frameworks for negotiation) are moved from the unofficial 

interventions to the official domain of decision and policy making.”  They envision transfer as 

being a two-step process: it first occurs within a Track II dialogue and then spreads beyond it.  

They advocate using different evaluation tools to assess the different “links in the chain” 

(Kelman 2008: 43). 

The Multi-Step framework addresses some, but not all, of practitioners’ six core 

objections.  On the plus side, it allows Track II facilitators to control the process of defining 

goals and developing metrics for each step, which should alleviate concerns about measurement 

(#1) and skepticism about third-party evaluators (#4).  Facilitators with limited institutional 

capacity (#5) also may be able to use the Multi-Step approach, depending on how many phases 

they analyze and how intensively.  On the negative side, however, the Multi-Step framework is 

so flexible and laborious that it dis-incentivizes cross-case comparability (#2) and the isolation of 

Track II effects (#3).11  It also does not address the issue of costs (#6).   

Action Evaluation: Developed by Ross (2001) and Rothman (1997), the “Action 

Evaluation” framework combines computer- and facilitator-based interactions to assess three 

stages of a Track II intervention: the baseline, formative, and summative stages (Rothman and 

Friedman 2002: 286).  In the baseline stage, an “action evaluator” collects data on the goals of 

the participants and stakeholders, then re-presents that information to participants in a 

synthesized format.  During the next step, the formative stage, participants refine their goals 

                                                           
11 The Multi-Step framework’s weaknesses as a causal explanation are similar to the weaknesses of the “policy 

cycles” literature (Lasswell 1956; Brewer 1974). For a summary of the weaknesses of policy cycles explanations, 

see Weible (2014).  
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based on feedback and develop detailed plans to achieve (and measure) them.  Finally, during the 

summative stage, participants “take stock of their progress” by judging how well they have met 

their refined goals (Rothman and Friedman 2002: 286). 

Action Evaluation is especially good at responding to revised goals, an important feature 

for evaluating Track II dialogues that often meander in unplanned – but productive – directions.  

For this reason, like the Multi-Step framework, Action Evaluation accommodates practitioner 

concerns about measurement (#1) and skepticism about evaluation (#4).  Because Action 

Evaluation features only three stages (versus five or more for the Multi-Stage framework) and 

outsources data aggregation to a computer program, it generally demands less institutional 

capacity (#5) than the Multi-Stage approach (although finding a trained action evaluator might 

prove challenging).  However, Action Evaluation shares the Multi-Stage framework’s 

weaknesses related to cross-case comparability (#2), the isolation of Track II effects (#3), and the 

incorporation of costs (#6). 

 D’Estrée Framework: Tamra Pearson d’Estrée and her colleagues have developed a 

framework which combines three phases (promotion, application, and sustainability), three levels 

of impact (micro, meso, macro), and four types of change (changes in representation, changes in 

relations, foundations for transfer, and foundations for outcome/implementation).  During the 

initial promotion phase, evaluators should make an “in-the-room assessment” about whether the 

Track II dialogue is affecting the participants (2001: 108).  D’Estrée and her colleagues list 

several indicators which demonstrate a change of perception among participants, including 

“attitude change,” “empathy,” “validation and re-conceptualization of identity” and “perceptions 

of possibility” (2001: 106).  The next phase, application, asks evaluators to do a short-term 

assessment focused on whether Track II participants “bring home” what they learned to their 
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communities (2001: 108).  The final phase, sustainability, covers the medium- and longer-term 

question of whether observed changes last.   

The D’Estrée Framework possesses the same strengths as Action Evaluation; namely, it 

alleviates practitioner concerns about measurement (#1), skepticism regarding evaluation (#4), 

and institutional capacity (#5).  However, it surpasses Action Evaluation by offering ample 

cross-case comparability (#2) in the form of its four types of change.  By narrowing the universe 

of possible changes to these four, the D’Estrée Framework allows researchers to match similar 

Track II interventions and execute multi-case comparisons.  Despite these strengths, the D’Estrée 

Framework does not solve the problems of isolating Track II effects (#3) or incorporating costs 

(#6).  

In sum, we find several key components of Track II which current evaluation frameworks 

do not address or do not address particularly well. First, two of three frameworks reviewed do 

not work particularly well for cross-case comparison. Second, none of the existing frameworks 

specify methods for isolating the effects of particular Track II initiatives. Finally, no existing 

framework explicitly considers how to address the question of incorporating costs.  

The existing frameworks further fail to make two kinds of distinctions. First, they fail to 

specify which methodologies are most suited to answering particular Track-II related research 

questions. Second, they fail to identify whether funders, practitioners, or scholars should evaluate 

these questions. We believe that Track II practitioners such as Saunders, Kelman and Jones are 

right that funders should allow practitioners to adopt flexible, multi-stage evaluation frameworks 

which facilitate detailed assessments of specific Track II initiatives. We also, however, believe 

that there should be space for researchers to make broader generalizations through qualitative or 

quantitative comparisons of multiple Track II initiatives. Scholars are best positioned to address 
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some of the broader questions concerning transfer, policy impact, and the overall contribution of 

Track II initiatives to conflict resolution.  

Section 4. The Process Peace Framework 

 

In this section we present our new “Process Peace” evaluation framework, which is 

depicted in Figure 2.  We first outline our basic input-activity-output-outcome-impact structure.  

Since inputs and activities are fairly straightforward, we only explore outputs, outcomes, and 

impacts, which we discuss in turn.  We pay special attention to measuring outputs, a task that 

often falls to Track II practitioners.  Our analysis includes suggestions for isolating Track II 

effects and incorporating costs, the two key deficiencies in the best existing framework by 

D’Estrée.  The section concludes by briefly summarizing the advantages of our approach (Figure 

3). 

Figure 2: Process Peace Evaluation Framework 
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Structure: Inputs, Activities, Outputs, Outcomes, Impacts 

The most common approaches in modern evaluation, such as log-frame analyses and 

theories of change, first define the actors or inputs involved, the activities undertaken, the 

outcomes achieved, and how these outcomes lead to the results, impacts, or objectives desired 

(see, for example, Bass et al. 2012; Funnel & Rogers 2011; Schmidt 2009; NORAD 1999).  We 

use a familiar five-stage process which generally unfolds in sequence: inputs, activities, outputs, 

outcomes, and impacts (Bloom 2005).  Following Parsons et al. (2013: 5), inputs are the raw 

materials that create Track II diplomacy, such as funding, expertise, relationships, and personnel.  

Activities are the actions taken by Track II facilitators during a dialogue to pursue various goals.  

Outputs are the tangible and intangible micro-level changes that result from Track II activities.  

Outcomes are the benefits that a Track II project is designed to deliver.  Finally, impacts are 

higher-level strategic goals, such as implementing new approaches to resolve conflict.   

Within the Track II community, Rouhana (2000: 297) conducted the most definitive 

analysis of the relationship between Track II activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts. In 

distinction to Rouhana’s approach, we define a third linkage in the causal chain, outcomes, as 

mechanisms which directly link Track II outputs to the official policy process, typically a 

necessary condition for achieving conflict resolution (Kelman 2008; Fisher 2014).   

Our framework balances practitioners’ concerns about measurement and uniqueness 

(objection #1), with the social science imperative to make broad, comparative, and more 

generalized inferences (objection #2). In addition, our framework makes a clearer distinction 

between facilitators’ and practitioners’ responsibilities (outputs) versus those beyond their 
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control (outcomes and particularly impacts). Scholars and perhaps funders can best evaluate 

these uncontrollable factors through quantitative and qualitative research. By better stipulating 

responsibilities, our approach should ameliorate some practitioner concerns about third-party 

evaluation (objection #4).  

Outputs: Idea Generation, Building Relationships, Neutral Mediation, Changing 

Perceptions 

In our personal interviews and review of the literature, Track II practitioners most 

frequently invoked four reasons why Track II succeeds: 1) idea generation, 2) building 

relationships, 3) effective mediation, and 4) changing perceptions (Church and Shouldice 2003: 

38).  We consider these outputs of Track II.  In social science terms, each of these outputs is a 

hypothesized causal mechanism that eventually leads to the resolution of conflict.  Because our 

framework stipulates these four distinct causal mechanisms, it provides the type of cross-case 

comparability that builds knowledge (objection #2).  The D’Estrée Framework also offers 

comparability in the form of her four types of change.12  However, her types tend to blur outputs, 

outcomes, and impacts, which obscure accurate evaluation.  Our framework represents an 

improvement because our four outputs are more distinct, concrete, and measurable. 

Not every one of these outputs must emerge from a Track II initiative to count it as a 

“success.” Some Track II initiatives may generate ideas but not significantly influence 

perceptions. Others may build relationships and change perceptions but not generate many new 

ideas. Less successful dialogues would likely fail to achieve any of the four outputs outlined 

above, while more successful dialogues will achieve at least two. In our estimation, using 

                                                           
12 The D’Estrée Framework’s four types of change are: changes in representation, changes in relations, foundations 

for transfer, and foundations for outcome/implementation. 
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multiple indicators for success does not militate against comparison but facilitates it by offering a 

structured means of defining success and demonstrating causation.  

Idea Generation: Practitioners argue that the confidential, unofficial nature of Track II 

diplomacy allows participants to brainstorm more freely without hewing to their side’s official 

negotiating position.  According to Montville, “Track II diplomacy is a process designed to assist 

official leaders […] by exploring possible solutions out of public and without the requirements of 

formal negotiation or bargaining for advantage” (1987: 162-63).  Hottinger (2005: 58) suggests 

that Track II facilitators “are less threatening to armed groups, work flexibly, unofficially, and 

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

recognition.”  The unofficial character of Track II peacemaking “provides opportunities for 

participants to devise new negotiating options, including ideas that may be too bold or suggestive 

in a Track I setting” (Smock 1998: iii).  

Building Relationships: Practitioners assert that Track II enables participants to gain one 

another’s trust in ways that are impossible for official negotiators (Rouhana 2000).  Building 

relationships can entail not only increasing trust among individuals, but also decreasing 

animosity towards the larger parties that those individuals represent. Diamond and McDonald 

suggest that Track II should “decrease tension, anger, fear, or misunderstanding by humanizing 

the ‘face of the enemy’ and giving people direct personal experience of one another” (1996: 2).  

A major U.S. Institute of Peace report assessed numerous Track II efforts, concluding that “the 

interaction permitted in private settings helps overcome the isolation characteristic of official 

negotiations and provides opportunities to build trust among adversaries” (Smock: iii-iv).  

During the Inter-Tajik Dialogue, Saunders (2003: 87) writes of how the group focused on 
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“transforming relationships” by “searching for the dynamics of the relationships that cause the 

problems.” 

Effective Mediation: Track II practitioners often claim that neutral third-party mediators 

are far more suited to conduct sensitive negotiations than disputants themselves.  Fisher writes 

that “in highly escalated and protracted conflict between identity groups, the involvement of an 

impartial and trusted third party is necessary to induce effective communication and creative 

problem solving” (2002: 62).  Jones echoes the point, pointing out that while the United States 

often serves as a third-party mediator, U.S. officials tend to resist mediation when they are a 

disputant (Jones 2013).  The claims by these practitioners are backed by some empirical 

evidence that neutral thirty mediation is effective in resolving international disputes (Kleiboer 

1996; Gent and Shannon 2011). 

Other researchers, however, maintain that non-neutral mediation may create consensus 

more effectively. Kydd (2003) argues that non-neutral mediators are effective because they are 

less likely to engage in cheap talk and will tell the truth in counseling parties who are on their 

side. Zartman (1995) observes that biased third parties have more leverage to compel allies into 

agreement, while Svensson (2009) argues that biased mediation is more likely to lead to lasting 

settlements in civil wars because neutral mediators have incentives to hasten the reaching of an 

agreement at the expense of its quality.  

We have defined “effective” mediation as an output of Track II because assigning a 

mediator does not mean a priori that the participants will perceive the mediator as effective. 

Scholars could contribute to the debate on whether neutral mediation is more effective in dispute 

resolution by examining the relationship between individual or groups of moderators perceived 

as “neutral” or “biased” on Track II outputs, outcomes, or impacts. 
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Changing Perceptions: Practitioners view changed perceptions as an important result of 

Track II diplomacy.  Kelman observes that “the hallmark of social interaction is that each 

participant tries to enter into the other’s perspective and take the other’s role, thus gaining an 

understanding of the other’s concerns, expectations and intentions” (1996: 101).  Through 

repeated interactions in Track II settings, disputants’ perceptions of the conflict and each other 

may evolve in productive directions.   

How might one measure these four outputs?  The literature already cited in this paper 

offers several promising avenues, which we will merely summarize here.  First, surveys 

represent a flexible way to measure outputs (Orr 1999: 4; Cook & Campbell 1979; Malhotra and 

Liyanage 2005).  Yet our interviews reveal that practitioners still do not use them much of the 

time.  With respect to generating ideas, for example, a survey could first ask participants whether 

a Track II dialogue generated any new ideas (a straightforward quantitative measure).  It could 

then ask which new ideas emerged (a qualitative measure).  To gauge changed perceptions, a 

“pre and post” survey could assess participants’ views on key issues in a conflict both before and 

after the dialogue to determine if anything changed.  We designed an example survey, included 

as Appendix I, which Track II facilitators could administer at minimal cost, satisfying their 

demand that evaluation not be too burdensome (objection #5).  

Second, quasi-experimental methods using comparison groups or even experimental 

evaluation designs offer a rigorous way to measure outcomes (Baker 2000; Cook & Campbell 

2002; Duflo, Gennester & Kremer 2004; Heckman & Vytlacil 2006).  A handful of scholars have 

used these methods (Stern and Druckman 2000: 48-51).  If several facilitators used a survey like 

the one in Appendix 1, for example, scholars could compare outputs, outcomes, and impacts 

when facilitators were perceived as “neutral” versus when they were not (Bohmelt 2011; 
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Svensson and Lindgren 2013; Lundgren and Svensson 2014; Svensson 2015).  Although 

relatively large numbers of participants are needed to reach statistical power thresholds, methods 

do exist for generating experiment-like environments in small-n settings (White & Philips 2012).  

Researchers could conduct follow-up interviews several months (or even years) after the Track II 

activity ended to determine if it had lasting effects (Malhotra and Liyanage 2005).  Doing so 

would confront the problem of fading impact (Beardsley 2008a, 2011) and address practitioners’ 

concern about isolating the effects of Track II activities (obstacle #3).  Conducting this type of 

quasi-experiment would be more expensive, but the fact that numerous scholars have already 

done it suggests that the costs are not insurmountable. 

Third, focus groups and semi-structured interviews with participants can capture nuances 

that surveys often miss.  A handful of Track II researchers have used this method to great effect 

(Cuhadar and Dayton 2012).  For example, an interview might reveal that a particular interaction 

between two specific participants generated an idea which could be applied to policymaking.  Or, 

an interview could elucidate ways in which neutral mediation prevented a contretemps among 

participants.  

The use of surveys, focus groups, and some experimental or quasi-experimental 

techniques allows the evaluation of Track II outputs in a way that respects uniqueness but 

promotes generalization. Does the perception of moderators affect whether participants believed 

that new ideas emerged? Which of the four outputs described above transfer to the official 

policy-making process most often? Which types of ideas generated during Track II initiatives are 

least likely to emerge from official dialogues? Our framework allows the field to begin 

answering these kinds of questions.  
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Outcomes: Transfer to the Official Policy Process 

Like Kelman (2008), Saunders (2011), and Fisher (2014), our framework assumes that 

the goal of Track II diplomacy is to transfer Track II outputs to the official policymaking 

process.  These instances of successful transfer are labeled outcomes.  (Some Track II activities 

may not use transfer as the desired outcome.  Our framework could be adapted accordingly, 

although it might lose some of its analytical power).  We identify four types of outcomes, 

although more could exist.  Official Participation/Observation indicates that governmental 

negotiators personally participated in or observed a Track II activity, so the substance was 

instantly transmitted.  This outcome includes private citizens participating in a dialogue and then 

later assuming official positions as negotiators.  Take, for example, Robert Einhorn, Gary 

Samore, and Puneet Talwar, three Americans who participated in Track II dialogues with Iran 

and then served in the Obama administration (Jones 2014: 357).   

Officials Informed Directly indicates that Track II participants informed governmental 

negotiators about Track II outputs after the dialogue ended.  This outcome might entail written 

reports, oral briefings, or even informal emails.  

Officials Informed Indirectly means that Track II participants provided outputs to key 

stakeholders – such as business groups or governmental officials not personally working on 

peace negotiations – and then those stakeholders in turn informed governmental negotiators.  

Finally, Officials Pressured Publicly entails Track II participants going public with their 

outputs in an attempt to pressure governmental negotiators to adopt their ideas.  This could 

include publishing reports or attracting press coverage. 

As with our outputs, scholars might measure the outcomes we have identified in a variety 

of ways.  An official’s presence at a Track II dialogue is probably sufficient to infer that some 
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transfer has occurred.  Process tracing, which might include interviewing policymakers and 

reviewing official documents, could uncover whether direct or indirect transfer occurred.  Analysts 

could assess public pressure through interviews with officials, or less precisely through media 

analysis.  

Again, different Track II initiatives could have varying transfer effects. Evaluators of 

specific initiatives should determine the particular transfer effects of that initiative. Nevertheless, 

there is space for comparative approaches to analyze the relationships, pathways, and causal 

mechanisms connecting the outputs to outcomes to impacts. Comparative approaches help answer 

questions such as, Are certain types of transfer more common than others? To our knowledge, the 

extant literature has not addressed this issue.  

Impacts: Observed Behavior and Official Confirmation 

Our framework understands impacts to mean instances of officials changing their behavior 

in response to the outcomes of Track II diplomacy.  We do not define impacts as resolving conflict, 

which features far too many confounding factors. 

Observed Behavior indicates that governmental peace negotiators are acting in ways 

consistent with outputs generated in Track II diplomacy.  Relatedly, Official Confirmation 

indicates that governmental negotiators have confirmed that they thought or acted in a certain way 

because of something they learned from Track II diplomacy.  Overall, impacts measure whether 

Track II diplomacy is influencing official peace processes. 

It is difficult to envision scholars conducting an experimental design to measure Track II 

impacts.  The process of determining governmental policy is simply too complex.  However, 

detailed case studies could reveal a great deal about the impact of Track II on official processes.  

The bulk of this vital work will likely emerge from scholars who have the time and inclination to 
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reconstruct the past.  Practitioners, on the other hand, will be too busy rushing off to mediate the 

next dispute. 

Advantages of the Process Peace Framework 

Our framework’s conceptualization of outcomes and impacts offers several promising 

ways to mitigate practitioners’ worries about isolating Track II effects and incorporating costs 

(objections #3 and #6, respectively), two shortcomings that no other framework addresses.   

Our framework offers several ways to more closely examine processes of transfer in Track 

II diplomacy.  For example, one could develop a study that compared elites who participate in 

Track II to those who do not to determine which group was more successful at transfer (after 

controlling for selection effects).  This setup would better capture a dynamic invoked frequently 

by practitioners; namely; the idea that a series of Track II dialogues, unfolding over time, can 

create a critical mass of ideas and people that can change policy.  Standard evaluation frameworks 

do not deal particularly well with multiple, overlapping interventions happening over time 

(Lechner and Miquel 2010), but the Process Peace framework offers a way to organize scholarly 

inquiry on this issue. 

On incorporating costs, the challenge is how to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of Track 

II activities without overly commodifying them.  The Process Peace framework offers several 

solutions that should encourage funders and facilitators to be more transparent about costs.  For 

example, analysts could compare the general costs of transferring ideas to policymakers using 

various methods.  Those methods might include: 1) Track II diplomacy, 2) hiring a lobbyist, 3) 

running a media campaign, 4) placing an op-ed in a major newspaper, or 5) meeting with a 

policymaker.  These methods vary in terms of both cost and effectiveness.  Using a lobbyist or 

paid advertising can easily cost over $10,000 per month, and policymakers may distrust ideas 
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delivered through these mediums.  Publishing an op-ed offers a low-cost way to achieve transfer, 

but consider that the acceptance rate for op-eds in the New York Times is less than one percent and 

is highly contingent on the news cycle.  Meeting with a policymaker is another low-cost option, 

but because policymakers prioritize building coalitions, they will be less swayed by an individual 

with ideas than by an individual with ideas representing a group of influential Track II 

participants. 

Another way to incorporate costs using the Process Peace framework is for facilitators to 

study the effect of activities on outputs and outcomes systematically.  To take an exaggerated 

hypothetical, does holding a Track II dialogue at a beautiful (and expensive) beachside resort 

consistently produce better outputs and outcomes than holding the dialogue in northern New 

Jersey?  The answer may very well be “yes,” since the environment may affect the formation of 

relationships and perceptions.  However, this is something that practitioners and analysts should 

verify empirically, not take on good faith. 

In sum, we believe that our Process Peace framework improves upon existing frameworks 

by better accommodating the six core objections voiced by practitioners.  Figure 3 compares the 

various frameworks across the six areas, demonstrating Process Peace’ advantages.  

Figure 3. “Process Peace” vs. Alternatives: Reconciling Practitioners’ Six Core Objections  
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Conclusion 

This paper has proposed a new evaluation framework, Process Peace, which we believe 

better balances the equities of practitioners and scholars.  One way or another, the field of Track 

II diplomacy will have to respond to the demand for more results-driven, evidence-based 

evaluation currently transforming the social sciences across a range of disciplines.  We hope we 

have shown that this push for rigorous evaluation can be reconciled with the creative and flexible 

approaches that are the hallmark of Track II diplomacy. 

 The Process Peace framework is not the first, nor we hope the last, attempt to evaluate 

Track II diplomacy. In proposing this framework, we do not mean to impugn Track II 

practitioners, but rather to illustrate that evaluation offers an opportunity for practitioners, 

scholars, and funders to demonstrate Track II’s effectiveness and learn more about how it works. 

We do not provide a “general theory” that accommodates every output, outcome, and impact. 

We also do not believe that every Track II initiative should be measured by the indicators we 

propose. We agree with practitioners that each Track II initiative is unique and ought to be 

evaluated on its own terms. 

Nevertheless, scholars are already conducting comparative evaluations of Track II and we 

believe that they can and should produce even more. By specifying many important outputs, 

outcomes, and impacts of Track II, as well as the methods and stake-holders to analyze them, our 

framework adds to the debate over whether comparative approaches are possible, what they 

ought to measure, and who should conduct them.  

Scholars still have much to learn about how, when, why, and under what conditions 

Track II succeeds in influencing conflict resolution. We do not know whether neutral mediation, 

non-neutral mediation, or other mediator characteristics build relationships, generate new ideas, 
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and transfer these ideas to policymakers. We do not know whether certain methods of transfer 

succeed more frequently in changing policy. We do not know whether the participation of high-

level officials with more policy access, or mid-level officials with more time and flexibility, 

better achieves transfer effects, or if both groups have a comparative advantage at specific 

moments. None of these questions discredits the basic idea that many individual Track II 

initiatives are valuable for many reasons. Yet answering these types of questions would provide 

invaluable information about how dangerous conflicts end. Only a comparative perspective, like 

the one encapsulated in our Process Peace framework, can help scholars and practitioners attain 

this important knowledge. 
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Appendix 1. Example of Track II Evaluation Survey  

Adapted from Allen, Sharp et al (2014) 
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