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Ambassador (Ret) Al Maamoun Baba Lamine Keita
Thank you, Professor Robert Turner, for that kind introduction and thank you Professor Yonah
Alexander for hosting me again at this Ambassadors’ Forum on: “Diplomacy and Force:
Rewards, Costs, and Lessons”.
I am glad of the opportunity to contribute to this important discussion, and in my remarks today,
I’d like to accomplish two things.
First, I’d like to share with you a bit about Conventional diplomacy and governmental
diplomacy's traditional tools transformation. Second, I’d like to outline a few key points about
re-modelling traditional tools and adjusting them to new conditions. In another words, how to
faster transition to the new, or modern, form of diplomacy.to prevent future terrorism,
insurgencies, and wars.
Foreign policy and diplomacy
Before proceeding further into the discussion, we have to make distinction between Foreign
policy and diplomacy or international diplomacy.
It usually refers to diplomacy, the conduct of negotiations between representatives of states with
regard to issues of peace-making, trade, economics, and, at times in conjunction with other
means such as military action.
Foreign policy defines the objectives that diplomacy carries out, involves more than the
traditional tools of diplomacy, and touches upon concepts such as security, and embraces a much
wider concept of security, the environment, and human rights, and conflict prevention.
Conventional diplomacy tools transformation
This leads me to make the point that traditional tools of diplomacy and force such as preventive
diplomacy, peace-enforcement and peace-building, Political dialogue, mediation and
reconciliation, and sustainable development have become common currency in professional and
non-traditional diplomatic circles.
A fast developing international system opened doors to many new actors, in the area of
international cooperation, including international organizations, transnational corporations,
important interest groups, NGOs as well as individuals who have one main characteristic:
''credibility''.
The role of the State has changed in response to the rapidly changing international environment
and the involvement of new actors. The result, of course, is that diplomacy has changed with it.
Are the traditional tools of diplomacy and force sufficient to respond to security threats and
conflicts in Africa and to prevent future terrorism, insurgencies, and wars?
First of all, let me begin by defining the current regional security threats to peace facing Africa.
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Briefly, this is the situation.
Regional sources of conflicts
There are huge sources of conflicts, instability, and tensions in the region, and the dangers flow
from several causes. The most important factor is the intra-state conflicts, which can easily take
on an regional dimension, as well as international terrorism and global issues such as migration,
water, food and the search for energy sources.
Over the past two years, complex inter-state conflicts gave way to large-scale civil wars, like in
Mali, CAR, South Sudan, and Nigeria, which are themselves being rapidly overtaken by smaller
rebellions, terrorist groups, and mid-sized insurgencies large enough to cause significant damage
on a national, and regional scale.
What is more, the growing scale and significance of chronic organized criminal violence, in the
Sahel region, the Gulf of Guinea, and the Gulf of Aden, often sustained by trans-national crime
networks, has raised new security challenges.
Poverty, ignorance, sickness, population growth, environmental degradation, frustration and
exclusion engendering extremism and violence - these are also the real threats, the causes of so
many internal conflicts today, and neither traditional tools of diplomacy or preventive diplomacy
nor the imposition of peace can root them out.
Unfortunately, while the sources of insecurity in Africa are flexible and dynamic, diplomacy
tools are often inflexible and static.
In fact, African regional bodies have increasingly taken up the language of conflict prevention
and preventive diplomacy. The African Union’s (AU) Peace and Security Council (PSC) has
been active, as have numerous other associated bodies such as the Panel of the Wise, the African
Standby Force (ASF) and the Continental Early Warning System (CEWS).
Sub-regional bodies such as the South African Development Community (SADC) and, in
particular, the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) have been particularly
active in attempting to settle conflicts before and after they have turned violent.
Recently, ECOWAS played a key role in mediation efforts in Mali in 2012-2014, and in Guinea
in 2009 and 2010 along with the African Union and United Nations.
But, it is evident that, while progress has been made in recent years, by the African Union
(although its doctrine and rhetoric remains a long way ahead of its operational capacity, as we
have seen so acutely and alarmingly in CAR South Sudan, and Nigeria), much more needs to be
done to strengthen conflict prevention and resolution capability.
It is also evident that to date, the A.U. and African state-centered systems has failed to pursue
appropriate conflict prevention and resolution policies compatible with the needs of the regional
sources of conflicts, instability, and tensions.
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We know, even if some countries who think they have the capacity to go it alone are not always
quick to admit it, is that it is simply not possible to respond effectively to security threats,
whether global or regional or in many cases even local, without effective international
cooperation, whether on early warning and intelligence, effective preventive strategies, conflict
management and response strategies.
Conclusion
Summarizing, I will restrict myself to highlighting a number of points I feel are particularly
important:
A). Conflict prevention and resolution
1). Despite the development of African conflict prevention and resolution mechanisms, armed
conflicts still occur and post-war normalization and rehabilitation require constant and active
international involvement and support.
2). The failure of conflict management in recent years has been due to the lateness of the action
employed by the African Union Commission and the incapacity of African governmental
diplomacy's to react adequately to security threats, risks and vulnerabilities.
3). Considering actual regional threats and international security challenges, AUC, Regional
Economic Communities (RECs), and African governments must urgently develop a more
proactive role; re-modelling traditional methods and adjusting them to new conditions. In
another words, they need to reinvent themselves and strengthen security in all levels of analysis.
4). There are limits to any country’s capacity, even the U.S’s, to do anything without allies,
friends or supporters, or by extension, working through international and intergovernmental
institutions, starting with the UN Security Council.
B). Re-modelling diplomacy's traditional tools (How to faster transition to the modern form of
diplomacy?).
1). More than ever, international relations include many new important actors. Although, the
entry of these new players has ended the effective monopoly diplomats once enjoyed over
international relations, governmental diplomacy continues to have an important role.
2). The rapid emergence of new stakeholders focused on conflict prevention and preventive
diplomacy has generated challenges associated with coordination and quality control. While the
diversity and heterogeneity of these new players may offer some exciting innovation, it also
produces challenges of cooperation and mutual awareness.
3). The range of actors involved in preventive action and conflict resolution in Africa is too
diffuse and fragmented for any coordination body to step in and impose a degree of order. And,
stakeholders would rightly be concerned about the ultimate goal of coordination and the use of
any information they might share. Without better understanding one another’s efforts, agencies
may duplicate efforts or worse, undermine each other’s attempts and generate conflict prevention
fatigue.
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4). Traditional diplomacy cannot alone handle a vast array of new issues. For example, the
environment, population, terrorism, transnational crime, drugs, and sustainable development.
In that context, we see the following changes: ministries of foreign affairs has delegated some
functions to other actors; the role of non-governmental actors has increased; multilateral
cooperation formats become more important; the structure and functions of diplomatic
institutions are redefined; the balance between generalists and specialists is redefined; the
influence of information on agendas of foreign affairs is growing; global information
environment is defining the work of foreign office; the ways of communication are diversified;
innovative information technologies are introduced; fast exchange of information minimizes the
importance of previously planned policy, fast decisions are emphasized; experts‟ role in
negotiations becomes more important.
National initiatives have also proliferated. In the United States, the Obama Administration’s
National Security Strategy highlights the importance of preventing violent conflict, and conflict
prevention has been identified as a priority for the Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization
Operations.
The US government also work on an Atrocities Prevention Board (APB) with a mandate to stop
genocide-level violence and human rights abuses before they begin.
5). The transformation of traditional diplomacy tools happens at high-speed. And, Diplomatic
services, in the way of state administration offices and branches, are subject to change.
But, it would be wrong to say that the role of the governmental diplomacy's traditional tools has
lessened due to growing importance of non-state actors or that the role of governmental
diplomacy has declined.
Thus, effective foreign affairs institutions are essential, not only for improvement of economical
and social welfare, but also for providing security.
Considering the aforementioned points, I want to even argue that the role of Modern diplomacy
will be even more important in the future than it has been during the last thirty years.
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Lieutenant-Colonel Sébastien Chênebeau
Thank you very much, Professor, I will talk more about the usage of force than the
diplomatic part. I think there are some useful linkages.
As you may know, I was in Mali last winter for only two months, but at the very
beginning of the crisis. I have a good knowledge of the terrorist threat in this part of Africa.
So the Operation Serval was a French led operation but not only, it was shared with
different countries and that may be the first point where diplomacy meets the use of force
because we fought alongside the Malian Army at the very beginning by reinforced it. We also
helped to establish capacities of the different African armies to win this battle.
Mali at this time was a disrupted country. But because of the long shared history we have
with Africa, and especially with Mali, we could not let this happen. We faced an aggressive
enemy and the whole operation was very challenging for France and its allies.
The use of force in this case points out the new expeditionary way of the current warfare.
The main characteristics of this operation were: a fast response to an unexpected situation; a
regional approach, we fought jointly with different African countries; a non-state and terrorist
threat; and the use of combined and joint forces. And also a multinational engagement with many
European countries and the United States.
I would like to talk a little bit more about the threat itself and the jihadist armed groups in
this part of Sahara and Sahel. It is not only an issue for Mali; it is an issue for the whole area. As
you can see on the map, all those points are locations where the jihadist stay, so you can see that
it is not only Mali but also Niger, Libya and Algeria. There are many connections with different
countries.
It’s not really an army we faced during this operation. The enemy came from different
places in Africa with different ways of mind. So it’s very difficult to use diplomacy against such
an enemy because it hasn’t got any official representation that you have to deal with them. And
unfortunately to deal with them the only way was the use of force by France. In addition it is not
only jihadists, there are also smugglers. The main course of action of this enemy is not to fight
directly the force; they avoid fighting us when possible. They prefer to hide within the
population, for instance. And they are able to conduct opportunistic alliances. They can change.
The friend of today is not the friend of tomorrow. It is very difficult to deal with this threat.
It is a quick focus for your understanding of what the enemy is, really, and how this
enemy fights. Because they are not a traditional army, it’s not a confrontation of two armies. It’s
a confrontation of wills. So, as you can see, in the Adrar des Ifoghas, in the northeast of Mali,
they had a safe haven. And this safe haven was well prepared for combat. We observed that the
enemy, generally speaking, and especially Al-Qa’ida in the Islamic Maghreb, leveraged of all the
former wars, and especially in Syria, Libya, and Afghanistan. So this enemy is stronger than
expected and they were very hard to fight.
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Now, after the enemy, I would like to point out the French decision-making process and
how are the interactions between the military and the political level. Our chief of defense is the
military advisor of the government. He can advise him on the situation from the military point of
view, as well as the French Department of State from a diplomatic one. The French President can
decide by himself of the opportunity to intervene in a country. And, after that, he gives the
Operational Command to the Chief of Defense. So it is a very short loop. What I would like to
remind as well is that we cannot and we do not want to intervene without an international and
legal mandate. So when the French President decided to intervene in Mali, he made sure before
that he has a request from the Malian government; that is the first point. And the second point is
that he made sure that the United Nations gave him clearance to intervene. This is our decision
making process with a short loop but we need a legal environment to commit the troops in
country.
Now just a reminder, I would like to remind that when you use force, it could be very
challenging. The North part of Mali is roughly the size of France, or the size of Texas for US
people. It is a huge country, empty for the most part. But, it is not that empty. Many people live
in this area. Mostly, they are Tuareg. In such an area, it is very hard to conduct a campaign. And,
given the emergency, we conducted the campaign and at the same time we built the force and
planned the future. And the future for us was not the French future but the Malian future and the
African future. So most part of the plan was to keep the strength at the lowest level possible
while increasing the capacities of our partners, mainly African, and to make sure the Malian
armed forces will be able to deal with the threat in the future.
I won’t go into the details of the operation, it’s not the case right now I give The lessons
we learned and confirmed. This is another touch point with diplomacy but when the government
choose to commit some troops in a war, the troops need a clear initial political end state and a
mission statement as clear as possible. We had that at the beginning in Mali and for militaries it
was easy to conduct a campaign. As you may know, France has many troops pre-deployed in
different countries in Africa. It is very valuable because we have a good knowledge of the
environment and the French armed forces were trained in an expeditionary mentality. We have,
as well, a quick reaction force, and this alert system was very helpful. We learned a lot of lessons
from our war in Libya in 2011 and in Afghanistan as well with regard to tactics, techniques, and
equipment. I think France has good expertise in terms of cooperation with African countries. It
allowed us to fight efficiently from the beginning of the operation. And if you want to conduct a
war, you must be prepared to use not only the high technology but, if you want to fight some
terrorists, you need to use old fashioned, dismounted warfare. You must go by foot on the
ground, there is no other way but to do that.
Now there are some challenges ahead for the force now. You know that France has
decreased its troops in the operation but we need to keep the situation under control and in order
to make the political dialogue between north and south parts of Mali possible. France now plans
and operates with MINUSMA and France helps to keep off the jihadist groups and if possible to
kill and disband these groups. And, I think this is the case now, France, with the Malian new
armed forces is expanding the hunt for the jihadist groups because they do not know the borders.
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So as a conclusion, I would say that the keys for success are unity of purpose at all levels.
And starting from the political level down to the soldier level. The ability to operate on short
notice for a country if you want to be strong you need to have a good backup and a quick
backup. High readiness force are allowed by our permanent stationed force in Africa. And we
need as well to have a very high level of interoperability and confidence with multinational
partners in Africa and with all European and also American partners. And it is not only a matter
of military; it’s a matter of negotiations at all levels, including the political levels.
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Colonel (Ret.) Timothy G. Murphy
Thank you Dr. Alexander. It is a great privilege for me to be here this afternoon and to
share a few thoughts with you. I would like to follow a bit in the footsteps of the distinguished
Ambassadors Yakobashvili and Keita this afternoon, to talk about how the world has changed
and how, in my view, we need to change in the way we approach the problem from the military
perspective as they presented from the diplomatic perspective.
The world is, indeed, a much different place than when I grew up as a young man in the
United States Air Force. It seems to me that what distinguishes this century and the latter half of
last century from the recent past is the explosion of adversaries and the types of adversaries that
we need to deal with from a military and political point of view. Of course, we still have the
problem of nation-states that are in conflict with each other. But we also are seeing the need to
deal with conflict between a nation-state and a very well-organized sub-national group, that
might even have legal status within another nation-state or another system. Then of course, a step
down from that you have outlawed but very organized and violent groups that we normally place
in the category of terrorist groups. At the bottom you have loosely organized but very violent
groups.
All of the sudden from a military and a diplomatic point of view, we are having to deal
with this whole range of bad options. You can pick up the newspaper this morning and find
examples of all four of these categories. Even today as we speak there is significant tension
between Vietnam and China that fall within the traditional nation-state construct that we knew
well from the 19th and early 20th century. Ukraine, in my view, is facing a hybrid of the same
thing. Ukraine faces violence from a sub-national group that really is, in my view, a thin disguise
of the forces of a nation-state next door to Ukraine.
Hizballah on the northern border of Israel is the best example of a sub-national group that
actually has a legal status in another country. Yet Israel is having to deal with them, not in the
same way that they would deal with Lebanon the nation-state, but the sub-national group itself. It
is very well armed, very well organized and actually holds a position as a legal party within that
nation.
At a lower level there is, of course, the many faces of Al-Qai’da. We talked about AQIM
(Al-Qa’ida in the Islamic Maghreb) this morning. AQIM and other Al-Qai’da affiliates are good
examples of the third level of group that are quite organized, quite violent, but do not fall within
the authority of a nation-state. Normally with the exception of the Taliban and Afghanistan many
years ago, these groups are an outlawed group within that nation-state they operate in.
I see Boko Haram as sort of in the transition from the loosely organized very violent
group up a step into a more organized group that actually is becoming more organized and more
violent and more dangerous to Nigeria.
I say that this is new and it is really not new. It started in a big way in the latter part of the
20th century as we saw this movement from primarily nation-state on nation-state to other
constructs. We are in that world where this is a growing problem to us.
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In dealing violence across this spectrum from a military point of view, there are some
gaps in our thinking and certainly in some of the literature. Two of the gaps are particularly
important from my point of view, and the first is a gap in understanding and even how to
understand the political goals of the sub-national groups with which we are dealing. Clausewitz’s
famous dictum as he said it was, “We see therefore that war is not merely an act of policy but a
true political instrument, a continuation of political intercourse carried out with other means.”
Now I agree with Professor Turner that Sun Tzu still applies. I also think Clausewitz still applies,
as we’re working through different organizations and different ways of doing battle. Clausewitz
was talking about 18th and 19th century nation-on-nation war, but I believe that it’s quite true
even within these sub-national groups. What the casual student of Clausewitz might miss is in
that same paragraph he wrote, “The political object is the goal, war is the means of reaching it
and means can never be considered in isolation from the purpose.” So we want to look at both
the means and the goal of every group, even when we are facing the forces of sub-national
organizations. We see through a glass very darkly about what the political object is for some of
these groups and how best to oppose that or prevent that political object. But they do have a
political objective.
The best and most efficient ways to counter violence across the spectrum is to begin
better to understand these political goals and what is the combination of diplomatic, economic,
and military power we can apply against these groups that will meet our goals and prevent them
from reaching theirs. This is one of the reasons that I personally am not enamored with
overgeneralized descriptions of the enemy. “The War on Terror,” or “Islamic Terrorism” are
poor characterizations because in every case we’re dealing with a particular group that has a
particular set of military and political objectives. If we generalize too much in naming the threat
that we are facing it becomes far more difficult to understand particularly what the political goal
is that they seek. Now that is not simple, I know. Colonel Chênebeau put up that whole list of
jihadists that all came together in Mali. What would have been their political objective? But
unless we put some careful thought to identifying it, we will simply be in a reactive fighting
mode that likely will not get us very far.
The second gap I think is similar to the first and that we need a better understanding of
the combination and the efficacy of the true tools of power—diplomatic, economic, and
political—all the way through this spectrum from loosely organized, to organized and dangerous,
to a highly organized and legal sub-national group, up to the point of a nation-state that might
even be a state-sponsor of terrorism. We are fond of saying, “We don’t negotiate with terrorists.”
That’s a nice tagline but it’s not really a good substitute for strategy. Now don’t get me wrong,
I’m not saying that we should stop all of this and start negotiating with terrorists. What I am
saying is if you just follow the tagline to its logical conclusion, the only choice we have is to
send forces and start fighting. Our choices really are much broader than that and we should think
through them.
Professor Turner mentioned deterrence this morning. I grew up with Thomas Schelling
and some of that crowd. Deterrence theory in the nuclear world was very developed—highly
sophisticated game theory and decision theory. Well, why can’t we do the same with subnational groups? How are they deterred, if they can be deterred? What are the best ways to deter
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them? If we must fight, what is the right combination of military power, alliances and attacking
their alliances and undermining their source of political and military power? We need to do this
type of theoretical work.
In closing, I would note that the world is likely to remain very fractured
and violent through this part at least of the 21st century with conflict across this whole range of
groups. I agree with the distinguished Ambassadors that we need new thinking about diplomacy
and the institutions in this world. And I would add that we need the same fresh thinking the
military side of this equation.
Thank you very much for the opportunity to make a few comments and share my
thoughts.

16

Academic Centers
Inter-University Center for Terrorism Studies (IUCTS)
Established in 1994, the activities of IUCTS are guided by an International Research Council that offers recommendations for
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universities and think tanks in over 40 countries, as well as with governmental, intergovernmental, and nongovernmental bodies.

International Center for Terrorism Studies (ICTS)
Established in 1998 by the Potomac Institute for Policy Studies, in Arlington, VA, ICTS administers IUCTS activities and
sponsors an internship program in terrorism studies.

Inter-University Center for Legal Studies (IUCLS)
Established in 1999 and located at the International Law Institute in Washington, D.C., IUCLS conducts seminars and research
on legal aspects of terrorism and administers training for law students.
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