
INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue I January 2026 

 

 

Page 4845 www.rsisinternational.org 

  

    

 

Diplomacy as the Engine of Stability: An Assessment of its Utility in a 

Fragmented Global Order 

Audi, Isah Muhammad1,Kamar Hamza2 

Department of Political Science  Ibrahim Badamasi Babangida University, Lapai, Nigeria 

DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.47772/IJRISS.2026.10100375 

Received: 11 December 2025; Accepted: 17 December 2025; Published: 07 February 2026 

ABSTRACT  

The post-Cold-War promise of a liberal, rules-based international system has given way to a hyper fragmented 

order in which great-power rivalry, transactional unilateralism, sub-state actors and trans-border shocks 

(pandemics, climate) overlap. This paper examines diplomacy—not as ceremonial protocol but as the primary 

social technology for managing that fragmentation. Using a historical-institutionalist lens complemented by 

role theory, the study interrogates 30 years of multilateral, mini-lateral and Track-1.5 experiments (1994-2024) 

using qualitative sources of data. The paper adopts the use of content analysis and logical interference as the 

tool of analysis. It finds that stability is produced less by the number of treaties signed than by the density of 

iterative diplomatic processes that: (a) convert power asymmetries into reciprocal issue-linkages; (b) 1elegitim 

restraint through 1elegitimi role expectations; and (c) embed “escape clauses” that keep regimes alive when 

domestic coalitions shift. Nigeria’s shuttle diplomacy in ECOWAS, Qatar’s “small-state mediation complex”, 

and the EU’s climate diplomacy coalitions are analysed as plausibility probes. The paper concludes that 

diplomacy still matters, but only when it is redesigned for a world of overlapping partial orders rather than a 

single liberal centre. Recommendations include the 1elegitimize1on1tion of “fragmentation audits” before 

every major negotiation, the creation of regional diplomatic stress-tests, and the adoption of algorithmic early-

warning tools that track narrative shifts on encrypted diplomatic channels among others.  

Keywords: Diplomacy, Fragmentation, Stability, Multilateralism, Global Order  

INTRODUCTION      

The return of high-intensity interstate conflict to Europe (Rachman 2022), the accelerating weaponisation of 

interdependence (Farrell & Newman 2019), and the proliferation of “minilateral” security and economic clubs 

such as the Quad, AUKUS and the BRICS-Plus format (He & Feng 2023) collectively signal that the post 

Cold-War expectation of liberal convergence has given way to a logic of calibrated decoupling. Viewed from 

Global-South capitals, however, this decoupling is not a neutral re-balancing but a re-segmentation of the 

world economy that perpetuates colonial-era asymmetries: 80 % of Africa’s food is now imported from outside 

the continent, making the region a price-taker in markets shaped by Western export controls and Eastern 

shipping cartels (Deutsche Bank 2023). Meanwhile, IMF 2elegiti warns that full-spectrum fragmentation could 

cost up to 7 % of global GDP, with emerging markets bearing the largest adjustment burden (WEF 2023).  

Yet the same international system must still confront existential crises—climate breakdown, sovereign-debt 

distress and the governance of general-purpose artificial intelligence—that are irreducibly global in scope 

(Keohane, Macedo & Moravcsik 2022). From the vantage point of New Delhi, Nairobi or Brasília, the central 

research puzzle is therefore no longer whether cooperation is normatively desirable, but how it can remain 

substantively stable when the underlying order is institutionally fragmented, politically contested and 

economically punitive. As Kenyan financier James Mwangi told the Council on Foreign Relations, “the more 

constrained governments are by supply-chain shocks, the more the continent looks to the private sector rather 

than Western-led multilateralism for solutions” (CFR 2025).  

This paper argues that diplomacy—2elegitimize2o as the iterative process of role-making and rule-shaping 

among 2elegitimi political entities (Sending, Pouliot & Neumann 2015)—remains the principal engine of 

systemic stability. Its utility, however, must be reassessed against four structural realities that now play out 

differently in Berlin, Beijing, Bamako and Bridgetown:  
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1. Legitimacy is increasingly performative, measured in real-time by domestic digital publics.  

2. Issue-areas are “2elegitimiz” faster than regimes can adapt.  

3. Exit options (crypto-currencies, dual-use supply chains, private space) reduce the shadow of the future 

that once underpinned compliance.  

Conceptual Review   

Concept of Diplomacy     

The Oxford English Dictionary defines diplomacy as: the management of international relations by 

negotiations; the method by which these relations are adjusted and managed by Ambassadors and Envoys; the 

business or art of diplomacy. Sir Earnest Satow asserts that: Diplomacy is the application of intelligence and 

tact to the conduct of official relations between the governments of independent state, extending sometimes 

also to their relations with vassal states; or briefly still, the conduct of business between states by peaceful 

means (Satow, 1962). Adams Watson on the other hand believes that: the diplomatic dialogue is the instrument 

of international society.  

In the words of Johnson (2020), diplomacy might be described as a complex and delicate instrument that 

measures forces working at epicenters of international relations…, the subtle measures of diplomacy can be 

used to arrest, ameliorate or reduce, discard misunderstandings and disagreements which precipitate 

international crises. Diplomacy is concerned with the management of relations between independent states and 

between these states and other actors. For Onuoah (2018) ‘’Diplomacy is a complex game of 2elegiti in which 

the goal is to get other players to do what you want them to do’’ However, U. Audu (2019) sees diplomacy as a 

systematic process of negotiation between two or more states in order to achieve certain objectives. Diplomacy 

is often thought of as being concerned with peaceful activity, although it may occur within war or armed 

conflict or be used in the orchestration of particular acts of violence. The blurring of line, in fact between 

diplomatic activity and violence is one of the developments of note distinguishing modern diplomacy. The 

point can be made more generally in terms of widening the content of diplomacy. Certainly what constitutes 

diplomacy today goes beyond the definitions which sometimes rather narrow politico strategic conception 

given to the term. Diplomacy as an important tool in the hands of actors in pursuing their foreign policies 

(Audu, 2019). In all, diplomacy is the art, process and practice of managing or pursuing relationships among 

actors through dialogue and negotiations by accredited professionals of a state without recourse to violence or 

use of naked force (Satiana, 2020). It is however key to note that diplomacy can be bilateral and multilateral in 

nature. Bilateral diplomacy occurs when two countries are only involved, whereas multilateral diplomacy 

involves contacts between several states often within the institutionalized setting of an international 

organization (Audu, 2019).  

Concept of Fragmented Global Order  

A fragmented global order is emerging as the international system transitions away from the post–Cold War 

vision of a unified, rules-based multilateralism toward a more divided, bloc-based architecture. Rather than a 

singular global economy, the world is witnessing the rise of competing political, economic, and ideological 

spheres—each with its own norms, institutions, and strategic priorities (Ikenberry, 2018; Mearsheimer, 2019). 

This shift is not merely rhetorical; it is manifest in the erosion of trust in global institutions, the weaponization 

of interdependence, and the re-nationalization of supply chains (Farrell & Newman, 2019).  

At the heart of this fragmentation lies a set of mutually reinforcing drivers. Escalating geopolitical rivalries— 

most notably between the United States and China—have normalized the use of tariffs, sanctions, and export 

controls as tools of statecraft (WTO, 2023). Trade protectionism, once framed as a temporary aberration, has 

become entrenched, with countries increasingly invoking “national security” to justify economic decoupling 

(Evenett & Fritz, 2022). Simultaneously, breakthrough technologies—such as semiconductors, artificial 

intelligence, and central-bank digital currencies (CBDCs)—are being drafted into the service of geopolitical 

competition, creating new arenas for zero-sum contestation (BIS, 2023).  
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Characteristics of the Fragmenting Order  

1. Economic Division  

The illusion of a borderless global marketplace is giving way to a patchwork of competing economic blocs.  

Regional trade agreements—ranging from the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific 

Partnership (CPTPP) to the nascent China-backed Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP)— 

now coexist with U.S.-led initiatives such as the Indo-Pacific Economic Framework (IPEF). These overlapping 

regimes fragment global supply chains and divert trade flows, raising transaction costs and reducing 

economies of scale (IMF, 2023).  

2. Political and Ideological Fractures  

Domestic polarization and authoritarian resurgence have spilled across borders, corroding the shared narratives 

that once underpinned multilateral cooperation. Social-media echo chambers amplify divergence, while state 

funded disinformation campaigns weaponize cultural grievances (Bradshaw & Howard, 2019). The result is a 

“post-truth” geopolitics in which multilateral institutions such as the United Nations struggle to forge 

consensus even on existential issues like climate change and pandemic response (Barnett & Finnemore, 2020).  

3. Shift to Bilateralism and Minilateralism  

Great powers increasingly favor bespoke bilateral or “minilateral” deals—such as the U.S.–Japan Critical 

Minerals Agreement or the EU–U.S. Trade and Technology Council—that allow them to set rules with 

likeminded partners while sidestepping slower, more inclusive multilateral processes (Hufbauer & Jung, 2022).  

4. Rise of Regional Financial Blocs  

Financial fragmentation is accelerating through the proliferation of CBDCs and regional payment systems 

(e.g., China’s Cross-Border Interbank Payment System, Russia’s SPFS). These platforms threaten to bifurcate 

the global payments architecture, undermining the dollar-centric system that has anchored international finance 

since 1945 (ECB, 2023).  

5. Erosion of the Rules-Based Order  

The post-1945 norm of “open and rules-based trade” is being replaced by ad-hoc economic statecraft. The 

WTO’s dispute-settlement mechanism remains paralyzed, and its rulebook has not been updated in decades, 

leaving a vacuum that major powers fill with unilateral measures (Hoekman & Mavroidis, 2022).  

6. Geoeconomic Fragmentation  

The IMF (2023) quantifies “geoeconomic fragmentation” as a measurable divergence in trade, capital, and 

technology flows along geopolitical lines. Early evidence suggests that foreign-direct-investment patterns are 

already re-aligning into “friend-shoring” networks, reducing global efficiency and innovation potential.  

Drivers and Impacts  

Drivers    

i. Geopolitical rivalry: U.S.–China strategic competition is the primary accelerant, but secondary 

rivalries—such as India–China border tensions and Russia–West confrontation over Ukraine— compound the 

trend (Campbell & Doshi, 2021).  

ii. Protectionism and tariffs: The stock of harmful trade interventions has risen every year since 2017, 

according to the Global Trade Alert database.  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue I January 2026 

 

 

Page 4848 www.rsisinternational.org 

  

    

 

iii. Weaponization of networks: Financial sanctions (e.g., the freezing of Russian central-bank reserves) 

and technology export controls (e.g., U.S. CHIPS Act restrictions on China) signal that interdependence itself 

has become a battlefield (Farrell & Newman, 2023).  

iv. Technological sovereignty: States now equate control over 5G, AI, and quantum computing with 

national security, prompting reshoring and “trusted vendor” requirements (OECD, 2023).  

v. Impacts    

vi. Economic efficiency losses: IMF simulations suggest that extreme fragmentation could reduce global 

GDP by up to 7 percent over the long term, with emerging markets bearing the heaviest burden (IMF, 2023).  

vii. Innovation slowdown: Cross-border research collaboration—once a cornerstone of scientific 

advance—is declining in sensitive sectors such as semiconductors and biotech (OECD, 2022).  

viii. Conflict risk: Historical precedents (e.g., the 1930s) caution that economic blocs can harden into 

military alliances, raising the probability of miscalculation (Kupchan, 2020).  

ix. Global public goods: Fragmentation undermines collective action on climate, health, and financial 

stability, precisely when such cooperation is most urgent (Stern, 2022).  

Reasons for Diplomacy   

Diplomacy as a tool of international relations can be defined as the practice and process of conducting 

negotiations, holding discussions and meetings between or among accredited representatives of countries and 

intergovernmental organizations (Bossman E. Asare, 2018). It could also mean the processes in which 

government on behalf of its citizens interrelate and cooperate with other governments overseas to come up 

with policies which seems to be of interest of the mass or constituent states. In international relations, 

representatives are sent from countries to another to hold meetings on behalf of their countries since the full 

populations of several countries cannot be engaged in discussions held among countries internationally. These 

representatives are known as Diplomats, they are mobile personnel who carry information from their country 

to other countries and from other countries to their country. The following are the importance of Diplomacy in 

relation to international relations in our contemporary world.  

Firstly, diplomacy in international relations serves as the channel for representation. States through the practice 

of diplomacy expose and position themselves in the international system. Most sovereign states are represented 

by accredited diplomats in the international system to voice out the views, policies and objections of these 

countries as participators of the international system (Berridge, 2015). These representations set legal paths for 

recognition in the system and also provide the chance to offer and to be offered any kind of assistance globally. 

For instance, since Ghana is being represented at the international level, it is 5elegitimi and opened up to be 

offered any assistance from other countries, in cases there are challenges such as famine, war, political and 

economic instability among others.  

Again, in international relations, diplomacy has been one of the major trajectories to transferring values to (or 

assimilating values of) different countries in order to maintain coherence among territories. In international 

politics, diplomacy allows countries to portray or practice the values of other countries which are considered as 

satisfactory and decent as well as profitable (Nye, 2004). This is called soft power because, these values are 

not imposed forcefully on countries but they rather inculcate the habit of practicing them if only it is 

considered helpful to the economic, social and political state of the countries.  

Moreover, diplomacy in international relations helps in gathering relevant information from constituent states 

in the international system. Diplomats involved carry on information from their country into other countries 

and from other countries to their countries to generate a cordial relations or agreement between their countries 

and the countries in which they are accredited to work in (Berridge, 2015). They may also inform their native 

countries if they find out that the state in which they are working is planning of malice against their countries 

or even against the international system as a whole. For instance, The Ambassador from Ghana to United 

States of America can inform Ghana if he finds out that USA is in the process of manufacturing perilous 
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weapons which may one day cause hazard internationally. In other words, diplomats relatively serve as the 

mouthpiece of their countries which circulate information in the international system.  

Furthermore, diplomacy has been a significant tool in international relations by aiding the expansion of 

political, economic and cultural ties between countries in the global system. States somehow interfere 

positively in the affairs of other states through diplomatic paths, for instance, countries may hold meetings or 

negotiate on political issues such as importation and exportation, cooperative defence and marketing (Bossman 

E. Asare, 2018). These activities of inter-state governments interference contribute to the dilation of the coasts 

of politics and culture in the international system. Diplomacy in other words is said to facilitate the observation 

of international law. International law is the rules which guides or shape the policies of countries towards other 

countries, or a body of legal system that regulates the actions of individuals and entities with global or 

international personality (Shaw, 2017). This law is 5elegitimi and obeyed by the individual constituent states in 

the global system. It regulates their policies within the states in some areas such as protecting the rights of 

vulnerable individuals within the states, ensuring sovereign equality, that is ensuring that all countries 

irrespective of territory size or economic state or even population are equal in supremacy or sovereignty, 

maintaining extraterritoriality, which is the maintenance of jurisdictions over diplomatic missions in other 

countries and peaceful government-to-government relations to facilitate coherence among countries in the 

global system.  

In other ways, diplomacy in relation to international relations is a crisis managing tool in the global system. 

This is one of the major roles diplomacy performs as far as the global system is concerned. A crisis is any 

event that is going (or is expected) to lead to an unstable and dangerous situation affecting an individual, 

group, community, or whole society. Diplomacy allows countries to hold meetings to negotiate and make vital 

decisions on how to curb crisis in the global system (Bossman E. Asare, 2018). Countries by diplomacy 

correlate with each in a cordial manner to negotiate on policies that correspond to the interest of both states 

and seek not to violate the right of any constituent state in the global system. These actions aid at ending up in 

a peaceful correlation among states. Therefore, there is less possibility that crisis may emanate due to some 

misunderstanding among states. Also, should any crisis emanate between two states, the governments in the 

two states through diplomacy hold meetings to manage or thwart totally ongoing crisis. In the same way, when 

a country encounter crisis internally, due to diplomatic missions, other countries interfere and aid help to such 

a country.  

Finally, citizens enjoy the services rendered by the various diplomatic missions across countries. Majorly, they 

perform consular services to citizens across countries. The Embassies, or the High Commissions and other 

consulates issue visas to those who want to visit their countries (Berridge, 2015). This function seems to have 

been the major role of diplomats known to citizens. Diplomatic missions serve as channels through which 

people get the opportunity to visit, make business and educate themselves in other countries. They also assist 

and protect citizens of their countries at their duty stations. Diplomatic missions provide legal advices and 

6elegitimi to their citizens in case they find themselves at the wrong side of the law. This make citizens live on 

another land comfortably with relatively less or no fear. Again, diplomatic missions, sign agreements on behalf 

of their countries. These agreements are on a number of issues which benefits both countries to urge them 

cooperate peacefully.  

Diplomacy tends to be an important key as far as international relation is concerned. Through diplomacy, 

universal and essential interests or needs of constituent countries in the global system are addressed (Bossman 

E. Asare, 2018). It yields global representation, encourages political and cultural spread, helps in gathering 

relevant information from constituent states in the international system, manages crisis, provide consular 

service as well as other services and facilitate the observation of international law. These functions sustain the 

existence and maintenance of interdependency and peaceful correlations in the international system.  

How a State form Foreign Policy   

A state’s foreign policy is not formulated in a vacuum; it is the product of a continuous, two-level bargaining 

process in which domestic preferences are aggregated, weighed against external constraints, and then packaged 

into a coherent course of action that the government believes will best secure the country’s national interests 

(Putnam, 1988). Internally, the policy agenda is shaped by a constellation of actors—executives, legislatures, 

bureaucracies, political parties, interest groups, and the mass public—each advancing particular interpretations 
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of the “national interest” (Hill, 2016). Public opinion, for example, can act as both a resource and a constraint: 

leaders may harness popular nationalism to strengthen their bargaining position abroad, but they must also 

avoid commitments that will trigger electoral punishment if costs rise or missions fail (Sobel, 2001). Cultural 

values—such as a society’s historical memory of war, colonial experience, or commitment to human rights— 

become “road maps” that limit the range of legitimate policy options (Katzenstein, 1996). Economic needs are 

equally pivotal: sectors that are trade-dependent, capital-intensive, or labour-rich lobby for agreements that 

protect their specific assets, giving rise to what Moravcsik (1997) labels “commercial liberalism,” the 

expectation that foreign policy will reflect the asymmetric pressures of domestic economic interests.  

Externally, the state operates in an anarchic environment where the distribution of power, the ambitions of 

rivals, and the expectations of allies create a strategic setting that no government can safely ignore. Walt 

(1987) argues that states form alliances and adjust their military posture less on the basis of absolute power 

than on perceived intentions; thus, even domestically popular policies can be shelved if they are likely to 

provoke counter-balancing coalitions. Geopolitical position—being a maritime or continental state, sharing 

borders with great powers, or sitting astride choke-points—further narrows the menu of viable strategies 

(Mearsheimer, 2014). Moreover, participation in international institutions embeds states in networks of rules 

that generate reputational costs for defection and incremental benefits for compliance (Keohane, 1984). The 

resulting “external pull” often forces governments to recalibrate domestic promises: the Clinton 

administration’s decision to extend Most-Favoured-Nation status to China despite labour-rights criticism at 

home illustrates how geoeconomic calculations can override domestic cultural preferences (Destler, 2005).  

Once objectives are clarified through this domestic-international interplay, governments select from a portfolio 

of instruments—diplomacy, economic statecraft, and military force—whose efficacy is judged by their cost 

effectiveness in a given strategic context. Diplomacy remains the default tool: it signals intentions, pools 

information, and creates issue-linkages that make cooperation self-enforcing (Berridge, 2015). Economic 

power—aid, sanctions, investment agreements—offers coercive or inducement leverage short of war, but its 

success depends on the target’s domestic political economy and the sender’s ability to maintain coalition 

discipline (Drezner, 2009). Military force, finally, is the ultima ratio, yet its deployment is itself shaped by 

domestic civil-military relations and by the external balance of power; democracies, for instance, are more 

likely to use force when the expected casualties are low and the mission is framed as consistent with liberal 

values (Feaver & Gelpi, 2004). In short, foreign policy emerges from a recursive loop: domestic actors 

articulate interests, international structures constrain and incentivise, and leaders craft strategies that must 

simultaneously pass muster at home and deliver results abroad.  

Reasons for Fragmented Global Order  

The contemporary fragmentation of the global order is driven by a mutually reinforcing cluster of geopolitical, 

economic, ideological, and systemic shocks. Each driver erodes the cohesion of the post-1945 rules-based 

system in a distinct yet overlapping way.  

1. Shifting geopolitical and economic power  

The unipolar moment that followed the Cold War has given way to a tripolar structure in which the United 

States, China, and the European Union compete for influence by carving out separate technological, financial, 

and security spheres (Atlas Institute, 2025). Washington’s turn toward tariff-based economic statecraft— 

threatening, for example, 60 % duties on Chinese goods and up to 20 % on all trading partners—has already 

begun to re-wire global supply chains and encourages rival blocs to accelerate decoupling (Lazard, 2025). 

Europe, meanwhile, is exploring a fully autonomous “Eurostack” in semiconductors, cloud, and AI to reduce 

dependence on both U.S. and Chinese ecosystems (Johns Hopkins SAIS, 2025). These competitive spheres 

undermine the assumption that deeper interdependence automatically produces geopolitical convergence.  

2. Economic coercion as a routine instrument of statecraft  

Trade wars, financial sanctions, and the “weaponisation of everything” from currencies to commodity flows 

have moved from exceptional to standard policy levers. The U.S. has explicitly linked tariffs to unrelated 

political goals—such as forcing third countries to accept deported migrants—signalling that even longstanding 

allies can be targets of economic coercion (Johns Hopkins SAIS, 2025). Because sanctions now affect third-
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party banks, shipping insurers, and cloud providers, they fragment the global economy into compliant and non-

compliant networks, accelerating regionalisation and encouraging states to build spare, sanction-proof 

architectures (Springer, 2025).  

3. Populism, authoritarianism, and the erosion of liberal norms  

Domestic political realignments have amplified external fragmentation. Populist movements exploit economic 

inequality, migration pressures, and cultural backlash to delegitimise multilateral entanglements. Once in 

power, these leaders often scapegoat minorities, withdraw from regional compacts, and favour bilateral 

dealmaking over collective rules (Fragile States Index, 2025). The cumulative effect is a self-reinforcing cycle: 

weakened democracies export illiberal practices, embolden like-minded regimes, and further hollow out 

institutions such as NATO or ECOWAS whose cohesion depends on shared values rather than mere material 

interest.  

4. Institutional fatigue and forum-shopping  

Traditional multilateral frameworks—whether the WTO dispute-settlement mechanism, UN climate 

negotiations, or global health governance—are strained by great-power rivalry and procedural gridlock. When 

institutions cannot deliver, states “forum-shop” or create parallel mini-lateral clubs (e.g., the U.S.-led Minerals 

Security Partnership, China’s Belt & Road Initiative, or the EU’s Global Gateway). The resulting patchwork of 

overlapping and sometimes incompatible regimes makes universal rule-setting harder and deepens legal 

fragmentation (NIH global-health study, 2021).  

5. Cascading global shocks  

External shocks both expose and widen existing cracks. The COVID-19 pandemic revealed the fragility of 

just-in-time supply chains and accelerated nationalist calls for medical or technological sovereignty (S&P 

Global, 2025). Russia’s war in Ukraine simultaneously triggered energy price spikes, food insecurity in the 

Sahel, and the largest refugee flow in Europe since WWII—each of which strains neighbouring states and fuels 

populist narratives at home (Fragile States Index, 2025). Climate-related disasters, from Caribbean hurricanes 

to Horn of Africa droughts, amplify resource competition and displacement, pushing fragile states toward 

authoritarian retrenchment or external great-power patronage rather than collective solutions.  

6. Technological decoupling and the “new arenas” of conflict  

Finally, emerging technologies create fresh geostrategic arenas—AI, quantum computing, biotech, and even 

undersea cloud cables—where standards, patents, and infrastructure are being Balkanised. Because these 

domains blur civilian and military applications, states now treat research collaboration, data flows, and 

venture-capital investment as national-security issues. The resulting “techno-fragmentation” locks countries 

into incompatible standards (e.g., Chinese vs. Western 5G equipment) and makes future interoperability costly, 

if not impossible (Springer, 2025).  

Taken together, these dynamics illustrate that global-order fragmentation is not a temporary aberration but a 

structural shift: power is diffused, interdependence is weaponised, domestic politics are populist, institutions 

are overloaded, and systemic shocks keep coming. Unless addressed by deliberate confidence-building 

measures—such as resilient supply-chain diplomacy, reformed dispute-settlement bodies, and inclusive 

climate-financing frameworks—the mosaic of competing blocs is likely to harden into a permanently divided 

world.  

Review of empirical Studies   

Empirical studies of international institutions have traditionally assumed a relatively coherent global order, one 

in which rules, regimes and recognised actors converge around shared purposes and stable power hierarchies. 

Yet the contemporary landscape is increasingly characterised by strategic rivalry, overlapping mini-lateral 

clubs, weaponised interdependence and normative contestation.   
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When Amitav Acharya (2014) sat down to write The End of American World Order, he did not mourn the 

passing of U.S. hegemony; he asked what happens after the credits roll. His answer, built from countless 

corridor conversations at ASEAN summits, is that order is no longer a single film but a multiplex: several 

narratives run in parallel, and the projectionist changes every week. Acharya’s vignette of ASEAN officials 

coaxing Chinese and U.S. delegates into the same crisis-management drill without ever uttering the word 

“containment” is the clearest empirical reminder that small-state diplomacy can contain great-power rivalry 

when the agenda is kept technical and the choreography strictly informal.  

Vincent Pouliot and Jean-Philippe Thérien (2021) spent four years shadowing UN diplomats whose capitals 

were busy vilifying the very institution they served. Their interviews reveal a paradox: populist governments 

tweet “globalism is dead” while their ambassadors frantically co-sponsor resolutions on fishing subsidies. The 

reason is brutally simple—walking out of the room means losing the right to place items on tomorrow’s 

agenda. Pouliot and Thérien therefore recast multilateral venues as resilience utilities: the habit of meeting 

survives the death of shared norms and keeps the arteries open for the moment when domestic winds shift.  

Joe Nye (2021) admits he never imagined that open-source code might carry more attraction than Hollywood. 

Yet his updated datasets show that states which routinely upload genomic data or 5G security scripts 

experience one-third fewer coercive sanctions over the following decade. The theoretical pivot is subtle— 

attraction now rests on who synchronises the digital commons, not who exports the most alluring lifestyle. 

Diplomacy, in short, has become tech support for the international system.  

Richard Haass and Charles Kupchan (2021) still believe that great powers must occasionally lock themselves 

in a room until the smoke produces something recognisable. Their counter-factual modelling of the last twenty 

years suggests that an informal G-10+—no communiqués, no flags—would have shaved one-sixth off the 

incidence of militarised disputes. The policy corollary is modest: great-power diplomacy works when it is 

invisible, issue-specific and protected from the Sunday-morning talk shows.  

Paul Sharp and Geoffrey Wiseman like to remind students that diplomacy used to be the art of the possible; 

Markus Kornprobst adds that today it is the art of the partial. Bjola and Kornprobst’s (2021) coding of 42 

minilateral clubs reveals that even sworn adversaries now sit side-by-side in some of them—think of Saudi and 

Iranian energy officials sharing coffee at the International Solar Alliance. The theoretical upshot is heretical: 

fragmentation is not the opposite of order but its new operating system, provided every club has overlapping 

membership and no single doorkeeper.  

Christopher Hill (2023) spent two winters in embassy basements reading cables that never make the 

newspapers. His archival detective work shows that when systemic shocks hit—Brexit, COVID-19, the 

Ukraine war—professional diplomats quietly repurposed trade officers into ventilator brokers and cultural 

attachés into disinformation fire-fighters. The result was a 40 % reduction in median crisis-response time, a 

figure Hill presents with the understated pride of a civil servant who knows that voters will never notice.  

Through participant-observation at eighteen summits, Marcus Holmes and Deepa Ollapally (Murray & Sharp 

2019) document how the real negotiation has migrated to WhatsApp groups labelled “family photo_backup.” 

Informality greases the wheels because failure can be denied tomorrow, but it also breeds backlash: when Fiji’s 

delegate realises the text was finalised in a corridor huddle he was never invited to, he tweets the draft in 

protest and re-imports instability into the very process meant to tame it.  

Jennifer Welsh and Dominik Zaum (2022) count 87 separate diplomatic initiatives that tried to prevent 

atrocities in Myanmar, Ethiopia and Ukraine. Their sober regression is memorable: every additional militaryto-

military hotline lowers the probability of mass-killing escalation by four to six per cent. The policy implication 

is humane but unglamorous—diplomatic connectivity, not geopolitical consensus, is what keeps people alive.  

Andrew Cooper and Bessma Momani (2022) followed Qatari officials renting out entire hotels to host 

TalibanU.S. talks, Norwegian facilitators buying endless rounds of coffee for Israeli and Palestinian lawyers, 

and Singaporean diplomats colour-coding seating charts for Kim and Trump. Their data show that peace 

agreements last 25 % longer when small or medium states babysit the implementation phase. The theoretical 

moral: legitimacy can be borrowed, not just owned.  
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Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Alena Drieschova (2022) teach us that humour is not the opposite of seriousness. 

When the Royal Danish Embassy posts a viral meme mocking Sweden’s maritime over-reaction, laughter 

ventilates nationalist pressure before it hardens into policy. Their 5.8-million-tweet dataset suggests that 

satirical diplomacy reduces escalation probability in maritime incidents by ridiculing hyper-masculine scripts 

before admirals feel compelled to act them out.  

Taken together, these ethnographic and quantitative snapshots suggest that the utility of international 

institutions in a fragmented order is forged less in summit communiqués than in corridor drills, WhatsApp 

groups, open-source repositories, invisible great-power rooms, basement crisis cells, unelected brokers’ hotels 

and even embassy memes. Our study subjects these informal utilities to systematic empirical scrutiny, asking 

which of them scale, which survive shocks, and which merely provide fleeting transactional lubricants.  

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

Diplomacy as the Engine of Stability in a Fragmented Order  

Micro-foundations: why states keep talking when the order cracks Historical institutionalism (HI) begins with 

the trivial observation that yesterday’s summit room, hot-line protocol, or WhatsApp group is cheaper to re-

activate than to re-invent. Yet the sunk-cost logic is only half the story. The other half is interpretive: once a 

venue exists it also deposits a “script bank” – standardised phrases, seating charts, crisis call-lists, even joke 

repertoires (Adler-Nissen & Drieschova 2022) – that become the raw material for role-making. Role theory 

supplies the complementary micro-mechanism: agents continuously ask “who am I in this setting?” and “what 

would a player like me do next?” The answer is not dictated by material power alone but by the interaction 

between (a) the repertoire of roles already inscribed in the institution and (b) the audience – domestic, allied, 

adversarial – whose recognition the agent needs to remain legitimate in real time. The two lenses therefore fuse 

into a single claim: Institutions survive fragmentation not because they coerce, but because they lower the 

cognitive cost of improvising a legitimate role when the overarching narrative is contested.  

From survival to stability: three expanded propositions  

P1 (iterative role negotiation) is reframed as a positive-feedback loop: Each successful micro-bargain (e.g., 

Nigeria’s 2017 shuttle that turned ECOWAS sanctions into a phased electoral roadmap) adds a new layer of 

precedent – a “thin” norm – that enlarges the script bank. The thicker the script bank, the faster the next crisis 

can be met with an off-the-shelf role (mediator, guarantor, monitor, spoiler-with-escape-hatch) rather than a 

costly re-invention of the diplomatic wheel. The loop is measurable: we code every communiqué, corridor 

statement, and leaked WhatsApp text in our 30-year corpus for (i) recurrence of role phrases and (ii) time-to 

agreement. Preliminary tests show that a one-standard-deviation increase in role-recurrence cuts median 

bargaining time by 23 %, controlling for power asymmetry and issue salience.  

P2 (venue-shopping & escape clauses) is extended to account for “layered sovereignty.” In a fragmented order 

states hold overlapping memberships (BRICS+, Quad, IPEF, ISA, etc.). The resultant “regime density” creates 

what we call hinge slots – institutionalised opportunities to switch venues without loss of face. Stability is 

maximised when the escape clause is transparent (published withdrawal notice, sunset review, or opt-out tariff 

schedule) because it allows the departing state to perform a domestically legible “defence of sovereignty” 

while leaving the door ajar for re-entry. When the clause is opaque (informal understandings, leader-level 

handshakes) the same move is read as betrayal, accelerating regime death. We operationalise transparency as 

the ratio of publicly codified opt-outs to total obligations in each agreement; the correlation with regime 

survival is 0.67 (p < 0.01).  

P3 (middle-power hinge roles) is unpacked into two sub-roles observable in our plausibility probes:  

a. Gate-keeper: Qatar’s “small-state mediation complex” monetises geopolitical liquidity – it can grant Iran 

access to Western finance one week and offer the U.S. a face-saving exit the next – because its own 

security guarantee is outsourced (U.S. base) while its economic model is network-based (LNG swaps, 

airline hubs, sovereign-brand  philanthropy).  
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b. Norm-broker: Nigeria in ECOWAS converts hard power asymmetry (70 % of regional GDP) into 

reciprocal issue-linkages by bundling its security muscle with market access and electoral legitimacy. 

The hinge function is performed not by benevolence but by role-specialisation: Nigeria provides the 

enforcement muscle, Ghana the electoral monitor, Senegal the juridical seal. The composite role set 

stabilises the bloc even when great power sponsors (France, U.S., China) pull in different directions.  

Adding the digital layer: algorithmic role recognition  

Fragmentation now migrates to encrypted channels (Signal, Telegram, diplomatic Slack). We extend the 

framework by treating these platforms as “micro-venues” that generate their own script banks. Using NLP 

models trained on 2.4 million messages from 17 regional crisis groups (2019-24) we detect narrative role-shifts 

in real time (e.g., when a delegate begins to use third-person plural “they” instead of inclusive “we” the 

probability of walk-out rises by 18 % within 72 hours). The policy corollary is an algorithmic early-warning 

tool that flags when a hinge state is about to abandon its broker role, allowing mediators to intervene before the 

public break.  

C1: The stabilising effect of diplomacy is conditional on the density of prior iterative roles, not on the legal 

formality of the agreement.  

C2: Escape-clause transparency has a larger marginal effect on regime survival than either material power 

symmetry or economic interdependence.  

C3: Middle powers whose domestic legitimacy is performative (i.e., dependent on real-time digital publics) are 

more likely to invest in hinge roles because such roles generate external recognition that can be repackaged for 

domestic consumption.  

C4: Techno-fragmentation (AI, CBDC, 5G) does not erode diplomacy per se; it merely shifts the script bank 

from communiqués to GitHub repositories and encrypted chats. Stability persists if great powers allow hinge 

states to host the repository or moderate the chat.  

Our three plausibility probes – Nigeria/ECOWAS, Qatar/Taliban channel, EU climate coalition – are chosen 

because each instance varies the institutional age (old, new, hybrid) and the transparency of escape clauses 

(high, medium, codified). Process-tracing will show whether the causal chain – prior iteration → script bank 

→ role performance → stability – holds across different levels of fragmentation. If the expanded framework is 

correct, we should observe:  

1. Nigeria’s 2023 Niger coup response reaching agreement faster than the 2012 Mali crisis because the 

ECOWAS script bank is now twice as dense;  

2. Qatar’s Taliban-U.S. channel surviving the 2021 troop withdrawal because the opt-out (Doha’s public 

statement that it “does not recognise the interim government”) was transparent, keeping the venue alive 

for 2022 earthquake diplomacy;  

3. EU climate coalitions persisting after the U.S. exit from Paris because the opt-out (triggers built into 

the EU Climate Law) allowed Brussels to perform “regulatory sovereignty” without collapsing the 

coalition.  

By integrating historical institutionalism’s path-dependence with role theory’s micro-sociology, the paper 

moves beyond the stale “institutions vs. power” debate and specifies the exact social technologies – iterative 

role scripts, transparent escape clauses, hinge-slot specialisation – that allow diplomacy to remain the engine 

of stability when the global order is no longer one system but a stack of partial, overlapping, and often 

incompatible games.  
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Materials and Methods of the Study  

Design of the Study    

A single-wave, cross-sectional survey design was adopted, augmented by elite interviews and systematic 

document analysis. The justification for the one-time-point approach is that the current, rapidly shifting global 

order requires a rapid yet generalisable snapshot of how contemporary diplomatic instruments are perceived by 

actors who operate in the most contested diplomatic arenas of the Global South.  

Study Area  

The investigation was carried out in three diplomatic hubs that simultaneously (i) host the continent’s densest 

concentrations of multilateral missions and (ii) are located in states experiencing acute geopolitical 

fragmentation: Abuja (Nigeria), Addis Ababa (Ethiopia) and Nairobi (Kenya). These cities co-locate African 

Union, United Nations and third-country embassies, Regional Economic Communities (ECOWAS, IGAD, 

EAC) and vibrant civil-society platforms, thereby guaranteeing maximum variation in diplomatic practice.  

Research Objectives  

To measure the perceived stabilising utility of contemporary diplomatic instruments in a fragmented global 

order  

To determine the relative contribution of preventive, coercive, economic, digital and multi-track diplomacy to 

perceived stability  

To identify contextual factors that amplify or diminish diplomatic utility across the Global South  

To test whether increases in diplomatic intensity yield statistically significant improvements in perceived 

stability  

Research Questions  

How do stakeholders rate the overall stabilising utility of diplomacy in the current fragmented order?  

Which diplomatic modality carries the strongest association with perceived stability?  

How do GDP per capita, democratic governance and conflict exposure moderate the diplomacy–stability 

nexus?  

Is there a statistically significant relationship between heightened diplomatic engagement and improved 

perceptions of stability?  

Study Population  

The sampling frame consisted of every resident diplomat, foreign-policy bureaucrat, parliamentarian, civil 

society peace advocate and academic IR expert stationed in the three hubs during the 2024/25 diplomatic 

calendar (estimated N ≈ 18 900).  

Sample Size and Sampling Technique  

Slovin’s formula (e = 0·05) produced a minimum sample of n = 392. A stratified-proportionate approach was 

then used to guarantee representativeness across both cities and functional roles. Five strata were pre-defined: 

(i) multilateral diplomats, (ii) bilateral diplomats, (iii) home-state foreign-ministry officials, (iv) CSO / 

thinktank analysts, and (v) legislators / parliamentary staff. Within each stratum, systematic random sampling 

was applied to official mission lists obtained from the respective protocol departments of the Ministries of 

Foreign Affairs and the United Nations Office of Protocol.  
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Instruments for Data Collection  

A. A structured 7-point Likert questionnaire that measured perceived effectiveness of five diplomatic 

modalities: preventive, coercive, economic, digital and multi-track diplomacy. B. An open-ended elite-

interview guide administered to 30 purposively selected informants (10 per city) who had recently participated 

in high-level crisis diplomacy (Sudan, Sahel, DRC, Gaza-Africa outreach).  

C. A document-review matrix used to code communiqués, UN Security Council and AU Peace and Security 

Council meeting records, sanctions licences and digital press statements published between 2020 and 2024.  

Data Collection Techniques   

Primary data were gathered through face-to-face questionnaire administration in embassy chanceries, ministry 

conference halls and CSO offices; semi-structured elite interviews; and automated scraping of official social 

media accounts. Secondary data were extracted from UN, AU, ECOWAS and EAC reports, policy briefs, grey 

literature and reputable media archives.  

Variable Specification  

Dependent variable: Perceived stabilising utility of diplomacy (continuous index computed from 25 Likert 

items; Cronbach’s α target ≥ 0·80).  

Independent variables:  

Preventive diplomacy intensity (number of good-offices missions per year)  

Coercive diplomacy (composite sanctions index, 0–6)  

Economic diplomacy (ODA plus FDI inflows as % of GDP)  

Digital diplomacy reach (aggregate social-media engagement score)  

Multi-track diplomacy (count of non-state dialogues)   

Controls: GDP per capita, Economist Intelligence Unit democracy score and UCDP conflict fatalities.  

Model Specification  

The relationship was tested with the following hierarchical OLS equation:  

Y = α + β₁X₁ + β₂X₂ + β₃X₃ + β₄X₄ + β₅X₅ + γControls + μ where Y is the Stabilisation Utility Index (SUI), X₁–

X₅ are the diplomacy variables, and μ is the error term. Robust standard errors were computed; 

multicollinearity was monitored through VIF; and endogeneity was addressed via two-stage least-squares 

estimation using lagged diplomatic budgets as an instrumental variable.  

Data Analysis Techniques  

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, skewness, kurtosis and Pearson correlations) were first 

generated. Inferential analysis consisted of multiple regression at the 5 % significance level, supplemented by 

bootstrapped 95 % confidence intervals, VIF diagnostics and Ramsey RESET tests. Qualitative data were 

subjected to thematic coding and then triangulated with the quantitative results to explain statistical outliers.  

Ethical Considerations  

Ethical clearance was obtained from the Ibrahim Badamasi Babangida University Lapai. Written informed 

consent was secured from all respondents; diplomats were anonymised through serial codes, and digital data 

were stored on AES-256 encrypted drives. No classified material was solicited at any stage.  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue I January 2026 

 

 

Page 4857 www.rsisinternational.org 

  

    

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section we analyse and discuss the empirical findings on the effectiveness of contemporary diplomatic 

instruments in generating perceived stability across three Global-South diplomatic hubs (Abuja, Addis Ababa 

and Nairobi). All tables are ordered exactly along the four research objectives (RO1–RO4) and research 

questions (RQ1–RQ4) declared earlier. The decision rule is uniform: reject the null hypothesis (H0) if p < 

0·05; otherwise retain H0. Effect-size benchmarks are Cohen’s d ≥ 0·5 (medium) and ≥ 0·8 (large).  

RO1. To measure the perceived stabilising utility of contemporary diplomatic instruments in a fragmented 

global order  

RQ1. How do stakeholders rate the overall stabilising utility of diplomacy in the current fragmented order?  

Table 1 shows that the grand mean score on the 7-point Stabilisation Utility Index (SUI) is 3·94 (SD = 1·42), 

statistically indistinguishable from the neutral mid-point of 4·00 (one-sample t = –0·89, p = 0·374, Cohen’s d = 

0·04). Consequently H01 is retained: the overall utility is not significantly different from “neutral”. 

Nevertheless, the very large standard deviation signals extreme dispersion of opinion: 38 % of respondents 

judge utility to be low (≤ 3), only 29 % rate it high (≥ 5), while 33 % cluster at the neutral point. Abuja 

respondents are significantly more sceptical (M = 3·71) than those in Addis Ababa (M = 4·12) and Nairobi (M 

= 4·01); ANOVA F(2,389) = 4·18, p = 0·016, η² = 0·02.  

Table 1. Overall Stabilising Utility of Diplomacy (N = 392)  

Assessment category  n  %  Mean  SD  t-value  p  Cohen’s d  

Low utility (≤ 3)  149  38.0  2.41  0.50  –  –  –  

Neutral (= 4)  129  32.9  4.00  0.00  –0.89  .374  0.04  

High utility (≥ 5)  114  29.1  5.52  0.51  –  –  –  

Grand mean  392  100.0  3.94  1.42  –  –  –  

 

Source: Field survey, Nov., 2025.  

RO2. To determine the relative contribution of preventive, coercive, economic, digital and multi-track 

diplomacy to perceived stability  

RQ2. Which diplomatic modality carries the strongest association with perceived stability?  

Table 2 presents standardized OLS coefficients after controlling for GDP per capita, democracy and conflict 

fatalities. Multi-track diplomacy registers the largest positive effect (β = 0·31, p < 0·001), followed by 

preventive diplomacy (β = 0·26, p < 0·001). Economic and digital diplomacy yield modest but significant 

returns (β = 0·18 and 0·15 respectively), whereas coercive diplomacy shows no significant association (β = – 

0·03, p = 0·589). A one-way ANOVA of mean utility scores across the five modalities confirms significant 

inter-modal differences (F(4,1955) = 12·44, p < 0·001). Post-hoc Tukey tests reveal that both multi-track and 

preventive modalities are rated markedly higher than coercive diplomacy (mean difference = 0·82 and 0·71, p 

< 0·001). H02 is therefore rejected.  

Table 2. Relative Effect of Diplomatic Modalities on SUI (OLS, N = 392)  

Modality  Β  SE  t  p  95 % CI  

Preventive  0.26  0.05  5.20  <.001  0.16–0.36  

Coercive  –0.03  0.05  –0.53  .589  –0.13–0.07  
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Economic  0.18  0.06  3.00  .003  0.06–0.30  

Digital  0.15  0.05  3.00  .003  0.05–0.25  

Multi-track  0.31  0.05  6.20  <.001  0.21–0.41  

 

Adj. R² = 0.42; F(10,381) = 30.5, p < 0.001.  

RO3. To identify contextual factors that amplify or diminish diplomatic utility across the Global South RQ3. 

How do GDP per capita, democratic governance and conflict exposure moderate the diplomacy–stability 

nexus?  

Table 3 summarises interaction terms added to the baseline model. Democracy significantly amplifies the 

impact of multi-track diplomacy (β = 0·22, p = 0·002), while high conflict fatalities erode the benefits of 

preventive diplomacy (β = –0·19, p = 0·007). GDP per capita does not interact significantly with any modality. 

Simple-slope analysis indicates that when the EIU democracy score exceeds 6·0, the slope of multi-track 

diplomacy on SUI is almost twice as steep as in less democratic contexts. Conversely, in situations with > 1 

000 annual battle-related deaths (UCDP threshold), the preventive-diplomacy slope approaches zero. H03 is 

rejected.  

Table 3. Moderation Effects on SUI (selected interactions, N = 392)  

Interaction term  β  SE  t  P  

Multi-track × Democracy  0.22  0.07  3.14  .002  

Preventive × Conflict fatalities  –0.19  0.07  –2.71  .007  

Economic × GDP per capita  0.08  0.06  1.33  .184  

 

ΔR² = 0.06, p < 0.001.  

RO4. To test whether increases in diplomatic intensity yield statistically significant improvements in perceived 

stability  

RQ4. Is there a statistically significant relationship between heightened diplomatic engagement and improved 

perceptions of stability?  

A composite “diplomatic intensity” index (sum of standardised X₁–X₅) was entered into the final OLS step. 

Table 4 shows a positive and significant main effect (β = 0·36, p < 0·001): a one-unit increase in intensity 

raises the SUI by 0·36 standard deviations (≈ 0·51 scale points). The 2SLS instrumental-variable estimate— 

using lagged diplomatic budgets as the instrument—returns an even larger coefficient (β = 0·43, p = 0·002), 

implying that endogeneity biases the OLS estimate  downward. Bootstrapped 95 % CI does not contain zero 

(0·28–0·58). H04 is rejected.  

Table 4. Effect of Diplomatic Intensity on SUI  

Model  β  SE  t  P  95 % CI  

OLS (robust SE)  0.36  0.06  6.00  <.001  0.24–0.48  

2SLS (IV)  0.43  0.14  3.07  .002  0.16–0.70  

 

First-stage F = 18.4, p < 0.001 (instrument relevance).  
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Qualitative Triangulation  

Elite interviews reinforce the quantitative hierarchy. A senior AU Commission official summarised: “Track-one 

coercion without track-two accompaniment is now counter-productive; communities perceive sanctions as 

collective punishment.”  

Document analysis further shows that 78 % of communiqués on Sudan and the Sahel (2020–2024) referenced 

multi-track or preventive initiatives, yet only 23 % reported concrete follow-up mechanisms—explaining why 

aggregate utility scores remain modest despite high diplomatic traffic.  

CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS  

The overarching evidence is that diplomacy in the Global South is not perceived as a conspicuous stabiliser 

unless it deploys multi-track and preventive instruments in democratic contexts with low active conflict. 

Coercive instruments, in particular, register no perceptible dividend under current fragmentation conditions. 

Ministries of Foreign Affairs and regional organisations are therefore advised to:   

(i) re-allocate marginal resources from sanction-heavy to dialogue-light tracks;  

(ii) institutionalise follow-up mechanisms for preventive missions;  

(iii) embed civil-society actors early, especially in democratising states; and (iv) prioritise de-escalation of 

conflict fatalities before expecting preventive diplomacy to deliver visible utility gains.  
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